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before succumbing, he tore himself free
of Herman and got upon his feet.

Herman was up as quickly. He leaped
to the wall and seized the garden-scythe
that hung there.

“I’m go’ to cut you gizzud out,” he
announced definitely, “an’ eat it!”

Rupe Collins had never run from any-
body (except his father) in his life; he
was not a coward; but the present situa-
tion was very, very unusual. He was al-
ready in a badly dismantled condition,
and yet Herman and Verman seemed dis-
contented with their work: Verman was
swinging the grass-cutter about for a
new charge, apparently still wishing to
mow him, and Herman had made a quite
plausible statement about what he in-
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tended to do with the scythe. . . .
Rupe paused but for an extremely

condensed survey of the horrible ad-
vance of the brothers, and then, utter-
ing a blood-curdled scream of fear, ran
out of the stable and up the alley at a
speed he had never before attained . . . .
And a ‘cross-shoulder glance at the cor-
ner, revealing Verman and Herman in
pursuit, the latter waving his scythe over-
head, Mr. Collins slackened not his gait
. . . .

From the alley door, Penrod and Sam
watched the flight, and were without
words. When the pursuit rounded the
corner, the two looked wanly at each
other; but neither spoke until the return

of the brothers back from the chase.
Herman and Verman came back, laugh-

ing and chuckling.
“Hiyi!” cackled Herman to Verman, as

they came. “See ’at ole boy run!”
“Who-ee!” Verman shouted in ec-

stasy.
“Nev’ did se boy run so fas’!” Herman

continued, tossing the scythe into the
wheelbarrow. “I bet he home in bed by
viss time!” . . . .

Penrod looked dazedly from Herman
to Verman and back again. So did Sam
Williams.

“Herman,” said Penrod, in a weak
voice, “you wouldn’t honest of cut his
gizzard out, would you?”

What does it take for a
nation to endure?

reviewed by Thomas Jackson

Although the title of this book is
Can the South Survive? it could
have had the subtitle Can

America Survive? or Can Whites
Survive? This is to say that al-
though it is a book about the South,
written by a proud and loyal South-
erner, the questions it asks go far
beyond sectional interests.
Michael Grissom’s main concern is
whether there is a realistic hope for
a distinctly Southern nation, but he
understands that the South’s de-
cline into irreligious, miscegenist
vulgarity is part of a sickness that
afflicts whites everywhere. The
great strength of this book is that
although it ranges widely over his-
tory and culture, it never loses sight
of the central question of race. Michael
Grissom is that rare and refreshing South-
erner who never apologizes.

The Old South

Mr. Grissom begins with an explana-
tion of what makes the South southern.
It is good as far as it goes, but deserves
more than 34 of the book’s 705 pages.
Mr. Grissom has covered this ground
more thoroughly elsewhere, particularly
in his 1988 book, Southern by the Grace

of God, but readers less familiar with the
South will want a better-rounded picture
of what the author so passionately de-
fends.

Mr. Grissom starts with four distinc-
tively Southern traditions: a feudal
theory of society, a code of chivalry, a
firm concept of the gentleman, and a
pervasive religiousness. Southerners

thought seriously about what God,
honor, and breeding required of them.
Men avenged insults on the field of
honor and, as Mr. Grissom writes, “false-
hood, like an act of cowardice, was sup-
posed to lose one his standing in soci-
ety.” He adds that “every woman was a
lady; ladies were to be protected; their
virtue assured; their honor unques-
tioned.”

The total war Sherman and Sheridan
waged against the South was an incom-
prehensible outrage against this deep

sense of propriety. Mr. Grissom quotes
Confederate Secretary of War Judah P.
Benjamin:

“If they had behaved differently; if
they had come against us observing
strict discipline protecting women and
children, respecting private property and
proclaiming as their only object the put-
ting down of armed resistance to the

Federal Government, we should
have found it perhaps more diffi-
cult to prevail against them. But
they could not help showing their
cruelty and rapacity, they could
not dissemble their true nature,
which is the real cause of this war.
If they had been capable of acting
otherwise, they would not have
been Yankees, and we should
never have quarreled with them.”

Once their country was in-
vaded, Southerners defended their
way of life with a single-mind-
edness that commanded admira-
tion. Colonel Arthur Freemantle of

the British army, who marched for a time
as an observer with the Southern armies,
concluded his diary with this tribute:

“The more I think of all that I have
seen in the Confederate States of the
devotion of the whole population, the
more I feel inclined to say with General
[Leonidas] Polk—‘How can you subju-
gate such a people as this?’ and even
supposing that their extermination were
a feasible plan, as some Northerners
have suggested, I never can believe that
in the nineteenth century the civilized
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world will be condemned to witness the
destruction of such a gallant race.”

Of course, the “gallant race” was de-
feated, and if it was not entirely de-
stroyed, it’s confidence was badly
shaken. Mr. Grissom explains:

 “The bitter taste of defeat, the ensu-
ing horror of Reconstruction, and the
collapse of his [the Southerner’s] stable
social order—reinforced by the perva-
sive Yankee textbooks from which his
children formed their ideas—convinced
him that he had been wrong, or at best
had taken the wrong road and was, there-
fore, obligated to try things the Yankee
way, to see it the Yankee way.”

Already by the end of the 19th cen-
tury, Henry W. Grady of Atlanta had
popularized the phrase “New South,” by
which he meant commerce and industri-

alization on the Northern model. The
South was to make money-making life’s
chief end; it was to “outyankee the Yan-
kee” as one Southern editor put it.

Still, the South avoided some of the
restlessness of the North. Mr. Girssom
quotes John Crowe Ransom, writing in
1930 about Southern communities: “Their
citizens are comparatively satisfied with
the life they have inherited, and are care-
ful to look backward quite as much as

they look forward.”
Of course, what increasingly made

this satisfied life intolerable to the rest
of the country was the subordinate po-
sition of blacks. Blacks had been in the
South in large numbers since the 18th
and even the 17th centuries, and whites
had established hierarchical relations
that persisted long after slavery. Even in
1960, there were still 140 counties in the
Old Confederacy in which blacks out-
numbered whites, and equality was un-
thinkable. William Alexander Percy’s
1941 novel, Lanterns on the Levee, re-
flects one thoughtful Southerner’s ob-
servations about blacks:

 “Murder, thieving, lying, violence—
I sometimes suspect the Negro doesn’t
regard these as crimes or sins, or even
as regrettable circumstances. He com-
mits them casually, with no apparent feel-
ing of guilt. White men similarly delin-
quent become soiled or embittered or
brutalized. Negroes are as charming af-
ter as before a crime. Committing crimi-
nal acts, they seem never to be crimi-
nals. The gentle devoted creature who
is your baby’s nurse can carve her boy-
friend from ear to ear at midnight and by
seven a.m. will be changing the baby’s
diaper while she sings ‘Hear the Lambs
a-calling.’ ” He goes on to ask: “Is the
inner life of the Negro utterly different
from ours? Has he never accepted our
standard of ethics?”

Still, explicit commentary on racial dif-
ferences was rare. Mr. Grissom quotes
the “Yankee-born Carleton Putnam:”

 “The South, after generations of ex-
perience, had developed customs and a
way of life with the Negro that took his
limitations into consideration with a mini-
mum of friction and a maximum of kind-
ness. It was entirely against these cus-
toms, these adaptations, openly to ana-
lyze and publicize the reasons for them.”

However, when outsiders began to
interfere with race relations, delicacy
became a disadvantage:

“The truth is that responsible South-
erners have deliberately weakened their
own defense because of their unwilling-
ness to raise the underlying problem.
They talk of states’ rights when they
should be talking anthropology, and
they do so out of instinctive human kind-
ness. There is a point at which kindness
imposed upon ceases to be a virtue.”

In 1951, the NAACP, which had until
then considered the South impregnable,
held its national convention in Atlanta.
This marked a shift in emphasis and the

beginning of a campaign against which
the South was poorly prepared. The
North proceeded to bully the South with
a zeal born of ignorance, but Southern-
ers never mounted a coherent defense.

“The South,” writes Mr. Grissom,
“was teeming with traveling troublemak-
ers” who, together with the federal gov-
ernment, were behind the tumultuous
events of the period. Mr. Grissom ably
tells the stories of the integration of Little
Rock Central High School in 1957, the
“freedom riders” of 1961, the near-war at
Ole Miss in 1962, the Birmingham church
bombing of 1963, and the Selma-to-Mont-
gomery march of 1965.

Throughout this period, there was
some white resistance, but little unity
and bad leadership. Blacks, as Mr.

Grissom points out, very quickly learned
to stick together: “[B]loc voting works
to the advantage of the negro in that his
is the only special interest group which
can be counted on to stay the course
consistently, a decided advantage when
it comes to extracting promises from
weather-vane politicians.”

Among whites, “the moderate became
the liberal’s best friend,” writes Mr.
Grissom.  “Always counseling modera-
tion, inaction, passivity, the moderate
never managed a stand on anything.”
The South was also betrayed by its
newspapers, many of which were owned
by Northerners. Even those with roots
still in the South had editors who played
to a New York audience rather than to
their own readers. Ministers, as well,
were quick to capitulate, and whites be-
came so demoralized that “the presence
of a single black is enough to intimidate

Polk: How do you subjugate a people?

Sherman: He found a way.

“ ‘Conservative’ has
become so perverted that
it resists definition, and is
a term sadly in search of

a meaning.”
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a whole room full of whites.”
Mr. Grissom describes some of the

consequences of this loss of nerve. A
visit to Central High School today finds
that what was once the pride of Little
Rock needs millions of dollars of repairs,
sits in a blasted neighborhood—and
hosts a museum that tells the integra-
tion story. “Not only do liberals do stu-
pid things,” he writes; “they commemo-
rate them.”

Mr. Grissom always includes the parts
of the story liberal cheerleaders leave
out. He notes that years after the inte-
gration of Ole Miss, James Meredith
didn’t have quite the view of the event
he was supposed to: “They would have
been crazy not to fight against me, be-
cause I went there to fight them,” he said.
“I went there to take their good thing
away from them.”

Despite the long string of racial de-
feats for the South, the region still re-
tains some sense of race. The common
joke in the South when Lisa Marie Presley
married Michael Jackson was that this
was proof Elvis was dead. If “the King”
had had a spark of life in him he would
have showed up to stop her marrying a
black man.

Final Collapse

In Mr. Grissom’s view, the “civil rights
uproar” was central to a generalized col-
lapse of decency. It pre-dated drug-tak-
ing, the “free-speech” movement, and
demonstrations against the war in Viet-
nam, but it merged with them, made use

of them, and outlasted them. “There was
not an issue in the Sixties that couldn’t
be connected to a black cause,” he
writes.

The 1960s saw not only the over-
throw of the racial order but virtually
every other order as well. “We are al-
ways only one generation away from
apostasy, and one untaught, untrained,
undisciplined generation is all it takes to
break the chain of civilization’s perpetu-
ity,” writes Mr. Grissom. “That genera-
tion was the one the Sixties gave us.”

He calls modern culture “a sea of pol-
lution,” and has the greatest revulsion
for the coarseness that now character-
izes language, dress, manners, and be-
havior. He blames much of the decline
on television, and wishes it had never
been invented: “If Southerners don’t quit
watching TV, I fear it will rob us of our
very souls.” Mr. Grissom frankly favors

censorship, and complains that too many
people will betray their principles for fear
of  being called “prudes.”

Mr. Grissom takes his faith seriously,
and writes angrily about “imitation
churches” that apologize to blacks, or-
dain women, promote miscegenation,
fawn over homosexuals and AIDS carri-
ers, and join in attacks on Southern sym-
bols. He argues that efforts to “change
with the times” and to be “relevant” have

left churches with smaller congregations
than ever. How, he asks, can anyone be
attracted to an institution that  calls God
the “father-mother” and evokes the
“mighty hand” of God rather than His
“right hand” for fear of offending south-
paws? “If the religious institutions of
the South do not function properly,” he
asks, “what can the South expect in the
way of order, morality, and stability?”

These are, of course, problems that
concern the whole country and not just
the South. Mr. Grissom also writes about
the dangers of “an immigration policy
based upon trying to avert charges of
racism,” and his chapter on why the Re-
publicans cannot save the South could
have been entitled why they cannot save
anything. They are, he notes “simply
one branch of a single-party system,”
and it is because of them that the word
“conservative” “has become so per-
verted that it resists definition” and is
“a term sadly in search of a meaning.”

Is there any hope for the South? Mr.
Grissom is not sure. “One must eventu-
ally ask,” he writes, “if Southerners . . .
can even be moved to a consideration
of their plight.” Most, he fears, have
become “a people who have forgotten
who they are.” In this respect, South-
erners are no different from their North-
ern—or European—cousins. The white
man, Mr. Grissom writes, “doesn’t even
realize he is in a war. He fails to compre-
hend the seriousness of his own situa-
tion and probably won’t until he is in
the minority—and then it will be too
late.”

This book’s final prescription for the
South is not realistic. Swallowing his
deep disapproval of the man, Mr. Gris-
som quotes Abraham Lincoln from
1848—“Any people anywhere, being
inclined and having the power, have the
right to rise up, and shake off the exist-
ing government, and form a new one that
suits them better”—and proposes se-
cession. Secession appeals to Southern-
ers nostalgic for the gallantry and brav-
ery of their Confederate ancestors, and
who believe that if the South were some-
how free of Yankee domination it would
return to the healthy ways of the past.

Secession would be wonderful. There
was, at one time, a Southern nation, and
it could perhaps be reborn. However,
separatist sentiment among whites is
more likely to follow racial than sectional
lines. Many Southerners will look to
Northern whites for racial allies before
they look to blacks for regional allies

“Not only do liberals do
stupid things, they com-

memorate them.”
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(though Mr. Grissom does not consider
blacks Southerners: “Historically, the
term has never been applied to the negro
. . . .”). Mr. Grissom understands that the
central problem for the South has been
race, but for secession even to get a hear-
ing, it would have to be offered as some-
thing that would appeal to blacks. That
is no different from preaching states’

rights when the problem is anthropol-
ogy, and that approach failed.

Mr. Grissom understands what is at
stake. Immigration and low birthrates are
quickly eroding the majority, and if the
white man disappears, “he will take with
him his sense of fair play, his unswerv-
ing commitment to the underdog, his
belief in personal responsibility, his will-

ingness to aid those in distress, his aver-
sion to crime, his strong sense of family,
and his ability to create and maintain
stable governments.” Precious as the
South may be, there are a few things that
are even more important.

Can the South Survive? can be pur-
chased at www.michaelandrewgrissom.
com.
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O Tempora, O Mores!
The ‘Democracy’ of Lib-
erals

Belgium’s Vlaams Blok is a national-
ist party that calls for secession of
Flanders from Belgium, withdrawal from
the EU, and tough restrictions on immi-
gration. The Blok would deport all ille-
gal immigrants immediately, and let legal
immigrants stay only if they speak Flem-
ish, know Flemish laws and history, and
are approved by Flemish neighbors. Few
of the Turks and Moroccans who live in
Belgium would be able to stay.

The Blok’s views make it very un-
popular with the Belgian establishment.
When he took office in 1999, Prime Min-
ister Guy Verhofstadt, who represents a
Liberal-Socialist coalition, said, “The is-
sue I want to be judged upon is whether
I will be able to stop the Vlaams Blok.”

In 2000, a government agency called
the “Center for Equal Opportunities and
the Fight against Racism” sued to ban
the Vlaams Blok on the grounds that it is
a racist party not in line with European
and international human rights treaties.
The Center did not sue the party itself,
because it would have had to charge it
with a political crime, and all such crimes
must be tried by the Cour d’Assises. This
is the only court in Belgium that seats a
jury, and a jury of citizens was unlikely
to convict. Therefore, the government,
through its agency, charged three non-
profit agencies affiliated with the Vlaams
Blok with putting out “racist” publica-

tions. Belgium essentially bans private
funding of political campaigns, and the
non-profits receive the state subsidies
all major political parties require in order
to function. The government accuses
the non-profits of putting out “racist”
publications. This, it argues, is a “press
crime,” not a political crime, so the case
can be tried before a judge rather than
the Cour d’Assises.

In June 2001, the first trial court re-
jected the government’s case because it
considered the accusations political and
therefore outside its competence. “The
judiciary was being used as a stage for a
political settling of scores,” wrote the
judge. In Feb. 2003, an appellate court
upheld this decision, but the government
took the case to the Belgian Supreme
Court, which overturned the second
court and sent the case for trial on its
merits to the Court of Appeal in Ghent, a
stronghold of Socialists and Liberals.
This court found the agencies guilty and
fined them the Euro equivalent of $14,880.
The ruling also forbade distribution of
party literature and television appear-
ances by party members. The French-
speaking television networks in Belgium
complied with the ruling, but the Flem-
ish ones did not.

The Vlaams Blok has appealed the
ruling to the Supreme Court again, but it
has little chance of winning. If the Su-
preme Court upholds the Ghent ruling,
the Blok loses all government funding.
Essentially it becomes a criminal organi-
zation and cannot field candidates.

 The ban on campaigning was particu-
larly harmful because it came just before
the June 13 elections. The Vlaams Blok
still became the largest party in Belgium,
receiving 24.1 percent of the vote and 32
seats in the Flemish parliament. Its
981,587 votes surpassed those of the
Socialists—the ruling party in the
French-speaking parliament in the
Wallonia region—by almost 100,000, but

the Blok cannot form a government. Just
as the French parties do with the Na-
tional Front, all other parties have

colluded to keep it out of power. They
have agreed never even to talk to the
party, let alone form a coalition with it.
Belgium is therefore in the astonishing
position of having its most popular party
unable to form a government and even
facing dissolution at the hands of
judges.

If this blatantly anti-democratic effort
to stifle nationalist opposition succeeds,
the Blok vows that its members will
promptly establish a new party. [Stephen
Pollard, I’ve Seen The Future: It’s Scary
And Belgian, The Times (London), Apr.
24, 2004. Belgium Strangles Opposition,
The Flemish Republic, Jan-Feb.-March,
2004. Winning Team, The Flemish Re-
public, April-May-June, 2004.]

Euroskeptic Success
The most notable result of the June

European Parliament elections was the
success of “Euroskeptic” parties that
want their countries out of the European
Union (EU). In Britain, the UK Indepen-
dence Party (UKIP), was among the larg-
est gainers. It received 16 percent of the
vote, more than double its share in the
1999 European Parliament election, and
the number of UKIP Members of the
European Parliament (MEPs) increased
from two to 12. UKIP’s gains came at the
expense of Britain’s two largest parties:
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