It is hardly an accident, then, that in
the years since the enactment of the holiday and the elevation of King as a national icon, systematic attacks on the
Confederacy and its symbolism were
initiated, movements to ban the teaching of “Western civilization” came to
fruition on major American universities,
Thomas Jefferson was denounced as a
“racist” and “slaveowner,” and George
Washington’s name was removed from
a public school in New Orleans on the
grounds that he too owned slaves. In the
new nation and the new creed of which
the King holiday serves as symbol, all
institutions, values, heroes, and symbols
that violate the dogma of equality are
dethroned and must be eradicated. Those
associated with the South and the Confederacy are merely the most obvious
violations of the egalitarian dogma and
therefore must be the first to go, but
they will by no means be the last.
. . . The logical meaning of the holiday is the ultimate destruction of the
American Republic as it has been conceived and defined throughout our history, and until the charter for revolution the holiday represents is repealed,
we can expect only further installations
of the destruction and dispossession it
promises.

The President’s Dialogue
on Race: A Critique
Early in 1997, safely back in the
White House for a second term, President William Clinton hit upon a project
he hoped would establish his legacy as
a great president: he would solve the
American race problem, or at least win
renown by trying. With much fanfare, he
launched what was officially known as
“One America in the 21st Century: The
President’s Initiative on Race.” Today,
hardly anyone even remembers this
grand program that was supposed to
immortalize Mr. Clinton. The initiative
accomplished exactly nothing, partly
because it was upstaged by the Monica
Lewinsky sex scandal and impeachment,
but mainly because race is an intractable biological and social fact that cannot be papered over by initiatives, presidential or otherwise. In this May 1998
article, Dr. Francis explains the real
objectives of Mr. Clinton’s project.

T

he purpose of the president’s race
initiative, then, whether manifested in his own words, in the
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actions of his advisory board, or in what
the advisory board and the president fail
to discuss or forbid to be discussed, is
not “tolerance,” “diversity,” “harmony,”
“equality,” or “justice.” The real purpose
is to accommodate white Americans to
the end of their culture and their dominance as a majority of the American nation and as the cultural core of the nation, and to manage their adjustment to
the coming non-white dominance of the
near future. The real issue of the
president’s race initiative, then, is, as so
many things are, a question of power—
in this case, racial power.
White Americans today are confronted with the two most overwhelming facts of our time—first, the coming

tion of racial injustice, or racial consciousness and solidarity; and that it is
morally incumbent on whites to alter
their behavior, their culture, and their
sense of moral and social responsibility
in deference to non-white and often antiwhite demands. If there is anything we
as a nation have learned since the civil
rights movement thirty years ago, it is
that race is a reality, a natural as well as
a cultural and social reality, and that the
denial of racial realities that has been
written into our laws, our public conduct,
and our national public discourse is a
denial of a major truth about human beings. Every other race and ethnic group
in the United States has learned or is
presently learning this truth, and only
white Americans deny it, deny themselves their own racial consciousness,
and deny the threats to their civilization and to their own safety that their
denials invite. If we are to have a real
dialogue on race, then let us have one,
but let it be one in which white Americans engage only if they are able and
willing to claim the identity and the
heritage to which they have every right.

Race and the American
Identity

This way lies legacy.

demographic transformation of American society from a majority white to a
majority non-white society, and, secondly, the emergence of what can only
be described as an explicit racial consciousness among non-whites that identifies whites as their enemies and oppressors, a racial consciousness that is encouraged and exploited and certainly
seldom challenged by many whites
themselves, whether liberal or conservative. This racial consciousness ranges
in its expression from a mild but unquestioned assumption of non-white solidarity in conflict with whites to outright,
militant hatred of whites, but whatever
its form of expression, white Americans
need to ask themselves what will be their
fate as a white minority in a non-white
society where the racial demonology
created by non-whites prevails, and they
need to think hard about the answers they
reach.
White Americans also need to question and indeed reject the very premises
of the president’s “dialogue”—that the
racial and cultural transition to a nonwhite America is inevitable or desirable;
that whites somehow possess a monopoly on racial bigotry, the perpetra-

In the following passages, Dr. Francis refutes the fashionable view that the
United States was founded as a “universal” or “proposition” nation. It is
taken from remarks at the 1998 AR conference, which were published in two
parts, in the December 1998 and January 1999 issues.

B

ut the most casual acquaintance
with the realities of American history shows that the idea that
America is or has been a universal nation, that it defines itself through the
proposition that “all men are created
equal,” is a myth. Indeed, it is something
less than a myth, it is a mere propaganda
line invoked to justify not only mass
immigration and the coming racial revolution but also the erosion of nationality
itself in globalist free trade and a OneWorld political architecture. It also justifies the total reconstruction and re-definition of the United States as a multiracial, multicultural, and transnational
swamp. Nevertheless, the myth of the
universal nation or proposition country
is widely accepted, and today it represents probably the major ideological
obstacle to recognizing the reality and
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importance of race as a social and political force. . . .
In short, taken out of the context of
the whole document of the Declaration
and the historical context and circumstances of the document itself, the
“equality clause” of the Declaration
opens so many different doors of interpretation that it can mean virtually anything you want it to mean. It has been
invoked by Christians and freethinkers,
by capitalists and socialists, by conservatives and liberals, each of whom
merely imports into it whatever his own
ideology and agenda demand. Taken by
itself, it is open to so many different interpretations that it has to be considered

Calvin Coolidge could still write about race.

one of the most arcane—and one of the
most dangerous—sentences ever written, one of the major blunders of American history. . . .
As late as 1921, Vice-President-elect
Calvin Coolidge wrote an article on immigration called “Whose Country Is
This?” in the popular women’s magazine
Good Housekeeping. He argued that
“There are racial considerations too grave
to be brushed aside for any sentimental
reasons. Biological laws tell us that certain divergent people will not mix or
blend. The Nordics propagate themselves
successfully. With other races, the outcome shows deterioration on both sides.
Quality of mind and body suggests that
observance of ethnic law is as great a
necessity to a nation as immigration law.”
Not only the white but the Northern European racial identity of the nation could
thus be publicly affirmed by a leading
national political figure in a widely read
magazine as late as the 1920s. . . .
[I would like to] reinforce two points:
First, we are not and never were a “universal nation” or a “proposition country” defined by the equality clause of the
American Renaissance

Declaration or the bromides of the
Gettysburg Address. On the contrary
we—Americans in general and our public leaders in particular—repeatedly and
continuously recognized the reality and
importance of race and the propriety of
the white race occupying the “superior
position,” [as Lincoln put it in his debates with Stephen Douglas] and indeed
it is difficult to think of any other whitemajority nation in history in which recognition of the reality of race has been
so deeply imbedded in its thinking and
institutions as in the United States.
Second, whatever we think of that
history and its recognition of race, we
have to understand that the current propaganda line about being a universal
nation is not only a totally false account
of American history but also is a prescription for a total rejection of the
American past and the national identity
as we have always known it. Racial universalism is not simply an adjustment or
a “reform,” let alone a continuation of
the proper direction of American history,
but a revolutionary reconstruction of the
American identity. . . .
Americans have never been asked
whether they think it’s a good thing for
their nation to undergo the transition
from a white majority to a non-white majority country. They have indeed been
lied to about the transition, in being told
in 1965 that it wouldn’t happen, but until President Clinton embraced it last
year, no president has even bothered to
mention it.
If white Americans do not desire the
transition, they still have a short time to
prevent it and to try to salvage what is
left of the Old Republic most of them
still imagine they live in, and if they do
wish to salvage it, they will have to reject, as clearly and firmly as the original
Framers did, the universalism and egalitarianism that now threaten to destroy
them and their race. Political philosophies and constitutional forms come and
go, but nations—peoples and races—
remain. Yet without the common blood
that made us a nation in the first place,
there will be no American nation, no
matter what abstractions and forms we
vainly invoke.

The War on White Heritage
In this excerpt from a July 2000 article, Dr. Francis warns that the attack
on Confederate symbols is really an at-

tack on white heritage, and should be
understood as such by all whites, Northern and Southern.

T

he indifference and hostility of
non-whites to symbols and icons
of white heritage and identity expose the central fallacy of the “multiracialism” that our current political and
cultural elites promote. Its premise is that
different races and ethnic groups can all
“get along” with each other, that they can
live together in egalitarian harmony, and
that, as President Clinton said in 1998,
“we can strengthen the bonds of our national community as we grow more racially and ethnically diverse.”
But the reality is that the egalitarianism and universalism of the “civil rights”
era have led to the rediscovery of race
and the rebirth of racial consciousness
among non-whites and hence to the animosity that non-whites feel toward
whites and their heritage. It is racial consciousness, not egalitarianism and universalism, that fuels the non-white crusade against the American past, and obviously, if “multiracialism” means that
some races with more consciousness,
more solidarity, and more power can
boycott and bludgeon out of existence
the symbols of other races and the cultural legacies the symbols represent, then
multiracialism promises nothing but either perpetual racial conflict or merely
the same kind of racial supremacy that
used to exist in the United States—
though with a different supreme race
whose rule would be perhaps considerably more draconian than that of whites.
Of course, whites can always try to buy
temporary peace and harmony by agreeing to every demand of non-white radicalism and abandoning the symbols of
their own heritage. That, of course, is
exactly what whites today are doing,
though every concession merely leads to
further demands from non-whites. . . .
What the racial assault on the Confederacy and other non-Confederate
symbols really shows, however, is not
only the dangerous flaws of multiracialism and the inexorable logic of the
racial revolution of this century but also
that today regional differences among
whites—like many other cultural and
political differences—are no longer very
relevant. It shows that Southerners and
“Yankees” today face common enemies
and common threats to their rights, interests, identity, and heritage as whites,
and that the forces that have declared war
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