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We
live in supposedly liberal and free countries, and we are
supposedly all free to express our opinions and to tell the truth.
Yet we are not allowed to expose the truth, if it varies from the
current orthodoxy given out by our governments. Anyone who tries to
do so is insulted, abused and treated like a dissident in Communist
Russia.

In
this timely book, D P Marchessini shines a probing light on some of
the illusions that are believed, practised and taught to us today.
The shocking truth is that our governments do not even try to act
in the best interests of their citizens. Nor do our newspapers tell
us the truth. The purpose of this book is to prick the balloons of
hypocrisy in our world, and to expose the myths and
lies.


Preface

We are living in a unique era of history,
when the level of hypocrisy throughout the world is unprecedented.
Of course, there has been hypocrisy since the beginning of time,
but there has also been mockery and shafts of truth which have
punctured the hypocrisy. Today, there is no mockery or truth.
Everyone believes whatever the government tells them and, indeed,
anyone who contradicts the government is attacked and persecuted.
This is especially true in the Anglo-Saxon world of the United
States and England. No doubt, one of the factors is political
correctness, which does not allow either contradiction or mockery.
And there is also the proliferation of the media, so that people
are bombarded from all sides by lies.

The intention of this book is to prick
some of the more outrageous hypocrisies.
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 Arkansas Truth

At a
certain time, while Bill Clinton was Governor of Arkansas, drugs
began to be smuggled into western Arkansas, the most remote part of
the State. This smuggling was done by plane. Planes are rather
difficult to conceal, so all the State Troopers were well aware of
what was going on. Nevertheless, no attempt was made to stop the
smuggling. Some years later, it was finally ascertained that the
man who was in charge of this drug smuggling was a Mr Dan Lasater.
And who was Mr Lasater? Mr Lasater was Mr Clinton’s business
partner in Little Rock. He later made himself famous when he said
before a Congressional Committee, “What is wrong with bringing in
drugs if you don’t charge for them?”. Yet Clinton did not come in
for any criticism for this matter. He was not even
mentioned.

In
the Arkansas of the Clintons, there were a lot of bribes floating
around. The Clintons accepted bribes, but they also gave bribes.
There was a two-way traffic. Clinton had a bodyguard and chauffeur
called L.D. Brown, who was treated as one of the family, and who
was frequently consulted for advice by both Clintons. After leaving
the Clintons, L.D. Brown wrote a book called “Crossfire”, which was
non-political, and simply detailed his life with the Clintons.
Among other things, Brown revealed that he had been Clinton’s “bag
man”. One of Clinton’s methods was to give money to black
ministers, who then made sure that all their black parishioners
voted for Clinton. The Whitewater investigation was informed that
L.D. Brown was Clinton’s “bag man”, and he was interrogated. But,
of course, nothing came of it. The Clintons also accepted bribes.
Brown also revealed that one money spinner was “Fund Raisers”.
Under Federal laws, no one was allowed to give more than $1,000 to
any political party or candidate. It was, therefore, necessary to
assemble a large group of people in order to get a sizeable amount
of money. Clinton found it easy to obtain a large number of donors
to contribute, because they were assured that they would get their
money back. One very rich backer would then give Clinton the total
amount “raised”, and all the official donors would be reimbursed.
Perhaps the most famous bribe was the $100,000 that Mrs Clinton
received through a “Commodity Account”. It is public knowledge that
Mrs Clinton put $1,000 in the Account and, in six weeks, received
$100,000 back from her broker. Now, no one in the world is clever
enough to be able to do that, but if there were somebody who could
do that, he would be sitting on his yacht in the Mediterranean, not
sitting in a small brokerage office in Little Rock, Arkansas. But
the story was even worse. The records of all Hillary’s trades show
that they were all in Cattle Futures. At the time, the cattle
market was in the biggest bull market it had ever had. One might
therefore be excused for thinking that Hillary just got lucky and
rode the coat-tails of the bull market. But, in fact, all of Mrs
Clinton’s trades were SHORT. In other words, she made one hundred
times her money, going short in an enormous bull market. Even a
small child would not believe that.

Hillary had a big love affair with Vince Foster, who was one
of her law partners, and also the Clintons’ lawyer. Wild Bill also
had a mistress in Little Rock, a lady called Beth Coulson, who was
the only high-class woman in his life. The Clintons accepted each
other’s lovers, and would often dine together. Little Rock is a
small town and these things were well-known. Mrs Clinton and Vince
Foster bought a cabin together in the woods near Little Rock, and
would often go and spend the night there. They would also travel
together, and once even went to London together. What Mrs Clinton
did object to was what she called “extra-marital sex”. In
particular, Wild Bill often would go cruising at night, with L.D.
driving him. They would go to a bar or disco, where Bill would
point out a girl that he fancied. L.D. would then go up to her and
say “How would you like to dance with the Governor of Arkansas?”.
Most of the time the girls did want to, with L.D. watching. After
some preparatory dancing, Wild Bill would take the wretched girl
out to the back and have her suck his cock. Very elegant and
refined behaviour. This was often discussed with L.D.

After
Clinton got to Washington, things became much worse. Thirty-five of
his business associates and/or political allies were indicted for
fraud, and three were murdered. This was unprecedented in the
Presidential history of the United States. Another crime that
Clinton committed was to cover up the murder of Vince Foster, who
was his lawyer and only friend. Foster’s body was found in a
Washington park, lying flat, in an unnatural stiff position. He was
lying on the grass several hundred yards from any pavement, yet his
shoes did not have any grass or mud on them. He owned a gun, but
the gun in his hand was not his own gun. Where was his own gun? His
hand was around the trigger in such a contorted way that it would
have been impossible to fire the gun. The bullet hole in his throat
did not coincide with the gun in his hand. There were many more
details, making it clear that his death could not be suicide. Did
Clinton appoint the FBI to investigate the matter? No he did not.
Well, did he appoint the Washington DC Police to investigate the
matter? No, he did not. He appointed the Washington Park Police,
whose only previous experience was breaking up canoodling couples,
and who had never investigated a murder before. The poor Park
Police even forgot to look for the bullet. When they went back,
three weeks later, it was gone. When they went to the White House
to search Foster’s office, they were not allowed in by the White
House Counsel, Bernie Nussbaun, until his own minions had hoovered
the office and made sure there was nothing in it derogatory to the
Clintons. This became well-known. The amazing thing was that the
Republicans, who had a majority in Congress, did not do anything
about this. They just sat on their hands and let him get away with
it. There was an uproar later, but it was too late. The committee
that was formed to investigate was too futile, and the White House
staff stone-walled behind Clinton. One White House secretary, who
was questioned, used the phrase “I don’t remember” 178 times during
her testimony.

But
Clinton was not finished yet. He still had the Lewinsky scandal to
come, when he was caught committing perjury. Of course, only a
child would believe that Lewinsky was the only White House intern
that Clinton had his hands on. She was the ugliest of the lot, and
it would be impossible for Clinton not to have had contact with the
more attractive ones as well. Indeed, one of them was seen
buttoning her blouse as she came out of his office. Perjury is a
Federal crime for which one goes to jail. A lady in Texas, who was
tried about the same time as Clinton, had to go to jail for doing
exactly the same thing. Clinton not only did not go to jail, but he
remained President, and although he was impeached by the House of
Representatives, the Senate did not ratify the impeachment. This
was shocking to Europeans. It was Third World behaviour.

But
the most shocking action that Clinton committed took place on his
very last day in office, when he pardoned Marc Rich, the well-known
fugitive. Now, Clinton was not related to Marc Rich — he was not
his brother, nor his cousin. Indeed, he had never even met him.
Why, therefore, would he pardon a well-known fugitive? It is
perfectly obvious that Rich must have given him an enormous bribe.
And yet this possibility has never been raised in America. American
naïvety is amazing, and Clinton relied on it. He knew that he would
get away with it.


 The truth is never
racist

At
the 1988 Olympics in Korea, there was a spectacular photograph of
the finish of the 100 metre dash. It was taken from behind the
finish line, so that the eight finalists were running towards the
camera. All eight finalists were black. The odds of this being a
coincidence would be in the trillions, but we all already knew that
blacks run faster than whites. They have been dominating athletics
events for many years.

Apart
from athletics, they also dominate many other sports. In the
National Basketball Association, in America, 86% of the players are
black, although only 13% of Americans are black. In football, the
story is similar. In the National Football League the vast majority
of players are also black. In other words, blacks are simply better
athletes — they can run faster; they can jump higher; they are
bigger and stronger. Although this is perfectly obvious, very few
people mention it, because it is not “Politically Correct”. What
the Politically Correct people are afraid of admitting is that, if
the blacks are different to whites physically, then they may be
different mentally. This question of comparative IQs is always
discussed on the basis of white versus black. That is not at all
the point.

The
fact is that not only does every race has a different IQ, but even
every country has a different IQ. IQ tests have shown that the
Orientals in general, and the Chinese in particular, are the most
intelligent race. The reason they are the most intelligent race is
because they have the longest civilisation behind them — 5,000
years. After them, come the Indians and Pakistanis. Then come the
whites. The difference between the Chinese and the whites is
approximately ten percent, which is enormous. Among the whites, the
cleverest are the Jews — they have had a long civilisation behind
them. Among Europeans, the cleverest are the Greeks, because they
have had the longest civilisation in Europe. The least intelligent
are the Portuguese, who have had a very short civilisation. The
blacks, according to many IQ tests, have IQs ten percent below the
whites. They have had very little civilisation. If the blacks had
had 5,000 years of civilisation, like the Chinese, no doubt they
would be as intelligent as the Chinese. Below the blacks, at the
bottom of the ladder, are Red Indians.

But
just as there are differences between races, there are many
differences between countries. Why are the most beautiful love
songs Spanish? — have you ever heard of a Swedish love song? Why
are the greatest operas Italian? Why are most great composers
German, and most great chess players Slav? Why are most great
novels English, or French. Bulgaria is a small country, but, at
every Olympics, it wins gold medals in weight-lifting. In the grand
hotels in Europe before the War, the waiters in the dining room
were always Italian, because they were the most charming. But the
waiters in Room Service were all German — because they never forgot
anything. There was a recent survey about the incidence of anger
among European countries. The Italians got angry an average 3½–5
times a day. The Danes got angry once every 10 days. Are they the
same?

To
pretend that there is no difference between races and countries is
simply hypocrisy. It is only by recognising the differences, and
working on the lower categories, that the human race can be
improved.


 PLO or KGB?

Of
all the political subjects that come up regularly in the
newspapers, the one that appears most often is the continuous
fighting between Israel and the PLO. Instead of putting forward
arguments on this subject, I would like to bring to your attention
only some facts — and leave you to come to your own
conclusions.

In
1947, the United Nations produced a Partition Plan which would have
created two viable States — one Jewish and one Arab — in Palestine.
The Jews accepted the United Nations Plan, but the Arabs did not.
As a result, Israel declared its independence in 1948.

Immediately after Israel had declared independence, all the
Arab States declared war on Israel. The Arab States then advised
all Palestinian Arabs to leave Israel, in order that they would not
be in the way when the fighting took place. No Arabs, however, were
asked to leave by the Jews, and there are still many Arabs living
in Israel. Since then, the Arab states have declared four wars on
Israel altogether, all of which they have lost. All of the wars
were financed by Saudi Arabia, who claims to be neutral. The Arab
States forcibly ejected all Jews from Arab countries, a total of
almost a million people.

When
the PLO was established, one of the clauses in its Charter called
for the expulsion of all Jews from Israel. Although the PLO have
verbally agreed to delete this clause from their Charter, they have
never done so. The term “Palestinians” is disingenuous. It suggests
that the Arabs are Palestinians and the Jews are not. But if
Palestinian means a native of Palestine, there are many Jews who
have been natives of Palestine for centuries. In short, there are
Jewish Palestinians as well as Arab Palestinians.

There
have been several attempts made to move the Palestinians out of the
camps. On each occasion, the Arab leaders refused to allow the
Palestinian Arabs to be moved, despite the poverty and discomfort
in which they lived, in order to keep political pressure on Israel
and the United States. Nor do the Arabs allow the Palestinians to
become citizens of any of their countries.

In a
recent poll taken of Palestinian Arabs, over 70% said they had no
desire to return to Israel. The results of this poll so infuriated
Arab terrorists that they destroyed the offices of the company who
had done the survey, and beat up its employees.

General Pacepa of Rumania was the highest ranking intelligence
officer ever to have defected from the Soviet Block. He has written
in the Wall Street Journal that Arafat was a KGB agent who worked
under him and was also an active terrorist. It was the KGB who made
Arafat Chairman of the PLO. Indeed, Arafat was not even a
Palestinian, but an Egyptian. Apart from heading the PLO, Arafat
was also head, since 1957, of al-Fatah, the Palestinian terror
organisation.

There
are no Israeli suicide bombers, but there are plenty of Arab
bombers.


 What Price
Democracy?

Although everyone continues to use the phrase “democracy”, and
it is considered by many people to be the best form of government,
it is interesting to consider how many genuine democracies there
are in the world today. To begin with, history has shown that a
republic is usually a much more successful form of government than
a democracy. Rome and Venice are good examples of successful
republics. The difference is that, in a republic, people do not
vote directly for candidates — they vote for electors who then
choose the candidates. Switzerland is a Republic today and,
compared to the countries of the West, it is much better run. The
United States is also officially a Republic, because the Founding
Fathers did not think the average man would be able to choose
between presidential candidates. They therefore wrote the
Constitution, so that the voting would be for Electors,
(distinguished people from each State), who would then choose the
President. This sounds rather sensible, but it was negated by the
political parties, who put up slates of Electors already committed
to a party in advance. In effect, this turned the United States
into a democracy. However, the Electors still have the legal right
to vote for anyone they wish to. Some years ago, some of the
Southern Electors voted for Senator Strom Thurmond as President,
even though he was not running. England is also not, strictly
speaking, a democracy, because of the House of Lords. Even after
Asquith took much of the power away from the Lords in 1911, the
House of Lords continues to have both prestige and
influence.

As
regards the rest of Europe, the picture is not encouraging. After
14 years of democracy, the Germans produced Hitler. In 1958, the
French politicians were unable to govern France any longer. They
threw up their hands and called for De Gaulle. Spain has had a
chequered career of democracies, monarchies and Civil Wars, as has
Greece. Italy has, theoretically, been a democracy since the War,
but it has proportional representation, making it hard to govern.
That is probably why they have done so well. Eastern Europe has
been either under the Nazis or under the Communists, until
recently. In the Middle East, there are no democracies. There are
Socialist dictatorships of various kinds. And that is also the case
in Egypt. In the Black African countries, democracy is a joke. They
are either dictatorships or one-party states. When someone once
mentioned the slogan “One Man, One Vote” to Ian Smith, the
Rhodesian Prime Minster, he replied “Yes, but in Africa, it is: One
Man, One Vote, One Time”.

One
country where democracy seems to have worked since the War is
Japan, perhaps because the Japanese are more disciplined. In the
South American countries, dictatorships alternate with Communist
governments. Brazil makes an effort to be a democracy, but
corruption is rampant. Some years ago, a well-known Brazilian
politician was caught stealing, and had to leave the country.
Surprisingly, he not only came back some years later, but ran for
political office again. His election slogan was: “He steals, but he
is efficient” — he was elected. In Mexico, it is even worse. Many
years ago, a friend of mine had a romance with a Mexican girl,
whose father was a Minister in the government. After six months in
office, he resigned. My friend asked the girl why her father had
resigned after such a short time. She said “In Mexico, in six
months, one can steal as much as one needs. There is no point to
stay on.”.

And
yet the Americans think that democracy can be established in any
country in ten minutes. They do not grasp that, for a democracy,
you need not only an educated population, but political traditions
and principles that have existed for many years. The idea of
establishing a democracy in Iraq, where there were three separate
groups of people - all of them hostile to each other — was
particularly insane.


 But is it tennis?

One
often sees articles in the sports pages complaining that tennis
nowadays has become dull and stereotyped, and lamenting the absence
of “colourful” characters like McEnroe and Connors. The truth is
that McEnroe and Connors did not make tennis exciting — in the ’50s
and ’60s when tennis really was exciting, there were no McEnroes or
Connors. The reason that tennis today has become dull is that the
game that the top players’ play is not really tennis — it is a
perfectly good game, but it is not tennis.

The
word “tennis” is, of course, short for Lawn Tennis. As its name
implies, Lawn Tennis was invented for, and meant to be played on,
grass. For the first one hundred years of its existence, all the
major tournaments were on grass, except for the French Open. As a
result, the best players always won. Today, it is the opposite way
around: the only major grass tournament left is Wimbledon, and even
that has been watered down. The courts have been made softer, and
the balls have been made lighter, making the courts less like
traditional grass, and more like slow courts. Why is tennis no
longer played on grass? For the usual reason — money. Grass courts
are more difficult to build, more expensive to maintain, and can
only be used in the summer. The tennis season, which used to extend
only from April to September (apart from Australia), now has big
money tournaments twelve months a year, almost all of which are
televised. It is, therefore, necessary to have hard courts and
artificial indoor courts. (It is difficult to exaggerate the
importance of television — it provides most of the money with which
the players are paid, and gives the exposure that the advertisers
want. As a result, everything is arranged to suit television’s
convenience.)

What
is not widely appreciated, however, is to what extent the change in
surfaces has altered the game. Apart from the tradition of grass,
the beauty of grass, and the fact that grass is much easier on the
players’ feet, the grass surface is also vital to the quality of
the strokes. As long ago as the 1920s, Bill Tilden, perhaps the
greatest and certainly the most intelligent tennis player of all
time, pointed out that good players rarely hit flat shots, because
they are unreliable; they hit almost every shot with spin — either
topspin or underspin. Grass is the only surface on which these two
spins are equally effective. The game is thus evenly balanced . On
clay and other slow surfaces, underspin is useless because the ball
sits up; on very fast surfaces, there is not enough time to put
topspin on the ball. It is only on grass that both spins can be
used effectively, and thereby create the variety of stroke play
which makes the game vastly richer and more interesting.

Today, even at Wimbledon, because the grass has been made
softer and the balls lighter, players rarely rush the net. This is
despite the fact that, some years ago, the service rule was
altered, so that the server is allowed to have one leg over the
service line before he hits the ball, which, in effect, gains him
one step in getting to the net. What kind of grass court tennis is
that — without net rushing? A result of the new equipment is that
it enables the players to hit the ball much faster on any surface,
and has consequently caused the margin between the top players and
the others to narrow. (As Rod Laver once said, “In the days of the
wooden racquet, one had to be quite talented to play well.”) The
result has been more speed, less skill. When combined with the
continuous changes in tournament surfaces, it has caused tournament
results to become haphazard and inconsistent, with the top players
frequently losing to unknowns.

One
is often told how much better the players of today are than those
of two generations ago. What people mean, of course, is that,
because of the money and the equipment, there are many more good
players playing on the circuit today than there were forty years
ago. There were then many fewer tournaments and less than twenty
strong players. The player who is 200th in the computer rankings
today would easily beat all but the top 20 players of forty years
ago. But if Federer or Nadal were to play against Laver at his peak
with wooden racquets, who would win? Would the best players of
today have beaten Tilden, Budge, Kramer or Sedgman at their peak
with the same equipment?

There
is also the distasteful phenomenon that players today are allowed
to cheat. The Rules of Tennis clearly state that “play shall be
continuous”. Each time that a player stops play to contest a
ruling, therefore, he is not only being discourteous and
unsportsmanlike, but he is also breaking the rules of Tennis. The
leading culprit was McEnroe. Not surprisingly, players very rarely
stop to argue about a line call when they are winning — it seems to
happen only when they are losing, and when their opponent is going
well. Inevitably, the interruption disrupts their opponent’s rhythm
and concentration, while giving themselves a chance to re-group.
That is quite clearly cheating, and yet it is allowed to continue.
Is that “tennis” ?

At
Wimbledon in 1949, one of the finest matches in Wimbledon history
was contested between Ted Schroeder, the pre-tournament favourite,
and Frank Sedgman, who was the best player in the tournament apart
from Schroeder, and who was to win the next two Wimbledons.
Although it was only the Quarter-Final, it was widely considered
that this match would probably decide the winner of the tournament,
and so it proved. The match did not disappoint. Sedgman quickly won
the first two sets, but Schroeder struck back to win the next two.
In the fifth set, games followed service, and with the game score
4-5, Schroeder was serving to save the match. The score reached
30-40, which was match point to Sedgman. Schroeder then hit a
tremendous service which Sedgman was unable to return, and which
appeared to make the score deuce, when suddenly the baseline judge
on Schroeder’s side raised his hand to call a foot-fault. Schroeder
had been foot-faulted on match point! It is interesting to compare
his reaction with what goes on in tennis today. He did not say
anything to the linesman, nor make any gesture of annoyance. He
simply bounced the ball a few times, then hit a second serve,
followed it to the net, and went on to win the point. He then won
the game, then the match, and eventually won Wimbledon. That is
what tennis is all about.


 Students are dangerous

It
seems that almost every time one looks in the newspapers, students
are demonstrating somewhere in the world. Recently, there were many
days of violent demonstrations in Greece. Now, in Greece, students
are “sacred”, and the Police is not even allowed to go into the
universities. That means that students are priceless for those who
wish to cause trouble — invariably that means the Socialists or, in
Greece, the Communists. It is very easy to get young people stirred
up about something, and once that is done, demonstrations can be
arranged very easily. The headlines always are “Students
Demonstrate”, but the demonstrations are always organised and led
by the Left. In Greece, there is a particularly strong Communist
party. Indeed, at one time, there were three separate Communist
parties. The Left use the students as a shield, because the Police
are always reluctant to fire on students. At the same time, the
Left obtains the credit for the students demonstrations, although
the students are not necessarily demonstrating for the purposes
that the Left-wing wish. One cannot have a good demonstration any
more, unless one has a good quantity of students as
shields.

Perhaps the most famous student demonstrations in the
twentieth century were the 1968 demonstrations in Paris, which
eventually toppled De Gaulle. These demonstrations are still spoken
of with pride by the Left-wing, and they are sometimes referred to
as “The voice of the people”. France has a law like the United
States whereby, after 30 years, all government documents must be
opened to the public. In 1998, therefore, 30 years after the
demonstrations, all the documents about them were opened. It was
reported in the press that the documents had made clear that the
French Security Service had been aware at the time that the
demonstrations had been organ-ised by the Cubans, and had been
financed by the Russians, yet there was very little public reaction
to his news. “The voice of the people” indeed.


 The Real McCarthy

There
is a similar story in the United States. Senator McCarthy has been
one of the biggest whipping boys of the Left over the last 50
years. McCarthy’s great crime in the eyes of the Left was that, in
the late 1940s and early 1950s, he alleged that many people working
in the U.S. State Department were Soviet spies. This was considered
bad behaviour, not only by the Left, but also by such people as
President Harry Truman and George Marshall, the Secretary of State.
McCarthy not only received no help in this matter from the U.S.
Government, but he became unpopular, and was eventually hounded out
of Congress.

Towards the end of the Second World War, the U.S. Secret
Service (later the CIA) began a project called the Venona Project,
whose purpose was to break the Russian code and eventually they
succeeded in doing so. From then on, all Russian communications to
the United States were read by the Secret Service. Some years
later, when the programme was terminated, the documents were sent
to the archives in Washington.

Now,
the United States has the law that, after 30 years, all government
documents must be open to the public. In 1995, therefore, Senator
Daniel Moynihan, of New York, bravely insisted that the government
open up the documents of the Venona Project. The results were
stupefying. Every single person named by Senator McCarthy as a
Soviet agent had, indeed, been a Soviet agent. But even more
surprising, there had been many Soviet agents that McCarthy had not
been aware of. Indeed, the State Department had been riddled with
Soviet agents. Despite these facts, no one has tried to
rehabilitate McCarthy’s reputation. Although the Venona papers have
been sporadically mentioned in the Press, even in the New York
Times, no one has tried to make clear what was in them.


 Hot Air

One
of the amazing phenomena in today’s world is the belief, by a large
portion of the population, that “global warming” is caused by man.
There is not the slightest evidence for this belief, and yet not
only do many people believe it implicitly, but they castigate and
criticise as “fools” those who do not accept it. What is the
evidence for this assertion?

1. At
the International Scientific Conference on “Global Warming” that
took place in London last year, the conference broke up with a
statement that there was no scientific evidence to prove that
humans can affect global warming. This result did not end the
dispute about “global warming”, however nor did it end the
castigation of those who do not accept it.

2.
Anyone who has studied the matter knows that global temperatures
have been going both up and down since records have been kept.
Global temperatures in the Middle Ages are known to have been
higher than they are today. In the 16th and 17th centuries however
the world went through a “cold” period with much lower temperatures
than normal. At the beginning of the 20th century, temperatures
were warm, but between 1940 and 1970 the temperatures fell,
although there was plenty of pollution. Temperatures peaked in the
mid-1990s, and since the year 2000 have been falling. Is this
Global Warming? Furthermore the sea, which is a very important part
of “Global Warming” is NOT warming, nor has its level changed
despite claims to the contrary.

Lord
Monckton, who tries to show what nonsense “Global Warming” is, has
challenged Mr. Al Gore to a debate on the matter. But, of course,
Gore has refused, because he knows that there are many inaccuracies
in the statements and videos he has made.

3.
There has been a lot of publicity about how the Arctic is receding,
and a lot of sympathy for the polar bears, who have to swim further
to get food. What is never mentioned is that the ice mass of
Antarctica has increased by eight percent in the last few years. As
for the polar bears, in 1950 there were only 5,000 polar bears.
Today there are 25,000. They seem to be thriving.

4. A
frightening treaty called the Copenhagen Treaty has been prepared,
which all the nations in the world are meant to sign in December
2009. It is very long (perhaps deliberately to discourage people
from reading it) but if one makes the effort to read it, one will
find several very alarming points.

The
first is that a World Government is to be established (to be
controlled, of course, by the climate activists). Secondly, all the
rich nations are meant to give money to all the nations who do not
have favourable climates. This is almost the whole world. This will
be known as “Climate Debt”. Thirdly, there are measures to enforce
this handover of funds.

More
hot air

England is ruled by a Socialist government. In Germany, the
government is balanced between the Conservatives and the
Socialists. In France, the Socialists ruled for a long time, and
are still the largest political party in France. In Spain, the
Socialists rule. There is a big Socialist Party in Italy, and
Greece was ruled by the Socialists for many years. The Scandinavian
countries have been Socialist for 80 years. The Middle Eastern
countries are all Socialist, and India has been Socialist since its
Independence. Japan has a large Socialist party, as does Australia.
So do the South American countries. There is only one sizeable
country in the world which does not have a Socialist Party, and
that is the United States. Does that mean that there are no
Socialists in the United States? Have all Americans been inoculated
with anti-Socialist serum? Of course not. America is full of
Socialists.

But,
because “Socialist” is still a dirty word in America, American
Socialists choose to call themselves “Liberals”, and they get away
with this outrageous euphemism. Not only are they not Liberals, but
they are opposed to the principles of the famous Liberal Party of
England — the party of Gladstone and Asquith. The Liberals stood
for individual rights. When the First War broke out, the Liberals
were in power, and they hesitated whether or not to have
conscription, because it obviously restricted individual rights. In
the end, they did install mandatory conscription, but only after a
lot of soul-searching. The people in the United States, who call
themselves “Liberals” are, on the contrary, in favour of government
intervention in daily life, and the imposition, by force, of
Socialist measures. And yet they are allowed to call themselves
“Liberals”. What hypocrisy!

Even
more hot air

Another of the most hypocritical issues in today’s world is
the guilt about the slavery practised in the New World by the
colonial powers. Americans are wringing their hands in remorse at
this terrible thing. As usual, the Americans only see their own
history. The fact is that slavery has existed since the beginning
of time, all over the world. There was nothing new about it. The
colonial powers did not invent it. More to the point, people refuse
to admit that the blacks had anything to do with it. When the
English and the French landed in West Africa, they did not run
around with lassoes, trying to catch blacks. They bought slaves
from BLACK slave dealers. Indeed, the slave trade was the mainstay
of the black kingdoms of West Africa, and was what they lived on.
There had always been an enormous amount of slavery throughout all
of Black Africa. At one time, three-quarters of Black Africans were
slaves.

Nor
did slaves in Africa have a very good future. Their average life
expectancy was only about six months. The voyage to America was
horrible, but those who survived it had a considerably longer life
expectancy. The most amusing event was that, after first England,
and then France, had abolished slavery, and slave trading had
fallen drastically, a delegation from West Africa came to the
European capitals, to protest that their income had been cut, and
to request that their abolition of slavery be reversed.


 The
Biggest Scam

Perhaps the biggest scam in the world in the last 100 years
has been the myth of AIDS. AIDS is not a disease — it is a syndrome
which includes about 25 diseases — the accumulation of many
symptoms, resulting in the destruction of the body’s resistance.
This illness surfaced in the ’70s, first in San Francisco, the home
of the infamous homosexual “bath houses”. Most of its victims, of
course, were homosexuals, or drug-users. What people did not
understand at that time, and most people still do not understand,
is that being homosexual is the same as being a drug-user, because
when homosexuals go “cruising”, they pick up five, ten or 15
partners in one night. Naturally, they cannot have that many
erections naturally, so they have to take drugs with names like
“Thunderbolt”, or “Ramrod”, to get an erection. It is these drugs
that destroy the body’s resistance.

Although the number of people hit by AIDS was very small
compared to the major diseases, the government put AIDS at the top
of its list for political reasons. Finally, in 1984, the government
held a press conference at which it announced that a virus called
HIV “may be” the cause of AIDS. This was extraordinary. First of
all, it was unheard of for a medical diagnosis to be made by the
government, instead of by panels of distinguished doctors.
Secondly, the HIV information was sent to the U.S. Government by
the French doctor, Dr Luc Montagnier. Yet Dr Montagnier publicly
admits today that HIV does not give AIDS.

Now,
it was, and is, perfectly clear that HIV could not possibly be the
cause of AIDS. HIV is a virus, and viruses spread like wildfire,
like colds. For this reason, many people predicted, around 1980,
that because of this there would be millions of AIDS deaths in the
United States by the turn of the century. This prediction turned
out to be ridiculous. Not only did AIDS sufferers not multiply, but
their rate of increase has slowed. Furthermore, people with HIV
stubbornly refused to die of AIDS. For this reason, those who
believed the HIV theory assumed there must be an incubation period.
At first, it was assumed to be a year. But after a year, people
were still not dying of AIDS. The incubation period was then
extended to five years, and later to ten years, without success.
Finally, the incubation period was abandoned. Furthermore, there
are many AIDS sufferers who do not have HIV. This inconvenient fact
has been abolished by the government, who now defines AIDS as
“having HIV”.

Needless to say, there were doctors who pointed out the above
obvious facts, but they were ostracised and hounded. Most of them
lost their government grants, lost their laboratory faculties, and
were even banned from medical conferences. The leading opponent of
the HIV theory is Peter Duesberg. Prior to 1987, Peter Duesberg had
never had a single grant proposal rejected by the Department of
Health. Since 1991, he has written a total of 25 research
proposals, and not a single one has been accepted. And what had he
done? He had refuted the HIV theory. Despite this hounding and
intolerance of the government, 2,300 distinguished scientists and
doctors, including Nobel Prize winners, have signed the petition of
the Group for the Scientific Reappraisal of the HIV-AIDS
Hypotheses.

Despite having spent billions of dollars on “fighting AIDS”,
the government was not successful in demonstrating its HIV theory
in the United States, and so they moved abroad, primarily to Black
Africa. Many people today have been led to believe that there are
millions of people dying of AIDS in Black Africa. That is, of
course, nonsense propagated by the World Health Organisation. One
must always remember that all the health authorities use the names
HIV and AIDS interchangeably, so that when the WHO say two million
people are dying of AIDS in Africa, what they mean is two million
people have HIV, and it is ASSUMED that, therefore, they will die
of AIDS. But they don’t.

It is
also necessary to remember that Black Africa has very limited
medical facilities, and that millions of people die every year of
unknown causes. They are, therefore, not in a position even to
count how many people have died, let alone diagnose why they have
died. The one thing the Africans know is that the only thing that
will get them money from the West is AIDS. An example of this was
Uganda some years ago, which received US$ 6 million to fight AIDS
and US$ 50,000 for everything else. From the number of people who
die every year, therefore, the Africans take a large number and
report that they have died from AIDS, which obtains them medical
funding from the West. And yet everyone knows that malaria kills
half of the people who die in Africa every year.

As
the African countries do not have the money, or the equipment, for
AIDS tests, they use instead the “Bangui” definition of AIDS
(established in the city of Bangui in the Central African
Republic). This definition considers AIDS is present if there is
the presence of chronic diarrhoea, fever, significant weight loss
and asthenia. These happen to be the symptoms of almost every
illness that exists in Africa. If HIV does not cause AIDS, then
AIDS cannot be transmitted sexually, and all the sexual precautions
people take are a farce. In Kampala, the prostitutes at the hotels
are the same ones who were there 20 years ago. They are not too
worried by AIDS.

So
why have we had this ridiculous farce, costing billions of dollars?
Because the government did not wish to admit that AIDS is a
homosexual and drug-users’ disease, and was prepared to spend
billions of dollars trying to hide this fact. Yet, today, 30 years
after the AIDS outbreak in America, homosexuals and drug addicts
still make up 80 percent of the victims.


 The Hustler

In
1973, Bobby Riggs organised the Battle of the Sexes, an exhibition
tennis match in which he, a 55 year-old man, would play the No.1
lady player in the world, Margaret Court, who won more major
tournaments (24) than any woman player in tennis history. Bobby
Riggs had been a gambler and a hustler all his life. When he won
Wimbledon in 1939, he had already received reprimands from the
tennis authorities for betting on the matches. He later became a
professional tennis player — one of the best in the world — and he
also took up golf, which he played for big money. He pretended to
be a four handicap, but he really played to scratch. One of his
tricks when playing in Florida was to wear long-sleeved shirts, so
that his opponents would not see how tanned his arms were, and
would think he had just come down from the north.

In
the Battle of the Sexes, people did not believe a 55 year-old man,
no matter how good he had been earlier, would be able to beat the
best lady player in the world, and the odds on the match were 2/1
against Riggs. Riggs backed himself heavily and won the match
easily: 6-2, 6-1. This naturally upset a lot of women. Two or three
months later, Riggs was challenged by Billie Jean King, the No.2
lady player in the world at the time. This time, however, in view
of Riggs’ triumph against Court, the odds were the opposite: 2/1 on
Riggs, and 2/1 against Mrs King. Amazingly, to all those who knew
Riggs well, he lost very tamely: 6-4, 6-3, 6-3 to Mrs King, double
faulting on match point, something he had never done in his entire
career.

The
Feminists were now satisfied and, since then, whenever the Battle
of the Sexes is mentioned, it is always stated that Mrs King beat
Riggs. Amazingly, no one ever mentions that Riggs first beat the
No.1 woman, Mrs Court. But those who knew Riggs well (that is, knew
not only what a strong competitor he was, but also what a hustler
he was), know the reason for the result in the King match. Riggs
took the 2-1 odds on King. Having made a bundle backing himself
against Miss Court, he made another bundle backing Miss King
against himself. After all, it was only an exhibition.


 World
Hypocrisy

Everyone knows that we live in an age of hypocrisy. There is
nothing new about that. Hypocrisy has been with us since the
beginning of time. What is new is that the nature of this hypocrisy
has altered. The dictionary tells us that hypocrisy is “sham or
pretence”. In the past such sham or pretence was usually used in
support of the institutions of society — the Church, the Army, the
State, the aristocracy, society, the family, etc. All these
institutions have decreased drastically in importance over the last
thirty or forty years, and are now in full retreat, and yet the
flow of hypocrisy continues unabated — indeed it is greater than
ever. The reason is that hypocrisy has simply changed direction,
and the hypocrisy that one hears today is much less about
institutions, and much more about individual people. It invariably
has to do with individuals trying to justify themselves, even if
they have to insult other people’s intelligence to do so. Whether
it is a cabinet minister refusing to resign after a blunder
(refusing even to admit that he has made a blunder); or a girl who
batters her mother to death with a hammer and blames it on
premenstrual tension; or a law school which awards a graduation
degree to a girl who has been caught cheating, while at the same
time announcing that, “No one can come to our school, and get away
with cheating”. At every level of society, the level of hypocrisy
today has become shameless.

Another aspect of today’s atmosphere is that where in the past
hypocrisy was invariably laughed at, (sometimes even by those who
were putting it forward), there is very little ridicule today of
even the most shameless hypocrisy. Outrageous justifications are
taken quite seriously, and even given importance in the press. It
is one of the facts of life today that almost all levels of
competence have been lowered. From cabinet ministers to
street-sweepers, it has become very difficult to find any longer
people who know how to do their job properly. This incompetence is
inexorably intertwined with the general hypocrisy — instead of
having to admit that they have simply been incompetent, everyone
now pretends that it was someone else’s fault. As they are not
laughed at, they continue to do so again and again. Eventually the
idea of responsibility for one’s actions disappears.

One
of the reasons that Socialism is fallacious is that its theories
takes no account of human weakness or folly, and invariably assume
that anyone who finds himself in a disagreeable position must be
there because of the fault of others. In short, they deny that
there is any such thing as personal responsibility. As it is only
human nature to try to avoid fault or responsibility if one can, it
is not very difficult to persuade people that nothing is ever their
own fault. Nor is it surprising that the bubble of hypocrisy in the
modern world is getting bigger and bigger. What is regrettable is
that more people do not take the trouble of pricking it with
ridicule. That is the one thing against which hypocrisy can not
stand.
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