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A critical history-book and


a contribution to the enlightenment.


Translated from the German text by the Author


Why “great people” in world history became


Persecutors or why they were persecuted.


An unpleasant truth about man.




Dedicated:


To all those, who are striving for knowledge, insight and understanding, who want to


live in a better world and believe that we can create it by learning from the mistakes of


the past. To all those, who consider the liberal-democratic order the best of the world


and want to defend and justify it.




Man wants freedom but nevertheless he ever and ever again becomes a persecutor


or a persecuted one.


What is the reason why the so-called great people in history turned into persecutors, if they had the power to do so, and why were they often persecuted, if they fought against spiritual restriction and sought new ways of thinking as freethinkers and cultural workers? After all, why do people come to persecute others? This central ever and ever recurring problem in world history I want to highlight in this book and help so to advance the enlightenment one-step further.
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Preface


What is the reason why the so-called great people in history turned into persecutors when they had power over people and why were they often persecuted, if they were looking for new ways of thinking, as artists, writers, painters, composers and founders of religions? Why have the “great people” in world history caused so much harm? Where is the problem? How can it be solved? These questions I want to answer in this book.


Like a doctor makes a diagnosis before he can go on to cure a disease, so I study here a misery over and over caused by man. Only he, who is investigating the causes of evil, will perhaps be able to understand it and will come closer to a solution of the problem.


In my opinion the problem is rooted very deep in the nature of man, in the structure of the human brain. It becomes apparent especially in those, who had the *fate to be born with great strength (strength of will power, vigour). This strength might bind them, more or less, to an introverted way of life. They must stay with themselves and should live in loneliness to turn their strength into personality.


* Fate: So I call the blind forces of nature acting according to nature’s laws.


> If they don’t transform their strength into personality and become greater persons, this will result in a life long struggle with their fellow citizens or in loneliness, perhaps in persecution.


If they gain great power - this apparently seems very worthwhile to strong men / women - before they have succeeded to develop a great personality, this will mostly end in a disastrous calamity, i.e. in the persecution of those, who rebel against this power which they consider as disagreeable and oppressive.


I think that I will be able to contribute something to the clarification of this problem, because of my own destiny and my own development.


I assume as fact that the brains of all human beings are structured similarly, because of their common descent, despite their variety; that only the one or the other problem comes out clearer with certain individuals than with others. By investigating my development and describing my experiences, I will state something about the Homo sapiens too.


> Recognise yourself, then you will recognise the human being!


Our brain must be considered as an imperfect inter-product from the animal-empire, developed during a very long evolutionary period. It bears in itself not only astonishing possibilities but also enormous abysses and dangers. You will find out in this book why life is quite a mind blowing thing, if one is strong, and you will understand, that this problem is in no way resolved and belongs to the past, but it will appear again and again, because it lies deeply rooted in the nature of the human brain.


I want to explain and to elucidate and I want to increase the knowledge about man. This knowledge is very important in order to prevent on the one hand terror regimes and to show on the other hand a way, how strength can be converted into personality. This is my topic.


> The better we understand the human being, the better we can handle his problematic qualities.


I did not write this book so much to show how sad the past was – for that reason I wrote it too - but I wrote it above all, so that things will become better in the future, that we learn from all the mistakes, which have been made by others. I wrote it in order to inform fellow human beings and to improve the world.


> The knowledge about human nature and criticism of disastrous thinking and behaviour are very important to prevent future sorrow. Hereby it is necessary to overcome the fear and the bad conscience with which totalitarian philosophies attempt to prevent criticism and freethinking.


I show from examples in history that the whole plight of world history actually comes from the fact, that it had been shaped decisively by half-strong, unscrupulous, power-greedy and irresponsible people, who certainly had some abilities, but used their strength more, however, to suppress others than to actually work on themselves to become greater.


In relationship to the greatness of their personalities, they all had too much power. This power they possessed, because they had inherited it, or they got it through trickery or they had usurped it. What on earth did people do to come to power: They used trickery and lies, they threatened, they cursed, they abused, they bombed, they murdered, if they couldn’t achieve their goal honestly, meaning with the consent of the governed. Moreover, this had often worked, because most people were immature and unaware.


To close this knowledge-gap and to steer the attention on this problem is the purpose of this book.


I have tried to write a "true" book, as far as I was able to do so and as far as my sources allowed me to do so. I have tried to separate serious from dubious stories, through the means of comparison. It should be easy to understand and should illuminate the central problem for everyone.


The book wants to arrange easy readable fundamental history-knowledge, confirm this knowledge with quotations, show connections and draw conclusions.


Whoever reads the book once, knows more and whoever reads it three times, will understand why world history proceeded so madly. This is the best qualification to make things different and better.




I use the new European norms for the dating.


A minus-sign – in front of a year means:


Before Christ or before the Common Era. For example: - 384


I find this better than "B.C." and "A.D." for two reasons:


Firstly, Jesus / Christ was born 4 until 6 years before the Common Era.


Furthermore, not all cultures use the Christian calendar.


I wanted to be simply neutral here.







How do I use the word “Great”


The word “great“ is used in many different ways. Usually with this word one calls people, who in some way had been outstanding or significant, charismatic personalities or celebrities, who have shaped history, who had been successful, who remained in our minds because of their achievements or who have, for example, robbed together a great empire and killed many enemies. Certain qualities of man are also connected with “greatness”: Generosity, magnanimity, tolerance, forgiveness in contrast to hostility, narrow-mindedness, unforgiving thinking and revengefulness.


How do I use the word “Great” in this text: The human brain is constructed in such a manner, that during childhood it is rather oriented to the outside world. If somebody is strong-minded, this strength in his youth has a dictatorial effect on his fellow citizens, especially if one is extroverted by nature. During the course of life, one is developing more or less a character. If somebody is very strong-minded, and possesses a great deal of willpower, he can manage to come to rest in himself. Goethe calls this “Verselbstung”, “Becoming oneself”. Somebody, who has managed to transform his strength into personality, appears no longer aggressive, but pleasant, warm-hearted and liberating on others. The way to a great personality is rather lengthy and difficult. Often this struggle is accompanied by headaches, depression and burdts of violence.


> In my opinion somebody, who deeply rests in himself, is a great person.


If somebody is very great, “one can come to him”, he even must be loved. He is popular and one would like to have him. This expression “one can come to him”, could be more easily understood, if somebody already would have achieved this goal, but I can’t find an example this had ever happened.


Unfortunately, I cannot name a convincing example of such a great person. As far as I can judge by the sources available to me, none of those who are declared as “Great” in history have achieved this decisive point; but only if somebody has achieved this point, is he really sought for and only then can he truly do something good, because his impact is liberating and no longer oppressive; until then he remains controversial, is rejected or one lets him simply go, because he has no chance anyway to achieve this goal (all stars) or because he was simply brutal (Stalin), or because one had to have him (Kings of Gods grace); or even people wanted to have him (Caesar, Napoleon, Hitler), because desperate masses saw a hope in them and did not see the danger, that an authoritarian autocrat entails.


The epithet „The Great“ for Alexander, Constantine, Charles, Otto, Frederick, Peter, Catherine etc. ...does say little or anything about the greatness of that person, but must rather be understood in the meaning of “significant”. It’s very likely, that Constantine, Theodosius, Charles and other “heroes” of the Christian West have been awarded with this title by the catholic Church, because they had helped her in the Roman, as well as in the Frankish-empire to gain power over the heathen world. In return the Roman Catholic Church had sanctified all their wars, crimes and killings and had beautified their biographies. Power always was more important for her than righteousness, honesty or the teachings of Jesus from Nazareth. A pacifist became a helper in battles; around a rebel against cult, dogmas and hypocrisy the Church had developed her dogmas and her apparent “holiness”.


There had been some people of course, who had more or less recognisably done some steps towards “becoming themselves”: Beethoven, Goethe, Buddha…Its very difficult to judge people regarding their greatness, if they are no longer alive, because mostly a very unrealistic, distorted, excessive, mystic picture about the heroes of world history is passed on to us, which can then be modulated deliberately as desired. We often cannot see their eyes and their faces anymore or hear their voices. A great person cannot be recognised easily, particularly, if it is about persons who are no longer alive.


It is not easy to judge the greatness of a person according to his work, may that be texts, pictures, music or biographical facts. Apart from that, there are very different opinions about the standards of that measurement. This judgement succeeds better, if one has lived through some of the steps on the way to becoming a great person or if one has heard something about this experience from others.




The Problem


Our situation on this planet is apparently determined by an impersonal rather than by chance working fate-power, on which we have only little influence. Admittedly, I believe that right action and righteousness reward us with a good feeling and that vice-versa bad actions let us feel bad, but we see time and time again that good people can have a bad fate and that the evil ones do very well. Fate is the combined acting of natural forces to which everyone is subject. Fate apparently does not reward the good or punish the evil; it works independently, beyond good and evil, simply inexplicably, fateful, accidental. It can invade us from cheerful heaven with illnesses, accidents and catastrophes. The coincidence or nature, whatever you wish to call this force, dominates many aspects of our life. However, much earthly suffering does not come from nature:


> Persecution, wars, dictatorship, poverty and ignorance are not unavoidable natural phenomena; they are the result of human thinking and action and can be prevented by human beings too.


We are not here to suffer senselessly, but to live happily. This includes freedom from fear as well as need and freedom from persecution and unjust rule.


Already from my school-knowledge of history I became aware:


> The whole misery of world history is actually due to the fact, that those who have decisively shaped this history, the rulers, dictators, ideologists and also the founders of religions, had not been great enough to do something truely good, i.e. they had not been great enough that “one could come to them”, that “one would have wanted to have them”. They don’t appear liberating but rather oppressive. You had to have them ... and that's where the problem starts!


They did not want the responsible, freethinking citizen, because they wanted to rule and dominate. To achieve this goal all means were right for them. They had to deceive, lie and cheat, in order to appear more important than they actually were. They even did not allow being limited and controlled. That contradicted their excessive self-consciousness. They wanted to gain the unrestricted and uncontrolled dictatorship. They wanted to be great and important although they were not. The well-being of their subjects did not really matter to them.


Man is a problem and therefore the history of the Homo sapiens is no history of salvation, but a history of utmost horror. Above all the so-called “Great men” are the problem. Approximately one hundred people had shaped ninety percent of the political history decisively. Therefore, I consider biographies the core of world-history and therefore I will explain the problem chiefly through the use of biographies. These few people had been the cause of almost all manmade plights. The most essential reasons why “great people” had become persecutors are the following:


>“Strong people” strive for power. In the “ideal” case they seek unrestricted and uncontrolled dictatorship. Power probably seems to be desirable, because it promises advantages in life: more freedom, more self-realisation, more possibilities with the other sex and therefore with reproduction. One can obtain women or things that the less mighty are denied of. One can enjoy wealth and prestige.


>“Strong people” have a special ability to feel important and chosen and to consider others inferior. Power allowed them to deal with these “inferiors” accordingly, namely to segregate them, to persecute them, to deprive them of their rights and to exterminate them.


> Because they may have been “strong”, but not great, they felt oppressive. They always needed somebody on whom they could pick on. Because they felt tyrannically, they met with resistance; because of this resistance, they began to persecute their opponents.


> During their development, “strong men / women” must go through a mad and dark spiritual world. I call this “fight-war-death-phase. However, most never went through a recognisable development. During this period thoughts of fight, war and death dominate the brain decisively. That must have something to do with the structure of the human brain. Therefore the times they had shaped decisively, had been crazy and dark.


> Mighty people, who have persecuted, no longer want to give up their power anymore, because in the state of powerlessness they fear the revenge of their persecuted “enemies”.


One could harbour the suspicion, that the “Great ones” considered themselves all the greater, the more terrible and comprehensive the tragedy was, which they brought upon their blind obeying followers and their opponents.


I deliberately put the words “great” and “strong” into quotation marks, because it usually had not been really great and strong, but “half-strong" people, who enslaved their fellow countrymen and their enemies. They had been too weak to control themselves, they hardly invested any time and strength into their own development and realised their strength usually only outwardly, "in opposition to their environment." They actually did not understand the whole problem at all, which they themselves had been.


> Strong is somebody, who can stay with himself and cares for his own business.


> “Half strong” men and their intolerant philosophies are the central problem of world history.


In this book I have tried to shed light on the subject above all with biographies: From two sides, because “strong men” had not only been persecutors and tyrants, but they were persecuted too.


In history there had been classic pairs of persecutors and persecuted people. Usually a powerful sovereign had been the persecutor and a freethinker had been the persecuted.




	Alexander and his court-historian Callisthenes;


	Caesar and Brutus or also Cato; Cicero;…


	Clemens VIII and Giordano Bruno,


	Duke Karl Eugene and Schiller;


	Hitler and the siblings Scholl, Dietrich Bonheoffer, Klaus von Stauffenberg, Thomas Mann, Georg Elser and others, who did not want to bear the tyranny.





Whereas those on the one hand, as soon as they had the power, became persecutors, the others, mostly spiritually awake and creative people, lived through a difficult development on their way of self-fulfilment. They had to go through a dark spiritual world and caused a tug-of-war with their fellow citizens. Therefore, they often felt persecuted, rejected, misunderstood and misjudged. They had been harassed (Giordano Bruno), humiliated (Jesus), rejected (Cezanne).


Many great artists had been by no means successful during their lifetime (Franz Schubert). Many turned to the alcohol (Turner, Toulouse-Lautrec), many have fallen into mental derangement (Nietzsche, Hölderlin), and many took their own lives (Van Gogh, Kleist). They have spent most of their lives trying to find their place in a world that was apparently not designed for them. In the bourgeois world, they had failed. After their death, they were celebrated. How should one explain these facts?


Some often had to endure mischief, refusal and persecution during their lifetimes, because on the contrary to the common people, they did not want to bow to a dictator but wanted to think freely and differently. They were rebellious, because they themselves were strong. It was difficult for them simply to come to terms with the given circumstances and to subordinate.


> Every “strong man” is a big problem in the first place, a problem for himself and a problem for his fellowmen… and this problem will occur again and again.


As long as he is not yet great enough and as long as he is oriented towards the outside world, a “strong man” appears dictatorial and oppressive on others. In this way, he triggers a correspondingly negative reaction.


The danger now is that he misinterprets these rejecting reactions, that he feels persecuted and threatened and that he strikes back with all the means at his disposal. This could cost millions of lives, if he already has managed to come to power. Think of Stalin’s persecution-mania and of the reckless persecutions of all the dictators. See further below! In fact, they themselves are the problem, others only react on this problem. They themselves, on the other hand, are not guilty of being who they are, but through their fellow citizens their behaviour can be steered and controlled.


> A strong man must not necessarily cause a huge disaster.


The most important qualities he needs so that he does not cause a catastrophe, are self-control, self-knowledge and the knowledge of this problem - that I would like to deliver here - perseverance in a lonely way of live and an enlightened environment that puts him in his place.


He, who cannot ignore any rejection, any teasing, any offense, has not understood the nature of life.


He is pre-determined to cause great calamity and should not get the slightest power, that would allow him to take revenge for offenses that are none.


It is usually the strong man who determines the rules of the game, after all the other people only react to him and imitate him. The way he fights, is the way he is fought. One's own behaviour also directs the behaviour of others.


> If one has already gone a part on the way to becoming oneself, one admittedly no longer works dictatorially, but one causes a tug-of-war with the others.


This is a natural and in no way a malicious reaction, as unpleasant as it might be. That’s how life works! Other people do not simply allow somebody, resting in himself and thinking of himself - it appears that way in the initial stage of a personality-development - but they respond, in fact they respond in such a manner, that they form a counter point and do not think at all of those, who thinks so much of himself. They try to play all possible pranks on him; they try not to make his life easy, but to make it as difficult as possible. They try to humiliate a strong man; they do not give to him, but take from him. But this is not meant to be evil and must not be misunderstood.


Nietzsche calls this „the fight of the herd against the exceptions”. He complained that he was not allowed to be great. This is nonsense! It is a rather typical reaction to the state of a strong man’s brain, who does not yet rest in himself. People can hardly react otherwise. They want to show that they are still there too as they would otherwise „fall into him“. They all react similarly appearing as if they have all agreed to conspire against him.


For most this problem does not exist at all. They do not cause a tug-or-war, and it must be difficult for them to understand this. A tug-of-war is caused, if somebody has already taken some steps on the way to “becoming-himself”.


Persecutors were mostly rulers, who had managed to establish a position of power, either through election, inheritance, violence, cunningness, conquest or military success. They wanted to rule alone, unrestricted and undisturbed. Through their extroverted style of life however, they had no chance to become so great that one could come to them. They did not appear liberating but oppressive. In order to secure their autocratic rule, they had to eliminate all their competitors and restrict the freedom of those, who refused their tyranny. This had been, how could it be different, especially the self-thinkers, the free spirits.


Rulers prohibited criticism, because they viewed criticism as an endangerment to their unlimited power. They considered criticism as an attack on their own person; it was a majesty-insult. They were completely convinced of themselves and their way of thinking. They overestimated themselves beyond measure. With this, they succeeded so much the better, if they glossed over the reality or faded it out completely and replaced it with their ideas. They often feared losing their power more than losing their lives. They tried to master the lives and the thinking of everyone, who lived under their influence and power. This gave them utmost satisfaction and a sense of security and superiority. Loss of power was the worst thing they could think of.


Somehow however, they had to justify their legitimacy to power towards their subjects, because without people even a ruler has nothing he can dominate. In the course of world history there were many different justifications. Often the sovereigns derived their absolute authority from the Gods or from a God as in Babylon, Egypt, Inca empire and in the Christian West. Some stood ahead of an already existing world view or founded a new one, which they used as pretext to cover their will to power: Christianity, Islam, Nazism and Communism. If they even recognised someone higher up then themselves they had the blessing for their claim on power from that very top. This allowed them full freedom of action and justified all measures against rebels.


Everything was permitted, for they were Gods and sons of God (Babylon; Egypt, Greece, Rome, Inca), sons of the Heavens (China), sons of the Sun-Goddess (Japan), kings of God's Grace (Christian West). They claimed to be messiahs and prophets (Israel), appointed by world history (Alexander), accomplishers of providence (Hitler), deputies of god (popes), Successors of the Prophet (Muslim rulers) executors of a world revolution (Lenin, Mao) … and subordinated the world to themselves in their absolute megalomania. Their goal, they believed, was the most important in the world. They themselves created justice. What they did was right.


Their opponents are and were people, who had been able to think independently and who did not want to be restricted in their freedom. They became victims of persecution, when they threatened the rule of a powerful person with their love of truth and outspokenness. They suffered from being controlled by others. The majority, however, is happy to be led and dominated. It rather looks for beneficial safety with an authority. The people mostly supports and cheers the strong ruler.


When selecting the biographies below, I intended to look for examples, that reveal the problem of life. On the one hand are those, who wanted to dominate, on the other side are those, who did not want to be dominated. I intended to choose people for whom their strength became fate and problem, people who became dictators or were persecuted; people who caused terror or a tug-of-war, because the human brain is structured so crazy.


A tug-of-war, of course, can only arise, if the people around the mighty have the freedom to react how they want to. Towards a ruler, who is in power already, there is no longer such a freedom. For example: As long as Emperor Wilhelm II was in power, his people could not really be against him or at least they could not show their opposition publicly. Only when he had lost his power, could his people freely speak against him. As long as in the GDR the state power was protected by the Stasi and the military, people could merely oppose secretly. Only when the communists had lost their power, could people rebel publicly. This is the reason why so many rulers had not been able to assess themselves truly. They came to power despite not being chosen. People had to crawl, because they had been subjected to the power of the state. They could not react freely, but just as they had been dictated by the most gracious emperor, pope, leader or party chairman, who was sitting in the saddle for whatever reason.


> Whether a ruler had been liked or not, did not depend so much on what he did for his people, but how great he was, how deep he lied within himself, whether he was oppressive or liberating. Some however archived being elected by underage people, that could not imagine the danger that can arise from an almighty leader.


After his opponents had driven him out of his country in 1979, the Shah Reza Pahlavi of Iran had complained about how ungrateful his people had behaved, when he did so much for them. He did not complain that he always kept to his own interests and brought thousands of critics to prison. He was not aware of the fact, that he himself was the problem as it was with Wilhelm II, the German Kaiser and the Tsar.


of course there had been great personalities during the course of world history too, of whom however, the world did not know of. This may be due to the fact that from a certain degree of greatness you do not even care about being known. Especially modest and unknown people could have been great, greater than all the kings and emperors known to man.


> The greater somebody is, the more modest he becomes. Megalomania ceases with the development of a person, who truly rests within himself.


But I cannot judge or analyse the lives of such people. I know nothing or too little of them, if they are not just my acquaintances. However, there were countless people in world history, who managed to become very "famous", even though they were not very great. Power had been put into the cradle of many, because they inherited it, because they gained it by chance or particularly obtained it through ruthlessness, b through fraud or even through illiterate people. Today many stars are made “great” very quickly through the media. They seem, but are not great.


This book will by no means document the persecution history of the world, not even of the Western World. Fewer examples suffice in order to achieve the goal of this book, which is:


To explain the problem of history, which is grounded in the nature of man and to draw the right conclusions for a better future.


I develop a theory here. I combine my acquired knowledge from different media sources and my own experiences to explain the path of history. Of course, this theory may and should be criticized and corrected if one has a better explanation. I ask and answer some questions here, e.g.: How great were ‘the Great people’ of world history really been? What does greatness mean? Could they even develop great personalities judging from their lifestyle and age? What evidence is there?


Do the “great people” only appear great, because they had great power, and like Cleopatra, Caesar, Louis XIV, Napoleon, etc., surrounded themselves with great pomp wasting large amounts of precious goods for themselves or had they really been great in a sense which I defined above? What are the pros? What speaks against it?


Were there any people, who were truly great, but from whom the world didn’t hear anything or much, because they had not made much fuss about themselves?


This book does not make an overall assessment of a particular person, but rather it has a topic, a topic which I consider the most important in world history, a topic that pervades the entire history and has shaped it decisively.




	It is about freedom and tyranny, about happiness and misery of people and nations, about just and unjust rule. This book is about clarifying, to what extent somebody was a persecutor or was persecuted or to what extent he has added a spiritual or active contribution to the persecution of others. This book is about the question: how persecution arises, how it is justified and above all, how it can be restricted or prevented.





Thus, of course, negative characteristics of a person are brought into light and investigated. The biographies listed here are specifically focused on answering these questions. If, as intended here, the dark side of a person is examined, their image turns out darker than adding their merits. E.g., the apostle Paul has written a lot about love, he may have said good and right things, but he was also a fanatical persecutor in his whole personality structure, before his conversion and after his conversion. He only changed the direction and that is intended to be shown here. Similarly, Napoleon did a great deal for the promulgation of civil rights in Europe, but in the end he was a ruthless tyrant, who accepted the sorrow and the death of millions for his personal power. He could not be a good ruler, because he was not great enough, although he certainly would have liked to be. He was not liberating, but tyrannical. Europe breathed a sigh of relief at his abdication. This book should prevent such rulers in the future; at least it should restrict the power of the ruling people. To make people aware of this duty is the goal of this book.


This book is all about persecution for reasons of maintaining power and gaining wealth, the dominant motives of persecution in world history. Certainly, there are still other motives. I highlight a problem of homosapiens that dominates world history, since their brain was formed and which we will have to deal with, as long as this species populates the earth. Usually however biographers do not report about it, because they either do not understand the phenomenon or because it does not become evident with the one or the other biography.


In addition I examine biographies, that contribute to the explanation of my topic, although it is neither about persecutors nor persecuted people in the first sight, however, these men felt persecuted. They usually had been artists, who had a problem with their fellow men, who caused a tug-of-war, who were never really integrated into their surrounding civil society, who had never been allowed to do what they intended to, because “one could not come to them” (Hölderlin; Nietzsche; Kleist; in addition I could mention the Bavarian fairy-tale-king Ludwig II).


The fact that I have selected almost solely men, was not intended. I did not find any suitable female examples. The problem of persecution is primarily a male problem for the same reason juvenile delinquency is first and foremost a male problem. Young men, who are bursting of vigour, often fail to bring their strength into a socially acceptable form. Certainly, it is also because men have dominated history, politics and art history and furthermore that they had been in the forefront and became famous until into the most recent past. To be able to persecute, one also has to have power. That's why the few female examples of persecutors are powerful women. Catherine of Medici e.g. who staged the St. Bartholomew's Day massacre or Mary Tudor I, “The Bloody Mary”, who persecuted the protestants in England; the Czarina Anna, who executed 12000 conspirators, and Elisabeth, who drove the Jews out of Russia or the evil Mao widow Jiang Qing.


How can the problem be solved?


If somebody is very strong, there is actually only one right and countless wrong ways of life. The right way is, to retreat into solitude and live a life concentrated on yourself.


> The strongest way of life I can think of, is to lie on my back with plugged ears and let the thoughts wander. In this position my brain is as tense as it is never when standing or sitting.


The constant bickering with other people, that play tricks and actually cannot react different, wears down one’s strength and the nerves. They are better used to endure loneliness and to develop as quick as possible. Only so one can really bring the fight to an end. Only, if the brain changes, will the reaction of the others change too. Whoever doesn’t quite remain resolutely with himself, will never succeed at becoming as great as “others can come to him”. That is the crucial goal that must be achieved in order to finish the fight and the tug-of-war. This is best proven by the fact, that the “Great ones” of world history, never achieved this goal. They were controversial throughout their lives and were mostly evil tyrants. If somebody would have already achieved this goal, I could have saved the effort writing this book. I could have simply referred to his role model.


Who can achieve this? Who can stand it?


There have been some people during the course of world history, who have come a long way in this direction. It was those who had persecuted and had been persecuted, those who had caused a tug-of-war. Some are relatively unknown, because they did not leave anything behind, that would have lasted until today or because we did not hear anything about them.


Simply letting the thoughts circle for this development is more helpful than producing much, because one wastes energy during production, which is then lacking in the development. The Greek philosopher Diogenes, who left very little behind for us, might have been greater than any renaissance-artist, who dedicated his life to very different projects in different fields, through which, however, he had been detracted away from himself. I can express only my assumptions about this. We do not know much about Diogenes. To become "greater" you have to "stay with yourself"!


In the life of Voltaire, a successful and highly estimated writer of mine, I can’t see a tug-of-war, whereas in the life of Nietzsche, who is very controversial and who like me and others had to go through a dark fight-war-death phase, I can see this over and over again.
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The painter Pablo Picasso


1881-1973 remained controversial for his lifetime, because he admittedly brought it quite far, however not so far, that one could have come to him. This is the crucial point to achieve. That’s the turning-point of a personality-development, which brings the tug-of-war to an end.
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Alleged Self-portrait


Similar introverted features can also be seen on an alleged self-portrait of Leonardo da Vinci. 1452-1519 A tug-of-war I cannot recognise in his life. He has worked for some princes, has invented military equipment for a ruler and has staged his festivities. Even artists have to live - in their time.
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Quite similarly the personality resting in himself is shown on this portrait of Ludwig van Beethoven. 1770-1827
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King Louis XIV


The “Sun-king” Louis XIV of France definitely wasn’t such a great person, he only appears great, because he lived in a large palace and undoubtedly had great power. If he would have been a greater person, he would not have needed such a huge palace, he would not have needed his garters and his other unnecessary servants to care for his ego; instead he would have found them rather disturbing.


Since he was not a particularly great person, he needed Versailles, the servants and all the frills in order to appear great. He led an extroverted life. Look to Louis XIV further below.


> Strong people are not necessarily successful; they usually remain social outcasts, if they do not force themselves above society - but then however, the disaster begins - for the subjugated.


Those who have decisively shaped world history, such as: Alexander, Caesar, Charlemagne, Otto I, Napoleon, Hitler, Stalin, Mao… even the great founders of religion too, Buddha, Jesus and Mohammed, were all not as great as one would have wanted to have them. They could not achieve this goal judging from their way of life. Buddha perhaps most likely could, as he lived to be eighty years old, had meditated a lot and remained with himself.


You had to have the dictators with all their horror, the sorrow, the terror they needed to come to power and hold on to power. Dictatorship also always means ongoing persecution for those, who are unwilling to simply accept a reign of terror under e.g. Hitler, Lenin, Stalin, Mao…. These people were those who could think independently and who were courageous enough to make this known. They were those who did not just adapt to make a career. They had higher values in mind: Truth, justice, freedom and especially freedom of speech.


> It may be in the interest of an individual and his followers to strive for dictatorship, but it is in the interest of everyone else, who love their personal freedom, to prevent this.


Picasso has probably come a long way on this path. Reaching the ripe old age of ninety-one he had a lot of time on his hands. We have at least photos of him, that show his huge eyes, his serious face, his downturned mouth-corners and we know, that at the beginning of his career he had to take a lot of malice and criticism. If I want to judge the greatness, that is the introverted personality, I do not look so much at his works of art, but at the portrait photos of his last years…and what interests me: How did his fellow citizens react to him?


Christendom as well as Islam had been spread with much violence too, or had been imposed from above. Would people have voluntarily confessed these religions? Certainly these religions would not have attained such popularity and would not have attained such an importance, if they would not have ousted the old religions so completely, if they would not have proceeded with such an intolerance and violence against other religions, if they had not spread their gospel with deception and deceit, with stories of wonders that never happened.


The misery of these religions mainly comes from the fact, that they considered themselves as the only true religions... and still do. They accused others of deliberately and maliciously thinking wrong, of intentionally and maliciously not having the right faith. This allowed them to persecute and destroy the black sheep, that could not be on Gods side. But what spiritual accomplishment should it be to believe in unreasonable things?


> Everybody had God on his side and with God’s help they shattered the skulls of the others.


Only today are people relatively free, to choose their religion, at least in Central Europe. Only now one can make out gradually, what Christianity is really worth to man.


In fact it wasn’t Christendom, that was spread with the beginning of the 4th century, more or less by force and trickery, but it was the teachings of Paul, the decrees of Constantine, the ideas of the church fathers and popes, which had been forced through because of the power-interests of Constantine, Clovis, Charles (the Great) etc.


The historical truth is more sobering than the legends that people want to believe. They believe what they wish. They wish somebody, whom they can trust blindly, whom they can love and worship. He is expected to rescue them from suffering, bring them eternal life, give them a special place in the hereafter or he promises “glorious times” (Wilhelm II), choseness by God (Judaism) or racial superiority (Hitler). Many justified their leadership due to an historical task, assigned by divine providence.


> The desire of people to trust in a leader, their willingness to make sacrifices on the one hand and the imperfection of these leaders on the other hand had often led to huge tragedies and endless disappointments. In all times the desire for a noble hero is a mighty and romantic idea. It is based on the longing of people for an ideal world, for a hold in this world, which flows, on the desire for guidance and orientation.


Masses that have once acknowledged an authority as such are no longer capable of critical thinking. They are ready to do anything for their leader and they justify everything: Persecution and murder… in the name of this authority, especially if he promises them the illusion of superiority and importance. Believers are servants; they have given their reason and conscience to a higher authority.


> We must condemn those, who stir up hostility between humans and that are after all those, who feel being chosen before the others.


Out of the feeling of being chosen comes megalomania, the feeling of superiority. From this laws and thinking originate, that devalue others, persecute and exterminate them, in the name of the only “true ideology”.


“Many people would sooner die than think. In fact they do.”


Bertrand Russell


> Personal Freedom is of no high value for the masses. They are rather willing to follow a leader and accept restrictions of their freedom. The masses are not wise.


Those, who write history and hand out praise and blame, also have an impact on how the future story will continue. If history would have been written different, if “great criminals” had not been permanently glorified, history would certainly have been a different one. Especially “great men” are looking for role models in their youth striving for glory. If the ruthless reaps fame, he is emulated.


You should not build monuments for bad role models and yet this happens all over the world, probably because of lack of real role models or because there is hardly a “great person” without his shady-sides. It’s dangerous to build a monument for a man like Napoleon, who, in the first place, established a tyranny all over Europe. This might have tempted Hitler to believe, that he would get an even bigger monument, if he causes an even greater disaster.


Once, when I reminded my father, that the Germans had attacked Russia in World War II without need, he gave me the answer: “Didn’t this Napoleon do this and was he stamped as a criminal for it?" No, he remained an admired military leader, whose bill did not quite fit as he expected. The same applies to Frederick the Great, who, out of pure greed and lust for power in the middle of peace instigated wars, to which thousands of young men, women and children fell victim. Was he labelled as a criminal therefore? No, "The Great Fritz" still, like Napoleon, rides on many monuments today and the poor people, whom he sent into the other world, are forgotten. “Dogs, do you want to live forever?“, he is said to have asked his soldiers once. He probably thought: “It is enough, if I live forever”, and this he has achieved with the blood of his soldiers and the ink of his flatterers. One should not put up a monument for him, however, but should put him on trial before a war-criminal-tribunal in retrospect.


For the Turkish ruler and conqueror Tamerlane, 1336-1405, who committed unbelievable massacres among his enemies, gorgeous monuments in Samarkand Tashkent exist. He still is a national hero in Uzbekistan. In 1387 he massacred 70000 people in Iran and constructed towers with their skulls.


For Genghis Khan, 1167?-1227, Mongolian conqueror, founder of the Mongol Empire and genocidal warlord, who caused enormous damage and destruction on the population of his enemies, several monuments in Ulaanbaatar have been erected which still exist today.


The madness of world history mostly comes from the fact, that always a powerful man party or a religion has tried to gain dictatorship over all the others and dictate all people on how they should live, think and how they must become happy


> Persecutors did not at all consider themselves as evil people, but on the contrary, and mostly under the guise of an ideology, they thought of themselves as especially valuable, as zealots in the interest of the good, as gardeners, who “cultivate the good” and “eliminate the evil”. They had no guilty conscience, but acted out of conviction and still do.


Life is not simple, but diverse. Happiness in this world can look very different for different people, assuming this is really a goal. We will have to adjust to the fact that people soon differ not only from the variety of their noses, but also from the diversity of their worldviews. Therefore it is important, that in a state tolerance, multiplicity of opinions and ways of life must be guaranteed.


> Only liberal democracy can do justice to the diversity of life.


This book is structured chronologically. I.e. the persecutors and the persecuted are discussed side by side and mixed up. Often the same person had been a persecutor and a persecuted man, for example Paul or Luther.




Divine Persecution


In the Greek-Roman antiquity a multiplicity of Gods were tolerated, but even then the ruling class expected that people believed in the recognised State - Gods and even then foreign Gods, foreigners in general, had been looked at with suspicion


> It is a typical human quality, to regard the own and known in language, religion and custom more valuable than the alien, the unknown and new.


The Greek philosopher Protagoras, -480 to -410, is honest enough to say: He knows nothing about Gods and can neither claim that there are any, nor assure that there are none. He died fleeing from Athens, where a tyrannical government had sentenced him to death because of godlessness and had burnt his “treatise about the Gods” in public.


It was above all Plato, -427 to -348/347, who in the 4th century BC fought against disbelief. He can be regarded as the father of discrimination against the wicked. Unbelievers have since been declared hostile to the state, vulgar, immoral, spoiler of youth. Plato anticipated the bad formula: "If God doesn't exist, everything is allowed.” But God and his allegedly orders had often been used as pretext for innumerable persecutions too.


"The divine Plato, representative of the good and true against evil and error, demanded in his language inquisition and concentration camps."


Gerhard Czermak


But especially god and his alleged commandments were the cause of countless persecutions. “The Athenian assembly had decided in the past to persecute those who do not believe in the Divine and deny the teachings of (divine) manifestations in heavenly space. They are threatened with the death penalty ...”.


The Greek philosophers Socrates (by -470 to -399), Aristotle (-384 to -322) and Anaxagoras (by -500 to -428), who doubted traditional beliefs, were persecuted because of “godlessness”. Socrates was sentenced to death, Aristotle was expelled from Athens and Anaxagoras left his hometown Athens after he had been arrested there. He claimed that the sun is made of glowing rock and therefore has nothing divine about it. The mathematics and religion-founder Pythagoras fled 538 from his home Samos too, after the tyrant Polycrates was able to come into power there.


> Freethinkers can’t live under tyrants.


Later many other freethinkers shared this fate in Christian Europe. They were not allowed to confess, that they had their doubts about the existence of a God and that they considered the dogmas of the church to be human machinations.


In 1723 the philosopher Christian Wolff had to give up his professorship and leave the city of Halle within 48 hours on the orders of the Prussian King Friedrich Wilhelm I. His Pietist opponents had accused him of atheism


During his Jena professorship the German philosopher and educator Johann Gottlieb Fichte, 1794-1799, became a target in the so-called "atheism-dispute". Initially, in 1799, an anonymous dispute-writing of Fichte had triggered the dispute: Fichte was accused of spreading atheistic ideas and of godlessness and was forced into resignation. Religion-critical philosophers too, like Ludwig Feuerbach 1804-1872, David Hume 1711-1776, August Comte 1798-1857, David Friedrich Strauss 1808-1874, had during their lifetime hardly any opportunity to teach at a university. They even had to write under pseudonyms, like Baron Holbach.


The philosopher Baruch de Spinoza, of Jewish descent, in 1660 was expelled from Amsterdam by the Jewish community for his Bible-criticism.


There were also Islamic martyrs of the science. Avicenna around 980-1037 denied like many medieval philosophers, the immortality of the human soul, God's interest in individual events, as well as a creation of the world in time. He was therefore brutally attacked by Sunni theologians. The Spanish-Arabic philosopher Averroes = Ibn Rushd 1126 - 1198 was exiled by his ruler in 1195, because he considered reason more important than faith.


Ulug Beg, Timurid ruler and astronomer, 1394-1449, was murdered in Samarkand for his views. The following sentence is attributed to him: “Religions scatter themselves like fog, the empires of the Czars destroy themselves, but the works of the scholar remain forever. The pursuit of knowledge is the duty of everyone!”


> There must be no compulsion to believe in beings, that are not recognizable. We can make out a God as little as the existence of an immortal soul. We also can not know anything about what determines our destiny and what happens after death, we can only guess about such questions or believe this or that. Even authorities such as Plato and Aristotle can be wrong and have made mistakes.


Whole states turned into intolerant persecutors, mostly at the instigation of a devout ruler, who wanted to consolidate his power through a forced unity of faith. This attempt had been undertaken by Constantine, Clovis, Charles the Great, Charles V, Phillip II, Louis XIV, Mohammed, Islamic, Nationalist and Communist rulers. Since “orthodox" always means narrow-minded and intolerant, that means that they tolerate neither wrong-believers nor unbelievers, but will persecute them in the name of the "true" God, especially in the name of the "one true God", as monotheism means intolerance.


> If an intolerant God is believed to be the only true God and an intolerant religion is the only true one, this inevitably leads to tyranny and persecution.


He does not tolerate any others next to him. He wants to destroy, humiliate and drive them out of power. He is jealous and everybody knows what jealous people are capable of: everything! Followers of such deities (Jehovah; Allah) take the right to impose their beliefs with force and know God, the only true God of course, is on their side. In particular, the rulers and the priesthood promote this believe. Infact they are the inventers of this God. They benefit most, i.e. it brings them status, wealth and divine legitimacy of their power. They are closely connected with God, are illuminated by his glory, participate in his infallibility and so justify wars, conquests, laws, persecutions in his name, and collect taxes of all kinds in his honour. In particular, the only “true” religion threatened those, who dared to believe different, “wrong” or even nothing. Unbelievers then were no longer human beings, they were allowed to be persecuted, destroyed and exterminated in the name of the true God, to the benefit of the orthodox believers, of God’s chosen people.


God was and still is the club against those, who dare to doubt him. If the people, who had invented these Gods would have been greater, their creatures would not have been so threatening. Their God is still in the middle of the fight-war-death-phase; he is not liberating, but oppressive.


That believing in one God could also be tolerant, at least in the beginning, was proven by the followers of Zoroaster, who appeared between ~ -1800 and -600 in Persia. That is a notable exception. His lifetime is unclear. He didn't favour the forcible distribution of his messages but backed on conviction and just however, on a mighty advocate.


“Humans are born free as rational beings and can reach God only through free decision and personal insight.” Zoroaster


Like all innovators Zoroaster was persecuted. He opposed the idolatry of the Mithras-priests - again somebody who knew, what the right religion and the “true” God was. It was not until he found a powerful advocate of his ideas in the king of Khorezmien that they spread quickly.


> Usually the powerful have decided what people had to think and believe.


About 700 years later, in 224, Ardashir I, a Persian vassal-king, had seized power in the decaying Parthia and founded a new Persian Dynasty, the dynasty of the Sassanid. He turned the ancient religion of Zoroaster not only into the true state-religion, but persecuted all dissenters ruthlessly in the name of the only true Creator-God Ahura Mazdā, above all the emerging Christianity.


… “Now as we have seen the (true) religion on Earth, we will not leave anybody to his false religion, and we will be very busy.”


Source: Deschner KDC The Criminal History of Christianity


From the belief to posses the truth, he derived the right to impose this “truth” upon everybody. From a well-intended religion a religion developed that persecuted others: a degeneration, which inevitably comes from each exclusive claim. Starting in the 4th Century under the successors of Constantine, Christianity will also undergo a similar transformation into an intolerant religion.




Jehovah - Jahwe - Allah


Intolerant God of the Israelites, Christians and Muslims


“It is impossible to live in peace with people, you think are damned; to love them, would mean to hate God, who punishes them. There is no choice but to convert or to torment them.” Rousseau


In the Greco-Roman antiquity many Gods were worshiped side by side. They complemented each other. They were a team and no one bothered to have different Gods for different aspects of life, until that intolerant Jewish God claimed to be the only "true God".


The root of all evil


Three dogmas made the Jews foreign-objects in the ancient world:




	The dogma, that there is only one “true” God. And that is their God.


	That they are the only chosen people of this God.


	That this God had promised them a land, unfortunately still in possession of other people, which of course is not a problem for the chosen people.





The first commandment, the Lord gave to Moses, the Jewish leader, was:


First commandment: "Thou shalt have no other Gods before me."


And what happened to those, who once became apostate, because they might try a more sympathetic God? Let’s listen to the “dear” God himself or better to the people, who put these words into his mouth or rather have invented them:


Hosea 13, 16 or 14, 1 Samaria will become desolate; because it is disobedient to his God. They should fall through the sword and there little children smashed and their pregnant women slit open.


Here are a few more quotes to clarify, how the Lord is dealing with unbelievers, who do not want to submit to him:


Jesaja 34,2 The Lord is angry about all pagans and grimly about their army. He will banish and slaughter them. 3 And their slain shall be cast out, that the stench from their corpses will rise and the mountains flow from their blood.


After the Israelites have dared to become unfaithful to their Lord, he (or rather his inventors) commanded the following:


2 Moses Ex “32:27 Thus saith the Lord God of Israel: every man girds his sword around the loins and walks through the camp up and down, from one gate to the other, and slays his brother, friend and neighbour ... From the people fell on that day about three thousand men."


When the Israelites worshiped the gods of Moab, 4 Moses Nu “25,3, The Lord was kindled with anger at Israel, 4 and he said unto Moses: Take all the leaders of the people and hang them up before the Lord in the face of the sun, that the fierce wrath of the Lord turns away from Israel .... And those that died in the plague had been twenty-four thousand."


And so he punished the intention of religious disloyalty: 5 Moses Dt. 13, Verses 7-11 If your brother…your son… your daughter… your wife… your friend… says: ‘let’s serve other Gods’…then you should denounce him. You should stone him (as the first), and he shall die.


And the people did as God had commanded: 2 Chronicle 23:17 The entire people went into the house of the Baal and destroyed it, and they broke down his alters and pictures and killed Mattan, the priest of the Baal, in front of the alters.


For millennia believers of the bible have put this behaviour into practice, legizimized in the bible against unbelievers and false-believers, the Jews against the Canaanite people, the Christians against the Jews, pagans, heretics, Muslims and Indians…The interesting thing is, that orthodox believers do not even notice what the bible wants to do with the false-believers, because it is perceived to be right in the sense of their own belief, if wrong-believers are threatened, punished, persecuted and exterminated.


Since the destruction of the first temple, -586 by the Babylonians, the Jews were scattered over many different countries: Babylon, Egypt, Greece… Those, who did not want to lose their Jewish identity were orientated spiritually to Jerusalem. There they regularly sent donations for the temple, the temple taxes. Thus their loyalty towards the country, in which they were living and towards the government they were to serve was always in doubt and suspicious. The dispersed Jews on the one hand were united by their common belief on the other hand they caused uneasiness among their neighbours through the observance of the mosaic laws and above all through their belief of being chosen before the others.


> Chosenness for one always means devaluation for the other. Somebody, who considers himself of being chosen tends to look upon others with disdain and finally he treats them accordingly.


According to their religious laws the Jews were not allowed to share table and marriage with the gentiles. They didn’t participate in their religious ceremonies too. They separated and adhered to particular purity and dietary laws. Through their circumcision and through the observance of the Sabbath too, they wanted to separate themselves from the others everywhere as Israelites. That again was reason enough for the “others” to consider the Jews in their view as arrogant and to enact laws against them, wherever they had the power to do so.


"Prohibited was also already, according to the Mosaic law, to enter marriage with the Canaanite nations; later this marriage ban was extended to all foreign peoples and entering into any mixed marriage was prohibited.” Encyclopedia of Jewish law 1980


The Jews were repeatedly expelled from the countries in which they had settled. Whoever separates himself for purity-reasons, will be pulled into the dirt and expelled. That’s how life works. The entirety of the laws against the Jews during the European Middle ages tended in this direction. Even the Roman historian Tacitus, 55-115, writes: The Jews are „hated by the Gods and opposed to other religions”. He accuses them of contempt for the Gods and the fatherland. They hold together and look at the rest of the world with enmity.


Their religion and their delusions of being chosen made them incompatible with others. The first persecutions of the Jews took place under the Hellenistic king Antiochus IV, who attemtted forced unity of faith under the Greek Gods. He sacrificed a pig in the temple of Jerusalem - for Jews pigs are impure animals - and forbade all Jewish ceremonies. With this he provoked the rebellion of the Maccabees in -167.




The Origin of the Hebrew bible


The oldest biblical texts were created around -1000 from a variety of different legends and narratives, from invented and true stories. In the 3rd and 4th century of our era Hellenistic Jews translated their biblical writings from Hebrew into Greek.


“All misconceptions, that came into the Greek bible through ignorance, translation errors and arbitrary additions, they took for the word of God, and so they later taught much in the name of Judaism, what was quite strange or in contradiction to it.” Heinrich Graetz History of Judaism


This “Septuagint” called Bible version was completed around 100 of our era. Together with the New Testament, it was translated into Latin and after a selection of the texts it adopted and circulated as Vulgata by the Roman Catholic Church. The protestant bible was translated by Martin Luther and corresponds in the selection of the texts mostly with the Vulgate. Although he, like Jerome, tried to refer to the original text, that was unfortunately only fragmentary available, in countless transcriptions, extended and modified by the copyists.





Chosen people are intolerant. They are certain, possessing the one truth and hovering over others, to whom they do not grant the same rights, of course. There is clear evidence of this in the Thora and the Talmud, the holy books of the Jews. These fateful “holy books”, in which one people is incited against others, belong to the most serious hatred-literature in world history. As the Jews separated and elevated themselves with the help of the Talmud, they were humiliated and ousted by other peoples. If somebody believes, his God gives him the right to deceive me, there can’t be any living together between us, no friendship, no community, only mistrust and enmity.


The fact that God should have just made a covenant with the people of Israel, especially the Jews want to believe, of course. Who doesn't want to be among the chosen? The Bible was written by the Jews and that’s why the Jews play the main role in this "script". The Indians of North America would probably think very differently, just as different thought the neighbours of the Jews in the Middle East, the Egyptians, the Babylonians, the Persians, the Assyrians and Syrians, the Greeks and Romans.




The Delusion of being Chosen


> Humans and peoples have a remarkable ability to overestimate themselves, to feel more valuable, more useful and respectable than others. They see themselves at the centre of world affairs and demonize the strangers, the barbarians, the unbelievers. This apparently provides them with a good feeling, a feeling of superiority.


Strangers and dissenters question the authority of the own culture, respectively of their own way of thinking. They shatter the security that the simple man experiences in the limitations of his thinking. For a learned and curios mind diversity is enrichment and different thinking is stimulation.


The Greeks called all the other peoples “Babbler” or “Barbarians”. Even the philosophers joined the devaluation of these “others”. Plato calls the barbarians the natural enemies of the Greeks. Xenophon calls the hate against the Persians “noble”. Isocrates, the most important propagandist of a revenge-war against Persia, demanded fight against the barbarians and union among the Greeks: Homonoia. And Aristotle, who educated in commission of Phillip II, approximately between -343 and -340, the crown prince Alexander together with Hephaestion and other sons of the Macedon aristocracy, regarded all barbarians, above all the peoples of Asia, as slaves by nature. In a missive he advised his pupil Alexander to regard the Greeks as free men like friends and relatives but to treat the barbarians on the other hand like animals or plants.” Wikipedia


Aristotle asserts: “Yes, with certainty the others are subject to the Greeks.” To Aristotle later the Spaniards referred, when it came to the question, asto whether the Indians of America should be enslaved or not. Kant, Goethe, Locke, Hegel ... were convinced of the inferiority of dark-skinned peoples.


The Incas considered their capital Cuzco the navel of the world. The Wampanoag Indians, on the east coast of North America, called themselves the people of the first light.


“The American Indians regarded themselves as the chosen people, created from the great spirit to the lofty example of humanity. An Indian tribe gave itself the name 'the only men'; another, men of men '; The Karaibi said: 'Only we are people', and the Eskimo believed that the Europeans had come to Greenland to learn good manners and virtues.“ Will Durant


The Chinese called their empire “The Middle Kingdom”, because they considered themselves in the centre of the world and world history. They felt superior to other peoples.


The Japanese people believed, at least until 1945, that all the kingdoms of the world were manmade, only the Japanese is of divine origin and their emperor was considered a “God”.


The Franks, as the leading Christian people, believed “they were the new chosen people of Christ”, which also allowed them to persecute, rob and convert all non Christian peoples, for example the Saxons and slaves.


The USA likes to be called “Gods own nation”. Already the Pilgrim Fathers believed to belong to God’s chosen people. For their neighbours, the Native Americans, this was deadly.


Since the beginning of their state the Russians considered themselves as The New Israel, as the country where the history of salvation will be fulfilled.


Since Cromwell the English considered themselves the chosen nation called to proselytize the whole world with Christianity and to impose “the English way of life” upon all colonized peoples.


Long before Hitler the “Aryan race” held itself for the master-race (Gobineau) and under Hitler, who recognised the Germanic race in it, their mania of being chosen increased to such an extent, that it gave them no remorse to eradicate other "races".


The real Aryans however were an Indo-European ethnic group that originally settled in Iran and then emigrated to India in -1200.


After the French revolution the French felt like the people that are chosen to bring freedom to humanity; but even to achieve this goal all means were right.


It can be seen from these few examples that it was usually disastrous for other peoples, above all for the neighbouring peoples, if a people considered herself to be chosen.


Humans want to be important and want be in the focus, otherwise they would not have believed for thousands of years that they were in the centre of the universe and separated from the animal kingdom, the crown of a creation, which evidently turned out to be a ridiculous overestimation.


> Being important feels good, and if you are not, you would like at least to believe so.


It is impossible to estimate the extent of persecution, which was caused by the belief in the intolerant, merciless, vengeful, violent and jealous God of the Old Testament, the belief in his absolute rule and in the even more unholy texts, that ought to contain his commandments and eternal truths. They are still read today in the synagogues, the churches and the mosques and imprinted in the heads and hearts of the children.


Thus wars of conquest are justified:


Psalm 105: 43So he led his people in joy and his chosen with bliss 44 and gave them the land of the gentiles, that they occupied the goods of that people and that they should hold his rights and protect his laws. Hallelujah!


And thus the conquest is carried out:


1 Moses Gn: 34,12 “Take care not to make a covenant with the inhabitants of the country in which you come, that they will not become a pitfall in your midst; 13 however you shall overthrow their altars and their pillars, break and cut down their sacred poles, 14 for thou shalt not worship another God. For the Lord is a zealot; he is a jealous God.”


In this sense the Christian conquerors later acted with a good conscience against the unbelieving natives of the conquered lands. The people were enslaved and exterminated. Their culture-monuments were overthrown by “Gods chosen people”.


The belief of being chosen on one hand welds a people together, leads however on the other hand to the devaluation of foreign peoples. This in turn has its consequences in the behaviour towards these “foreign” peoples. They are excluded from the moral code that applies to the own people. That is, one can rob and kill them, dishonour their wives etc. which is forbidden to their “own people”. So the Ten Commandments, that gave God to Moses, are valid only for the Jewish community.


5. Commandment: Thou shalt not kill! 5 Mose Dt. 20:16 But in the towns of these people, which the Lord your God will give you to heritage, you shall not let alive whatever has breath…


6. Commandment: Thou shalt not commit adultery!


7. Commandment: Thou shalt not steal!


9. Commandment: Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor's house!


10. Commandment: Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor's wife! nor his ox nor his ass!


These are the commandments that God gave to his people, but how should they treat other peoples? The order is clear:


Isaiah 13:16 Their children should be dashed to pieces before their eyes, their houses looted and their wives ravished. 17 Behold, I want the Medes, that do not ask for silver or gold, stir up against them, but shoot the 18 young men with bows, and have no compassion with the fruit of the womb and do not spare the children.


They did as the Lord commanded; Joshua 6:21 ... "and banished all that was in the city, with the sharpness of their sword: Man and woman, young and old, oxen, sheep and donkeys."


The politicy of “scorched earth” is therefore not an invention of modern time. When in June 1942 the Senior-Group-Leader Reinhard Heydrich was assassinated through two Czech exiles, the Nazis took their revenge for this at Lidice in Czechoslovakia. The instructions for this, they could have been taken from the passages of the bible cited above: After the men were executed, women and children were kidnapped and sent to concentration camps, the village was burned down and the ruins stone by stone removed through members of the Reich-Labour-Service. Nothing that had anything to do with the place should remain. For the Nazis this was the only adequate response to the assassination of SS Senior-Group-Leader Reinhard Heydrich.
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