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	Introduction

	 

	 

	Why imperialism? That question must be addressed. After all, for many on the right-wing of the spectrum, imperialism is the obvious enemy. American neoliberal imperialism has a stranglehold on the world, and every tendril of the monster oozes the grease of sexual depravity, homosexual and transsexual “rights,” minority privileges, and fawning adoration of the marketplace. If you care about European and American advocacy, then you would, in Anno Domini 2021, be an anti-imperialist or at least against the global leviathan of Washington, DC.

	First of all, the American nation and its founding stock would not exist if it were not for imperialism. Rather than the US Constitution or even the Mayflower Compact, the true founding document of the American people is Richard Hakluyt’s A Discourse Concerning Western Planting (1584). In that work and other pamphlets, the English patriot Hakluyt laid bare the many reasons why London should establish colonies (or “plantations”) in the New World much as had already been done in Ireland. Hakluyt argued that:

	 

	The Queen of England’s title to all the West Indies, or at the least to as much as is from Florida to the Circle arctic, is more lawful and right than the Spaniards or any other Christian Princes. . . . 

	 

	That speedy planting in diverse fit places is most necessary upon these lucky western discoveries for fear of the danger of being prevented by other nations which have the like intentions, with the order thereof and other reasons therewithal alleged.1

	 

	Hakluyt’s propaganda found a receptive audience in Queen Elizabeth I as well as the poet-explorer-privateer Sir Walter Raleigh. Inspired by Hakluyt’s words, as well as the common English belief in the sheer barbarism of Spanish colonialism in the New World, Raleigh and his followers established the earliest English colonies in North America. These attempts would be succeeded by the permanent colonies in Virginia established by the Virginia Company of London. It is here, in the late sixteenth century, that the American spirit, with its Anglo roots, is first given expression in the mixture of idealism, adventure, and efficiency. In essence, the genus and germ of American nationalism is English imperialism.

	There are those on the Dissident Right who articulate support for absolutist nationalism. Men like RAMZPAUL believe in nationalism for all races and peoples. Built into this belief system is the conceit that Euro-American identitarianism should only concern itself with the preservation of European homelands. This is a worthy cause. Indeed, in our age it is one of the few causes worth dying for. However, this brand of nationalist identitarianism is still a retreat—a philosophical surrender to forces of neoliberalism and Third World-ism. It is a surrender of the hands and a collective shout of: Just leave us alone!

	The left will never leave us alone. The left is always hungry for more power. It is never satisfied. That is why fighting it is a necessity. Restoring imperialism is but one weapon to wield in this fight. However, this book seeks to show how it is the strongest, most proactive weapon.

	Empire Eternal, which you hold in your hands now, is an attempt to show that the age of imperialism and colonialism was the apex of Euro-American civilization. My point in these essays, almost all of which are purely historical in nature and substance, is to reaffirm the glory of a European and American-led world order. In a similar way, this book seeks to argue that a return to imperialism would be a boon for Europeans and Americans, and indeed the rest of the world.  

	The stark truth facing us in the twenty-first century is that there are only two options: globalist hegemony led by China and Euro-American turncoats, or neo-imperialism led by nation-states. The former are akin to robber barons, who take and take without giving anything in return. The forces of global and neoliberal capital have no allegiance to the nation-state or their people, that is unless the nation-state in question is China (for more information on China’s desire for revenge against the West, see “The Chinese Uprising Against Whites”). Imperialists at the very least mostly provided their fellow citizens with the benefits of other lands. If they did not, then the drive for conquest would not last. Imperial states are also beholden to national voters; the same cannot be said of transnational corporations. There will never be an age of harmonious cooperation. This goes against human nature, and it always irritates large and powerful civilizations, which are built for conquest and expansion. Imperialism generates pride, new opportunities, and incredible vitality. Globalism provides nothing of value except to the elite few who can reap its rewards.

	There is no hate here. The only emotion is pride—pride in Christendom, pride in our forefathers, and pride in the much maligned colonization system that gave the world the greatest creole civilizations ever known, from the Old South to the Viceroyalty of New Spain. The men who founded these great civilizations are long gone, but their blood still lives within us. We are called to conquer. Our age, like every other age, is a war of all against all for the domination of space. In addition, to paraphrase the great Bronze Age Pervert, the war for space knows no strategic alliances. No Black, Asian, or Latino nationalist will ever lift a finger for our movement. We are on our own, thank God. Therefore, let these essays inspire you to seek out adventure in distant lands, or stand fast in the arena of politics and proclaim your allegiance to a Greater Euro-American Order.

	I would like to thank Jared Taylor and the editors at American Renaissance for publishing so many of these articles. To you all I owe a debt that can never be repaid. Finally, I would like to thank every editor that I have ever worked with, every friend I have made along the way, and every member of my extended family who has shed his or her blood for the maintenance of Christendom and the European-American world order. Although you wore diverse uniforms, from Confederate gray and Union blue to khaki and the soiled linen of Jamestown, your sacrifices mattered and still matter.

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	
 

	 

	

	 

	War of All Against All 

	 

	 

	American Renaissance, June 26th, 2020.

	 

	European minorities are often prone to the “bunker mentality.” Colonel Reginald Dyer, the Anglo-Indian commander of mostly Gurkha and Muslim troops during the Amritsar Massacre of 1919, has been pathologized by generations of armchair psychologists as an example of the bunker mentality because he had grown up as White minority in British India. Dyer and others of his ilk grew up with tales of the Sepoy Mutiny and the Bibighar Massacre, where the survivors of Cawnpore, almost all of whom were women and children, were slaughtered by local butchers under the command of a prostitute named Nana Saheb.2 The pied noirs of French Algeria had a similar outlook; today’s White South Africans do too.

	In colonial New England, the Puritans, who mostly clung to the Atlantic coastline, had a similar disposition. Their enemies came in many forms: the French in Canada and their Native American proxies, the Dutch in New York and their Native American proxies, the tribes of New England like the powerful Narragansett, and the assorted “devils” that haunted the uncivilized forests. King Philip’s War (1676–1678) was the explosion of racial violence that the Puritans long feared. The New Englanders won, but at a cost of approximately 800 dead out of an overall population of 52,000 (a death rate of 1,538 per 100,000).3

	As with all historical events, there is a debate over what caused King Philip’s War. The war saw conflict between new generations of leaders, both Indian and European. Metacom (aka King Philip) belonged to Wampanoag royalty. His father, Massasoit, brokered an era of long peace between his tribe and the New Englanders after extending goodwill to the Plymouth Colony after its establishment in 1620.4 Massasoit’s death coincided with the deaths of the first generation of New England leaders in Plymouth, Massachusetts Bay, and Connecticut. English desire for land, as well as underhanded business practices such as plying Indians with alcohol, have also been named as the deciding factor. Philip, as a new sachem, made alliances with other Algonquin-speaking tribes in order to resist New England encroachment.5

	The immediate cause of the war stemmed from the murder of John Sassamon, a Christian convert and a councilor alongside Philip at the Taunton Agreement in 1671. Another Christian Indian, Patuckson, told Plymouth Colony officials that Sassamon’s murder stemmed from his decision to warn the English about Philip’s intention to begin an offensive war.6 Plymouth tried the accused killers. Twelve New Englanders and an auxiliary jury of Indians found the defendants guilty. For King Philip and his tribal alliance, this was the opening salvo. On June 20th, 1675, a band of Pokanoket attacked the Plymouth settlement of Swansea.7

	The war itself featured small-scale ambushes and town and village attacks. When Indian raiders showed up in New England towns with English-made muskets, the residents more often than not sought refuge in garrison houses or fortified blockhouses. This resulted in the burning or destruction of half of all towns between Maine (then part of the Massachusetts Bay) and southern Connecticut.8 The New England Confederation’s army relied on small militia units organized at the colony and town level:

	 

	By 1675, Massachusetts alone had some seventy-three organized companies. Each county maintained a dozen foot companies and one cavalry, while the counties of Suffolk, Middlesex, and Essex fielded a combined cavalry company. Each foot company contained about seventy privates and each cavalry about fifty. Muster days were held on a regular basis, although drilling could not compensate for the fact that New England’s defense was dependent on farmers unaccustomed to wilderness warfare.9

	 

	 

	Indeed, it is worth remembering the quality and character of the people who settled New England. Historian David Hackett Fischer shows that New England’s Puritans came predominately from East Anglia, a unique region of eastern England claimed by the Jutes and where the heretical Lollards and other Reformation schismatics enjoyed power not seen elsewhere in the country.10 The families that settled New England did not settle as warriors, but as religiously-minded merchants. John Winthrop, the leader of the Massachusetts Bay and the man with the power to make decisions regarding violence, was himself a poor shot according to biographer Edmund Morgan. Like their English brethren in Virginia, New Englanders hoped to establish a peaceful and Protestant state in America that would be bi-racial and harmonious. They did not want to repeat the supposed evils of the Spanish in Mexico and South America, where Indians were killed and African slaves were imported to do hard labor.11 This idealism evaporated with the Jamestown Massacre of 1622; King Philip’s War ended idealism in New England. The war became one of ethnic cleansing.

	For the most part, the New England Confederation could not lead and proved to be inept at winning the war against King Philip’s insurgency. Plymouth and the colonies in Connecticut chafed under centralized rule from Boston, while the New England militiamen often went home after fruitless patrols in the New England hinterlands. The one pitched battle of the entire conflict came during the Great Swamp Fight of December 1675. Here, about 1,000 militiamen from Massachusetts Bay, Plymouth, and Connecticut “attacked a large, fortified Narragansett village located in the Great Swamp (present-day South Kingston, Rhode Island).”12 The New Englanders won the day, killing almost 100 hundred warriors. However, the battle brought the mighty Narragansett into the war, which spelled doom for Rhode Island (which never wanted the war). In the northern theater of Maine, the Wabanaki and their allies killed as many as 400 settlers and drove the New Englanders out of every settlement except for Casco and a few other coastal enclaves.

	In terms of leadership, the New Englanders had only two competent commanders: Major Richard Waldron and Captain Benjamin Church. These men approached the war differently. Waldron was a rigid Puritan and one of the founders of Dover, New Hampshire (then part of the Massachusetts Bay). An experienced soldier, but brutal to Indians, Waldron oversaw the many tit-for-tat battles in Maine and New Hampshire. His militiamen sought pitched battles with their foes. Church, on the other hand, came from Plymouth Colony, worked as a carpenter, and speculated in land in Rhode Island. Church believed in maneuverability. Unlike other New England leaders, Church also believed in using Indian allies and training his New England militiamen to fight like Indians. Church’s force would be the first ever Ranger unit in American history. Church’s small band of fighters finally killed King Philip in August 1676, thus essentially ending the war.

	Benjamin Church is often seen as the preeminent figure of the war because he left behind a diary. This diary, besides detailing Church’s friendly relations with Indians (including a possibly sexual relationship with a female sachem) and his frustrations with the Puritan establishment in Boston, became one of the most popular documents in the Early American Republic. According to literature professor Philip Gould, Church’s diary was emblematic of the Early Republic’s search for “virtue” and “republicanism.” In short, from the Revolution to the age of Jackson, Church was upheld as the quintessential American: a carpenter who grabbed his gun in order to protect his civilization.13 Church would later serve in King William’s War (1688–1697) and Queen Anne’s War (1702–1713) until dying at age seventy-eight (some sources say seventy-nine).

	Whereas Church’s diary is filled with information about troop movements, sit-downs with Indians, and the like, King Philip’s War also produced another eyewitness account. Mary Rowlandson of Lancaster, Massachusetts was captured by Indian raiders on February 10th, 1675. Her captivity lasted for eleven weeks and five days.14 During that time Rowlandson and her fellow New England captives endured treks through the Massachusetts frontier, southern Vermont, and New Hampshire. Rowlandson’s diary, later published as The Narrative of the Captivity and Restoration of Mrs. Mary Rowlandson, became an early best-seller. She details how attacking Indians killed her entire family before kidnapping her and her six-year-old daughter, Sarah.

	 

	But out we must go, the fire increasing, and coming along behind us, roaring, and the Indians gaping before us with their guns, spears, and hatchets, to devour us. No sooner were we out of the house, but my brother-in-law (being before wounded, in defending the house, in or near the throat) fell down dead, whereat the Indians scornfully shouted, hallooed, and were presently upon him, stripping off his clothes.15

	 

	Sarah would tragically die during captivity. Rowlandson’s deliverance would come thanks to the women of Boston who purchased her ransom. Although made a slave to an Indian leader and forced to listen to her captors describe the killing of New England militiamen, Rowlandson was at least spared the fate of colonial New England’s other famous heroine, Anne Hutchinson. After being banished from Boston for preaching Antinomianism, Hutchinson and her family relocated to New Netherland. There, in the summer of 1643, Anne and her entire family were scalped by an Algonquian tribe during Kieft’s War (1643–1645). The tribe sought revenge on Dutch settlers, but wound up killing English ones instead.

	The story of King Philip’s War is the story of American survival. Despite Jill Lepore’s lazy assertion in The Name of War: King Philip’s War and the Origins of American Identity, the war did not see New Englanders develop a separate identity as Americans. If anything, after the war, English America moved closer to the metropole. England returned the favor by sending more government officials and curtailing the liberties that had been established by the original charters. Indeed, by the time of the American Revolution, Americans in the North and South saw themselves as British and happily invoked King George III and the traditions of monarchy against the illegal activities of the Parliament in London. No, the lesson of King Philip’s War is not that it created a separate American identity, but that it established New England as a thoroughly English civilization. No tribal alliance would never again seriously threaten Massachusetts or Connecticut, thus allowing for the full flowering of Anglo-Saxon culture on these shores.

	Most important of all, the key lesson of King Philip’s War is that every inch of New England, and indeed America, was fought over and won by the Historic American Nation. The Puritans suffered tremendous loses, but ultimately managed to win the day by defending their towns and innovating new ways of warfare (rangering). The next time some rioting Antifa type or racial grievance brigade member says that their people “built this country,” remind them of King Philip’s War and tell them: No, we fought for it and died for it, and it will always be our civilization.

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	
 

	 

	 

	 

	The American Conquistador

	 

	 

	American Renaissance, July 17th, 2020.

	 

	Back before America became a nation of self-hating post-nationalists, our civilization believed in Manifest Destiny. First uttered in 1845 by John L. O’Sullivan, the founder and editor of the United States Democratic Review in New York, the notion of Manifest Destiny envisioned a United States that connected the Pacific and the Atlantic. Manifest Destiny similarly believed that “white Anglo-Saxons . . . were preordained to spread civilization across the vast continent for the sake of its cultural and economic advancement.”16 Manifest Destiny was, in a sense, a Yankee version of Venezuelan revolutionary Simon Bolivar’s pan-Americanism.

	Perhaps no figure embodied the spirit of Manifest Destiny like the “gray-eyed man of destiny,” William Walker. Barely remembered in the United States, Walker is today reviled in Central America. The Marxist Sandinistas of Nicaragua (whose politics have been praised by Senator Bernie Sanders) instruct their children about how Walker was the first Yankee “imperialist” to invade their tranquil home.17 A film about Walker was released in 1987. Directed by British leftist Mr. Alex Cox, Walker is a surreal send-up of Washington’s then current involvement in the civil war in Nicaragua and elsewhere in Latin America. Cox turned Walker into a gaslit Rambo or a more venomous, less satirical Mr. Freedom. This is the general view of Walker: a bogeyman and a pirate hellbent on turning Latin America into series of US protectorates.

	But was William Walker truly the embodiment of the “unique evil” of American imperialism? In some ways, Walker was an American Alexander the Great, with a private army called the American Phalanx. Walker’s designs for Central America were far greater than Manifest Destiny too, with Walker aspiring to create an independent republic uniting Nicaragua, Honduras, Guatemala, and El Salvador.18 The Walker story is complicated, full of incredible heroics and terrible betrayals of justice, and has a legacy that has endured in subtle ways up to the present.

	Born on May 8th, 1824 as the first of six children to Scottish immigrant James S. Walker and his Kentucky-born bride Mary Norvell Walker, William Walker grew up in the frontier city of Nashville, Tennessee. The Walker family belonged to Nashville’s commercial upper crust, with the elder Walker making his fortune in steamboats.19 Other members of the family were equally distinguished: maternal grandfather Lipscomb Norvell was a veteran of the Continental Army who fought at Trenton and Monmouth, while several of William’s uncles and cousins fought the British during the War of 1812 or the Mexicans during the Texas Revolution. The family was a proud and illustrious one, and young William never went hungry nor did he ever experience deprivations of any kind.

	The eldest Walker child proved intelligent and dedicated to his studies. He enrolled at the University of Nashville at age of thirteen. There he studied Greek, Latin, trigonometry, international law, medicine, and other subjects. Walker also participated in the Agatheridan Society (a literary debate club) and proved to be a devout Christian. He graduated summa cum laude in October 1838 at the ripe age of fourteen. From there Walker matriculated at the University of Pennsylvania, where he studied medicine. In 1843, after completing his studies with a dissertation on the human iris, Walker traveled throughout Europe thanks to a generous allowance from his family. Walker spent the better part of two years in Paris, which helped him to recognize the superiority of American notions of individual liberty over the “popish” tendencies of the French.20

	Upon returning to the United States, Walker decided to alter his career path by switching to law. He began by studying the Tennessee law code under Nashville attorney James Whitworth. Then, after giving up Nashville for New Orleans, Walker committed to memory French civil codes, which continue to serve as the founding principles of Louisiana law. Soon enough Walker offered his legal services to the citizens of the Crescent City, but few seemed interested. This required another career change, and by 1849, Walker owned a share in the Daily Crescent newspaper. As editor, Walker’s Daily Crescent took a moderate line on the issue of slavery. The paper was more noteworthy for its contentious and very public battles with rival newspaper, the Delta.

	It is not known for sure when and where Walker became enamored with the idea of military adventurism, but the idea of “filibustering,” or mercenary work, was then popular in the United States. In 1819, James Long of Tennessee, after serving in the US Army during the War of 1812, took several volunteers from Natchez, Mississippi, and with the backing of that city’s merchant class, tried to conquer Mexican Texas. The Long Expedition ended in dismal failure. Texas became an independent republic thanks to American settlers who formed self-defense militias to protect their lives and property from both marauding Comanches and eventually the Mexican Army. While Walker lived in New Orleans, Americans in both the North and South voiced support for Cuban revolutionary Narciso Lopez, who used American filibusters during several botched attempts to wrest Cuba from the Spanish crown. Before his execution at the hands of Spanish authorities, Lopez’s chief desire was to see Cuba annexed by the United States, preferably as a slave-owning state.21 

	Walker clearly harbored dreams of adventure. This would explain why, before the age of thirty and without military training of any kind, he organized the short-lived conquest of the Mexican state of Sonora. In 1853, Walker and about one hundred men left San Francisco for Baja California. They told the US government that they planned on working in the mines of Sonora, but in reality, the men carried rifles, pistols, and knives instead of pickaxes. At the time, Northern Mexico was a desolate place where roving Apache bands terrorized villagers and the wealthy rancheros alike. The corrupt central government in Mexico City could not do much about it except offer generous settlement grants to foreigners, especially German and French settlers who were seen as more trustworthy than land-hungry Yankees.

	Walker justified his military adventure as a civilizing mission designed to protect innocent Mexicans from the ravages of Apache raids. Not long after leaving the commercial ship Caroline, Walker’s small war band took the city of La Paz without much of a fight. From there, the First Independent Battalion (the name Walker gave to his army) marched into the desert. Their new country, the Republic of Lower California, was declared free and sovereign of Mexico. By November 1853, the Republic of Lower California was renamed as the Republic of Sonora. Walker became the first president and instituted the Civil Code of Louisiana as the new state’s law. Tellingly, this meant that the Republic of Sonora legalized slavery while it remained illegal in the rest of Mexico. This was never put in practice, as Walker’s professed claim to control all of Sonora and the Baja Peninsula was not based on reality.22

	The independent Republic of Sonora would only last until May 1854. Despite enjoying a recruiting office in San Francisco, Walker’s army never amounted to much. These mostly untrained volunteers engaged in more looting than fighting, and when they did fight, they tended to skirmish with a hodgepodge of local Mexican militia, Indian warriors, and professional soldiers. Arguably Walker’s most powerful enemy was the administration of President Franklin Pierce, which saw Walker’s actions as at best a nuisance and at worst a direct violation of America’s Neutrality Act of 1818. Walker would be charged with violations of the Neutrality Act in San Francisco after his Republic of Sonora fell due to a combination of military resistance led by Sonoran rancher Antonio Maria Melendrez and political pressure by General John E. Wool, the head of US forces on the Pacific coast.23 The final remnants of Walker’s ragtag army surrendered to the US Army in San Diego. If the US government hoped that the failure of the Republic of Sonora would stop Walker from pursuing future filibustering campaigns, he proved them wrong almost immediately.

	Besides Panama, the other Central American country prized by American industrialists was Nicaragua. Thanks to many inland waterways, including the San Juan River that empties into the Caribbean at San Juan del Norte, men like Cornelius Vanderbilt dreamed of building a canal in Nicaragua to link the Atlantic and Pacific. Even without a canal, American companies like the Pacific Mail Steamship Company and especially the Accessory Transit Company made good money moving men and supplies across Nicaragua. As a result, Nicaragua’s port cities and inland trading posts had a sizable American community in the 1850s. No city boasted of more Americans than Greytown on the Atlantic coast, which belonged to the Mosquito Kingdom, a protectorate of the British Empire ruled by English-speaking Indians.

	The biggest problem with making money in Nicaragua was the country’s terminal civil strife. Ever since declaring independence from Spain, Nicaragua had been fought over by the Legitimist conservatives based in the city of Granada and the Liberals headquartered in Leon. As much a familial and municipal feud as a political one, the cycle of civil wars between the Legitimists and Liberals would last well into the twentieth century and require several US military interventions.24 Thanks to an election in 1853 that produced no single majority, Nicaragua devolved into civil war once again. From their sanctuary in Honduras, the Liberals under the leadership of Francisco Castellon and Maximo Jerez sought foreign volunteers for their army. Many Americans answered the call, including Walker. After selling his shares in the San Francisco Commercial Advertiser newspaper, Walker and two San Francisco notables approached Castellon and reached an agreement whereby the Americans were given 21,000 acres of land and military wages provided that they could recruit and command an army of 300 men against Granada.25 Walker took command of this force, the American Phalanx, and although its first incarnation stood at barely over 150 men, it was sent into battle immediately. The bloody birth of the Phalanx occurred at the First Battle of Rivas, where an initially successful American charge was repulsed by the Legitimist defenders. Several of Walker’s officers were killed in the repeated attempts to overrun the barricades at Rivas.

	Not deterred by their failure at Rivas, the Phalanx moved back to the Pacific coast where they enjoyed the use of several commandeered ships. Thanks to his independent command, Walker followed a different plan from the one preferred by his Liberal peers. Walker recognized that controlling the river routes to the ocean was vital as it not only allowed him to pillage the supply depots controlled by the Accessory Transit Company (therefore showing the lie in the left-wing belief that Walker was an agent of American capital and financial interests), but it also allowed for new volunteers to be safely shipped in from New Orleans, San Francisco, and New York. According to his own records, Walker’s Phalanx in Nicaragua between January and April 1857 included 1,072 soldiers (excluding 250 officers). Of this a majority were from New York (174) and Louisiana (77), and most had signed up for service in San Francisco (189).26 Given this fact, the myth that Walker was the vanguard of Southern expansionism is untenable as most of his men came from non-slaveholding regions of the US.

	Barring a few veterans of the Mexican American War and professional mercenaries like Charles Henningsen, the Phalanx relied on raw recruits supplied with their own weapons, food, and clothing. Desertion was endemic, plus outbreaks of cholera which ravaged not only the Phalanx but also the Legitimist army and the armies of Costa Rica, Honduras, and Guatemala. However, despite leading a lackluster force, the Phalanx won the day at the Battle of Virgin Bay, where about 150 Phalanx soldiers defeated a larger Legitimist force that they cut to ribbons thanks to superior rifles. The loss at Virgin Bay caused the Legitimist army to question the competency of their commander, General Jose Santos Guardiola. What broke the army’s will and resolve to fight was Walker’s capture of Granada, which was accomplished thanks to Walker’s use of commercial ships as both naval weapons and ferrying tools. With Granada as a bargaining chip, Walker threatened to level the town and kill Legitimist families unless the conservatives agreed to form a provisional government that included both Legitimists and Liberals.

	The provisional government would not last long. The financially exhausted Nicaraguans could not stop Walker’s quick takeover of the country. Because both the Legitimists and Liberals relied on conscripts, Walker’s decision to end conscription in the country meant that the only standing military force left was his own. Similarly, following Walker’s demand that Nicaragua hold a general election in order to name a new official government, both the Legitimists and the Liberals, the latter of whom grew disenchanted with the American following a series of summary executions of Legitimist officials and Liberal traitors, boycotted the elections. This made it a fait accompli that William Walker would be named as the new president of Nicaragua. This decision galvanized the conservative governments of Nicaragua’s neighbors. Honduras, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Costa Rica joined forces with the remnants of Nicaragua’s two armies to remove all of Walker’s 850 armed men from Central America. The Central Americans rallied to the cause along racial lines, saying that Walker’s intent was to supplant the mixed-race nations of Central America with a White one from the north (i.e., the US).27
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