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Introduction


	 

	 

	 

	I ONCE TOLD A FRIEND THAT I WAS STUDYING THE WORKS OF THE Soviet dissident author Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn. This friend was literate and thoughtful. He was aware of Solzhenitsyn’s importance as an author and historical figure. He had also seen many of Solzhenitsyn’s books in libraries and bookstores. He was suitably impressed with my undertaking, but then looked at me earnestly and said almost in a whisper, “His books are very long.”

	I translated this into “I will never read Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn,” and silently mourned how millions outside of Russia will be too intimidated by Solzhenitsyn’s voluminous output to ever pick up one of his books and experience the brilliance and urgency of this great author. This is especially so for English-speaking readers who were taught little about Russian history in school. Most likely they will find Solzhenitsyn both arcane and irrelevant, and therefore not worth the effort. 

	Despite having written a number of famous shorter works of fiction—One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich perhaps being the most famous—Solzhenitsyn’s most important books tend to be vast. His three-volume opus on the Soviet forced labor camps, The Gulag Archipelago, approaches 2,000 pages. Two Hundred Years Together, his two-part study of Jews in the Russian Empire and in the Soviet Union, comes in at over 1,000 pages in the original Russian. The Red Wheel, his four-part cycle of historical fiction about the fall of Tsarist Russia, presently weighs in at over 3,000 pages—but only those parts that have been translated into English as of this writing. The restored edition of In the First Circle, a novel about gulag prisoners working for Stalin’s state security apparatus, consists of more than 700 pages. And naturally his own memoirs are suitably immense, with The Oak and the Calf, Invisible Allies, and the first two books of Between Two Millstones spilling out over 1,700 pages. Even biographies of him are massive, most notably Michael Scammell’s, which is nearly a thousand pages long.

	It appears that Solzhenitsyn himself believed that more is more. Most will find this justified when it comes to The Gulag Archipelago and Two Hundred Years Together, which are crucial works of history. Amplitude and breadth are not only necessities in these cases, but virtues, since they are intended as reference works as well as to be read cover to cover. His memoirs, which are awash in reflections on current events and personal insights, adopt this approach as well.

	Solzhenitsyn reveals this tendency almost humorously in the first book of Between Two Millstones. In two places he describes how his detractors had published libelous books about him after he had been exiled from the Soviet Union in the 1970s. He sniffed at these efforts, dismissing them merely by revealing their page counts—as if a work “some hundred and fifty pages long” could do justice to a person of his towering stature.1 “Volume indeed was the most important thing,” he writes in The Oak and the Calf, “not creative output measured in thousands of words, but bulk in cubic centimeters.”2

	With his documentary prose, however, reading can become something of a slog for those not intimately familiar with Russian history. August 1914, November 1916, and the other “knots” of his Red Wheel tetralogy weave together a staggering array of narrative lines through milieus which no longer exist in the West. Solzhenitsyn was writing about the final years of Tsarist Russia, which was in many respects the last holdout of aristocratic feudalism on Earth. A reader who knows nothing of this period could easily get lost in all the details: the ideologies, traditions, politics, geography, the hard-to-pronounce names. The sheer weight of it all would require any serious reader to dedicate pages of a notebook to keep track of it all. Solzhenitsyn’s approach was to tell a historical story as expansive and comprehensive as history itself. For the uninitiated, getting through any of this requires work. There’s no way around it.

	The shame of not engaging with Solzhenitsyn, however, goes far beyond depriving modern, non-Russian-speaking readers of great literature, great history, and great fiction. Solzhenitsyn was a strikingly original political thinker as well, one who has had growing importance for the Right in the years following his death in 2008. Solzhenitsyn was at heart an ethnonationalist; his ethnos was the Russian people. Often in his memoirs, he refers to Russians as his people3 and Russia as his country,4 and never does the fate of either escape his concern.5 He identified with the Russian people, and so he bled when they bled, cried when they cried, and cheered when they cheered.6 He also longed for the Russian soil when he was away from it.7 Religion, tradition, and patriotism bound him to his people, and his people to each other, as in any enduring civilization. 

	Solzhenitsyn was no bigot. He professed love for other peoples as well as his own, and was always willing to find fault with his ethnic kin when criticism of them was due.8 But it was his unyielding conservatism which led him to ultimately reject the individualism and cynicism of the West while he was living in exile there. He was not shy about decrying the Enlightenment values upon which most modern Western nations were founded. He felt they made men weak and eroded their spiritual ties to God, their ancient ties to the soil, and their brotherly ties to each other. He never ceased predicting the West’s downfall as a result.

	Many Westerners did not know what to make of Solzhenitsyn when he lived in Western Europe (from 1974 to 1978) and the United States (from 1978 to 1992). Of course, he was considered a heroic figure. As a cancer survivor and former gulag prisoner, or zek, he had stood up to Communism and exposed the enormous atrocities committed by the Soviet Union at tremendous risk to himself and his family. He was a great symbol of Western superiority during the Cold War and was rightly celebrated. His reputation and his Nobel Prize for Literature made him one of the most famous and recognizable men in the world during the mid-1970s. However, he was never happy in the West, and could not stop criticizing it. Additionally, he was reclusive. He was intermittently hostile to the press—as the press was intermittently hostile to him. He was contemptuous of popular culture. And he was continually predicting gloom and doom. This made him come across as a cranky reactionary which caused many to lose interest in him by the end of the 1980s.

	But what we know now that most of us did not know then is that Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn was essentially correct. As a consequence of the societal loss of courage and the inability to escape outdated Enlightenment ideals such as the primacy of individual liberty and the equality of all men (and women), the West has commenced its own rapid collapse, just as Solzhenitsyn had prophesied. The surging influx of Africans, Middle Easterners, and other non-whites across the porous borders of Western nations has seriously destabilized their host societies through crime, terror, mafias, and grooming gangs. Further, a militant and egalitarian Left has aligned itself quite perversely with non-whites and is in the process of smashing all that is Christian, traditional, and patriotic among the West’s founding populations—that is, the people collectively referred to as white people. 

	All of this could have been prevented had whites heeded Solzhenitsyn’s warnings. All of this could have been prevented had whites not been so smug in their adulation of unworkable ideals. All of this could have been prevented had whites not renounced their own traditions and histories. All of this could have been prevented had whites adopted something akin to Solzhenitsyn’s steadfast ethnocentrism as white people.

	Since the ethnocentric Right is the only force capable of resisting the Left’s nation-killing progressivism, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s memory has grown fonder on the Right. The great man had successfully resisted the totalitarian oppression of the Soviet Union and the flabby liberalism of the West. If anything, the literary world needs another Solzhenitsyn.

	With this slender volume, I hope to fulfill a crucial need for the Right: I attempt to distill Solzhenitsyn’s political ideas and observations for readers who lack the time or inclination to properly study his works. In a sense, I am reading Solzhenitsyn so you don’t have to. As a result, there will be spoilers. Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn was an impeccable observer. He was as fearless as he was consistent. Even his enemies could not take this away from him. I intend to convert the anti-Leftist, anti-progressive, and highly conservative political themes which pulse through nearly all of his writings into nothing less than a metapolitical weapon for the Right.

	Of course, I would be overjoyed if a reader were to embark on his or her own Solzhenitsyn journey as a result of reading this volume. There are so many wonderful aspects of his fiction, histories, poems, plays, essays, and speeches—I could not dream of including them all here. There is simply not enough space and not enough time. After all, the man’s books are very long.
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	Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn

	

CHAPTER 1

Solzhenitsyn and the Right


	 

	 

	 

	ALEKSANDR SOLZHENITSYN’S WORK CAN EASILY BE APPROPRIATED   to express the justice and urgency behind the mission of the Right—especially the white Right—as a modern political force. Aside from being a traditionalist, a devout Christian, and a writer with much to say on the Jewish Question, Solzhenitsyn was at heart a Russian ethnonationalist, with his loyalties belonging to his ethnic group, the Russian people. Politically, he shied away from calling himself a Russian nationalist, preferring the term “patriot,” as he explained in his 1982 letter to Ronald Reagan.9 This was to distance himself from “extreme Russian nationalism,” which promoted Russian imperialism10—and which is, like any form of imperialism, anti-nationalist. 

	In his work, however, Solzhenitsyn sometimes describes Russian nationalists in a positive light, such as when they offered staunch support to the heroic Prime Minister Pyotr Stolypin in August 1914.11 Later in the novel, Solzhenitsyn quotes a contemporary newspaper which declared Stolypin a martyr for Russian nationalism.12 Often in his memoirs, essays, and elsewhere Solzhenitsyn refers to Russians as his people, or Russia as his nation.13 And on several occasions, he anthropomorphizes Russia14 even to the point of suggesting that he personifies it himself.15

	He may not have had any issue with Germans, Poles, or Jews living in Russia—and he did believe it was possible for non-Russians to become Russian in spirit. Nevertheless, in his view these were not Russians. For example, when many Jews were leaving the Soviet Union for Israel in the 1960s and 1970s, he never made a serious effort to dissuade them, and certainly respected Israel as a Jewish ethnostate in its own right.16 17 18 19 For Solzhenitsyn, nationalism was more about blood than what it says in one’s passport.

	The twenty-first century, however, has been revealing how the relatively minor ethnic and national differences among whites are being eclipsed by waves of non-white immigration into traditional white homelands—especially in the West. At this point, it is perfectly reasonable—if not absolutely necessary—for whites of European descent to band together and claim what is theirs, or else face subjugation and ultimate extinction. Thus a new nationalism is born, a nationalism for white Europeans.

	This nationalism embodies what we refer to today as “the Dissident Right.” As a political movement, it consists of people who understand racial differences and wish to act on their very natural sense of ethnocentrism despite tremendous opposition. In the capacity of being a proud ethnocentrist, one can learn much from Solzhenitsyn’s work and find tremendous inspiration therein. But this requires replacing “Russian” with “white” in most places, since Solzhenitsyn had very little to say about racial issues aside from the Jewish Question, which he explores in great detail in Two Hundred Years Together. Solzhenitsyn was in exile in the West throughout most of the 1970s and 1980s, when it was still predominantly white. After the fall of the Soviet Union, he spent the last two decades of his life in Russia, where the population was still over 81 percent white in 2010,20 two years after his death. Thus, associating Solzhenitsyn with today’s Dissident Right isn’t a perfect match. However, they have much more in common than it would seem.

	Of course, Solzhenitsyn identified as an ethnic Russian in the same way that most, if not all, whites on the Right identify as white. Identity has become a crucial factor for the Dissident Right, and it certainly springs from the same place in the heart as Solzhenitsyn’s identity. This identity allowed Solzhenitsyn to have an acute sense of danger and victimhood—not so much for himself, but for his people. He recognized that the October Revolution and the atrocities which followed it during the early decades of the Soviet Union were anti-Russian in nature and were perpetrated disproportionately by non-Russians.21 This finds an easy parallel in today’s troubles with non-white immigration, crime, gang activity, and rioting, which the Dissident Right correctly interprets as anti-white.

	Solzhenitsyn was the epitome of a dissident who lived under a regime which, at least as of this writing, was more oppressive than any presently found in the West. He was arrested by the Soviet authorities in February 1945 after criticizing Stalin in a letter while serving as a soldier in the Red Army. He was incarcerated in a gulag for over eight years. Then, after a brief period of success in the early 1960s with the publication of One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich and some other short writings, he had to write his more substantive (and subversive) works in hiding. These include the novels Cancer Ward and In the First Circle, as well as his blockbuster opus The Gulag Archipelago. According to his memoirs The Oak and the Calf and Invisible Allies, he was forced to hide his manuscripts or make multiple copies of them and then hand them off to trusted friends for safekeeping, or for smuggling to the West. The threat of KGB arrest and incarceration was very real, and in one case, one of Solzhenitsyn’s “invisible allies” may have met her death as a result.22 Solzhenitsyn barely escaped a KGB assassination attempt in Switzerland in 1978,23 and was also on the hit list of Left-wing terrorist groups throughout the 1970s.24 Solzhenitsyn includes a letter from a former KGB official in the appendix to Invisible Allies which outlines a failed assassination attempt against him in 1971.25 The dissident life was difficult and treacherous to say the least.

	 

	The volume of work was huge and exhausting and involved constant games of hide-and-seek: there were times when you could not deliver texts, places you could not leave them, telephones you must not use, and ceilings beneath which you were not supposed to speak. You could not keep the typed texts in your apartment, the used carbon paper had to be burned, and for all correspondence you had to depend on direct delivery by friends, since the regular mails were out of the question. Heartfelt devotion to the cause seemed to be the paramount quality under these circumstances. . .26

	 

	While no government today has yet tried to assassinate a leading figure of the Dissident Right, there have been arrests (most famously Greg Johnson in Norway in November 2019),27 travel bans (such as Jared Taylor being prevented from entering Europe’s Schengen Zone in March 2019),28 and other forms of harassment (in 2019 and 2020, for example, Austrian activist Martin Sellner not only was banned from entering the United States and the United Kingdom, but also had his bank accounts closed).29 There has also been much widespread and mostly unprosecuted violence against mainstream figures on the Right, such as Antifa roughing up a female conservative commentator in August 2020 during a pro-police rally,30 and an attempt by Leftist activists to break in to conservative newscaster Tucker Carlson’s home in November 2018.31 And this is to say nothing of the egregious and widespread deplatformings of Dissident Right figures which occurred after the August 2017 Unite the Right rally in Charlottesville, Virginia. Without warning or explanation, Dissident Right representatives have lost their social media accounts, their YouTube channels, their blogs and websites, their payment processing accounts, their access to bookselling hubs like Amazon, and more.

	This is due largely to the incipient—yet growing—nature of the Dissident Right as a political force in the West (spurned on, of course, by such historical events as Brexit and Donald Trump’s election in 2016). But with the Black Lives Matter and Antifa riots which began in May 2020, the radical Left has been making a violent play for even more power in the United States and elsewhere.32 If the Far Left ever succeeds in gaining control over a major government (as it did in Russia in 1917), then the Dissident Right can expect oppression similar to what Solzhenitsyn and other figures faced in the Soviet Union. This prospect alone is enough to render Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn a source of inspiration for the Dissident Right today.

	 

	In The Gulag Archipelago, Solzhenitsyn makes the following statement about the Left-Right dichotomy in politics:

	 

	I do not like these “left” and “right” classifications. They are conditional concepts, they are loosely bandied about, and they do not convey the essence.33

	 

	Perhaps this was truer in Solzhenitsyn’s day, when the Left-Right divide was largely economic and ideological. In a milieu which was still over 80 percent white, a person could conceivably cross from Left to Right over time. John Dos Passos and Whittaker Chambers are two well-known examples. But today, with a powerful racial element irreversibly injected into our politics as a result of immigration and multiculturalism, Left and Right have achieved greater permanence, since one cannot change one’s race as one can an ideology or economic viewpoint. To self-identify as white today has profound political ramifications and permanently stamps one as part of the Right, regardless of where one falls on the socialism-capitalism divide.

	This self-identification derives almost entirely from blood, and is, in the final analysis, no different than Solzhenitsyn’s self-identification as a Russian. And as with Solzhenitsyn, many on the Dissident Right today have and will continue to face oppression as a result.

	This is perhaps the foremost reason why we should find inspiration in the life and work of Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn.
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	Solzhenitsyn delivers Harvard commencement speech, 1978

	

CHAPTER 2
 
The Harvard Address


	 

	 

	Originally “Looking Backwards, Looking Forwards: 

	Revisiting Solzhenitsyn’s 1978 Harvard Address” 

	Counter-Currents, June 29, 2019

	 

	ALEKSANDR SOLZHENITSYN’S ADDRESS AT HARVARD IN JUNE 1978, entitled “A World Split Apart,” caused quite a stir among the American public. Solzhenitsyn had recently been exiled from the Soviet Union for his dissident and subversive writings (not least his sprawling Gulag Archipelago), and had taken up residency in the United States in a small town in Vermont called Cavendish. One would think that while addressing his host nation through the conduit of the Harvard graduating class, he would have expressed gratitude and admiration—not just for what the United States had done for him and his family, but also for its much-celebrated freedoms. Had he done this, his address likely would have been praised and then forgotten.

	Thankfully, Solzhenitsyn did not do this. Instead, he used his Harvard pulpit to criticize not just America but Americans for, in effect, believing their own hype. Americans, in Solzhenitsyn’s austere opinion, had become enthralled with the freedoms allocated to them by their Constitution and had grown soft and weak as a result. Only bad things can come from this, he warned. He called for a world in which human obligations rather than human rights were defended, and bemoaned that in the West . . .

	 

	. . . destructive and irresponsible freedom has been granted boundless space. Society has turned out to have scarce defense against the abyss of human decadence, for example against the misuse of liberty for moral violence against young people, such as motion pictures full of pornography, crime, and horror. This is all considered to be part of freedom and to be counterbalanced, in theory, by the young people’s right not to look and not to accept. Life organized legalistically has thus shown its inability to defend itself against the corrosion of evil.34

	 

	Solzhenitsyn’s major complaints against the West and America in particular could be summarized as follows:

	 

	
		Westerners arrogantly measure non-Western civilizations (including Russia) “with a Western yardstick” and refuse to accept that fundamental and often quite baffling differences exist between them. (Samuel Huntington echoes this point in his classic The Clash of Civilizations.)

		Westerners have suffered a decline in civic courage and a loss of will. He refers disdainfully to how “political and intellectual functionaries . . . get tongue-tied and paralyzed when they deal with powerful governments and threatening forces, with aggressors and international terrorists.”35 For Solzhenitsyn, the prime example of this was America’s recent capitulation in Vietnam.

		Westerners have become obsessed with materialism, which harms their psychological well-being and limits spiritual growth. This has degraded Western society, art, and statesmanship to the point that the West has been surpassed by Eastern Europe in “spiritual training” against evil. This will eventually make Eastern Europe, rather than the West, the leading model for civilization.

		Western societies have become too “legalistic,” which places the technical legality of an action on a higher plane than whether it is morally right or wrong.

		Western societies are too free, which has facilitated their descent into socialistic evil in the guise of correcting “misguided social systems.”

		The Western press demonstrates no obligation to report the truth to their readers, but instead distorts and embellishes its reportage to be as sensationalist as possible in order to “miseducate” public opinion and garner profits and influence. Solzhenitsyn avers that the press “has become the greatest power within the Western countries, exceeding that of the legislature, the executive, and the judiciary.”36


		Westerners have exchanged God for humanism, the rot of which goes back to the Enlightenment. Solzhenitsyn states this much better than I can:



	 

	The humanistic way of thinking, which has proclaimed itself our guide, did not admit the existence of intrinsic evil in man, nor did it see any task higher than the attainment of happiness on earth. It started modern Western civilization on the dangerous trend of worshipping man and his material needs. Everything beyond physical well-being and the accumulation of material goods, all other human requirements and characteristics of a subtler and higher nature, were left outside the area of attention of state and social systems, as if human life did not have any higher meaning. Thus gaps were left open for evil, and its drafts blow freely today.37

	 

	In leveling such a broadside against his American hosts, Solzhenitsyn seems on one hand to be blaming humans for being, well, human. How else could the freest society in history possibly play out? Human beings have weaknesses, and in any free society those weaknesses will necessarily be exposed. Many commentators at the time noted this as well and used it as a tack to refute Solzhenitsyn, or at least to resist him. After all, isn’t living with freedom’s drawbacks better than having no freedom at all? The Americans seemed similarly annoyed when having to unruffle their libertarian, freedom-loving feathers:

	William McNeill (historian): “My problem is that I do not see how to impose my own or anyone else’s standard of taste upon the rest of society without becoming as tyrannous as the Soviet authorities are.”38

	Richard Pipes (historian): “Society is not an association for the joint pursuit of virtue, since one man’s virtue is another man’s iniquity; such a conception inevitably leads to despotism. Rather, society is an environment for the mutual tolerance and restraint of human weaknesses.”39

	Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. (historian): “Knowing the crimes committed in the name of a single Truth, Americans prefer to keep their ears open to a multitude of competing lower-case truths. Ours has been a nation of skepticism, experiments, accommodation, self-criticism, piecemeal but constant reform—a mixture of traits repugnant to the authoritarian and messianic personality, but perhaps not too bad for all that.”40

	Archibald MacLeish (poet): “. . . we put our freedom first before our responsibility because we are a free people—because a free people is a people that rules itself—because it must decide for itself what its responsibilities are—because there is no one else to decide this for us—neither the state police nor a state church nor anyone.”41

	James Reston (New York Times columnist): “But at least [Solzhenitsyn] was allowed to say all these things. On commencement day at Moscow University, if they have one, the ‘spiritual superiority’ of the Soviet Union probably wouldn’t have allowed it.”42

	The point of Solzhenitsyn’s address seems to have been lost amidst all this jingoistic bluster. If all humans have weaknesses, and if a free, humanistic society like the modern-day West’s necessarily nurtures these weaknesses, then the decadence, arrogance, and complacency Solzhenitsyn finds in the West can appear anywhere, at any time, with anyone, as long as they are free and humanistic. He’s speaking to the inherent problems of the human condition: This is what relativistic humanism does and why it is so dangerous, he says. He could be right or wrong, but in this context he was clearly speaking of Man rather than men. If this is the case, why did so many of Solzhenitsyn’s contemporaries react as if he were imprecating them personally or else engaging in gross cultural chauvinism?

	Simply because people are easier to attack than ideas. Suddenly, Solzhenitsyn’s personal status as a Soviet exile became a way to discredit him. His time in a gulag, his history as a dissident writer, the quality of his novels, and the convenient fact that he was criticizing the very country that had offered him sanctuary also became legitimate vectors through which to question his credibility. Of course, none of this matters. What matters is not his personal condition, but rather whether the ideas he expressed in his speech are right or wrong. And in sussing this out, it was too tempting for many not to remind their readers that totalitarianism such as the kind from which Solzhenitsyn had escaped is worse than the troubles he had found in the free West. It was also too tempting for many of them not to point out the obvious irony of a man who escaped one kind of totalitarianism only to espouse another. 

	Solzhenitsyn was aware of all this; he indicated as much in his speech and elsewhere. To dwell on it is trivial. Yes, the Soviet gulag system, the Great Terror, and the Holodomor, as well as the repression still ongoing in 1978 in the Soviet system were far worse than what was happening in the West at that time. Nevertheless, none of this makes Solzhenitsyn wrong in his Harvard address. Truth is not a relative thing.

	Rereading his address reveals not a call for the West to abandon its democratic systems and adopt new ones in which enlightened autocrats venerate God and benevolently coerce their peoples into living honorable lives. Nor does he offer “a political cure or alternative” to what ails the West, as Sidney Hook asks of him. Rather, Solzhenitsyn seems to initiate a conversation with millions of people, soul-to-soul, as he always did in his writings. He calls for a “freely accepted and serene self-restraint” on the part of the individual. He wishes to convince people of the precarious position the West has found itself in and to warn against freedom’s devilish pitfalls. It’s up to them to look into their hearts and make improvements. His “authoritarian and messianic” stance may seem extreme to today’s freedom-loving West, but it would be more useful to view it not so much as an attempt to drag Americans by their noses to a theocratic and traditionalist dystopia, but to stake out a place on the Right and state, “This is where I stand. These are my reasons. Judge for yourself and join me if you wish.” In doing so, Solzhenitsyn, as a man possessing a tenacious literary genius, a historic reputation, and impeccable credentials, broadens our field of discourse and helps us to remember aspects of our souls that have been largely forgotten in the modern world.

	“A measure of bitter truth is included in my speech today,” he warns (perhaps with a smidgeon of understatement), “but I offer it as a friend, not as an adversary.”43 One can’t help but think that this was just as bitter for him as it was for his audience. One of his more approving contemporaries, Charles Kesler (who was present at the address’ delivery, standing in the rain) quotes Tocqueville: “Enemies never tell men the truth.” He then goes on to say (emphasis his):

	 

	Solzhenitsyn’s address at Harvard struck this senior as a reminder of what I see the West as having lost, and what it must regain, if it is to survive “the trials of our time”; his message was part warning, part prophecy, but also part encouragement. Though the “moral heritage of Christian centuries” has been attenuated, natural right and natural law neglected, voluntary self-restraint abjured—still, Western man may have time to learn again the lessons of self-government. If Solzhenitsyn is more insistent about those lessons than the politic Tocqueville, that is because “the forces of Evil have begun their decisive offensive.” And time, for the West, is running out.44

	 

	Solzhenitsyn asks, “Must one point out that from ancient times a decline in courage has been considered the first symptom of the end?”45

	Kesler was right to describe Solzhenitsyn’s address as “part prophecy.” Yes, Solzhenitsyn offers arguments and evidence to support his positions. He also places his ideas along a centuries-long continuum and makes an effort to disarm them for a modern audience. But Solzhenitsyn is at his most persuasive when he’s prophesizing. It’s as if he’s staking out his place on the traditionalist and theocratic Right because he knows that, thanks to the West’s weakness and fecklessness, history will ultimately meet him there. Of course, prophecies require the benefit of hindsight provided by time to come true (or not), and hindsight is something his contemporaries didn’t yet have in 1978. Today, more than forty years on, however, we can ask how many of his prophecies have come to pass.

	Early in his address, Solzhenitsyn made the following statement (emphasis mine):

	 

	Relations with the former colonial world now have switched to the opposite extreme and the Western world often exhibits an excess of obsequiousness, but it is difficult yet to estimate the size of the bill which former colonial countries will present to the West and it is difficult to predict whether the surrender not only of its last colonies, but of everything it owns, will be sufficient for the West to clear this account.46

	 

	Of course, Solzhenitsyn was right, despite looking through his glass darkly. It wasn’t exactly a bold prediction, but he at least had the presence of mind to make it. And while his contemporaries were busy basking in their patriotic indignation, weaving intricate counter-arguments against his theistic morality, or quibbling over the historic context of his ideas, his one deadly prediction continued to silently gather momentum and size. Today, the West is facing not only the very real possibility of Solzhenitsyn’s dark prediction coming true in the very near future, but the possibility of its most dire aspect being realized as well: the West losing “everything it owns.” This may have sounded like alarmist fantasy to the nabobs of 1978, but today, in the face of mass Third-World immigration, only the willfully ignorant or the perniciously selfish could still feel this way. 

OEBPS/images/MAIN_LOGO.png





OEBPS/images/Harvard_1978.png





OEBPS/images/sol.png





