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mouthing egalitarian platitudes while
most people quietly avoid their conse-
quences. I believe it is fatal for a coun-
try to try to build a society on lies, espe-
cially if no one believes them. We must
not reconcile ourselves to the deeply
corrupting equivalent of the old Soviet
joke: “We pretend to work and they pre-
tend to pay us.” A nation dedicated to
principles that virtually no one bothers
to believe breeds cynicism so deep that
it corrodes the very basis of nationhood.

We are not yet at this point. I disagree
with Professor Weissberg–perhaps
naïvely–in that I suspect many of the
uplift specialists who operate the pref-
erence system really do think utopia will
be upon us when white people are fi-
nally cleansed of sin. These people must
be persuaded of their error, and if that is
impossible they must be removed from
positions of authority. The alternative is
an endless deepening of the psychologi-
cal and intellectual rot that pervades
every area of national discourse.

And the logic of that rot means that
non-white engineers and executives can-
not forever be given fancy titles but no
responsibility. If we take Prof. Weiss-
berg’s advice, eventually an affirmative-
action surgeon will kill your daughter,
or an incompetent pilot will fly your
family into the ground.

As a strictly economic matter, Prof.
Weissberg is right to point out that the
United States does not have an army of
unemployed whites pushed into the
poorhouse by the preference system.
However, aside from the very real indi-
vidual casualties of that system–people

turned away from college or a job–
the egalitarian myth has worked
untold damage on untold numbers
of people. The myth has made it
impossible for whites to draw the
line and maintain their neighborhoods
and institutions–and who can measure
the tragedy of the millions of Ameri-
cans who have seen their schools and
cities turn into outposts of Mexico or
Liberia? Every once-happy street that
is now desolate, every flight to the sub-
urbs, every working-class family that
must scrimp to pay for private school
is a tragedy. And greater still is the
tragedy of those who cannot flee and
who cannot pay. Prof. Weissberg got
his son transferred out of a class taught
by an affirmative-action incompetent.
Not all of us can do that.

The greatest victims of egalitarian-
ism, however, are the whites who are
killed, raped, or robbed by people with
whom they would have never come
into contact–or with whom their con-
tacts would have been very different–
in a society that recognized the im-
portance of race. For a few whites, the
forced integration that egalitarian doc-
trine requires is nothing short of a
death sentence.

Still, the worst long-term conse-
quence of egalitarian doctrine is to
make it much more difficult to op-
pose Third-World immigration.
Americans who know in their bones
that their country is being given
away to aliens dare not say so, and
they watch in silent horror as
non-whites shove aside their cul-

ture and way of life. For this rea-
son alone, whatever the costs may
be, whites must either challenge
the dominant racial myths or

watch their nation subside into
Third-World squalor. Prof.

Weissberg writes that we must keep
things in proportion, and that because
most of us, most of the time, can pick
a path through the hazards of present-
day multiracialism, “a grand crusade
is not obligatory.” A grand crusade
may seem disproportionate to those
who can avoid the worst. With a little
money, anyone can spend his life
quite agreeably in the receding but
still ample civilized zones. But as the
members of any healthy people know
instinctively, our lives do not begin
and end with ourselves alone. No na-
tion was ever built by atomized indi-
viduals and no nation can long sur-
vive if its citizens cease to see any
further than the boundaries of their
own restricted lives.

We are the heirs to a civilization
that is thousands of years old. It is
ours to cherish and defend. It could
not have been built by men who were
content to manage decline and let
their children manage yet more de-
cline. We have a purpose and a cause
that go well beyond calculations of
which truths might cause a riot and
which might not. Our survival de-
pends on our willingness to speak

the truth no matter what the cost,
and on our unwavering pursuit
of the justice and wisdom that
can come only from the truth.
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I n The Culture of Critique, Kevin
MacDonald advances a carefully re-
searched but extremely controversial

thesis: that certain 20th century intellec-
tual movements–largely established and
led by Jews–have changed European
societies in fundamental ways and de-
stroyed the confidence of Western man.
He claims that these movements were

designed, consciously or unconsciously,
to advance Jewish interests even though
they were presented to non-Jews as uni-
versalistic and even utopian. He con-
cludes that the increasing dominance of
these ideas has had profound political
and social consequences that benefited
Jews but caused great harm to gentile
societies. This analysis, which he makes
with considerable force, is an unusual
indictment of a people generally thought
to be more sinned against than sinning.

The Culture of Critique is the final
title in Prof. MacDonald’s massive,
three-volume study of Jews and their

role in history. The two previous vol-
umes are A People That Shall Dwell
Alone and Separation and its Discon-
tents, published by Praeger in 1994 and
1998. The series is written from a so-
ciobiological perspective that views Ju-
daism as a unique survival strategy that
helps Jews compete with other ethnic
groups. Prof. MacDonald, who is a psy-
chologist at the University of Califor-
nia at Long Beach, explains this perspec-
tive in the first volume, which describes
Jews as having a very powerful sense of
uniqueness that has kept them socially
and genetically separate from other
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peoples. The second volume traces the
history of Jewish-gentile relations, and
finds the causes of anti-Semitism prima-
rily in the almost invariable commercial
and intellectual dominance of gentile
societies by Jews and in their refusal to
assimilate. The Culture of Critique
brings his analysis into the present cen-
tury, with an account of the Jewish role
in the radical critique of traditional cul-
ture.

The intellectual movements Prof.
MacDonald discusses in this volume are
Marxism, Freudian psychoanalysis, the
Frankfurt school of sociology, and
Boasian anthropology. Perhaps most rel-
evant from a racial perspective, he also

traces the role of Jews in promoting
multi-culturalism and Third World im-
migration. Throughout his analysis Prof.
MacDonald reiterates his view that Jews
have promoted these movements as Jews
and in the interests of Jews, though they
have often tried to give the impression
that they had no distinctive interests of
their own. Therefore Prof. MacDonald’s
most profound charge against Jews is not
ethnocentrism but dishonesty–that while
claiming to be working for the good of
mankind they have often worked for
their own good and to the detriment of
others. While attempting to promote the
brotherhood of man by dissolving the
ethnic identification of gentiles, Jews
have maintained precisely the kind of
intense group solidarity they decry as
immoral among others.

Celebrating Diversity

Prof. MacDonald claims that one of
the most consistent ways in which Jews
have advanced their interests has been
to promote pluralism and diversity–but
only for others. Ever since the 19th cen-
tury, they have led movements that tried
to discredit the traditional foundations
of gentile society: patriotism, racial loy-
alty, the Christian basis for morality,  so-
cial homogeneity, and sexual restraint.

At the same time, within their own com-
munities and with regard to the state of
Israel, they have often supported the very
institutions they attack in gentile soci-
ety.

Why is this in the interest of Jews?
Because the parochial group loyalty
characteristic of Jews attracts far less
attention in a society that does not have
a cohesive racial and cultural core. The
Jewish determination not to assimilate
fully, which accounts for their survival
as a people for thousands of years–even
without a country–has invariably at-
tracted unpleasant and even murderous
scrutiny in nations with well-defined
national identities. In Prof. MacDonald’s
view it is therefore in the interest of Jews
to dilute and weaken the identity of any
people among whom they live. Jewish
identity can flower in safety only when
gentile identity is weak.

Prof. MacDonald quotes a remarkable
passage from Charles Silberman:

“American Jews are committed to
cultural tolerance because of their be-
lief–one firmly rooted in history–that
Jews are safe only in a society accep-
tant of a wide range of attitudes and be-
haviors, as well as a diversity of reli-
gious and ethnic groups. It is this belief,
for example, not approval of homosexu-
ality, that leads an overwhelming ma-
jority of American Jews to endorse ‘gay
rights’ and to take a liberal stance on
most other so-called ‘social’ issues.”

He is saying, in effect, that when Jews
make the diversity-is-our-strength argu-
ment it is in support of their real goal of
diluting a society’s homogeneity so that
Jews will feel safe. They are couching a
Jewish agenda in terms they think gen-
tiles will accept. Likewise, as the sec-
ond part of the Silberman quotation sug-
gests, Jews may support deviant move-
ments, not because they think it is good
for the country but because they think it
is good for Jews.

Prof. Silberman also provides an il-
luminating quote from a Jewish econo-
mist who thought that Republicans had
more sensible economic policies but
who voted for the Democratic presiden-
tial candidate anyway. His reason? “I’d
rather live in a country governed by the
faces I saw at the Democratic conven-
tion than by those I saw at the Republi-
can convention.” This man apparently
distrusts white gentiles and voted for a
racially mixed party even if its economic
policies were wrong. What is good for

Jews appears to come before what is
good for the country.

Earl Raab, former president of heavily
Jewish Brandeis University makes the
diversity argument in a slightly differ-
ent way. Expressing his satisfaction with
the prediction that by the middle of the
next century whites will become a mi-
nority, he writes, “We have tipped be-
yond the point where a Nazi-Aryan party
will be able to prevail in this country.”
He is apparently prepared to displace the
people and culture of the founding stock
in order to prevent the theoretical rise
of an anti-Jewish regime. Prof. Raab
appears to see whites mainly as poten-
tial Nazis, and is willing to sacrifice their
cultural and national continuity in order
to defuse an imagined threat to Jews.
This passage takes for granted the con-
tinued future existence of Jews as a dis-
tinct community even as gentile whites
decline in numbers and influence.

In the same passage, Prof. Raab con-
tinues by noting that,  “[w]e [Jews] have
been nourishing the American climate
of opposition to bigotry for about half a
century. That climate has not yet been
perfected, but the heterogeneous nature
of our population tends to make it irre-
versible . . . . ”–just as it tends to make
the ultimate displacement of European
culture also irreversible.

Prof. MacDonald traces the develop-
ment of this diversity strategy to several
sources. It is widely recognized that the
German-Jewish immigrant Franz Boas
(1858-1942) almost single-handedly es-
tablished the current contours of anthro-
pology, ridding it of all biological ex-
planations for differences in human cul-
ture or behavior. Prof. MacDonald re-
ports that he and his followers–with the
notable exceptions of Margaret Meade
and Ruth Benedict–were all Jews with
strong Jewish identities: “Jewish iden-
tification and the pursuit of perceived
Jewish interests, particularly in advocat-
ing an ideology of cultural pluralism as
a model for Western societies, has been
the ‘invisible subject’ of American an-
thropology.”

By 1915, Boas and his students con-
trolled the American Anthropological
Association and by 1926 they headed
every major American university anthro-
pology department. From this position
of dominance they promoted the idea
that race and biology are trivial matters,
and that environment counts for every-
thing. They completely recast anthropol-
ogy so as to provide intellectual support

Y
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for open immigration, integration, and
miscegenation. They also laid the foun-
dation for the idea that because all races
have the same potential, the failures of
non-whites must be blamed exclusively
on white oppression. The ultimate con-
clusion of Boasian anthropology was
that since environment accounts for all
human differences, every inequality in
achievement can be eliminated by
changing the environment. This has been
the justification for enormous and waste-
ful government  intervention programs.

The entire “civil rights” movement
can be seen as a natural consequence of
the triumph of Boasian thinking. Since
all races were equivalent, separation was
immoral. The color line also sharpened
white self-consciousness in ways that
might make whites more aware of Jew-
ish parochialism. Thus it was, accord-
ing to Prof. MacDonald, that Jews al-
most single-handedly launched the de-
segregation movement. Without the
leadership of Jews, the NAACP might
never have been established, and until
1975 every one of its presidents was a
Jew. Prof. MacDonald reports that in
1917, when the black separatist Marcus
Garvey visited NAACP headquarters, he
saw so many white faces that he stormed
out, complaining that it was a white or-
ganization.

Prof. MacDonald concludes that the
efforts of Jews were crucial to the “civil
rights” transformation of America. He
quotes a lawyer for the American Jew-
ish Congress who claims that “many of
these [civil rights] laws were actually
written in the offices of Jewish agencies
by Jewish staff people, introduced by
Jewish legislators and pressured into
being by Jewish voters.”

While the Boas school was promot-
ing integration and racial equivalence,
it was also critical of, in Prof. Mac-
Donald’s words, “American culture as
overly homogeneous, hypocritical, emo-
tionally and esthetically repressive (es-
pecially with regard to sexuality). Cen-
tral to this program was creating ethnog-
raphies of idyllic [Third-World] cultures
that were free of the negatively per-
ceived traits that were attributed to West-
ern culture.”

The role of the anthropologist became
one of criticizing everything about West-
ern society while glorifying everything
primitive. Prof. MacDonald notes that
Boasian portrayals of non-Western
peoples deliberately ignored barbarism
and cruelty or simply attributed it to con-

tamination from the West. He sees this
as a deliberate attempt to undermine the
confidence of Western societies and to
make them permeable to Third World
influences and people. Today, this view
is enshrined in the dogma that America
must remain open to immigration be-
cause immigrants bring a spirit and en-
ergy that natives somehow lack.

Authoritarian Personalities

In order to open European-derived
societies to the immigration that would
transform them, it was necessary to dis-
credit racial solidarity and commitment
to tradition. Prof. MacDonald argues that
this was the basic purpose of a group of
intellectuals known as the Frankfurt
School. What is properly known as the
Institute of Social Research was founded
in Frankfurt, Germany, during the
Weimar period by a Jewish millionaire
but was closed down by the Nazis
shortly after they took power. Most of
its staff emigrated to the United States
and the institute reconstituted itself at
UC Berkeley. The organization was
headed by Max Horkheimer, and its most
influential members were T.W. Adorno,
Erich Fromm, and Herbert Marcuse, all
of whom had strong Jewish identities.
Horkheimer made no secret of the parti-
san nature of the institute’s activities:
“Research would be able here to trans-
form itself directly into propaganda,” he
wrote. (Italics in the original)

Prof. MacDonald devotes many pages
to an analysis of The Authoritarian Per-
sonality, which was written by Adorno
and appeared in 1950. It was part of a
series called Studies in Prejudice, pro-
duced by the Frankfurt school, which
included titles like Anti-Semitism and
Emotional Disorder. The Authoritarian
Personality was particularly influential
because, according to Prof. MacDonald,
the American Jewish Committee heavily
funded its promotion and because Jew-
ish academics took up its message so
enthusiastically.

The book’s purpose is to make every
group affiliation sound as if it were a
sign of mental disorder. Everything from
patriotism to religion to family- and race-
loyalty are signs of a dangerous and de-
fective “authoritarian personality.” Be-
cause drawing distinctions between dif-
ferent groups is illegitimate, all group
loyalties–even close family ties!–are
“prejudice.” As Christopher Lasch has
written, the book leads to the conclusion

that prejudice “could be eradicated only
by subjecting the American people to
what amounted to collective psycho-
therapy–by treating them as inmates of
an insane asylum.”

But according to Prof. MacDonald,
it is precisely the kind of group loyalty,
respect for tradition, and consciousness
of differences central to Jewish identity
that Horkheimer and Adorno described
as mental illness in gentiles. These writ-
ers adopted what eventually became a
favorite Soviet tactic against dissidents:
Anyone whose political views were dif-
ferent from theirs was insane. As Prof.
MacDonald explains, the Frankfurt
school never criticized or even described
Jewish group identity–only that of gen-
tiles: “behavior that is critical to Juda-
ism as a successful group evolutionary
strategy is conceptualized as pathologi-
cal in gentiles.”

For these Jewish intellectuals, anti-
Semitism was also a sign of mental ill-
ness: They concluded that Christian self-
denial and especially sexual repression
caused hatred of Jews. The Frankfurt
school was enthusiastic about psycho-
analysis, according to which “Oedipal
ambivalence toward the father and anal-
sadistic relations in early childhood are
the anti-Semite’s irrevocable inherit-
ance.”

In addition to ridiculing patriotism
and racial identity, the Frankfurt school
glorified promiscuity and Bohemian
poverty. Prof. MacDonald sees the
school as a seminal influence: “Certainly
many of the central attitudes of the
largely successful 1960s countercultural
revolution find expression in The Au-
thoritarian Personality, including ide-
alizing rebellion against parents, low-
investment sexual relationships, and
scorn for upward social mobility, social
status, family pride, the Christian reli-
gion, and patriotism.”

Of greatest interest here, however, is
the movement’s success in branding an-
cient loyalties to nation and race as men-
tal illnesses. Although he came later, the
French-Jewish “deconstructionist”

“Behavior that is essen-
tial to Judaism as a

successful group evolu-
tionary strategy is con-

ceptualized as
pathological in gentiles.”
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Jacques Derrida was in the same tradi-
tion when he wrote:

 “The idea behind deconstruction is
to deconstruct the workings of strong
nation-states with powerful immigration
polices, to deconstruct the rhetoric of
nationalism, the politics of place, the
metaphysics of native land and native
tongue. . . . The idea is to disarm the
bombs . . . of identity that nation-states
build to defend themselves against the
stranger, against Jews and Arabs and
immigrants . . . .”

As Prof. MacDonald puts it, “Viewed
at its most abstract level, a fundamental
agenda is thus to influence the European-
derived peoples of the United States to
view concern about their own demo-
graphic and cultural eclipse as irratio-
nal and as an indication of psychopathol-
ogy.” Needless to say, this project has
been successful; anyone opposed to the
displacement of whites is routinely
treated as a mentally unhinged “hate-
monger,” and whenever whites defend
their group interests they are described
as psychologically inadequate. The
irony has not escaped Prof. MacDonald:
“The ideology that ethnocentrism was a
form of psychopathology was promul-
gated by a group that over its long his-
tory had arguably been the most ethno-
centric group among all the cultures of
the world.”

Immigration

Prof. MacDonald argues that it is en-
tirely natural for Jews to promote open
immigration. It brings about the “diver-
sity” Jews find comforting and it keeps
America open to persecuted co-religion-
ists throughout the world. He says Jews
are the only group that has always fought
for mass immigration; a few European
ethnic organizations have made sporadic
efforts to make it easier for their own
people to come, but only Jews have con-
sistently promoted open borders for all
comers. Moreover, whatever disagree-
ments they may have had on other is-
sues, Jews of every political persuasion
have favored high immigration.

This, too, goes back many years, and
Prof. MacDonald traces in considerable
detail the sustained Jewish pro-immigra-
tion effort. Israel Zangwill, author of the
eponymous 1908 play The Melting Pot,
was of the view that “[t]here is only one
way to World Peace, and that is the ab-
solute abolition of passports, visas, fron-
tiers, custom houses . . . .” He was nev-

ertheless an ardent Zionist and disap-
proved of Jewish intermarriage.

Although the statue of liberty, prop-
erly known as Liberty Enlightening the
World, was a gift to the United States
from France as a tribute to American
political traditions, the sonnet by the
Jewish Emma Lazarus helped change it

into a symbol of immigration. Affixed
to the base of the statue several decades
after its construction, the poem wel-
comes to America “huddled masses
yearning to breath free/The wretched
refuse of your teeming shore.”

Prof. MacDonald has discovered that
implausible arguments about diversity
being a quintessentially American
strength have been made by Jews for a
long time. He reports that in 1948 the
American Jewish Committee was urg-
ing Congress to believe that “American-
ism is the spirit behind the welcome that
America has traditionally extended to
people of all races, all religions, all na-
tionalities.” Of course, there had never
been such a tradition. In 1952, the
American Jewish Congress argued in
hearings on immigration that “our na-
tional experience has confirmed beyond
a doubt that our very strength lies in the
diversity of our peoples.” This, too, was
at a time when U.S. immigration law was
still explicitly designed to maintain a
white majority.

It has often been said that when the
old immigration policy was scrapped in
1965, scarcely anyone knew, and no one
predicted, that the new law would
change the racial makeup of the coun-
try. Prof. MacDonald disputes this, ar-
guing that this had been the objective of
Jewish groups from the beginning.

Prof. MacDonald finds that Jews have
been the foremost advocates of immi-
gration in England, France, and Canada,
and that Jewish groups were the most

vocal opponents of independence for
Quebec. Australian Jews led the effort
to dismantle the “white Australia”
policy, one reason for which was cited
in an editorial in the Australian Jewish
Democrat: “The strengthening of multi-
cultural or diverse Australia is also our
most effective insurance policy against
anti-Semitism. The day Australia has a
Chinese Australian Governor General I
would feel more confident of my free-
dom to live as a Jewish Australian.” Like
Earl Raab writing about the United
States, this Australian Jew is prepared
to sacrifice the traditional culture,
people, and identity of Australia to spe-
cifically Jewish interests. It would not
be surprising if such an openly expressed
objective did not have the opposite ef-
fect from that intended, and increase
anti-Jewish sentiment.

Jews and the Left

It is well known that Jews have been
traditionally associated with the left, and
Prof. MacDonald investigates this con-
nection in some detail. Historically it
was understandable that Jews should
support movements that advocated over-
throwing the existing order. After eman-
cipation, Jews met resistance from gen-
tile elites who did not want to lose
ground to competitors, and outsiders
easily become revolutionaries. However,
in Prof. MacDonald’s view, Jewish com-
mitment to leftist causes has often been
motivated by the hope that Communism,
especially, would be a tool for combat-
ing anti-Semitism, and by the expecta-
tion that universalist social solutions
would be yet another way to dissolve
gentile loyalties that might exclude
Jews. The appeal of universalist ideolo-
gies is tied to the implicit understand-
ing that Jewish particularism will be
exempt: “At the extreme, acceptance of
a universalist ideology by gentiles would
result in gentiles not perceiving Jews as
in a different social category at all, while
nonetheless Jews would be able to main-
tain a strong personal identity as Jews.”

Prof. MacDonald argues that Jews
had specifically Jewish reasons for sup-
porting the Bolshevik revolution. Czar-
ist Russia was notorious for its anti-
Semitic policies and, during its early
years, the Soviet Union seemed to be the
promised land for Jews: it ended state
anti-Semitism, tried to eradicate Chris-
tianity, opened opportunities to indi-
vidual Jews, and preached a “classless”

Emma Lazarus
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society in which Jewishness would pre-
sumably attract no negative attention.
Moreover, since Marxism taught that all
conflict was economic rather than eth-
nic, many Jews believed it heralded the
end of anti-Semitism.

Prof. MacDonald emphasizes that al-
though Jewish Communists preached
both atheism and the solidarity of the
world’s working people, they took pains
to preserve a distinct, secular Jewish
identity. He reports that Lenin himself
(who had one Jewish grandparent) ap-
proved the continuation of an explicitly
Jewish identity under Communism, and
in 1946 the Communist Party of the
United States voted a resolution also
supporting Jewish peoplehood in Com-
munist countries. Thus, although Com-
munism was supposed to be without
borders or religion, Jews were confident
that it would make a place for their own
group identity. He writes that despite the
official view that all men were to be

brothers, “very few Jews lost their Jew-
ish identity during the entire Soviet era.”

Jewish Communists sometimes be-
trayed remarkable particularism. Prof.
MacDonald quotes Charles Rappoport,
the French Communist leader: “The
Jewish people [are] the bearer of all the
great ideas of unity and human commu-
nity in history. . . . The disappearance of
the Jewish people would signify the
death of humankind, the final transfor-
mation of man into a wild beast.” This
seems to attribute to Jews an elite posi-
tion incompatible with “unity and hu-
man community.”

Prof. MacDonald argues that many
Jews began to fall away from Commu-
nism only after Stalin showed himself
to be anti-Semitic. And just as Jews had
been the leading revolutionaries in anti-
Semitic pre-Revolutionary Russia, Jews

became the leading dissidents in an anti-
Semitic Soviet Union. A similar pattern
can be found in the imposed Commu-
nist governments of Eastern Europe,
which were largely dominated by Jews.
The majority of the leaders of the Pol-
ish Communist Party, for example,
spoke better Yiddish than Polish, and
they too maintained a strong Jewish
identity. After the fall of Communism
many stopped being Polish and emi-
grated to Israel.

Prof. MacDonald writes that in Bela
Kun’s short-lived 1919 Communist gov-
ernment of Hungary, 95 percent of the
leaders were Jews, and that at the time
of the 1956 uprising Communism was
so closely associated with Jews that the
rioting had almost the flavor of a po-
grom. He argues that in the United States
as well, the hard core among Commu-
nists and members of Students for a
Democratic Society (SDS) was mainly
Jewish. Here, too, a revolutionary, athe-
ist, and universalist world-view was
fully compatible with strong identifica-
tion as Jews. Prof. MacDonald quotes
from a study of American leftists:

“Many Communists, for example,
state that they could never have married
a spouse who was not a leftist. When
Jews were asked if they could have mar-
ried Gentiles, many hesitated, surprised
by the question, and found it difficult to
answer. Upon reflection, many con-
cluded that they had always taken mar-
riage to someone Jewish for granted.”
Their commitment as Jews was even
more fundamental and unexamined than
their commitment to the left.

Prof. MacDonald reports that many
American Jews also abandoned Commu-
nism as it became increasingly anti-
Semitic. For a large number, the Soviet
Union’s severing of diplomatic ties with
Israel during the 1967 war was the last
straw. A former SDS activist no doubt
spoke for many when he explained, “If
I must choose between the Jewish cause
and a ‘progressive’ anti-Israel SDS, I
shall choose the Jewish cause. If barri-
cades are erected, I will fight as a Jew.”
According to Prof. MacDonald, Ameri-
can neoconservatism can also be de-
scribed as a surface shift in external poli-
tics that leaves the more fundamental
commitment to Jewish identity un-
changed. Thus, former leftists aban-
doned an ideology that had turned
against Israel and refashioned American
conservatism into a different movement,
the one unshakable theme of which was

support for Israel. Neoconservatives also
support high levels of immigration and
were active in excluding white racial
identification from the “respectable”
right.

Objections

There are many possible objections
to Prof. MacDonald’s thesis. The first is
that it is largely built on the assumption
that Jews are dishonest. It is always risky
to assume one understands the motives
of others better than they do themselves.
Jews have traditionally thought of them-
selves as a benevolent presence, even as
a “light unto the nations” or a “chosen
people.” This is echoed today in the Jew-
ish self image as champions of the ex-
cluded and the oppressed. Most of the
time what passes for “social justice” has
the effect of undermining the traditions
and loyalties of gentile society, but are
Jews deliberately undermining these
things rather than righting what they
perceive to be wrongs?

Prof. MacDonald concedes that many
Jews are sincere in their support for lib-
eral causes, but then escalates his indict-
ment by arguing that “the best deceiv-
ers are those who deceive themselves.”
In other words, many Jews who are ac-
tually working for Jewish interests have
first convinced themselves otherwise. A
Jew who mainly wants America to be-
come less white may also have con-
vinced himself that America benefits
from a multitude of cultures. Having
convinced himself he can more effec-
tively convince others.

Many Jews, Prof. MacDonald argues,
are not even conscious of the extent to
which their Jewishness is central to their
identities or their political views. He
quotes Rabbi Abraham Joshua Heschel
on his surprise at how passionately he
embraced the Israeli side during the
1967 war: “I had not known how Jew-
ish I was.” This is an arresting statement
from a man who was thought to be per-
haps the greatest Jewish spiritual leader
of his time. And whether or not it af-
fects their politics, Jews certainly appear
to have a very vivid sense of peoplehood.
Prof. MacDonald quotes theologian
Eugene Borowitz as saying, “most Jews
claim to be equipped with an interper-
sonal friend-or-foe sensing device that
enables them to detect the presence of
another Jew, despite heavy camouflage.”
Always to think in terms of “friend or
foe” is no insignificant matter.

The Great Helmsman . . . not very Jewish.
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Prof. MacDonald is therefore skepti-
cal of Jewish disavowals: “Surface dec-
larations of a lack of Jewish identity may
be highly misleading.” He notes that
Jewish publications write about the
power and influence of American Jews
in language Jews would immediately
denounce as “anti-Semitic” if used by
gentiles. He agrees with Joseph Sobran,
who has said “they want to be Jews
among themselves but resent being seen
as Jews by Gentiles. They want to pur-
sue their own distinct interests while
pretending that they have no such inter-
ests . . . .”

Prof. MacDonald argues that the suc-
cess of Jewish-led intellectual move-
ments has been possible only because
their Jewish character was hidden. If
multi-culturalism or mass immigration
or The Authoritarian Personality had
been promoted by Orthodox Jews in
black coats the Jewish element would
have been clear. Prof. MacDonald writes
that in fact, “the Jewish political agenda
was not an aspect of the theory and the
theories themselves had no overt Jew-
ish content. Gentile intellectuals ap-
proaching these theories were therefore
unlikely to view them as aspects of Jew-
ish-gentile cultural competition or as an
aspect of a specifically Jewish political
agenda.” Prof. MacDonald also claims
that Jews have often tried to conceal the
Jewish character of an intellectual move-
ment by recruiting token gentiles for
visible positions as spokesmen. He
writes that this tactic was so common in
the American Communist Party that gen-
tiles often saw through it and resigned.

But how can motives ever be com-
pletely known? Prof. MacDonald sets a
difficult test: “The best evidence that
individuals have really ceased to have a
Jewish identity is if they choose a po-
litical option that they perceive as clearly
not in the interests of Jews as a group.
In the absence of a clearly perceived
conflict with Jewish interests, it remains
possible that different political choices
among ethnic Jews are only differences
in tactics for how best to achieve Jew-
ish interests.”

This standard may seem unduly
harsh–until it is applied to white gen-
tiles. Third-World immigration, affirma-
tive action, anti-discrimination laws, and
forced integration are clearly not in the
interests of whites, yet many whites
embrace them, thus demonstrating how
completely they have abandoned their
racial identity.

Finally, Prof. MacDonald raises the
disturbing possibility that some Jews,
because of centuries of conflict with
gentiles, actively hate gentile society and
consciously wish to destroy it: “a fun-
damental motivation of Jewish intellec-
tuals involved in social criticism has
simply been hatred of the gentile-domi-
nated power structure perceived as ant-
Semitic.” He describes the 19th century
German-Jewish poet Heinrich Heine as
“using his skill, reputation and popular-
ity to undermine the intellectual confi-
dence of the established order.”

In defense of this highly provocative
view, Prof. MacDonald quotes Benjamin
Disraeli on the effects of centuries of
Jewish-gentile relations on Jews: “They
may have become so odious and so hos-
tile to mankind as to merit for their
present conduct, no matter how occa-
sioned, the obloquy and ill-treatment of
the communities in which they dwell and
with which they are scarcely permitted
to mingle.”

Apart from any question of motives,
however, is the question of numbers.
Jews are a tiny minority in the United
States and within that minority there is
disagreement even on matters that
clearly affect Jews. How can Jews pos-
sibly be responsible for dramatic
changes in the intellectual landscape? In
Prof. MacDonald’s view, the explana-
tion lies in the intelligence, energy, dedi-
cation, and cohesiveness of Jews. He
attributes a great deal to the average IQ
of Jews–at 115, a full standard devia-
tion above the white gentile average–and
to “their hard work and dedication, their
desire to make a mark on the world, and
their desire to rise in the world, engage
in personal promotion, and achieve pub-
lic acclaim . . . .” He also believes Jews
have worked together unfailingly on any
question they considered necessary for
survival: “Intellectual activity is like any
other human endeavor: Cohesive groups
outcompete individualist strategies.” He
notes that there has never been a time
when large numbers of white Americans
favored non-white immigration; it was
a cohesive, determined minority that
beat down the disorganized resistance of
the majority.

Prof. MacDonald believes that be-
cause of the effectiveness of some Jews,
it was not even necessary that most Jews
actively support anti-majoritarian move-
ments, but that Jewish activity was still
decisive. As he puts it, “Jewish-domi-
nated intellectual movements were a

critical factor (necessary condition) for
the triumph of the intellectual left in late
twentieth-century Western societies.”
This, of course, can never be tested, but
there can be no doubt that American
Jews have had a disproportionate effect
on the American intellect. Prof. Mac-
Donald quotes Walter Kerr, writing in
1968, to the effect that “what has hap-
pened since World War II is that the
American sensibility has become part
Jewish, perhaps as much Jewish as it is
anything else . . . . The literate Ameri-
can mind has come in some measure to
think Jewishly.”

Aside from the question of whether
Prof. MacDonald is right is the further
question of what difference it makes if
he is right. If correct, his thesis certainly
sheds light on the rapidity with which
whites lost their will. Just a few decades
ago whites were a confident race, proud
of their achievements, convinced of their
fitness to dominate the globe. Today they
are a declining, apologetic people,
ashamed of their history and not sure
even of their claim to lands they have
occupied for centuries. It is very rare for
fundamental concepts to be stood on
their heads in the course of just a gen-
eration or two, as has happened with
thinking about race. Such speed suggests
there has been something more than
natural change.

And yet, as is clear just from the ar-
ticles that appear in American Renais-
sance, Jewish intellectuals are by no
means unanimous in denying the impor-
tance of race. Jews are present in the
foremost ranks of those who would re-
integrate biology into the social sciences,
stop Third-World immigration, and halt
government interference in race rela-
tions. If Jews have undermined the tra-
ditions on which Western Civilization
depends, so are they now undermining
the liberal orthodoxy that continues to
threaten those traditions.

There can be no doubting the energy
and influence of this remarkable people.
It would be foolish and ungrateful not
to recognize that this energy and influ-
ence can help save what is left of a be-
leaguered civilization.

Stanley Hornbeck is the pen name of
a Washington, DC,-area businessman.
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O Tempora, O Mores!
Saints or Suckers?

Five years ago, blacks brought a
class-action discrimination suit against
the fast-food chain Denny’s. The chain’s
parent, Flagstar Corporation, eventually
paid $45.7 million to black customers
who claimed they got bad service. The
chain also entered into agreements with
the NAACP and the Hispanic Associa-
tion on Corporate Responsibility to in-
crease the number of minority-owned
restaurants. In 1993, it had only one
black franchisee but it now has 123. The
parent company renamed itself Ad-
vantica, and now 48 percent of its em-
ployees and 33 percent of its managers
are non-white. All employees get anti-
discrimination sensitivity training. In
1997, the NAACP gave Advantica its
annual minority business development
award.

The company recently announced it
will spend $2 million on anti-racism tele-
vision ads. One ad stars a black young-
ster who unbosoms the following silli-
ness: “There are some people who never
notice another person’s color, but most
of us do. And that’s O.K. Don’t feel
guilty. Noticing a person’s color doesn’t
make you racist. Acting like it matters
does.” Just what does Advantica expect
to accomplish with this sort of thing?
“What we’re trying to do through all the
lessons we have learned–obviously dif-
ficult lessons–is to get people to talk
about race,” says (white) chief execu-
tive Jim Adamson.

The company’s well-publicized desire
to bend over backwards for non-whites
may be inviting a different kind of at-
tention. The very day Mr. Adamson an-
nounced the television campaign, His-
panics in San Jose, California, filed a
discrimination suit. A group of 17 claim
they had to wait while other patrons were
seated, and that management eventually
called police to throw them out.

Two Muslims are now claiming that
a Denny’s in Montana tried to “poison
their souls” by sneaking pork into their
food. They said they made it clear they
could eat no pork but found bits of ba-
con hidden in their eggs. One man said
he had to purge himself by vomiting the
meal and that he was unable to pray or
read the Koran for 40 days. The two
want a million dollars. (Bruce Smith,
Denny’s to Televise Anti-Racism Ads,
AP, Jan. 12, 1999. Denny’s Sued for
Discrimination, AP, Jan. 13, 1999.
Alissa Rossman, Denny’s Accused of
Discrimination, AP, Jan. 20, 1999.)

Tempest in a Melting Pot
In June, 1996, Khaled Abu Hamdeh

of Miami shot Charles Nelson five times
in the back and once in the head. He then
put a gun in the dead man’s hand to make
it look as though Mr. Nelson had been
threatening him. Mr. Hamdeh is a Pal-
estinian convenience store owner and
Charles Nelson is black. After the shoot-
ing, blacks looted thousands of dollars
worth of merchandise from the store.

Last November, a jury returned a ver-
dict in Mr. Hamdeh’s murder trial. Mr.
Hamdeh said he shot Mr. Nelson, whom
he had hired as a security guard, in self-
defense. Witnesses testified that Mr.
Nelson had been terrorizing Mr. Hamdeh
and other employees, and that he had
once splashed gasoline around the store,
lit matches and threatened to burn the
building down. He was a pistol-packing
ex-con who smoked drugs every day.
The jury decided that none of this mat-
tered, and that Mr. Hamdeh was guilty
of second-degree murder.

The case came to symbolize bad re-
lations in Miami between Arabs and
blacks. The verdict was sealed over-
night to give police a chance to prepare
for street violence, and reactions to it
were varied. After she heard the verdict,
Mr. Abu Hamdeh’s wife cried out,
“What kind of justice system is this?
This is not justice!” She pointed to Mr.
Nelson’s family and said, “Their son was
a drug dealer! He was a killer! And my
husband goes to jail?” Outside the court-
house a group of Mr. Hamdeh’s support-
ers were outraged. “It’s because he is
Palestinian,” said one; “That’s why they

convicted him.” Blacks saw things dif-
ferently. One man said, “If you would
have seen a lesser verdict, you would
have seen outrage. There wouldn’t be
any store.” A woman speculated on what
the sentence should be: “Life? The
chair? They should kill his behind.”
(Amy Driscoll and Bruce Seeman, Con-
venience Store Owner Convicted in Ra-
cially Charged Shooting Case, Miami
Herald, November 21, 1998, p. 1A.)

Como se Llama?
Information from 1998 birth certifi-

cates shows that the most popular boy’s
name in Texas and California is José.
This is the first time that a Hispanic name
has been number one in either state. In
the previous year Daniel had been the
top boy’s name in California and Chris-
topher was number one in Texas. Previ-
ous waves of immigrants gave their chil-
dren names that would fit in with the
majority culture. Today’s immigrants
often do not. As the mother of a José
born in San Antonio in January ex-
plained, “I’m Mexican, and for me it’s
better to have a José than a Joe.”
(Thaddeus Herrick, Jose, not Joe, Leads
2 States’ Name Lists, Washington
Times, January 18, 1999, p. A11.)

Singing a Different Tune
Last October, several people slipped

into the Center for Black Culture and
Learning on the campus of Miami Uni-
versity in Oxford, Ohio. They left pho-
tocopies of a crude drawing of a black
being hanged, and installed computer
screen savers with anti-black messages.
There was the usual hullabaloo, with
black demonstrators stopping traffic,
public agonizing about “racism,” and the
university president James Garland
promising to recruit more non-white
teachers and students. Blacks wallowed
in self-pity, with one telling reporters,
“It’s been a very rough four years here.
Every day, you are reminded of the color
of your skin. It’s horrible.” Now police
have fingerprint evidence that Nathaniel
Snow, president of the Black Student
Action Association, and his black side-
kick Brad Allen were the perpetrators.
They were, of course, in the thick of the
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