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Race! That
Murray Book
by Murray N. Rothbard

Under the spell of a mis-
placed analogy from Darwin-
ian theory, analysts for overa
century liked to think of so-
cial change as necessarily
gradual, minute, and glacial.
The idea of any sort of radi-
cal or “revolutionary” social
change became unfashionable
among intellectuals and social
scientists. The political and
cultural revolutions of the
twentieth century have al-
tered that perspective, and
observers are now more will-
ing to entertain the idea of
sudden revolutionary change.

Well, one vital and recent
social change has been not
only truly revolutionary but
has occurred at almost dizzy-
ing speed. Namely: Until lit-
erally mid-October 1994, it
was shameful and taboo for
anyone to talk publicly or
write about, home truths
which everyone, and I mean
everyone, knew in their
hearts and in private: that is,
almost self-evident truths
about race, intelligence, and
heritability. What used to be
widespread shared public
knowledge about race and
ethnicity among writers,
publicists, and scholars, was
suddenly driven out of the
public square by Communist
anthropologist Franz Boas
and his associates in the

1930s, and it has been taboo
ever since. Essentially, | mean
the almost self-evident fact
that individuals, ethnic
groups, and races differ
among, themselves in intelli-
gence and in many other
traits, and that intelligence, as
well as less controversial
traits of temperament, are in
large part hereditary.
While, in contrast to many
other countries, the profes-
sional egalitarian Left in the
United States has not been
able to use government cen-
sorship as one of its weapons

life, to suppress discussion
and scholarship, as well as
any genuine freedom of in-
quiry or research in what had
long been a flourishing area
of study. In a deep sense, this
was an early manifestation of
Political Correctness, after
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by Sarah Barton

In the only up-or-down
popular vote on welfare in
history—California’s Prop.
187—Jack Kemp and Bill
Bennett campaigned to keep

of expulsion, it has used every | illegal aliens on the dole,
other smear and bullying tac- | urged on by Bill Kristol and
tic, highand low, todriveany | RonUnz. They were aided by
such sentiments out of public | the Cato Institute, the Heri-

tage Foundation, the Reason
Foundation, the Manhattan
Institute, the Alexis de
Tocqueville Institution, and
the Competitive Enterprise
Institute, according to the
Orange County Register, it-
self an anti-187 organ.

(Cont. next page, col. 1)

INSIDE

St. Hillary and the Religious Left, by MIN.R. .....ccooooeviinrinninr. 10
Quotes That Need No Comment ...............cooeeeeveeiieierevnisieennenn, 11
The Paradigm Kid, by MINR. ... 12
The Arduous Calling of Religious Conservatives,

by Rabbi Mayer Schiller ..o 14
More on That Murray Book, by Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr. .......... 18
Anne’s War by LHR, T cooooooooeeeceeec e 19
The White Fortress,by LHR,, JI. ..o 20
Giuliani’s Futile Reform, by LH.R,, Jr. ..., 21
Celebrate Nafta?, by LHR., Jr. ..o 22

PC Watch, by LHR, I o, 24




RIKR

ROTHBARD-ROCKWELL REPORT

S ——
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Aok KA

Big-Government Libertar-
ians now say they believe in
“individual property rights.”
Why the modifier? Because
they want to enforce totalitar-
ian civil rights against corpo-
rations.

RN

The “Rev.” Richard John
Neuhaus lifted an item—
without attribution—from
our “P.C. Watch” in his No-
vember First Things. It's the
story about S.H.EE.P, the
mythical Harvard bestiality
organization that all the liberals
approved of. Dick is a disciple
of Martin Luther King, so this
must be voice-merging.

AR

I've reported before that the
hate campaign against Ollie
North was motivated, in part,
by the neocons’ perception
that he tried to put America
first during Iran-Contra.
Now he is reviled as one of
“Israel’s worst enemies” in a
new book on The Secret War
Against the Jews by John
Loftus and Mark Aarons (St.
Martins, 1994). Alsoon the en-
emies list: Margaret Thatcher,

Winston Churchill, and
Queen Elizabeth II!
Ignoring better-trained Na-

val physicians, Bill Clinton
has chosen a pretty, young
female MD as his White

House doctor. He is said to
appreciate the fact that she is
always just a moment away
in case of an “emergency.”

*%b%%

Paula Jones, the young
woman called to a hotel room
by a state trooper and then
flashed by Bill Clinton, says
she has proof: a sworn state-
ment about the unique
characteristics of Willie’s, well,
willie. How about a line-up?

s 22

One offer made by
Clinton’s lawyer, the evil
Robert Bennett, but rejected
by Paula, would have had the
prez announce:
“lT have no
recollection of
meeting Paula
Jones on May 8,
1991, in a room
at the Excelsior
Hotel. How-
ever, I do not
challenge her
claim that we
met there.”

EE L x4

Come to think
of it, with the
horrible ex-
ample of Hil-
lary before us,
and realizing
that most recent First Ladies
have been further to the Left
than their husbands, we
ought to do a thorough
vetting of all prospective

wives as well as the would be
Republican nominees for
President themselves. On
that test, Bob Dole would
have to be given a pass in
96.

The racial
thought
police were
able to

eliminate
all Racially
Incorrect
traces, even
of humor.

(RACE!...cont. frompg. 1)

which other virulent forms of
P.C. were added on top of this
previous foundation. In the
area of scientific research, the
last truthful comprehensive
book on the subject, Race, by
the great British scientist John
R. Baker, was published by
the distinguished Oxford
University Press in the 1970s.
But Oxford Press was virtu-
ally forced, by intense pres-
sure, if not to withdraw the
book openly, at least to sup-
press it in prac-
tice by giving it
as little circula-
tion as possible.

For the rest of
society, the ra-
cial thought po-
lice were able to
suppress jour-
nalism, and to
eliminate all
Racially Incor-
rect traces not
only of media
sentiment, but
even of humor,
and the rich
American heri-
tage of ethnic
humor has al-
most been
stamped out of
existence.

The basic tactic of the egali-
tarian Left rulers was, of
course, not to dignify any
books engaging in candid in-
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quiry into the race question
by openly rebutting them.
Afterall, to engage in any sort
of public debate, in lecture
hall or in print, with The En-
emy runs the risk of the egali-
tarian actually losing, or at
least demonstrating tolay in-
tellectuals or to the general
public that maybe a plausible
case can be made for this hor-
rible heresy. So the ruling tac-
tic of the Left was to engage
in what Harry Elmer Barnes,
in another connection, called
“the blackout,” and for the
rest to smear the heretic re-
lentlessly with the usual PC.
smear labels we have come to
know and love so well: “rac-
ist,” “fascist,” “Nazi,” “sex-
ist,” “heterosexist,” and so on.
Better to black out and smear,
to marginalize the heretic into
shame and oblivion.

The political situation of the
1930s and 40s was used to
cunning effect by the egalitar-
ian Left to stamp out all op-
position. Any expression of
racial home truths was auto-
matically lambasted as “fas-
cist,” “Nazi,” and therefore
ultra-rightist.” In fact, all of
this was a fabrication. The
leading “racial scientists”
from the 1890s until the 1930s
were in agreement across the
ideological and political spec-
trum. In fact, most of the lead-
ing racial scientists were
Progressives, Left-liberals, and
New Dealers. In that period,
only Communists and other
Marxists were egalitarians,
for ideological reasons. But
the Commies were able to use
their extensive ideological
and propaganda machine

during that era to somehow
link Nazi persecution of Jews
to racism, and with doctrines
of racial superiority and infe-
riority. In that way, the
Commies were able to bully
or convert all manner of lib-
erals and leftists, including
those ex-Trotskyites and lib-
erals who would much later
become neo-conservatives.
This left the conservatives,
who were the least amenable
to Marxist influence, but who
in turn were bullied into sub-
mission by being smeared
savagely as “Hitlerite” for
any expression of racialist
views.

In point of fact, however, it
should be clear that Hitler
and the Nazis did nof perse-
cute Jews because they be-
lieved Jews to be inferior in
intelligence. And as for blacks,
there were too few blacks re-
siding in Europe for the Na-
zis tobother about, much less
persecute. Where pre-World
War II racialism was politi-
cally relevant was, e.g. in im-
migration-cutting policies in
the United States, and in ster-
ilization of welfare mothers
as part of various state wel-
fare programs. Both of these
policies, however, could be
and were supported on other
than racialist grounds.

During the past sixty years,
racial research or expression
of views by intellectuals has
been marginalized and al-
most literally driven under-
ground by pressure from
above and from below. Butin
QOctober, 1994, with incredible
speed, the entire culture did
a 180-degree turn. Upon the

publication by the respected
Establishment, The Free
Press, of Richard Herrnstein
and Charles Murray's The
Bell Curve, expressing in
massively stupefying schol-
arly detail what evervone has
always known but couldn’t
dare to express about race, in-
telligence, and heritability,
the dam suddenly burst. It’s
not that all the reviews were
favorable. Not at all. But the
crucial point is that the Black-
out suddenly collapsed; the
Herrnstein-Murray book
(since Hermstein died before
publication, it is now for all
publicity purposes “the
Murray book”) is remarkably
everywhere, attacked in
Newsweek as well as the
predictable New Republic,
treated as The Culturai Phe-
nomenon of the year. Not
only that: the attacks may be
bitter, but they are not the tra-
ditional mindless smears: no
one has dismissed the book
as “racist,” “fascist,” “neo-
Nazi,” and all the rest.

There are many mind-bog-
gling aspects to the Herrn-
stein-Murray breakthrough.
The Bell Curveis becominga
runaway best-seller, certainly
for a non-fiction work on a se-
rious topic; and yet, itisnot a
book that more than a hand-
ful of scholars are actually
going to read. How often do
we see a 900-page work, filled
with boring statistics and so-
cial science jargon, become a
coffee-table book, the sort of
book that my dear you sim-
ply have to display to show
that you are abreast of the
times?
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Perhaps the most mind-
boggling cultural response,
one that most needs explana-
tion, was that of the Queen of
middlebrow, the newspaper
that Sets the Line telling intel-
lectuals, media people, jour-
nalists, think-tankers, etc.
what to think: the august
New York Times Sunday
Book Review. In fact, we can,
for once, pinpoint the cultural
and social revolution on the
Race Question to one precise
date: October 16, 1994—the
date when the august Estab-
lishment New York Times
ostentatiously threw in the
towel. For the Sunday Book
Review devoted the front
cover, and three entire pages
to a blockbuster review of
three recent “racist” books, a
review which not only did
not engage in the usual
Marxoid smears, but was ob-
jective, respectful and actu-
ally favorable! We have to
realize, in the first place, that
such a length for a review in
the Sunday Timesis unprec-
edented; authors will kill for
the publicity of having part of
a page in the Review, much
less three full pages. Sec-
ondly, instead of the usual
Times practice of turning
books of this type over to
Harvard Marxist hatchet-
men, paleontologist Stephen
Jay Gould and biologist Rich-
ard Lewontin, or one of their
ilk, the review is by New York
Times science reporter Mal-
colm W. Browne, who treats
these works in a way similar
books should have been
treated over the past six de-
cades.

Not only that: the Herrn-
stein-Murray book almost
drowns its subject in statistics
and qualifications, and it tries
to downplay the entire race
issue, devoting most of its
space to inheritable differ-
ences among individuals
within each ethnic or racial
group. Truly incredible is the
treatment Browne gives to
the far harder-core, more
ideologically explosive though
also strictly scientific work of
Professor J. Phillippe Rushton,
Race, Evolution, and Behav-
ior, published by the re-
spected and courageous
Transaction Publishers affili-
ated with Rutgers University.
Transaction has been, for de-
cades, one of the very few
publishers in America genu-
inely devoted to freedom of
intellectual inquiry and free-
dom of scholarly expression.
The third work is the un-
abashedly conservative-liber-
tarian book by Smith College
education professor Seymour
Itzkoff, The Decline of Intel-
Ligence in America(Praeger).
Not only are all these books
treated soberly and favorably
by Browne, but he also points
out the shamefulness of the
suppression of such views
and research for decades.
Thus, Browne writes that
“the articulation of issues
touching on group intelli-
gence and ethnicity has been
neither fashionable nor safe
for the last three decades,”
but that these books are
“worth plowing through and
mulling over.” For Browne
agrees with these scholars
that “the time has come to

grasp the nettle of political
heresy, to discard social
myths and to come to grips
with statistical evidence.”
And Browne concludes what
for the Timesis a massive re-
view, that “the most insistent
plea of the four authors is for
freedom of debate and an end
to the shroud of censorship
imposed upon scientists and
scholars by pressure groups
and an acquiescing society.”
He then notes that Herrnstein
and Murray write that “for
the last 30 years, the concept
of intelligence has been a pa-
riah in the world of ideas,”
and adds that the “time has
come to rehabilitate rational
discourse on the subject.”
Browne’s ringing last sen-
tence: “It is hard to imagine
a democratic society doing
otherwise.” Wowie!

How Come?

So how do we explain this
phenomenon? How do we
account for the fact that
straight talk on race, intelli-
gence, and heredity has gone,
in one week, from being taboo
to being almost old-hat?
What in blazes has happened?

In the first place, those who
believe in the accidental
theory of history have their
work cut out for them. No
one can convince me that, on
asubject of such delicacy and
of such magnitude, that this
tremendous change of opin-
ion was purely a matter of
intellectual fashion, of spon-
taneous combustion, or sud-
den consideration and deep
conviction. No topic can shift
from being shamefully
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Naziish to respectable and
even scientific status over-
night and by sudden accla-
mation (the surprise here, to
repeat, is not simply the fa-
vorable and long review in
the Times, but that the critics
suddenly shifted from black-
out-and-smear to mere hostil-
ity and widespread publicity).
Surely, in this particular case,
the unprovable “paranoid”
view that a few powerful Es-
tablishment figures pushed
some button is far more plau-
sible an explanation.

Science Will Out

So why did this incredible
turnaround occur? In the first
place, there is the important
point that, praise the Lord,
science and truth, though
long delayed and deferred,
will eventually win out. In
the long run, truth cannot be
suppressed. In the last few
decades, there has been an
explosion of genetic and in-
telligence research, here and
in Europe, despite the atmo-
sphere ranging from subtle to
brutal suppression. Despite the
lack of government or Estab-
lishment foundation research
funding, despite academic
assaults on scholars, and stu-
dent and community thugs
preventing such researchers
from lecturing or teaching,
there has been an over-
whelming accumulation of
scientific data confirming,
time and again, what every-
one knows from his own and
from others” observations.

Of the two authors of The
Bell Curve, Charles Murray is
the best-known in conserva-

tive circles as a neocon-
servative/Left-libertarian re-
searcher whose elaborate
statistics confirmed what ev-
eryone knew
anyway: that

confirmed these doctrines
over and over. Philippe
Rushton, a heroic professor at
University of Western On-
tario, has liter-
ally not been

the welfare BEVIT RIS able toteachany
state injures, of his classes in
rafnlther tha?l berli- L()]_‘d , p?rson, becausde
efits, its allege . of continue

NS science and disruption by
and only aggra- thugs.  (The
vates the prob- trUth, “thug” category
lem.Sowhatelse is not, despite
is new, Charlie? though long implications of
But the real star the U.S. media,
of theduois the dEI ayed confined to fol-
g and de- eral Cedas i
ar;l{ Herrr:istein, ferred, Will He:ilti.th?/\r,tti-
a Harvard psy- nately, the West-
chologist who eventually ern  Ontario

was no conser-
vative atall, but
instead an old-
fashioned left-
liberal, that is, one of the rare
liberals still dedicated to
genuine freedom of inquiry
and to the search for scientific
truth. When, two decades
ago, Herrnstein became inter-
ested in intelligence and heri-
tability, and before he had
even ventured into the
troubled area of race, he sud-
denly found his classes and
lectures invaded and himself
physically assaulted by the
student/community Left. Re-
fusing to be intimidated,
Herrnstein pressed on, re-
gardless of threats or of the
developing storm of Political
Incorrectness.

Other scientists, here and
abroad, including such intel-
ligence experts as Belfast pro-
fessor Richard Lynn, have

win out.

University au-
thorities have
backed Rush-
ton’s academic
independence to the hilt, and
he is permitted to have all of
his lectures shown to classes
on videotape.

In the light of this explosion
of research, it has been in-
creasingly difficult for the
Marxoid Left to maintain its
egalitarian posture, which
more and more smacks of the
absurd environmentalist “Ly-
senkoism” of the shameful
era of Soviet genetics. As a re-
sult, the scholarly Left has
fallen back on two tactics to
combat the inegalitarian
threat. One is the frank if truly
horrifying admission that
“even if racialist science is
true, it should be suppressed
because its social and politi-
cal conclusions are immoral.”
Such a frank position that
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truth must be suppressed for
alleged social or political con-
siderations, is a true “treason
of the intellectuals,” a candid
junking of the entire point of
scholarship and research. Itis
a position that cannot be con-
demned too severely, and
should be the occasion for the
drumming of every advocate
out of any sort of public dis-
course. For how can a self-
proclaimed liar and suppressor
of truth be taken seriously
ever again?
The second
fallback posi-

scientists, who
in turn per-
suade other ac-
ademics, who
in turn convert
journalists and
media people,
who in turn change the
course of public opinion.
Apart from the slowness of
this process (it could take cen-
turies), we have seen all too
often that it has been short-
circuited wherever science or
other knowledge enters a
hot-button area. Maybe it
worked in the old days when
journalists tried to be objec-
tive truth-seekers, and were
content to sample and report

The dam

simply be-
came too
much.

to the public authoritative
opinion in whatever science
or discipline they were cov-
ering. As responsible journal-
ists, they set aside their own
personal views in the service
of their once honorable pro-
fession. Butin recent years, as
we are all aware, journalists
and media people have gen-
erally become not objective
reporters, but missionary
zealots with their own ideo-
logical agenda for brain-
washing the
public. We have
seen this pro-

tion was a tactic cess in the vari-
that worked for burSt, and ous pesticide
madmitell the accu- [
il mulation of [NEReN
NPARSNRE scientific [
Ell:sl’: gc:r?v;rst tli.z data and etal.};apfleéljvrasoz
PPl research (s arlesot

threat, ironi-
cally, than “na-
tural” apples
themselves).
Most scientists
do not believe
that “global
warming” has ever been es-
tablished, much less worry
about hair sprays or air-con-
ditioners as an important
contributor. The media
people, knowing this, simply
distort the process by always
going for quotes to the small
handful of scientific propa-
gandists who are leftists with
their own fanatical environ-
mentalist agenda.

The same has been true in

e

the case of race and intelli-
gence. One would think from
the quantity of their quotes
that the only biologists, ge-
neticists, or intelligence ex-
perts in this huge country
were Harvard Marxoids Gould
and Lewontin, occasionally
backstopped by their leftist
colleague Leon Kamin. One
would certainly never know
that the bulk of their colleagues
differ totally with their profes-
sional-egalitarian position.
Unlike many other areas,
there is no media attempt at
“balance” in these fields.

One might excuse this bias
as a typical media search for
a punchy sound-bite, for a
quick dramatic quote, where-
as scientists tend to talk in
measured, qualified tones.
But this defense would be a
cop-out, since the media
could at least inform us that
most scientists disagreed, and
they could seek out some
punchy counter-quotes from
peoplelike Rushton, and treat
them with the same deference
they show Harvard Marxists.
Hah!

Atanyrate, we can say thatin
mid-October, the dam burst,
and the accumulation of scien-
tific data and research simply
became too much for Gould,
Lewontin & Co. to block.

Certainly, this accumulating
tension between scientific
truth and the ruling propa-
ganda is part of the explana-
tion of what’s happened. But
the problem is that it’s only a
long-run explanation. We still
have the puzzle; why did the
breakthrough occur now;, in
October 1994, and why does it
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center around the Herrn-
stein-Murray book? All the
boring statistics? Sure, but, for
example, decades ago,
Audrey M. Shuey’s book The
Testing of Negro Intelligence,
published by a small south-
ern university press, was
equally impressive in its sta-
tistics, and yet it sank without
a trace.

Part of the answer, I believe,
is precisely that Audrey
Shuey was not a neocon be-
loved by conservative and
free-market think-tanks, and
she was not a Harvard pro-
fessor. All too often, the key to
public and scholarly success
is not what you're saying, but
whoyou areand whois back-
ing you.

Justifying the Elite

So let us go on to a bold,
though persuasive, hypoth-
esis: the powerful neocons,
despite the smallness of their
number, have an iron grip on
much public political opin-
ion—through their raft of
syndicated columnists, their
control of numerous Official
Conservative and Left-liber-
tarian Beltway thinktanks, fi-
nanced by wealthy neocon
foundations, as well as their
domination of influential
magazines and organs of
opinion, headed by the edito-
rial page of the Wall St. Jour-
nal. Let’s assume—and there
have been increasing indica-
tions of this in recent years—
that the neocons have
decided to junk their long-
time support for the Black
Movement. But this doesn’t
explain the turnaround of the

New York Times, which isno
longer neocon (since the exit
of Abe Rosenthal, John Corry,
and Hilton Kramer), and is
now the voice of left-liberalism
in the United States, (followed
closely by the Washington
Post. 5o what happened with
liberals? To putit bluntly, white
liberals have gotten sick of the
Black Movement. Their hys-
teria about the black national-
ism of Luis Farrakhan and its
infusion into the NAACP un-
der Benjamin Chavis is a case
in point. For why should any-
one not a member of the
NAACP care what it does, or
who it selects as its head? But
white liberals care deeply,
because the black nationalists
are right about this one: the
NAACP, and other “civil
rights” organizations, were
dominated from the very be-
ginning by a minority of white
leaders, partially through
white financing and partly
through white influence over
the mainstream media and
mainstream politicians. I
don’t blame blacks one bit for
being sick of white control of
ostensibly black organiza-
tions; if I were black, I'd be
trying to cast these people off
myself. And why not?

But white liberals, in con-
trast (and neocons, too, who
are, after all, only right-
wingish liberals) feel that the
blacks are ingrates, as well as
threats to their own power. So
the white liberals, also driven
by the well-known intensify-
ing horrors of crime and wel-
fare, finally became fed up.
They decided, at long last,
that they had had enough,

and that they would pull the
plug on the black movement
that they had done so much
to create and foster. As part of
what must have been this
deliberate and weighty deci-
sion, the liberals (and neo-
cons) decided to remove the
stranglehold that the Marx-
oid Far Left, the Goulds, the
Lewontins, and their ilk, had
been permitted to maintain in
suppressing scientific truth in
the area of race and intelli-
gence. And then, bingo! the
dam broke. The United Left
Front of neocons, liberals,
blacks and the Far Left had
suddenly dissolved.

The fact that the neocons
and liberals chose to take
their stand on a book filled
with statistics and the rest of
the prestigious apparatus of
science, co-authored by a lib-
eral Harvard professor and
by a neocon-Left-libertarian
think-tanker, now makes a
greatdeal of sense. Itis hardly
a coincidence. What better
book on which to throw
down the gauntlet to the
Hard Left?

But there is another, more
hidden, and more sinister,
aspect to this new stand by
neocons and liberals. When
allis said and done, as we will
emphasize further below,
both neocons and liberals are
statists. They don’t want free-
dom or free markets. They
don’t want, for example,
genuinely private or home
schooling. What they want is
national statism run, not by
leftists, but by themselves.
They want their own kind of
welfare state, and they want
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a nationalized educational
system, public and private,
run by themselves. Both
groups are strongly opposed
to the populist movement
sweeping this country, a
movement profoundly hos-
tile to any form of national
socialism and to its embodi-
ment in Washington, D.C.
Liberals and neocons both
favor rule by a small Wash-
ington power elite, an elite
which they claim to be merely
anatural “meritocracy.” Since
they, the liberal and neocon
intellectuals and technocrats,
generally have a higher IQ
than most of the rest of the
population, what better way
to justify their own merit-
ocratic rule than by invoking
the majesty of Science? Here
we have a key to the sudden
embrace by neocons, and
even by liberals, of the scien-
tific truth about race and in-
telligence.

But After All, So What?

There are many wonderful
things that paleos, conserva-
tives and libertarians, can cel-
ebrate about this new
revolutionary cultural turn
on race. First and foremost,
and despite the common
smears against paleos as
theocrats and inveterate op-

ponents of free speech, paleos |

are the most fervent and
genuine advocates of free-
dom of speech and of inquiry
in this country. The end of the
blackout and of the smears
against truth-seekers in the
area of race and intelligence is
a wonderful thing for its own
sake. And secondly, of course,

the egalitarian myth has been
the major ideological ground-
work for the welfare state,
and, initsracial aspect, for the
entire vast, ever expanding
civil rights-affirmative action-
setaside-quota aspect of the
welfare state. The recognition
of inheritance and natural in-
equalities among races as
well as among individuals
knocks the props out from
under the welfare state system.

But, when all is said and
done, the truth about race
and IQ means a lot more to
liberals and to neocons than
it does to paleos. For the lib-
erals and neocons, being stat-
ist to the core, are obliged to
seize control of resources and
to allocate them somehow
among the various groups of
the population. Liberals/
neocons are “sorters,” they
aim to sort people out, to sub-
sidize here, to control and re-
strict there. So, to the neocon
or liberal power elite, ethnic
or racial science is a big thing
because it tells these sorters
who exactly they should sub-
sidize, who they should con-
trol, who they should restrict
and limit. Should they use
taxpayer funds to subsidize
the “disadvantaged” or ge-
niuses? Which is more so-
cially productive, which
dysgenic? I remember the
only time I ever met neocon
Godfather Irving Kristol; it
was many years ago, atacon-
ference critical of egalitarian-
ism in Switzerland. It did not
take long before the two of us
got into a bitter argument be-
cause Kristol wanted ge-
niuses declared a “national

resource”; I hotly commented
that such a declaration im-
plied (a) that taxpayers
should be forced to subsidize
geniuses as “national re-
sources”; and (b) that it fol-
lowed that these subsidized
would then be subject to gov-
ernment control. Kristol, as I
remember, never denied such
implications.

But while neocons and lib-
erals want the planners and
national statists to sort, subsi-
dize, and control, for which
they need scientific data such
as intelligence as guides,
paleos are very different.
Paleos believe in liberty;
paleos believe in the rights of
person and property; paleos
want no government subsi-
dizers or controllers. Paleos
want Big Government off all
of our backs, be we smart or
dumb, black, brown or white.

It is truly fascinating that,
while liberals and neocons
have been deriding paleos for
years as notorious “racists,”
“fascists,” “sexists,” and all
the rest, that actually we, as
libertarians, are the last group
who deserve such a label:
that, in fact, liberals and
neocons, as people who all
stand with the power elite
over the ordinary Americans,
are far more deserving of the
statist-racist-fascist label. Ev-
ery leading paleo, moreover,
independently came to this
conclusion in response to the
remarkable events in and
around October 16.

On the weekend of October
21-23, the John Randolph
Club held its fifth annual

‘meeting at Washington, D.C.
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It was perhaps the best ever,
a marvelous conference filled
with extraordinarily high-
level speeches, a rousing de-
bate on “Resolved: the federal
government has the right and
the duty to protectindividual
rights,” a great songfest of
paleo lyrics composed to old
song favorites, and a perva-
sive spirit of good fellowship.
The new turn on race was the
talk of the JRC corridors, and,
it turns out that, indepen-
dently of each other, all of us,
from syndicated columns by
Sam Francis and Pat Bu-
chanan to a sparkling JRC
luncheon address by Tom
Fleming, all of us rang varia-
tions on one theme: that, wel-
come as the Herrnstein-
Murray and other findings
were, our political pro-
gram—in contrast to liberals
and neocons—does not de-
pend on truths about race at
all. That we are libertarians,
who are opposed to rule by
any power elite, whether
meritocratic or not.

For example, take a syndi-
cated column by Sam Francis,
entitled “Race, IQ, and Big
Government.” After discuss-
ing the Herrnstein-Murray
and other findings, Francis
declares that “what really
frightens people [about these
findings] is that racial differ-
ences in intelligence mightbe
used to justify repression.”
But, Francis adds, “whatever
the implication of the IQ re-
search, racial repression
doesn’t follow. The basic
rights that American and
Western society recognizes
do not differ according to in-

telligence.” And then Francis
quotes a marvelous passage
from a letter of Thomas Jef-
ferson (no racial egalitarian
he): “whatever be their [the
blacks’] degree of talent it is
no measure of their rights. Be-
cause Sir Isaac Newton was
superior to others in under-
standing, he was not there-
fore lord of the person or
property of others.” Rights,
Francis adds, are in no way
proportionate to one’s intelli-
gence.

Sam Francis then concludes
with a splendid
affirmation of
the basic paleo
political pro-
gram: “What
you think the
state ought to
do about race
has little to do
with what you

The book is

“abullet right
through the
heart of so-

whose IQs it doesn’t ap-
prove.”

For his part, the response of
that much-smeared-as “racist”
paleo, Pat Buchanan, was
similar. In his column, “Making
Sense of the IQ Furor,” Pat
points out that a famed
American war hero of World
War 1, backwoodsman Ser-
geant Alvin York, was
scarcely a member of what
Herrnstein and Murray call
the “cognitive elite,” whereas
the perjurer and Commie spy
Alger Hiss surely was. Pat
goes on that “to
those deter-
mined to use
the coercive
power of gov-
ernment to
achieve equal-
ity of result,”
the Herrnstein-
Murray find-

RRIANSESA cialism.” But, ings are “dev-
It has every- Buch astating news”;
thing to do with ucnanan that their book
what you think “ is “abullet right
aboutythe state. adds, for the through the
Under the prop- heart of social-
erly hmlteg fed- rest of us, ism.” But, he
eralgovernment R EY R TR 1 12 adds, “for the
with which this rest of us, what
country started b]g dea]?" is the big deal?”
out and to Indeed. All of
which it should us, Pat points
return, the state wouldbeun- | out, grew up realizing that

able to do very much at all
about race” On the other
hand, Francis points out, “in
the modern leviathan created
by liberals, where smoking,
sexual beliefs and guns are
approved targets of federal
meat-grinding, there’s no
limit to what the state might
do about race or those of

some kids are more gifted,
more intelligent, more tal-
ented than others. So what?
The crucial thing is not so
much one’s talent but what
one does with it, not merely
IQ, but especially character:
“decency, honor, goodness.”
Moreover, “while those of
high IQ may dominate the
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academic world, the bu-
reaucracies, corporate and
governmental, thearts, profes-
sions, and think tanks, in
America there has always
been opportunity for those
with dreams and drive....In

ready mentioned; to celebrate
the victory of freedom of in-
quiry and of truth for its own
sake; and as a bullet through
the heart of the egalitarian-so-
cialist project. But there is a
third reason as well: as a pow-

America, char- erful defense of
acter, not IQ), is the results of
destiny.” It 1 k the free market.

Pat’s attitude OOKS as If and when we
is that of a true [ _ as populists and
pgleo, a riglht- lf the LEft l;bfi;}::;ianls
wing populist; . . abo ewel-
we can let §tat- egalltanan farc? state in all
ists of various bl k of its aspects,
brands: be they ac Out. and property
hard leftists, lib- rights and the
el and-smear R
about how ex- an once more,
actly govern- g g has many individu-
ment should als and groups
allocate our re- been dealt will predictably
sources, or who not like the end

exactly should
climb high in
the ranks of the
power elite. Pa-
leos are con-
cerned rather about freedom,
and about sweeping away the
entire power elite structure
that is tyrannizing over us all.

All right, then, members of
the Smear Bund: whoare the
“racists” now?

So: Why Talk About
Race at All?

If, then, the Race Question
is really a problem for statists
and not for paleos, why
should we talk about the race
matter at all? Why should it
be a political concern for us;
why not leave the issue en-
tirely to the scientists?

Two reasons we have al-

a truly le-
thal blow.

result. In that
case, those eth-
nic and other
groups who
might be con-
centrated in lower-income or
less prestigious occupations,
guided by their socialistic
mentors, will predictably
raise the cry that free-market
capitalism is evil and “dis-
criminatory” and that there-
fore collectivism is needed to
redress the balance. In that
case, the intelligence argu-
ment will become useful to
defend the market economy
and the free society from ig-
norant or self-serving attacks.
In short; racialist science is
properly not an act of aggres-
sion or a cover for oppression
of one group over another,
but, on the contrary, an opera-

tion in defense of private
property against assaults by
aggressors.

In any case, there is cause
forjubilation these days, for it
looks as if the Left egalitarian
blackout-and-smear gang
has been dealt a truly lethal
blow.

St. Hillary
and the
Religious Left
by M.N.R.

For some time I have been
hammering at the theme that
the main cultural and politi-
cal problem of our time is not
“secular humanism.” The
problem with making secu-
larism the central focus of op-
position is that, by itself,
secularism would totally lack
the fanaticism, the demonic
energy, the continuing and
permanent drive to take over
and remake the culture and
the society, that has marked
the Left for two centuries.
Logically, one would expecta
secular humanist to be a pas-
sive skeptic, ready to adapt to
almost any existing state of
affairs; David Hume, for ex-
ample, a philosophic disaster
but quietly benign in social
and political matters, would
seem to be typical. Hardly a
political and cultural menace.

No: the hallmark and the
fanatical drive of the Left for
these past centuries has been
very different: a sometimes
atheized, often Pantheized,
the (“New Age”) and origi-
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