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INTRODUCTION


“The white race is the cancer of human history.” 


—Susan Sontag, Partisan Review


“Sooner or later, one has to take sides, if one is to remain human.”


—Graham Greene, The Quiet American


Minneapolis Mayor Jacob Frey knelt before George Floyd’s 24K gold-plated casket and wept.


His body heaved as though he were mourning the loss of his own son. A week earlier, Floyd, a small-to-medium-time career criminal who had once held a gun to the belly of a woman in front of her toddler during a home invasion, had died in the course of an arrest. Floyd was high on methamphetamine at the time and had three to four times what could be a lethal dose of fentanyl in his system.


The now well-known events that led to Floyd’s death began when Floyd was accused by a local store owner of passing a counterfeit bill. The police were called, and among those who responded was Derek Chauvin, a white officer. Floyd, who was African American, would utter his soon-to-be-famous comment “I can’t breathe” numerous times before police even touched him (difficulty breathing is a common side effect of fentanyl intoxication1). After Floyd resisted arrest, Chauvin knelt on his neck for an extended period. A jury would later determine amid a politically tense trial that this had caused Floyd’s death, leading to a conviction of Chauvin on a count of second-degree murder.


The Chauvin trial took place in the wake of the most financially destructive riots in American history, which killed at least nineteen people, led to more than seventeen thousand arrests, injured more than two thousand officers, and gave rise to more than twenty-four hundred incidents of looting. In total, rioters caused more than $2 billion in damages.


One was, of course, not permitted to ask whether Chauvin received a fair trial, or whether the jury was swayed by the days of deadly riots, overt threats of violence, and massive demonstrations just outside the courthouse. As one prospective juror explained about his reluctance to serve, “It’s more from a safety, security standpoint. . . . I just wouldn’t want any issues or harm to come to my wife or my family.”2


Regardless of your opinion as to whether the jury got it right, the broader context of the trial was apparent to many. As commentator Tucker Carlson noted at the time, “Americans have been told that George Floyd’s death was a racist murder, and they’re responsible for it.”3


The fiery eulogy for Floyd was delivered by the Reverend Al Sharpton, a career race-baiter (and frequent Obama White House visitor) who first came to prominence in the late 1980s in New York City when he was the leading promoter of a fabricated hate crime invented by an African American teenager, Tawana Brawley, who falsely accused multiple white men, including a police officer, of raping her.4 Sharpton nonetheless became a mainstream political figure without ever apologizing for his leading role in the Brawley hoax or subsequent incitement of a fatal anti-Semitic riot in New York City. In his Floyd eulogy, Sharpton demanded to a crowd packed with celebrities and politicians (Joe Biden addressed the group by video) that America “get your knee off [black people’s] necks.”5


Minneapolis would go on to pay Floyd’s family $27 million.6


In conjunction with the protests, which occurred at the height of public health lockdowns over COVID, nearly thirteen hundred public health officials declared racism and white supremacy “a public health crisis” that justified mass rallies. They were supported by men such as Tom Frieden, the former head of the Centers for Disease Control under President Obama.


Ignoring any presumption of innocence prior to the trial, Joe Biden weighed in and commented that Floyd’s death “sends a very clear message to the black community and black lives that are under threat every single day,” a comment he made at an online “event” held with Pennsylvania Gov. Tom Wolf. Or, as he later said at a campaign speech in Wilmington, Delaware, “They speak to a nation where too often just the color of your skin puts your life at risk.”7


Biden, needless to say, did not provide any data or evidence for this assertion, largely because it was factually absurd.


Nor was it ever explained why African American officer Alex Kueng (who had frequently expressed concerns about racial issues in policing) or Asian-American officer Tou Thao had chosen to idly stand by while Officer Chauvin committed a racist murder. No evidence emerged during his trial that Chauvin had ever engaged in racist conduct or bore racial animus.


But Chauvin was white, Floyd was black, and the video was viral.


And that was enough.
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Grace Church School in Manhattan (tuition and fees approximately $63,000 per year) is one of the many ferociously competitive schools that serve the children of New York City’s elite. Like its brethren, after George Floyd’s death, Grace Church embraced an “anti-racist” curriculum that included separating white students into groups that didn’t include non-whites.


At Manhattan’s ultra-elite Dalton School, the interim school director wrote a “racial biography” interrogating her own white privilege. Over one hundred students at Dalton proposed an “anti-racism” curriculum in which any gap between black and non-black students in advanced course performance would have led to course cancelation. The equally tony Brearley School added mandatory anti-racism training for all students and staff.


These measures have not been enough for some. A prominent “diversity consultant” attacked the schools for having “insidious whiteness” and being “built to replicate the plantation mentality.” He compared some white parents at Dalton opposed to his race-based policies to those who attacked the Capitol building on January 6, 2021.8


Similar programs have taken place at virtually every other elite New York City private school. Some parents were disturbed, but they almost universally refused to go on the record criticizing the schools, out of fear that doing so would torpedo their children’s chances of being accepted to an elite university. They knew, in the 2020s, where racial privilege lay—and it wasn’t in whiteness.


As the then-head of Grace Church School put it in a secretly recorded conversation in 2021: “We’re demonizing white people for being born,” adding, “We’re using language that makes them feel less than [others], for nothing that they are personally responsible [for].”9


Despite this, the policies have not changed, and in fact, most elite schools have doubled down on anti-white rhetoric. Examinations of the class privilege of those parents who can afford to shell out $60,000-plus per year for school tuition are somewhat more difficult to come by.
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The George Floyd trial and “anti-racism” curricula in our schools are very different issues, but they are tied together by a common thread: the stigmatization of white Americans and “whiteness” in the service of justifying blatant racial discrimination.


White Americans increasingly are second-class citizens in a country their ancestors founded and in which, until recently, they were the overwhelming majority of the population. We’ve come a long way from the days when we were “securing the blessings of liberty for ourselves and our posterity,” as the Preamble to the Constitution puts it.


How did we get here?


How did the civil rights revolution, begun with largely sincere intentions, run so badly off the rails?


How can we correct course?


And why is it necessary that we do so?


It is to these questions that this book is dedicated.
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Any book is difficult to write, and this book was no exception.


This book was difficult to write, however, not because its thesis was difficult to prove. Rather, it was difficult because demonstrating the thesis’s accuracy is politically and socially fraught. It goes against the grain of what many Americans are taught by our media, education system, and cultural apparatus about the so-called “white privilege” that supposedly rules America. While I believe this narrative is rapidly changing, that much of what sounds provocative in this book today will be acknowledged as obviously true by large numbers of Americans in the coming years, the fact remains that this book’s argument runs against officially approved narratives.


Adding to the challenge is that there is also a certain noblesse oblige, particularly among traditional white elites, that is repelled by any notion that whites would acknowledge real threats to their status or rights. To bemoan discrimination against one’s group is simply, as that arch-symbol of wealthy conservative white privilege William F. Buckley Jr. would have said, infra dignitatem.


Another challenge is that while Democratic politicians have increasingly waged an all-out assault on the rights of white Americans, Republicans have been tepid defenders of them at best. While some GOP lawmakers have stiffened their spines in recent years, and an increasing number of GOP political and media figures have called out anti-white racism in direct terms (Tucker Carlson, Charlie Kirk, and Matt Walsh have been particular stalwarts), the default Republican response to repeated racial insult has been to say, “I don’t see race/color,” even in the face of obvious anti-white animus.


Yet while this book is written to explain the current situation of white people in America, I have not written it only for a white audience. Racial reconciliation must be done in a spirit of truth, and that truth must be received and accepted by all Americans—not simply whites. I hope that non-white audiences will engage with this book and see their own complex interrelationship with whites in a new light.


I am largely in agreement with those who warn that a “politics of whiteness” is both tactically and morally inferior to a focus on the unalienable rights in the Declaration of Independence that all Americans should enjoy. Yet as a practical matter, issues of anti-white discrimination and racism must be discussed as issues involving whites as a whole, not just as issues of individual discrimination.


The political reality is one in which non-whites have organized and made powerful group demands, while whites have focused on broad, gauzy appeals to those unalienable universal rights, appeals that have been almost completely ineffective in stopping the Left’s long racist march through the institutions.


Simply put, it is foolish to pretend the wrongs being done to white people under our current system aren’t being done because they are white. To vindicate individual natural rights, groups of people must organize as groups to claim them. Martin Luther King Jr. secured the individual natural rights of African Americans, but he amassed the political force to do so by organizing African Americans (and allied whites) as a group.
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I wish at the outset to discuss my qualifications to write this book, to answer some possible objections to my thesis, and, most important, to explain why this book is necessary.


I’ve been involved in American politics as a scholar, activist, government official, and advisor for almost three decades.


I’ve served in the federal government at a senior level as a presidential appointee and been appointed by the president of the United States and my state’s governor to various boards, where I’ve watched the national media attempt to introduce anti-white hostility into work that had little or nothing to do with race.


I’ve also served for many years as a think-tank scholar at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and subsequently at my current employer, the Claremont Institute, where I’ve regularly written and spoken about issues of race, immigration, and national identity.


I’ve traveled extensively and have lived abroad over a period of several years, which has allowed me to view America’s racial issues in a global context. Indeed, it was living in India two decades ago, where conflicts around caste, religion, and tribe often served as proxies for American conflicts around race, that first spurred me to think about racial issues more seriously.


I’ve observed firsthand how the Left casually throws around allegations of racism to further its political goals, and how conservatives often self-censor, afraid of the political consequences of speaking out. That has to end.


In writing a book asserting that anti-white racism is the predominant and most politically powerful form of racism in America today, I am not denying in any way the racism in America’s past or that other forms of racism and discrimination currently exist in our society. But one surprising finding in this book is just how long we have had “reverse discrimination” in some areas of American life—in many cases starting as far back as sixty years ago. Today, the advantages white Americans have are mostly informal and evanescent cultural legacies. The discrimination they experience is also sometimes informal but is increasingly legal and formal.


I do not claim this book is a comprehensive treatment of the issue of anti-white racism and discrimination in current society. And, indeed, entire books have been written about many of the subjects I cover in a single chapter here. While I am familiar with each subject area that I profile, experts in individual subjects may find themselves frustrated over what I have included, or what I have chosen to leave out.


I can only ask for their indulgence. This is very much a survey that looks at discrimination in highly disparate areas and shows that this discrimination has common intellectual and political roots. Most of the books specializing in these areas describe in great detail for the proverbial blind man a particular part of the elephant they are touching. My goal in writing this book is to show that the elephant is, in fact, an elephant.


Finally, I am not looking to place primary blame on non-whites for our current, sad situation. In fact, while political leaders of many minority groups have played leading roles in getting us to where we are today, a small number of elite liberal whites are disproportionately involved in maintaining our current system. These elites are, in the words of the conservative African American writer and anthropologist Zora Neale Hurston, “my race but not my taste. . . . My skinfolks but not my kinfolks.”10 Or, as Cassius says to Brutus in Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar, “The fault, dear Brutus, is not in our stars, But in ourselves.”11


This book will begin by presenting an overall “lay of the land” on where anti-white discrimination is today. Then we’ll move on to our current civil rights regime because both it and its offshoots explain why anti-white discrimination has become so prevalent. From there, we’ll look at how anti-white animus manifests itself in a variety of areas, from education to crime to entertainment. The themes of each of these subject matter chapters are intertwined, and they are designed to be read as a whole, but a reader pressed for time can select only chapters of particular interest to read without missing the book’s overarching argument. Finally, I will conclude with what is necessarily some speculative discussion on why we have arrived at this place and the political and social motivations of those taking us there. I will also offer concrete steps we can take to get us off our present path and onto one that can build a sustainable and bright future for all Americans.


Finally, a few words as to why this book is necessary: America is in the midst of a rapid demographic and even civilizational transformation. Large numbers of whites, living either in disproportionately white areas or white enclaves in more diverse areas, are in denial about the degree to which they have been replaced as the dominant ethnic group across much of America. While election integrity is a serious and real issue, much of the cry we’ve heard lately about ballot fraud is really at its heart a complaint about “America fraud”—the fact that many whites cannot acknowledge that a combination of the civil rights revolution and a flood of immigrants over the last sixty years, many from places with thin-to-nonexistent ties to America’s core ethnic communities and cultural and social traditions, now wield tremendous political power, which they are using to advantage their groups over whites.


What happens when those largely historically responsible for building American society and its institutions go from a dominant position to just one group among many, and a legally and culturally disfavored group at that?


Simply put, what does a post-white America look like, especially when that post-white America actively denigrates much of the cultural, political, and social legacy that built the country?


And can America and its institutions survive such a transformation?


If we do not correct the course we are on, I fear we are headed for the civil strife and racial violence that has characterized so many other multiracial countries over the centuries, including, in the past, our own.









CHAPTER 1


The Lay of the Land


“In America, the majority raises formidable barriers around the liberty of opinion; within these barriers, an author may write what he pleases, but woe to him if he goes beyond them… Before making public his opinions he thought he had sympathizers; now it seems to him that he has none any more since he revealed himself to everyone; then those who blame him criticize him loudly and those who think as he does keep quiet and move away without courage.”


—Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America


“It is never worth a first-class man’s time to express a majority opinion. By definition, there are plenty of others to do that.”


—G. H. Hardy, A Mathematician’s Apology


Over the last six decades, America has rapidly become a multi-ethnic, multiracial, and multicultural country.


We take this for granted today, forgetting it was not always true. At the time of the American Revolution, America’s free population was not just overwhelmingly white, but overwhelmingly of British origin. Somewhat less than 2 percent were free African Americans1 (very few of whom could vote) and Native Americans (who were not taxed and were only counted if they were living as part of a white political community, and few were2). Other groups were so small as to scarcely even be measurable.


According to one estimate, of the population of Americans on the eve of the Revolution, almost 170 years after the first European settlements in what is now the United States, an estimated 85 percent were of British origin.3 America’s initial political community was not simply white but, in its basic demographics, remarkably homogenous.4


Over the next two centuries, American demographics went through various permutations and combinations of settlement and immigration5 (which I chronicle later in the book). In 1970, the year of the first Census following the 1965 Hart-Celler immigration law—which led to a rapid change in America’s demographics—America was 83 percent white non-Hispanic and 11 percent African American. Of the 4.5 percent estimated Hispanic population that made up most of those not captured in the first two groups, 80 percent were native born (as opposed to about 60 percent today).


Much of the Hispanic population of America in 1970 was therefore fairly assimilated into the white majority culture. Some, such as many residents of New Mexico, had histories in America that went back to even before the Pilgrims.6 Others, such as the Tejanos in Texas and Californios in California, again had settlement patterns that predated the United States, and they maintained their traditions while often marrying into prominent Anglo families over time. In other words, America in 1970, at least judged by the standards of today, was fairly demographically unified—at least in its self-conception.


In examining the racial demographics of America, we should note that while the public concept of race has a basis in shared genetic heritage, it is also a product of social convention. “Whiteness” was hardly a murky or arbitrarily invented concept (the original Nationality Act of 1790 specifically restricted American citizenship to “free white persons”7 without any particular lack of clarity as to who was being referred to: Jews, for example, were considered white and entitled to citizenship).


Early America had informal hierarchies within the white community, of course. One can find historical instances of “No Irish need apply” and similar insults to newly arrived or otherwise disfavored white ethnic groups. But overall, American society in the eighteenth, nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries classified the same groups of people as white that we classify as white today.


That “white supremacy” is now proclaimed by the White House, Hollywood, and many major corporations to be the greatest threat to America is proof that, in fact, white supremacy no longer holds great sway in America at all and hasn’t for quite some time. You can speak of Kim Jong Un’s totalitarianism in North Korea only if you don’t live under it. Indeed, it is not a coincidence that the term “white privilege” originated in 1988 with Wellesley College women’s studies professor Peggy McIntosh, just as it was becoming clear that whiteness was now a legal and social disability in much of American life.8


Indeed, denying this alleged “privilege” will inevitably result in being called a racist or being accused of defensiveness or denial—or “white fragility.” But this is mere projection. I, as with many other whites, would be happy to acknowledge that I have been the beneficiary of many unearned privileges in life, from being raised by good parents to enjoying good health to benefiting from a good education. But whiteness does not happen to be one of my privileges.


The demand for “racism” among political activists continues to increase even as the supply of racism diminishes: 93 percent of whites approve of interracial marriage, essentially identical to the 96 percent of non-whites who approve of it, with almost all of the tiny minority who disapprove being senior citizens.9 (Just 4 percent approved in 1958.) At the same time, the Gallup Poll shows, record low numbers of Americans see an improvement in the civil rights of black Americans during their lifetimes (59 percent in 2020, down from the mid-to-high 80s from the 1990s until the start of the so-called “Great Awokening” (the early 2010s rise of “woke culture”).10


A recent survey of Asian Americans found that almost 80 percent did not “completely agree” that they belonged in the United States, with higher percentages feeling that way among younger cohorts who grew up in a much more diverse and accepting America.11 Older generations, likely to be actual immigrants with lower language skills and less engagement with American culture, are more likely to believe they belong in America. These findings should give us pause and lead us to examine the public discourse around race in America today and why it has veered so far from reality.


Instances of past racism in America were deplorable, but from a cross-cultural perspective they were also not particularly exceptional. Majority groups have discriminated against minority groups in virtually all societies from time immemorial. Indeed, what is unusual about America is, in comparison with most other countries, the incredible historical openness of many white Americans to welcoming new groups into the American family. This global migration, on a scale never before seen, is a testament to the generosity of America’s historical Euro-American majority.


The Unprotected Class


In civil rights law, we refer to groups as a “protected class” if they have legal protection from discrimination based on various characteristics, which can include sex, disability, veteran status, and so on.12 But practically speaking, the most socially important of these protected classes is race.


In principle, whites are protected from legal discrimination because of their race.13 But in practice, they are often an unprotected class, both formally and informally.


In the culture, they are often subject to extreme attacks. Louis Farrakhan can declare that “white people are potential humans, they haven’t evolved yet” and still meet with Barack Obama and share a stage with Bill Clinton.14 Salon.com can print an article headlined “White Men Must Be Stopped: The Future of Mankind Depends on It.”15 Nikole Hannah-Jones, the New York Times journalist and founder of the 1619 Project, a well-funded and highly-influential effort that re-focuses American history around slavery, can write that “the white race is the biggest murderer, rapist, pillager, and thief of the modern world.”16 Her 1619 Project can still make its way into countless American schools and curricula despite its conclusions and methods being attacked by historians on the Right and the Left.17


Hannah-Jones wasn’t even the only unrepentant white-hater on the New York Times staff: Sarah Jeong, once a member of the Times editorial board and later an opinion columnist, tweeted, “Oh man it’s kind of sick how much joy I get out of being cruel to old white men.”18 When the Times editorial page was alerted to this and other anti-white writings of Jeong’s, they shrugged them off.


Nor do the anti-white forces believe that sitting on the sidelines is an option. Ibram X. Kendi, one of the most prominent academic supporters of Critical Race Theory, believes any federal policy can be defined as racist or anti-racist and that you are racist if you support a racist policy “through action or inaction [my emphasis].”19


Robin DiAngelo, author of the bestseller White Fragility, one of the central texts of Critical Race Theory, believes that today’s white people aren’t any better than their grandparents. “I am often asked if I think the younger generation is less racist,” she writes, “No, I don’t. In some ways, racism’s adaptations over time are more sinister than concrete rules such as Jim Crow.”20


Yet these supposedly powerful and unreconstructedly racist whites are just 58 percent of America’s population and are rapidly declining in population share. Soon, we will be left attempting to explain why the rights of a white minority are less important than those of other minorities. This is not politically or ethically tenable long-term.


One of the common objections to the notion that America systemically discriminates against whites is to compare some element of the social status of white Americans to Hispanics and, in particular, African Americans. Conveniently, this erases the almost 7 percent of our population that is Asian-American.


Yet Asian Americans do far better than whites on the vast majority of social and economic metrics, despite many of them having arrived in America with little in the way of assets.


This multiethnic success is not even limited to East and South Asian Americans. Iranians, Lebanese, and Turkish Americans have substantially higher median household incomes than the average white American. American-born Argentinian, Ecuadorian, and Cuban Americans have higher incomes than white Americans.21 Ghanaians, Nigerians, and Egyptians have incomes just slightly below the average white American.22


If we were able to split up Nigerians into particularly successful and education-focused groups like the Igbos, those Nigerians would almost certainly have substantially higher education and income profiles than white Americans.23 Needless to say, those who attribute racial and ethnic disparities in outcomes to racism do not have compelling answers for why these groups seem to do so well in America while other similarly hued groups do less well.


How did we get here—to a place where our discourse around race is so blatantly at odds with reality?


And why does it matter?


One reason it matters is that white people are increasingly struggling with social dysfunctions. In recent years, there has been a dramatic increase among white Americans in what Nobel Prize–winning economist Angus Deaton and his wife and fellow economist Anne Case have categorized as “deaths of despair” (suicides, drug overdoses), concentrated particularly among middle-aged white Americans.24


Whites suffer from downward economic mobility, declining fertility (excluding Asians, they have the lowest average fertility of any major ethnic group in America),25 rising drug addiction and depression, and narrowing opportunities, all piled onto a false presumption of privilege and combined with the general collapse of socialization that Harvard sociologist Robert Putnam describes in Bowling Alone.


The Flight from White


Additionally, if whiteness is an advantage, it is strange that so many whites have been clamoring to obtain a non-white identity. Journalist and commentator Steve Sailer has referred to this as “the flight from white.”26 The number of Hispanics identifying solely as “white” dropped by almost 53 percent between the 2010 and 2020 censuses.27 Hispanics have realized that whiteness is stigmatized and disadvantaged, whereas a multicultural identity is sacralized.


Likewise, the Native American population ballooned from 5.3 million to 9.7 million between 2010 and 2020.28 That amounted to almost 3 percent of the American population, compared to 0.4 percent in 1970. This is not due to a Native American fertility explosion but primarily to an explosion of benefits, both formal and informal, for identifying as Native American and penalties for being white.


Some of these changes may reflect how questions on the census were asked, but much of it reflects the increasing cultural and legal advantages to being classed as an ethnic minority. As one scholar who has studied white-to-native race-shifting put it, “These people are not fleeing from political and social persecution, but from whiteness,” with race-shifters associating whiteness with “racial and cultural emptiness.”29 Such feelings arise from a broader cultural zeitgeist and messaging.


This has long been a trend. Identifying as Native American for purposes of education and employment is a huge advantage, regardless of the other disadvantages you might experience. And for many, obtaining that advantage is easier than it might seem. To enjoy the benefits of Cherokee tribal enrollment, for example, you need to be of only one sixty-fourth Cherokee descent. If white supremacy actually reigned in America, this would be laughable. In days when it did reign, “Aryans” from India claimed whiteness before the Supreme Court, while many light-skinned African Americans looked to “pass” as white (captured in non-fiction books and novels such as James Weldon Johnson’s 1912 Autobiography of an Ex-Colored Man).


This change in racial attitudes is happening amid a breathtaking demographic transformation. As of 2020, nearly 53 percent of Americans under the age of eighteen were “minorities.”30 Within twenty years, whites are projected to be a minority in America and one older than most other racial groups on average.31 America’s youth figures to be heavily multiracial and multicultural. California has long been held up as the future, and there just 23 percent of children are white.32 As people who, for better or worse, are soon to be just another patch in the American quilt, whites need to be able to speak up unapologetically for their own rights.


Those such as this author who criticize America’s strategy of diversity do not hate America’s diverse populations. Accusing us of such hatred is a classic example of the composition fallacy, whereby we mistakenly generalize from the part to the whole or vice-versa.


Race and ethnicity scholar Eric Kaufmann offers examples of this fallacy, such as: because I believe “immigration should be controlled for the benefit of the country,” then I believe “Raul, an immigrant, should be prevented from entering the country because he will harm it.” Or if I believe that “America’s ethnic majority should not decline too rapidly because it is part of the nation’s identity,” then I must also believe “Indira, an ethnic minority, is not fully American. . . . Progressives thus collapse a complex discussion about collective entities into a debate about the treatment of individuals,” Kaufmann writes in City Journal.33


I have lived in India and spent additional years of my life traveling in the developing world, doing everything from volunteering for weeks at a Tanzanian orphanage to hobnobbing with rural indigenous Bolivians. That I am criticizing the way America has sacralized diversity does not mean I hate the diverse groups of people who call themselves Americans. It means I hate the social dynamics we are creating through anti-white discrimination, unfettered immigration, and a declining focus on cultural assimilation.


Some Final Thoughts


For middle-class and working-class whites, and even for an increasing number of upper-class whites, this anti-white discrimination and racism is deadly—we might even say the problems it causes are intersectional. Anti-white racism interacts with lower incomes, unsafe neighborhoods, or an inability to send one’s kids to a good school (or all of the above) to create a toxic brew.


And while confrontation around these issues is sometimes unpleasant, cowardly avoidance is far more dangerous. If we continue to let the Left engage in continuous and rampant race baiting without resistance, tensions will increase until they ultimately boil over, likely with terrible consequences. To combat anti-white discrimination is not something we should do for whites but for all Americans, because if we don’t change the course we are on, we are all going to suffer.


To borrow a Cold War analogy, the only way we will achieve peace in our current era of racial strife is for people of every race to adopt a policy of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD). Simply put, the Left must learn that when they use racist tactics, the blowback will be fierce, immediate, and extremely painful for them.


In writing this book, I have attempted to set an example of what the Ancient Greeks called parrhesia, or speaking the truth candidly for the common good, even at personal risk—a danger of taking on a highly charged subject about which Americans of all political stripes may have decided views.


But as Ambrose Redmoon observed, “Courage is not the absence of fear, but the judgment that something else is more important than fear.” This subject is indeed more important than our fear of discussing it, for the future of both ourselves and our country is on the line.


And with that, let’s get down to business.









CHAPTER 2


Civil Wrongs


“Experience should teach us to be most on our guard to protect liberty when the government’s purposes are beneficent. Men born to freedom are naturally alert to repel invasion of their liberty by evil-minded rulers. The greatest dangers to liberty lurk in insidious encroachment by men of zeal, well-meaning but without understanding.”


—Justice Louis Brandeis, dissent in Olmstead v. United States


“I will eat my hat if anyone can find language which provides that an employer will have to hire on the basis of percentage or quota related to color, race, religion or national origin.”


—Senator Hubert Humphrey, during the debate over the Civil Rights Act of 1964


From small beginnings, great mischief can grow.


Affirmative action began in 1965 under President Lyndon Johnson with the seemingly harmless Executive Order 11246, which required all contractors that conducted more than $10,000 worth of business with the government to “take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are employed and that employees are treated during employment, without regard to their race, color, religion, sex or national origin.”1 From this small statement, an understandable reaction against racial discrimination in some U.S. unions at the time, a giant civil rights bureaucracy grew—ironically one that very much required employers to give special weight to just those characteristics.


In 1978, a sharply divided Supreme Court (the nine justices issued six separate opinions) ruled in the case of Regents of the University of California v. Bakke that, while specific racial quotas for university admissions were impermissible, it was permissible to use race as a factor in admissions in so-called affirmative action policies.


This would later be more firmly but narrowly upheld in 2003 in Grutter v. Bollinger before finally being overturned in 2023 by the Court in Students for Fair Admissions v. Harvard.


While some are familiar with the original Bakke case as a generality, far fewer are familiar with the underlying facts or what happened to the plaintiff Bakke, and those who were admitted in his place, afterward. Their story is worth telling because it reveals so much about the diversity regime that has ruled us for many decades and how it discriminates against white Americans—and the consequences that discrimination causes for society as a whole. Until Justice Lewis Powell provided the key vote for it in Bakke, nobody realized that diversity could be a compelling state interest. After he did, ensuring the magic blessings of diversity (which, as we will see later, inevitably means, in practice, anti-white discrimination) became a necessity for many institutions.


Even Republican politicians, in the wake of the Bakke case, embraced the benefits of diversity. The phrase “diversity is our strength” appears to have originated with former vice president Dan Quayle, who used it in the wake of the deadly Los Angeles riots in the early 1990s: “I was asked many times in Japan about the recent events in Los Angeles,” Quayle said. “From the perspective of many Japanese, the ethnic diversity of our culture is a weakness compared to their homogeneous society. I begged to differ with my hosts. I explained that our diversity is our strength.”2


Alan Bakke, and other whites harmed by America’s diversity ideology, might not agree. Bakke was a Vietnam combat veteran and engineer in his early thirties who had graduated from the University of Minnesota. Bakke’s Medical College Admissions Test (MCAT) scores were outstanding: 97th percentile in scientific knowledge, 96th percentile in verbal, 94th percentile in quantitative, and 72nd percentile in general knowledge. His faculty interviewer at the University of California at Davis thought he was “a well-qualified candidate . . . a very desirable applicant, and I shall so recommend him.”3


Nonetheless, Bakke was rejected by UC-Davis in favor of non-white applicants with far inferior credentials. Bakke eventually sued UC Davis and was ultimately ordered admitted by the courts. Vicious protests greeted his arrival at medical school, and Bakke refused to grant press interviews. He eventually became an anesthesiologist working in his home state of Minnesota at the Mayo Clinic, where he presumably had a respected professional career (if he had fallen short, some liberal journalist surely would have discovered it).


One of the students who took Bakke’s place at UC-Davis Medical School in the year he was originally rejected was Patrick Chavis. Indeed, Chavis was often cited in media accounts as the student who took Bakke’s place. Chavis’s grades and test scores (generally in the 35th percentile nationally) were vastly lower than Bakke’s.4


In the years after his graduation, Chavis became something of a medical celebrity. In 1996, Senator Ted Kennedy cited him as a “perfect example” of how affirmative action worked, a statement that was far more apt than Kennedy was aware.5 He received a glowing 10-page profile and a cover appearance in New York Times Magazine, among write-ups in many other publications, highlighting his work as an obstetrician delivering thousands of babies (and performing thousands of abortions) in an “underserved community”6 in the Los Angeles area.


Shortly after these write-ups appeared, the bloom came off of Chavis’s rose. Having expanded his practice into liposuction for women looking to lose weight postpartum, in 1998, the Medical Board of California suspended his license for “gross negligence, incompetence and repeated negligent acts.” It cited his “inability to perform some of the most basic duties required of a physician.”7 He was sued for malpractice by at least twenty-one patients and their families, at least one of whom died after Dr. Chavis physically abandoned her after a failed liposuction procedure. In 2002, Chavis was killed in what prosecutors described as a presumed failed attempted carjacking in Hawthorne, California. His assailants were never found.


The fact that Bakke has at long last been overturned (at least on paper) after almost half a century does not change its status as an exemplar of the regime we live under. Even today, universities and businesses are plotting to get around the Students for Fair Admissions decision or obey the letter of the law while violating its spirit. Bakke’s underlying logic was fiercely endorsed not only by every one of the Court’s three liberal justices who dissented in Students for Fair Admissions, but by the media, every Democratic leader of Congress, and the president, as well as in impassioned statements by Barack and Michelle Obama, among many others. Virtually nobody supported Students for Fair Admissions except for American voters. Even in liberal California, the movement to restore affirmative action to universities (where it had been banned) went down to a 57–42 percent defeat, despite having the endorsement of almost every Democratic politician and despite outspending its opposition overwhelmingly.8


Leading universities (including Harvard, one of the defendants in Students for Fair Admissions) issued public statements in the immediate wake of the decision explaining how they intended to get around its substance, something they had been planning in recent years by removing objective standards such as test scores and class ranks from admissions consideration. Absent a conservative Supreme Court that was the product of a hotly contested 2016 election, Bakke would still be the law of the land.


The Bakke case is a stark example of the stakes of our current debates over anti-white discrimination. The discrimination against Bakke did not just hurt him personally but society as a whole, including the host of largely minority women who were victims of the incompetence of Dr. Chavis. Removing anti-white discrimination can literally be a matter of life and death. That is the system the Left passionately defends today.


Understanding the Civil Rights Regime


Before we examine the individual subject areas of anti-white discrimination, it is useful first to understand our overall civil rights regime, of which the affirmative action decision in Bakke was a part, that grew out of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This regime provides the intellectual superstructure that overarches many of the anti-white developments we see in American life.


Our current anti-white civil rights law rests on three pillars, which will be discussed at greater length below:




	Affirmative action


	Disparate impact


	The removal of free association.





In developing my analysis, I am particularly indebted to my Claremont colleague Christopher Caldwell, whose magisterial book The Age of Entitlement sees our “Constitution of 1964,” enshrined in the Civil Rights Act, as, however well-intentioned, essentially canceling many of the fundamental rights and liberties guaranteed to Americans by our original Constitution of 1789.9


Caldwell writes: “Civil rights ideology, especially when it hardened into a body of legislation, became, most unexpectedly, the model for an entirely new system of constantly churning political reform.”10 We are still in the midst of that “constantly churning political reform” and will continue to be until we fundamentally re-center our civil rights laws. As Caldwell noted, the law, meant to target “Southern bigots,” eventually put many if not most American institutions at risk for discrimination lawsuits.11


Caldwell sees the two constitutions as frequently incompatible, a reality that has worsened with each new civil rights law that has passed, or, more notably, with each new interpretation of the law from activist bureaucracy and judges. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 banned discrimination in the voting booth, in public schools, in restaurants, and other similar public facilities. But more important, it built out a large supervisory apparatus with increasing power to regulate companies, organizations—anyone who potentially fell afoul of its dictates.


It created an army of bureaucrats, lawyers, and others who became its enforcement arm. And when expanded into the Fair Housing Act of 1968, it increasingly controlled even the minutiae of how and where Americans lived. Not for nothing, as Caldwell notes, did Yale’s great civil rights historian C. Vann Woodward refer to the civil rights acts as America’s second Reconstruction.12


This disparate impact, if you will, of the civil rights laws themselves is increasingly visible throughout American society. Between 2007 and 2016, non-whites gained ten million jobs while whites lost seven hundred thousand, a trend that only temporarily reversed itself under Trump before resuming under Biden. This distribution of employment was no accident but a reflection of the fundamental power dynamics of the new America: “You could see rainbow flags flying alongside Black Lives Matter posters in rich and academic neighborhoods,” writes Caldwell. “The antithesis between ‘the regime’ and ‘the street’ was fading.” The losers from these arrangements were whites, and in particular white men, whom the laws were technically not designed to hurt, but as they helped everyone else, Caldwell argues, it amounted to the same thing.13


Civil rights law also served the instrumental purpose of demoralizing whites, the effects of which we will see in later chapters: “They fell asleep thinking of themselves as the people who build the country and woke up to find themselves occupying the bottom rung of an official hierarchy of races,” says Caldwell.14 Indeed, in this new regime, whites are almost beneath mention: “Twenty-first-century suburban whites were not protagonists of the nation’s moral narrative. Indeed, they barely figured in it.”15


Alan Bakke would heartily agree.


The Two Constitutions


Caldwell believes, as does this author, that much of our current struggle is over a question of which of our constitutions will ultimately reign supreme. Our struggle against anti-minority racism, represented in the Constitution of 1964, has swallowed every other consideration of what makes a successful society.


This presents challenges for me, for while racism is important and anti-white racism is the all-but-official ideology of our ruling regime, highlighting it so prominently arguably reinforces the pre-eminence of racism and discrimination in determining what constitutes good government.


Racial discrimination is a serious problem in any society, but there are many sins committed by our government (for example, fiscal profligacy, foreign military adventurism, a failure to educate its citizens, a failure to keep citizens safe from criminals) that are, in this author’s opinion, even worse than presiding over unequal racial outcomes. Unfortunately, because America has put “racism” at the center of our legal regime, whites labor under a profound disability.


Disparate Impact


Along with affirmative action, the demerits of which were so clearly demonstrated in the Bakke case, disparate impact has been a pillar of the anti-white discrimination enforced in American civil rights law.


Disparate impact was born in a 1971 Supreme Court ruling, Griggs v. Duke Power.16 While little known by the public, almost no ruling has enabled more anti-white discrimination than Griggs. It arose in response to the actions of Duke Power, a large North Carolina–based company that had enacted IQ and mechanical aptitude tests as part of an assessment for employee advancement.


No racial component to this test was alleged, nor was evidence offered that it had been done with an intent to discriminate by race. Yet white employees passed it at a substantially higher rate than black employees. The Supreme Court ruled this to be a violation of the Civil Rights Act and in doing so introduced the concept of “disparate impact” into U.S. law, declaring that a process with an outcome that varied by race could potentially be illegal even if no racial discrimination was intended.


It was ultimately up to the party in question to prove a business necessity or similar compelling interest in using the test. Until then, they were guilty until proven innocent. Today, disparate impact theory affects not just employment law, but housing policy, education, and criminal background and credit checks, discriminating against whites in almost every instance.


Even the very liberal Supreme Court of that time soon realized that Griggs had gone too far. In 1989, they effectively gutted Griggs in Wards Cove Packing Company v. Atonio, ruling that only a “business justification”17 was needed to avoid running afoul of disparate impact law, a relatively easy thing to demonstrate. But in 1991, establishment Republican President George H. W. Bush, in a shameful and short-sighted political capitulation, effectively reversed Wards Cove in a deal with Democrats, putting the burden of proof back on employers.18


As conservative civil rights activist (and then Department of Justice employee) Roger Clegg later wrote, “The reaction to the Supreme Court’s decisions was predictable and typified the later debate: shrill condemnation from civil rights groups followed with a tentative defense by the Bush administration.”19 Conservatives in the administration knew how bad overturning Wards Cove was, but they were stymied by political pressures and, ultimately, the cowardice of political leadership.


Disparate impact is how the state enforces anti-white discrimination, as Gail Heriot, a politically independent member of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, noted in an article, “Title VII Disparate Impact Liability Makes Virtually Everything Presumptively Illegal.”20 As a result, companies and other private entities are essentially at the mercy of the whims of the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice, an institution that is politically liberal under Republican presidents and politically radical under Democratic presidents (since virtually all career attorneys in the division are on the Left to Far Left).


It wasn’t supposed to be this way. Based on her detailed analysis of the debates that surrounded the legislation, Heriot claims it is “virtually certain”21 that disparate impact would not have been endorsed by the sponsors of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. In fact, the Senate floor managers explicitly committed that their legislation would not stop employment tests, the very item at issue in Griggs. But raw politics often does not care about legislative intent.


As with the Hart-Celler immigration legislation in 1965 (which we will discuss later) and any number of other social issues, those who were mocked brutally by the political and journalistic establishment for worrying about the extent or pace of change proposed under the Civil Rights Act were ultimately vindicated. It is almost as if there is a pattern here.


This illustrates a key aspect of contemporary civil rights law. In addition to the inherent problems within the legislation itself, over the years the liberal bureaucracy has dramatically expanded its scope, often without congressional authorization, and, with the help of activist judges, has even subverted the clear intent and language of the Civil Rights Act, often in service of an anti-white agenda.


As Heriot noted bluntly, “Members of the 88th Congress tried much harder than they should have needed to in order to ensure they would not be misunderstood. But in establishing disparate impact liability, the EEOC and the Griggs Court saw to it those efforts would be for naught.”22


Disparate impact has been used exhaustively to deprive whites of jobs they would have otherwise earned. Much of this happens not overtly, but due to the ubiquitous looming threat of a disparate impact lawsuit. Companies simply won’t try to implement policies that might inadvertently give an advantage to whites, even if there is a compelling non-racial rationale for their use. Most companies, above all, loathe legal risk. The internet is filled with websites advising employers on how to avoid unintentional disparate impact in their employment practices.23


As the late Justice Thurgood Marshall wrote in a different context, “The value of the sword of Damocles is that it hangs—not that it drops.”24 


Freedom of Association


Beyond affirmative action and disparate impact, the third pillar of modern anti-white civil rights laws has been the removal of freedom of association, a bulwark of America’s original Constitution, as a legally valid concept. As Caldwell notes in The Age of Entitlement, “Eliminating freedom of association from the Constitution changed everything.”25


There are two compelling rights at stake concerning freedom of association—first, the right of people to obtain goods and services, and second, the right of a business or individual to choose who he or she wants as customers, just as any customer is free to choose what businesses he or she wants to patronize.


With respect to public goods and services, few would dispute that the government must provide them on an equal basis to all Americans. But with private businesses, the situation is more complicated, something the libertarian-leaning Senator Rand Paul tried to express in 2014: “I don’t like the idea of telling private business owners—I abhor racism. . . . I do believe in private ownership.”26 Paul later hedged his remarks in the wake of attacks from the Left.


In making this fundamental distinction between the public and private spheres, Paul was following the lead of the late political philosopher Leo Strauss, himself a Jewish refugee from Nazism, who noted the dangers of attacking private “discrimination.” According to Strauss, this would entail “The abolition of the private sphere, the denial of the difference between the state and society, in a word, the destruction of liberal society.”27 This is just what our civil rights regime has done.


In the well-known case of the Colorado baker who refused to bake a cake for a gay wedding (while happily serving gay customers who asked for cakes that didn’t violate his religious beliefs), there were any number of other local bakers who would have been happy to serve the gay couple in question. In fact, the business owner was specifically targeted for his deeply held religious views. Under our current legal regime, the victims are often effectively perpetrators.


One possible solution would be to create a legal framework that preserves a strong right for all Americans to obtain goods and services while requiring someone to show that the failure of a particular provider to offer goods and services to a particular customer was both intentionally discriminatory AND placed an undue burden on a consumer. This would do wonders in terms of restoring freedom of association and eliminating frivolous lawsuits. Until then, expect the plaintiffs’ bar to get rich at the expense of any sufficiently unsympathetic white defendant.


Penumbras and Emanations


While Caldwell sees the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as the major culprit behind this new constitution, political scientist Richard Hanania, the president of the Center for the Study of Partisanship and Ideology, and others see subsequent meddling by diversity bureaucrats as perhaps an even larger problem.


The Department of Justice’s civil rights division has grown overwhelmingly over the years, as have the number of people who claim, genuinely or dubiously, to belong to a protected class. In numerous cases, from Raquel Saraswati28 to Rachel Dolezal to Senator Elizabeth Warren, white people have attempted to claim minority identities to get bonus points in our society. In the past, when society was structurally racist in the opposite direction, numerous people, from African Americans to Hispanics to Asians, attempted to pass for white. Today, attempts to pass for another race invariably go in the opposite direction.


Hanania writes, “For so many public intellectuals and politicians to be anti-woke but indifferent to civil rights law struck me as similar to worrying about global warming but not bothering to know anything about energy policy.”29


Hanania argues that much of the diversity regime we have today is a function of DOJ rulings and procedures set decades ago, not simply the Civil Rights Act of 1964. “The triumph of this ideology over the last ten years in public discourse is simply culture catching up to law.”30


He details how, in 2019, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) sued the retail store chain Dollar General for doing criminal background checks (these had a disproportionate effect on black applicants). The government eventually settled for $6 million. He also notes how the Obama administration punished schools that had differential rates of punishment for black and white students, ignoring the fact that these reflected different underlying patterns of behavior.31 The latter policy was instrumental in the failure to discipline and ultimately prosecute a Florida teen named Trayvon Martin for a theft he committed. Martin would later be shot and killed after an encounter with neighborhood watch volunteer George Zimmerman and his family would portray him as an innocent victim. It was out of this incident that the Black Lives Matter movement first arose.


Modern governmental interpretation of the Civil Rights Act also created the concept of a “hostile work environment,” which gave birth to the modern corporate HR department. As Eugene Volokh of UCLA Law School has noted, the growth of these departments can be traced directly to federal race and gender policies.32


In 1955, fewer than 30 percent of organizations had HR offices, but by 1985, this had grown to 70 percent. Forty percent had an affirmative action office in 1985, up from zero in 1967.33


Soon enough, anti-white discrimination was entrenched. When the Reagan administration attempted to weaken the enforcement of these laws, they were dismayed to find the business community opposing them. The new reality had already been baked in by the administrative state and activist judges. This is a problem that still plagues us.


The Trump administration thought about undoing disparate impact but didn’t even approach the issue until early January 2021, long after it should have been addressed.34 The next GOP president, whoever it may be, should have such reforms on the front burner.


Judicial Review: The Enforcers


Rules and procedures are only useful if they have a powerful enforcement arm.


This is why the final necessary product of the civil rights apparatus is control of the judiciary. It’s why the Left has campaigned so ferociously to control the judiciary, the governmental branch they used to remake society before the Trump administration’s appointments gave us a solidly right-leaning Supreme Court for the first time in living memory. It’s why even at the top levels of their party (Joe Biden declined to disavow it during his campaign), the Democrats have legitimized “packing the Supreme Court,” a tool so radical that it was dramatically and overwhelmingly rejected by Democrats in the 1930s, even when FDR was demanding it and they had a 3–1 supermajority in Congress.


To enforce the civil rights regime’s rules against white Americans, one needs compliant judges. Little wonder, then, that President Biden’s remaking of the judicial branch has been one of the starkest examples of anti-white racism in recent policymaking. The corruption is powerful because the judiciary increasingly acts as a super-legislature, and left-wing judges are entirely unmoored from the Constitution.


While Biden was certainly not the first president, formally or informally, to appoint someone to the court based on demographics, his efforts went far beyond even the racial tokenism of Bill Clinton and Barack Obama to an entirely new level of cynicism.


Most egregious was his pledge, casually accepted at the time with little pushback except from a few quarters of the Right, to appoint a black woman to the Supreme Court. In doing so, he was proposing to elevate, to arguably the most powerful position in our government outside of the presidency, someone from a group that made up less than 2 percent of lawyers overall, and an even smaller percentage of truly outstanding attorneys that ought to be considered for such an honor.


Most people think of affirmative action as a “thumb on the scale,” but in reality, it’s more like a ton of bricks, particularly at the elite level. In one recent cohort, just 29 African Americans scored over 170 on the LSAT, an average score for a top ten law school (note that this average itself is depressed by affirmative action admissions). In that same year, more than 1,900 white applicants received this 170+ score, a more than 60–1 ratio.35 (Of course, for a Supreme Court justice, you would want someone of far higher acuity than that of just an “average” student at a top law school.)


Assume those scores are divided equally among men and women, and you are looking at perhaps fourteen black women per year with the performance to even be considered average students at a top ten law school, much less a standout at the level of a Supreme Court justice. Little wonder that one judge nominated by Biden was exposed as not knowing, among other things, what Article II and Article V of the Constitution were—which should be elementary for any law student, much less someone seeking to become a federal judge.36


Yet of the ninety-seven federal judges Biden approved during the first two years of his term, just five were white men (a group that, in addition to scoring highly, makes up 50 percent of total attorneys), while twenty-two were black women.37 So roughly 23 percent of Biden’s judges were coming from a group that (generously) might have had 0.5 percent of the highly qualified candidates for the position.


Such extreme discrimination cannot even be excused on the grounds of political expedience or representation of one’s electoral coalition (neither of which, to be clear, are good reasons to racially discriminate). Biden’s coalition of voters in 2020 was made up of approximately 27 percent white men, more than five times the rate that he selected to be judges in the first two years of his term.38


Even white women, who fared “better,” comprised 29 percent of Biden’s voters but just 23 percent of his judges. And 11 percent of federal judges are African American, a number representing just 4.5 percent of the legal profession, suggesting blacks are 2.5 times overrepresented among judges as compared to their representation as lawyers—and that’s not even taking into account judge quality and legal achievements.39 President Trump, by contrast, had a percentage of minority judges that was almost identical to the percentage of minority voters in his electoral coalition.


Meanwhile, the standards that would normally be used for judicial selection—scholarly output (virtually no minority women are listed among the most cited law professors), big law firm partnership (less than 2 percent were black and Latina women despite aggressive affirmative action)—were nowhere to be found. And this shows up in decisions.


Justice Sonia Sotomayor clearly does not understand some basic distinctions between state and federal powers.40 In her unimpressive dissent in Students for Fair Admissions, Judge Ketanji Brown Jackson made basic errors of fact and had an interpretation that was devoid of legal reasoning and history at times, looking silly in comparison to Clarence Thomas’s evisceration of her position.41


Biden’s affirmative action judiciary was a disaster for the country, but not for Biden—since he was most concerned with finding judges who would maintain America’s anti-white legal edifice. And these judges judge racially, mistaking their own political preferences for the Constitution.


Nowhere was this more apparent than in Biden’s selection of Nancy Abudu for the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals. Abudu came directly from a career at the Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC), a far-left group that has made a career out of smearing conservatives and attacking whites who will not toe the leftist line on racial matters. Not for nothing did National Review refer to Abudu as a “concession to the far left.” More than fifty prominent individuals and groups signed a letter opposing her nomination, arguing that Abudu works “for a disreputable organization that has no business being a feeder for positions to any judicial office—not even of a traffic court—let alone the second highest court system in the United States. She is a political activist not a jurist and is unfit to serve at the federal appellate level.”42


According to the Family Research Council, “Senator Ted Cruz was one of the most vocal critics of Abudu, drilling her on her record, highlighting her time at the SPLC and the ACLU: ‘You’ve never served as a judge. You’ve spent your entire life as an advocate and as an advocate on the extreme left. There has been a pattern of nominee after nominee that had been extreme zealots. But I have to say, your nomination, when I look at your record, I find deeply concerning. The Southern Poverty Law Center is a hateful and extreme place. And their hate, among other things, has led to horrific violence.’”43


“I can’t believe you’ve been nominated for this position,” Senator Josh Hawley said. “I can’t believe that the president of the United States would nominate someone from this organization with this record. And I can’t believe that you would sit here today and refuse to condemn this hateful, frankly violent rhetoric from this organization with this record. It’s astounding to me.”44


Nonetheless, on a party-line vote, Abudu was confirmed to the court of appeals. What Hawley and Cruz viewed as an obvious demerit in Abudu’s ability to judge impartially, Biden and the Democrats viewed as an asset. The president was looking for reliable troops to entrench a racial caste system in America, not dispassionate fair-minded jurists.


The Left has made it clear that if the courts lack their preferred ethnic composition, it means they may not be legitimate. “Trump’s appointments have made the federal judiciary less diverse. And our research as scholars of judicial politics suggests that could erode the legitimacy of the judicial system,” wrote the authors of one influential paper.45 Having judges that follow the Constitution is strictly suckers’ talk. Having judges with the right amount of melanin is the new name of the game.


The paper’s authors go on to note that this “could damage the court’s ability to serve its function as a neutral arbiter of the law in American politics and society.”46 In other words, if you aren’t the right race, you can’t arbitrate about race. This is the legal equivalent of saying, “Nice courts, it would be a shame if something happened to them.” Such intellectual mafiosi tactics increasingly characterize the legal Left today. The civil rights behemoth is at the center of its power, and anyone who threatens its authority can expect a ferocious challenge.


Having set the stage by discussing the legal framework that undergirds anti-white power, we will next explore how that framework and other assets have been used to discriminate against and punish white Americans in many different areas of society.









CHAPTER 3


Crime and Punishment


“Show me the man, and I will find you the crime.”


—Lavrentiy Beria, head of Stalin’s secret police


“Every assistant D.A. in the Bronx, from the youngest Italian just out of St. John’s law to the oldest Irish bureau chief . . . shared Captain Ahab’s Mania for the Great White Defendant. For a start, it was not pleasant to go through life telling yourself, ‘What I do for a living is, I pack blacks and Latins off to jail.’”


—Tom Wolfe, Bonfire of The Vanities


On August 23, 2020, several officers in Kenosha, Wisconsin, a small city on the banks of Lake Michigan situated almost equidistantly between Chicago and Milwaukee, went to serve an arrest warrant on a man named Jacob Blake after his girlfriend and the mother of his children, who had recently taken out a restraining order against him, called the police and let them know Blake was trespassing and hassling her.


As it turned out, Blake had taken his girlfriend’s car (and their children) without permission. In addition to the restraining order, police arriving on the scene knew Blake had already had warrants served against him for sexual assault in July and for trespassing and disorderly conduct in May. As they attempted to serve the warrants, Blake violently resisted, continuing to fight even after being Tased twice and putting one of the officers in a headlock. He finally lunged at police with a knife, at which point he was shot seven times by Rusten Sheskey, a white police officer on the scene, paralyzing him partially from the waist down.1


Despite Blake having open warrants for his arrest (a fact known to the officers) and having on camera clearly resisted arrest and lunged with a knife at the officers, under political pressure, prosecutors seriously considered charging Officer Sheskey with a crime (before declining to do so).2


Blake’s family then hired attorney Benjamin Crump, a notorious lawyer in many racially-charged cases who had previously worked with, among others, the families of Trayvon Martin and Michael Brown (in Martin’s case, his killer was acquitted, and in Brown’s case, the police officer accused of murdering him was not even charged and later completely exonerated by Obama’s Justice Department though not before his life and career had been ruined).3 By October 2021, even Biden’s radical DOJ declined to charge Sheskey, knowing there was no case against him. Yet this did not stop the anti-white and anti-police rhetoric from flowing freely.


In the immediate aftermath of the shooting, protests erupted. These quickly turned violent, and police cars were damaged. That night, there were violent riots as misinformation spread throughout the community. A car dealership was set on fire along with the front of the local courthouse and several other buildings. The next day, the governor, a Democrat, called out the National Guard, rail service into Kenosha was suspended, and freeway exits were closed. The following day, rioters attempted to attack the police station and burn down a gas station and several other buildings. Overall, the rioting saw forty businesses destroyed and more than one hundred damaged.4 The story quickly went national. The WNBA canceled their games over multiple days in protest.5 Improbably, Jacob Blake, sexual assaulter and thug, had become yet another victim of “racist policing.”


Within a day, a “Kenosha Guard” Facebook page, started by a former Kenosha alderman, arose, calling on residents to protect property and businesses from rioters. After a little more than a day, they’d accumulated five thousand names. The next day, rioters repeatedly attempted to breach the courthouse and the protest became even more violent.6


That night, a seventeen-year-old white boy from just over the state line in Illinois named Kyle Rittenhouse appeared on the scene. Rittenhouse, who would later say in an interview with Tucker Carlson that he supported the BLM movement and peaceful protests, had always admired the police and had joined a public safety cadet program at the age of fifteen. During the riots, he was recorded on video being thanked by police and others for helping to protect property from rioters. He had a first aid kit with him to treat injuries.7
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“In a country where being racist is the ultimate

sin, how has our ruling class gotten away with

attacking the majority of Americans on the

basis of their race? The answer is scary, and this
outstanding book explains.”
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