dismal state that makes them wonder
why they should even bother. Optimists
are usually political figures who promise
instant and unrealistic success—leaving
their followers downcast. “If it is your
duty to work for our race,” he said,
“optimism and pessimism have nothing
to do with it.”
Fourth, he urged us to avoid “cranks
and historians.” Cranks, who seem
irresistibly drawn to our movement,
are the sort of people one would not
comfortably introduce to one’s mother
or professional associates. It is best to
stay away from them. “Historians” are
people who want to characterize our
struggle in terms of some aspect of the
past, and this usually causes trouble. A
fight over whether Lincoln or Churchill
or even Hitler was good or bad is a distraction from our common struggle. Mr.
Walker said he does not, himself, care
for the French tricolor, as it is the flag
of the Revolution, but this would never
interfere with his support of French
patriots who honor the flag.
Mr. Walker also emphasized the
contributions women can make to our
movement. Unlike men, who have
romantic ideas about what they can
accomplish, women are practical and
understand the importance of basic
material objectives. He also pointed
out that our age is one that has been
increasingly feminized, so a movement
dominated by male perspectives is likely
to drift out of touch. Young people are
also important to a movement, and they
may be attracted by activities that are
more fun than political.
Mr. Walker explained that alliances
can be vital but they must always be
approached practically. One need
not like one’s allies in order to work
towards common goals, and alliances
can be close, loose, or temporary, as
appropriate. Some associations can

bring our movement out of marginalization; others need not even be publicly
acknowledged.
Mr. Walker concluded that if we
bear these principles in mind we will
no longer be part of movements that do
not move and false dawns that never
come.
Sam Dickson was true to his nowtraditional AR role in closing the
conference. He began by pointing out
how many young people were in the
audience, and marveled at the independence of mind now required for a young
American to resist anti-white indoctrination. He noted that the governments of
virtually every white nation are at war
with their own people, and suggested
that no monarch of past ages ever treated
his own people with such savagery.
Mr. Dickson wryly suggested that the
old story of the emperor’s new clothes
should be retold to reflect our own times:
Instead of being praised for his good
sense, the child who points out the emperor’s nakedness would be arrested and
expelled from school, and his parents
would be judged incompetent guardians
and sent to a reeducation camp.
The main theme of Mr. Dickson’s remarks was the importance of a homeland
for American whites. He noted that there
are precedents for such homelands, most
notably the creation of Israel as a homeland for Jews. He pointed out that unlike
Israel, which required the replacement
of one population with another, the
United States has for centuries been the
home of large numbers of whites, who
could reach generous agreements on
allocation of territory with populations
of other races.
He compared the longing of American whites for a homeland to the longing
of the native Irish for homes of their
own at a time when so many were tenants to absentee landlords. He read the

Race is an Illusion

poem An Old Woman of the Roads by
Padraic Colum:
O, to have a little house!
To own the hearth and stool and all!
The heap’d up sods upon the fire,
The pile of turf against the wall!
To have a clock with weights and
chains
And pendulum swinging up and
down!
A dresser filled with shining delph,
Speckled and white and blue and
brown!
I could be busy all the day
Clearing and sweeping hearth and
floor,
And fixing on their shelf again
My white and blue and speckled
store!
I could be quiet there at night
Beside the fire and by myself,
Sure of a bed and loth to leave
The ticking clock and the shining
delph! . . .
And I am praying to God on high,
And I am praying Him night and
day,
For a little house—a house of my
own—
Out of the wind’s and the rain’s
way.
Mr. Dickson added that a desire for
home or homeland is one of the most
basic and legitimate, and that only when
whites have a secure territory they can
call their own will their future as a race
and culture be assured.
With this benediction, and the hope
of seeing everyone again at the next AR
conference, a very successful weekend
came to a close.

Bruce Baum, The Rise and Fall of the Caucasian Race: A Political History of Racial Identity,
New York University Press, 2006, 341 pp., $45.00.

We are merely “racialized”
to be black or white.

I

reviewed by Thomas Jackson
t would be difficult to think of a
subject on which more foolishness
has been written than race. Many of
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the books published on race today are
so wrongheaded it is hard to believe
normally functioning humans actually wrote, edited, proofread, printed,
and tried to sell them. The Rise and
Fall of the Caucasian Race is a good
example.
The author, Bruce Baum, is an assistant professor of political science at the

University of British Columbia. Like all
academics these days, he claims there is
no such thing as race, but he goes farther:
He wants to show us where this false
idea came from, and just how nefarious
were the motives of the white men who
invented it. His view—widely shared
by social scientists in North America
and laughed at by everyone else—is
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that people are not born with race but
are “racialized” by society. The people
we know as “Caucasians” “racialized”
themselves as “white,” and “racialized”
Africans as “black,” Asians as “Asians,”
etc., and in so doing justified their own
oppression of other “races.”
Even if only as an attempt to solve
an intellectual riddle, it is worth trying
to puzzle out what this means. The idea
seems to be that what we call “race” is
based on physical differences so trivial
no healthy person would even notice
them. Having fastened upon these meaningless, superficial differences, “white”
people then rigged the world so that
people they “racialized” as non-white
ended up on the bottom.
Sometimes we get the impression that
there need not even be physical differences between groups for some people
to be “racialized” and oppressed. Prof.
Baum quotes someone named Kenan
Malik: “It is not ‘race’ that gives rise
to inequality, but inequality that gives
rise to race.” Prof. Baum adds: “The
nature of modern society has created
inequalities between different groups
and these have come to be perceived in
racial terms.” “Groups of people have
been made into ‘blacks’ and ‘whites,’ ”
he explains, “and this was a social and
political process.”
Race, in other words, has no independent existence. Certain bad people
somehow got the better of certain unoffending and almost indistinguishable
other people and then declared, “We’re
Caucasians and you’re not.” They then
went on, generation after generation, to
use this who-is/who-isn’t trick to grind
down the ones who weren’t.
As Prof. Baum tries to explain,
“While there are no white and black
races in the biological sense, there have
been (and still are) white and black
racialized groups, and these racialized
group identities have had and continue
to have enormous social, cultural, and
material consequences.” Somehow, the
people whites have “racialized as dominant” stay dominant, and the people
they have “racialized as inferior,” stay
inferior.
We will return later to just how silly
all this is, but we must negotiate much
silliness in order to grasp what people
like Prof. Baum are saying. Race, he
says, was literally invented by white
people in the 16th and 17th centuries
as a justification for mistreating other
people, and he will tell us how.
American Renaissance

All in the name of “racialized” oppression.

Where Race Came From
Prof. Baum reluctantly concedes that
people other than whites have occasionally noticed group differences and disliked strangers. He insists, however, that
this was mere ethnic prejudice, which is
not nearly so vicious as full-blown racism, which was invented by whites. Hutus and Tutsis may massacre each other,
but this is only “ethnic prejudice.”
According to Prof. Baum, whites
probably invented race as a way to
justify slavery. He quotes a fellow student of the subject who puts it bluntly:

“Slavery produced racism.” It was the
Atlantic slave trade that drove whites to
the delusion that they were white and
Africans were black, and “this divide
was arguably the pivot on which racial
thought was further elaborated.” Once
whites got a taste for dominance, “all
that remained for the full elaboration of
the concept of race was for intellectuals and scientists working in the fields
of ‘natural history’ and biology to use
the term to classify supposedly distinct
types of human beings in a systematic
way.” The stage was set for centuries
of racism.
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Much of this book is a history of racial classification, and especially of the
origins of the term “Caucasian.” Prof.
Baum reports that the word “race” is first
found in Italian and Spanish in the late
1300s, and meant “of common origin or
descent.” He adds that the Frenchman
Francois Bernier (1625-88), an avid

Johann Blumenbach, early miscreant.

world traveler and popular travel writer,
was the first to use the word in something like the modern sense to mean
varieties of humans. His contemporary,
the British philosopher and admirer of
Bacon, William Petty (1623-87), was
typical of the pioneering generation of
early race scholars. He noted that Europeans and Africans differed remarkably
in skin color, type of hair, and shape of
nose, lips, cheeks, and skull. “They differ also in their Naturall Manners, & in
the internall Qualities of their Minds,”
he added.
As science progressed, classifications
became more refined. The celebrated
Swedish taxonomist Carl Linnaeus
(1707-78) first published his Systems of
Nature in 1735. As he updated it through
10 editions, Linnaeus tried out several sets of categories for human classification but eventually settled on four
“varieties:” Americanus, Europaeus,
Asiaticus, and Afer. He categorized
people, just as he did plants and animals,
and his descriptions of appearance and
behavior include the details any careful observer of the period would have
thought significant.
Where did the term “Caucasian”
come from? It is usually associated with
the German naturalist Johann Blumenbach, but Prof. Baum reports that it was
another German, Christoph Meiners
(1747-1810), who first used the expression in 1785, when he divided man
American Renaissance

into two great branches, Caucasian and
Mongolian. It is not entirely clear why
Meiners called white people Caucasian,
but it was widely believed in Europe that
after the Flood, the Ark came to rest not
far from the Caucasus, and that this was
where Europeans originated. Like many
people who later promoted the term
“Caucasian,” Meiners also thought the
Georgian people who lived in the area
were especially beautiful.
It was the far better known Blumenbach (1752-1840), however, who
popularized the term “Caucasian,”
when he used it in the 1795 edition of
On the Natural Variety of Mankind.
Like Meiners, he considered Georgians
and Ossetians especially handsome. He
studied skull shapes as a part of racial
classification, and thought the skull of a
Georgian female was the most beautiful
in his collection. Blumenbach was unusual for his time in expressly rejecting
the idea that races differed in mental
abilities.
The French naturalist Georges Cuvier
(1767-1832) adopted and promoted the
term “Caucasian”—along with the idea
that Georgians were beautiful—as did
the American Samuel George Morton
(1799-1851). Like Blumenbach, Morton studied skulls, and found racial
differences in cranial capacity that corresponded to differences in intelligence.
Within a generation, therefore, the term

Blumenbach’s favorite skull.

“Caucasian” became widespread, and
men like John Stewart Mill and Charles
Darwin used it.
Whether or not they adopted the
term “Caucasian,” Immanuel Kant,
George Buffon, John Locke, and David
Hume all wrote intelligently about human biological differences, which they
referred to as race. Kant, for example,

concluded that racial characteristics
were irreducibly biological, given that
these characteristics persist from generation to generation, and that racial mixes
produce what are clearly half-breeds.
Like most men of his time, Kant did not
think highly of Africans, concluding that
they “have by nature no feeling that rises
above the trifling.”

A Georgian beauty.

As for calling whites “Caucasians,” it
was not long before scientists began to
point out the geographical eccentricity
of applying this term to Europeans, and
to suggest that Georgians weren’t all
that good-looking anyway. For a time,
according to Prof. Baum, the idea of a
Caucasian race fell into relative eclipse,
as Europeans turned upon themselves
the urge to classify. (Prof. Baum takes
the absurd position that this was in order
to “racialize” European class differences.) The invention of the cephalic
index, calculated by dividing the breadth
of the skull by its width and multiplying
by 100, was one of the bases for dividing
whites into Nordics, Alpines, and Mediterraneans. The American race scholar
Madison Grant was greatly taken with
this typology, which nevertheless fell
out of favor by the 1930s or 1940s.
Prof. Baum writes derisively about
the work of these pioneering scholars,
emphasizing their disagreements and
occasional contradictions. Despite his
sneering, however, it is clear that they
were simply trying to understand their
world. As Europeans explored more
obscure corners of the earth they discovered unfamiliar peoples, and were
naturally curious about their origins
and how they might be related to each
other. It was also natural that they should
consider themselves superior to these
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primitives.
Some of their assumptions and
disputes—Voltaire thought blacks and
whites were a different species; there
was disagreement over whether whites
had developed from non-white ancestors
or whether non-whites had degenerated
from early white ancestors—may seem

Ashley Montague: An early race denier and
hero to Prof. Baum, but did not go far enough.

odd today, but were entirely understandable at a time before paleo-anthropology
or genetics.
More to the point, Prof. Baum provides no evidence that any of the men he
discusses were trying to justify slavery
or any kind of mistreatment of nonwhites by classifying varieties of man.
His assertion that they had impure or
non-scientific motives appears to reflect
his refusal to recognize the value of human taxonomy and his deep suspicion
of anyone who would study race.
There are, of course, heroes in this
book: people such as Franz Boas, Ashley
Montague, and Stephen Gould, who
downplayed race and were among the
first to promote the idea that race is a
myth. Naturally, Montague gets a lot of
attention, along with his 1942 claim that
“the idea of ‘race’ represents one of the
greatest, if not the greatest, of errors of
our times, and the most tragic.” Even
Montague, however, does not quite
measure up because he showed some
grip on reality by writing, “Truth will not
be advanced by denying the existence of
large groups of mankind characterized
more or less, by distinctive inherited
traits.” Prof. Baum thinks this gives the
idea of race too much credit.
What, in Prof. Baum’s view, brought
the race scientists around at last to the
view that race is unimportant? Here he
admits that pure science had very little to
American Renaissance

do with it, noting that from the 1930s onwards, people injected egalitarian ideas
from other fields into the study of race.
In other words, the currently fashionable
view that race is irrelevant is the result
of deliberate attempts to subvert science
through ideology. After claiming, and
failing to prove, that the early scholars
had non-scientific motives, Prof. Baum
confesses that his heroes deliberately
bent their research to political ends.
Prof. Baum therefore takes the view
that race has never been studied objectively. He simply happens to like the
race-is-a myth fad because it fits his
ideology, and even admits he thinks
ideology is what leads to truth: “Democratizing” movements such as feminism,
decolonization, and anti-racism “have
often revealed limitations of existing
theories about the world and generated
advances in human knowledge.” He
cites no examples of such advances.
For a book that claims there is no
such thing as biological race, The Rise
and Fall of the Caucasian Race devotes
almost no space to this subject. Prof.
Baum’s only “scientific” argument is the
old chestnut that there is more genetic
variety within populations than between

in how certain drugs work and certain
diseases develop—this is only because
race “provides information about the
social circumstances and lifestyles
of patients.” He insists that as groups
become more equal, race will become
medically meaningless. We are left
wondering why the heart-failure drug
BiDil, which does not work on whites,
nevertheless works on blacks who have
high incomes, are married, and speak
standard English just as well as it works
on ghetto miscreants.
Prof. Baum is relieved that Luigi
Luca Cavalli-Sforza, the Stanford
geneticist who has done pioneering
work in charting the genetic distances
between populations, rejects the use of
the word “race.” He fails to point out,
however, that Cavalli-Sforza’s “populations” and the genetic distances between
them correspond almost perfectly with
the findings of physical anthropologists
who freely used the R-word (see review
of Cavalli-Sforza’s Genes, Peoples, and
Languages, AR, August 2000).
Prof. Baum also makes much of the
fact that students of race have seldom
agreed on how many races there are, and
draws from this disagreement the non

How did they mange to have slavery without “racialization”?

them. He then goes on to draw the incorrect conclusion that this means a black
could be more genetically similar to a
white than to other blacks (see “Race
Denial: The Power of a Delusion,” AR,
June 2003; “The Genetics of Race,” AR,
July 2006). He even argues that although
race can sometimes be a useful medical
category—it is now well established that
there are distinct population differences

sequitur conclusion that race must not
exist. In any discipline, there are lumpers and splitters, that is to say, people
who like large, inclusive categories,
and people who like fine distinctions.
What is the best way to classify motor
vehicles? Some people would be satisfied with a division between cars and
trucks. But then where would you put
school buses? Other people would insist
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that convertibles, two-seaters, and SUVs
were distinct classes, while others might
say they were all cars. There would be

No different from a school bus.

disagreement on how to classify motorcycles and whether even to include gaspowered golf carts. Prof. Baum would
say that these disagreements mean there
are no meaningful categories of motor
vehicles and that all motor vehicles are
really the same.
Tangles
Prof. Baum gets into tangles like this
because he will not face the obvious.
He would insist that all races or human
groups are equal; but if that is so, how
did whites manage to enslave blacks
and not the other way around? And how
did whites manage to paralyze entire
races for centuries simply by “racializing” them as inferior? The moment
whites said they were black, Africans
apparently collapsed into helplessness
from which they have yet to recover.
The truth, of course, is that Africans
and Australian Aborigines were primi-

“Planetary Humanism”

Not to be mistaken for a Dane.

tive long before any white man came
along to “racialize” them, and would
have stayed primitive with or without
white men.
Even more fundamentally, if there is
no such thing as biological race, how do
white people tell themselves apart from
American Renaissance

the people they are trying to “racialize”
and dominate? Might it be that people
are born with physical traits so striking and unmistakable it is natural to
group them by these
traits?
Prof. Baum would
probably admit that
he can distinguish
unerringly between
Pygmies and Danes.
He would perhaps
admit that if Danes
keep marrying Danes and Pygmies keep
marrying Pygmies, they will look just as
different 1,000 years from now as they
do today. Prof. Baum is adamant that
these striking differences do not amount
to something we should call race. What,
then, should we call them? Is it evil even
to notice them? And why is it wrong to
wonder whether the hundreds of thousands of years of separate evolution that
produced those differences did not also
produce mental differences?
Ultimately, the race deniers fear the
truth might knock the props out from
under their illusions. Ideology comes
first, and then the facts, and we can tell
from how he writes how slavishly Prof.
Baum hews to ideology.
According to Prof. Baum, Columbus
did not discover America; he “discovered” it. It is not European natives but
European “natives” who resist nonwhite immigration. Prof. Baum even
feels compelled to assert his ideological
superiority over authors he cites with
approval. He quotes a 1937 passage
from one of his heroes, Frankfurt
School founder Max Horkheimer,
about “the world which is given
to the individual and which he [sic]
must accept . . . .” Prof. Baum would
have written “he or she,” and wants
to be sure we know it. He quotes
another passage about the “major
ethnic groups of man [sic].” Correct
ideology comes even before common sense, much less inconvenient
facts.

What are Prof. Baum’s policy recommendations? In his circle, there is a
brisk debate over whether the word and
concept of race should be completely
junked because any talk of it, even
of the most earnestly anti-racist kind,
might “reify” a false concept. As Prof.

Baum frets, “There are risks involved
in using racial categories in efforts to
overcome racism—most important, this
practice may perpetuate racialist thinking despite the most vigilant efforts to
critique ‘race.’ ”
Prof. Baum finally concludes, however, that the risks must be run. Colorblindness will only perpetuate inequality and
let “racists” off the hook. Anti-racists
must therefore face the demon headon: “People who have been racialized
as Caucasians must acknowledge our
historically racialized identities as
Caucasian—along with the social and
material advantages it entails—even as
we work with others to end the myth of
a ‘Caucasian race.’ ”
But how would we know we had
destroyed the myth? Prof. Baum doesn’t
say. He does urge upon us the goal of
“planetary humanism,” but when he
finally descends from abstractions to

Why does it work only on blacks?

practical advice, he says only that whites
should support racial preferences for
non-whites. Or should they? Racial
preferences are based on race, which we
know is an illusion. He says classifying
by race is as irrational as classifying
people as witches, but how do we know
whether the university has admitted
enough blacks and American Indians if
we don’t classify by race? It is hard to
know how to fight racism when there is
no such thing as race.
The best stance may simply be to
adopt Prof. Baum’s basic contempt
for whites. He writes that the race that
called itself “Caucasian” is “bound up
with various crimes against humanity
during the past two centuries, even if it
has not yet been called into account for
its role in these crimes,” so anything that
hurts or insults whites can presumably
be seen as calling them to account. Prof.
Baum also believes that aside from the
invention of racism, there is probably
nothing of cultural value that could be

- 12 LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED

April 2008

characterized as white. Whites could
conceivably disappear and little of value
would be lost.

Some day, academics will look back
on books like this and see them for the
insulting nonsense they are. In the mean-

time, they are the sort of thing university
presses publish and employees of the
state teach to our children.

Jared Taylor Lecture Canceled at MSU
Ruffians prevail over free
speech.
by Kyle Bristow

E

arly in February, the
Michigan State University chapter of the
Young Americans for Freedom (MSU-YAF) announced
it had invited Jared Taylor to
speak on campus about how
diversity and multiculturalism
threaten our society. Mr. Taylor would hardly have been
the first controversial speaker
MSU-YAF has hosted. In the
last year and a half, we have
sponsored talks by former
presidential candidate Tom
Tancredo, Chris Simcox of
the Minuteman Civil Defense
Corps, Mark Krikorian of the
Center for Immigration Studies, and
Nick Griffin of the British National
Party, as well as many others.
I have been forced to withdraw Mr.
Taylor’s invitation, because of a combination of factors that have resulted
in a serious abridgement of free speech
at MSU.
First, the National Young Americans for Freedom, which serves as the
umbrella organization for all campus
YAF chapters, threatened to revoke our
YAF charter if the talk went forward.
Chairman Erik Johnson’s excuse was
that YAF does not officially recognize
multi-culturalism as a threat to the
United States. He cited as his authority
something called the Sharon Statement,
a YAF founding document, according
to which “the forces of international
Communism are, at present, the greatest single threat to these [American]
liberties.” Congressman Tancredo, Chris
Simcox, and Mark sdKrikorian were
somehow forgiven for failing to work
this theme into their comments, but Mr.
Taylor’s talk would have been off-limits
because multi-culturalism is not covered
by the Sharon Statement. Despite the incoherence of its position, National YAF
was adamant: We were not to host Mr.
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Taylor. If we defied National YAF, we
would have lost our charter and would
no longer have been an official student
organization with the right to host events
on campus.
The university, run by the usual fa-

MSU Student Union.

natical advocates of diversity, also threw
obstacles in our path. We had scheduled
Mr. Taylor’s talk for Wednesday, March
19. Suddenly, the university told us
that date was impossible. It had been
understood from the beginning that the
talk would require police security, and
the university claimed security would
be possible at only one lecture hall—
and that hall had become mysteriously
unavailable that day.
La Raza and MEChA
can have events any day.
They can also hold them
anywhere because their
opponents are civilized,
and require no police
presence. Conservative
groups, however, are
stifled through a combination of strong-arm
tactics and bureaucratic
harassment.
Mr. Taylor may yet
come to Lansing, however. I have passed
his name on to a local activist who arranges talks in the area, and I understand
discussions about a possible lecture have
already begun.
The cancelation may well have spared

Mr. Taylor a certain amount of unpleasantness. Many of our events have been
violently disrupted by left-wing students
who have more in common with Hitler’s
Brown Shirts than they care to admit.
When Congressman Tom Tancredo
spoke at MSU last year, a
La Raza activist attacked the
seven-months pregnant wife
of the Olivet-YAF chairman.
Others kicked and spat on
me. Protesters pulled the fire
alarm twice, and followed
us after the event to a restaurant and slashed our car
tires while we were inside.
All this made national news;
the president of the MSU
College Republicans and I
discussed these outrages on
The O’Reilly Factor, and Mr.
Tancredo appeared on Hannity & Colmes.
When Chris Simcox of the
Minuteman Civil Defense Corps spoke
at MSU, the Aztlan militants were so
disruptive that the university police
called for reinforcements from the city
of Lansing. The police cleared the room
of trouble-makers, arresting four of
the worst, and Mr. Simcox was able to
give his talk. Protesters waited outside
the building, however, and police had
to push them away from the doors as
we came out. I overheard one officer
suggest to another that they should
have brought shields and
helmets.
When Nick Griffin of
the British National Party spoke on how Islam
is taking over Europe,
protesters beat a piñata
made to resemble him.
They shouted so much
that Mr. Griffin had to
end his talk early. Just as
they did when Mr. Tancredo spoke, protesters
set off the fire alarm. Later, MSU-YAF
members had to run for their lives from
a lynch-mob of protesters armed with
sticks and bats. Videos we have uploaded to YouTube.com capture only part of
the chaos leftists were able to provoke
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