students to believe that there were
these protests and so on. They take a
lot of this for granted. Oh, there’s
been a great change in the students in
that respect . . . . But even in 1969-
1970, I never saw a black in any of
these demonstrations.

AR: Is that right?

J: Not a one.

AR: They were SDS [Students for a
Democratic Society]-types?

J: All SDS and Progressive Labor
Party, mainly. I tried to put them out
when they tried to audit my course,
because they were hecklers, and so
some of the SDS people would sign up
for the course. Of course, then they’d
have to do the assignments and take
the exams.

Interestingly enough, they usually
were the top students in the course

because they did so much outside
reading to try and give me a bad time.
They would go out and read every-
thing Galton wrote! They were bright
students. They just happened to be
political radicals. . . .

Years ago, if I gave talks at the APA
or the American Educational Re-
search Association, the least little
thing you’d say, people would get up
on the floor and start denouncing you.
I haven’t run into that for a long time,
except in Canada and Australia.
There’s about a ten year cultural lag in
those places, I think, on this topic.

AR: I guess nowadays, as com-
pared to fifteen or twenty years ago,
youre not a notorious presence on
campus? People don’t say, “There
goes Jensen!” You just don’t get that
anymore?

J: No, no. Iused to. Iused to have
to be accompanied around campus by
two campus policemen. In fact, they
told me not to leave my office and go
to the library, or any place, except to
go to the men’s room around the
corner, but not anywhere else without
calling the campus police. Theyd
whiz across campus in a car and they’d
be here in just a couple of minutes and
walk with me wherever I wanted to go.
One year I had two campus
policemen, plain clothes men, in all my
classes. They audited my courses. ®

In next month’s conclusion of this
interview, Prof. Jensen discusses the
larger, social implications of his find-
ings.

The White Man’s Burden

Charles Conant Josey, The Philosophy of Nationalism, originally published in 1923,

An_appeal to white racial
solidarity, written when such
aﬁlappea’l was still respect-
able.

reviewed by Thomas Jackson

Because so much that is written
about race is now fantasy or obfusca-

tion, it is instructive to read books

from an era when public expression

was not so rigidly controlled as it is |

today. It is refreshing to find matter-
of-fact statements of a kind that would
now provoke astonishment and out-
rage. At the same time, it is sobering
torealize that well-respected men saw
the dangers towards which our nation
was moving and that their warnings
were ignored.

Charles Conant Josey was a profes-
sor of psychology at Dartmouth Col-
lege during the 1920s, and was a
moderately prominent scholar, In
1923, he wrote a book describing what
he saw to be the alternative courses
that history might take. In his view,
there was one great question on which
all else depended: would the white
nations maintain their loyalties to cul-
ture, nation, and race, or abandon
those loyalties in the name of universal
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brotherthood? The answer to that

question would govern the course of
history.

That Josey should even ask it
showed a remarkable prescience,
given the near-total world dominance
the white nations then held. Only
Japan was conceivably a remote threat
to their economic, military, and cul-
tural supremacy. The French and
British Empires were at their high
water marks. The white nations con-
ducted the affairs of the world with a
confidence that, from today’s perspec-
tive, seems unshakable.

Josey saw that it was not unshak-
able. In fact, what he saw so disturbed
him that he believed that the abdica-
tion and subsequent dispossession of
whites was a real possibility. His book

is therefore not only a forecast—
surprisingly accurate —of what would
happen if whites lost their nerve, buta
valuable record of the early signs of
that loss. Aside from some uncon-
vincing psychological speculation in
the early chapters, it is a compelling
account of the choices that faced the
European peoples. Originally pub-
lished as Race and National Solidarity
and long out of print, Josey’s book has
been republished, with a new title, by
the Cliveden Press.

Internationalism

It is well to be reminded that even
in the 1920s there was a strong move-
ment to tear down parochial loyalties
and to replace them with a kind of
world citizenship. Wilsonian idealism
and the League of Nations were a
clear break with the loyalties of the
past. Josey writes that intellectuals
and churchmen were among the
strongest advocates of inter-
nationalism and that one-worldism,
described as a logical extension of
democracy, was rapidly becoming an
ideal that few dared to criticize.

This ideal was in direct conflict with
deep-seated feelings that men have al-
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ways had. As Josey put it, “To one’s
friends one owes more than to
strangers. To one’s fellow citizens one
is bound by stronger ties of duty than
to foreigners. To members of one’s
race one is bound by bonds which do
not exist between members of dif-
ferent races. We cannot neglect these
closer bonds, which draw men
together in groups, in the attempt to
simplify life by treating every one
alike.” As he pointed out, group loyal-
ties are inherent to the nature of man,
and to wish to do away with them flies
in the face of history and of common
sense.

Value of the Group

Josey was perhaps at his best in
describing how important are the very
parochial loyalties that the inter-
nationalists wished to destroy. After
all, asense of the group is possible only
because it does not include everyone.
To ask that people be loyal to
humanity at large is to dilute the no-
tion of loyalty so greatly that it loses all
meaning.

Josey offered many examples of the
strength and inspiration that men
draw from the group: martial valor,
school spirit, patriotism, the sense of
peoplehood. He drew parallels with
the ancient Greeks and Romans:
“They felt themselves to be a race of
superior men, and they acted as supe-
rior men. When, however, the Greeks
and the Romans lost their group con-
sciousness, when their sympathies be-
came so broad that all men were
regarded as belonging to one brother-
hood, the glory and grandeur of these
peoples suffered a steady decline.”
Internationalists prefer to ignore
something known to all football
coaches, military men, and even fac-
tory managers —that group cohesion
is a precious source of energy and in-
spiration.

At the same time, Josey pointed
out, group consciousness brings out
that sentiment for which the inter-
nationalists professed to feel so deep-
ly: sympathy for one’s fellow man. Itis
within the bounds of ancient loyalties
that charity and self-sacrifice naturally
arise.

Josey noted that national and racial
loyalty is sapped by individualism as
much as by internationalism, and that
the former may masquerade as the
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latter. For a coward who is afraid to
fight for his country, what better ex-
cuse than to claim to be a world citizen
and a lover of all mankind?

Josey would not be surprised to
learn how far both narrow selfishness
and the pose of internationalism have
corroded group loyalty. Americans

“We may even admit that
the ideas of the Chinese
or the negroes are better
than ours. But what is
the Probability?”

neglect their children—when they
bother to have them at all —while
professing a fashionable belief in the
equivalence of nations and races.
They vote less and less often, while
printing ballots in more and more lan-
guages. As group cohesion withers
and borders lose their meaning, the
individual becomes the only unit that
matters. The racial and national
group that can keep alive a great cul-
ture is thus dissipated from within and
eroded from without.

Who Will Prevail?

Josey saw very clearly that if whites
lost their confidence, they would lose
the chance they then had to direct the
destiny of the world. But should
whites have prevailed simply because
they had the power to prevail? Who
was to say that their ideals were the
best and that they deserved to prevail?

Josey rejected the relativism that
paralyzes so many whites today: “We
may admit that our idea of the maxi-
mum good of the world may not be the
same as the ideas of a tiger, lion, or
possibly even of the Chinese
or the negroes. We may even
admit that their ideas may be
better than ours. But what is
the probability? Are not the
chances equally great that
ours are as good as theirs?
More than this, our values are
the only guides we have.”

Josey urged us to seek wis-
dom among any people that
may have it. However, to fail
to act because our wisdom is
not perfect is contemptible:
“Perhaps our values and
preferences are not the best
values and preferences, but

7.

as long as they are our values and
preferences, we must make use of
them in regulating our behavior. To
do otherwise could but result in the
most complete moral chaos.”

In the long term, Josey saw that
one-worldism would lead to the disap-
pearance of Western culture and of
the people who created it. If the white
nations, as they were increasingly
being asked to do, shared with the
non-white nations the fruits of their
science and hygiene, the already out-
numbered whites would be further
outnumbered. If they followed the
ideals of the equivalence of races and
the illegitimacy of national borders,
they must receive the burgeoning non-
white populations into Europe, North
America, and Australia.

The past 70 years have witnessed
exactly what Josey predicted. What
will the next 70 bring? At least in the
1920s, it was possible to warn against
an outcome that looms ever nearer; “.
. . a shift [in populations] would be
disastrous to us, and in all probability
to mankind. Certainly we have no
reason to believe that the good of the
world will be served by the submer-
gence of the whites under a wave of
color.”

Moral Elation

One of the tasks Josey set himself
was to understand the “moral elation”
of men who urge their people to
sacrifice the interests of their group or
race to the interests of others. He saw
one-worldism as an irrational exten-
sion of democracy which, in turn, he
saw as virtually the equivalent of
dogma. For him, democracy was the
religion of the mediocre intellectual;
all ideas could be evaluated
quickly and lazily according
to whether they were or
were not democratic.

Josey warned repeatedly
of the folly of extending to
the entire world the
democratic principles we
might find appropriate
among ourselves. He
likened one-worldism to
“the waves of religious en-
thusiasm which gave rise to
the Crusades, Flagellation,
... and the Dancing Mania of

i the Middle Ages.” He then
added darkly that “his-
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torians may look back upon it as an
interesting episode in the affairs of
men. Let us hope they will not have to
look back upon it as a wave of emo-
tional contagion that brought about
the destruction of the white races.”

Joseywrote that men have managed
to throw off some of the cruel
demands religion has made in the
past: “We no longer think that God is
pleased at human sacrifices. Why
should we think he is pleased at the
sacrifice of a race and culture?”

If anything is clearer now than it was
70 years ago, it is that the failure of
nerve among the white nations will
lead eventually to dispossession, and
that dogmatic internationalism will

lead to the sacrifice of race and cul-
ture. Nevertheless, Zime Magazine
cheerfully predicts minority status for
American whites within a few
decades, and affirmative action, wel-
fare, and massive non-white immigra-
tion still evoke in some the “moral
clation” that Josey found so difficult to
explain.

When he wrote Race and National
Solidarity, Josey thought that whites
could perhaps combine their yearning
for international brotherhood with the
recognition that unchecked inter-
nationalism would weaken their na-
tions and denature their cultures. He
hoped that the white nations might set
aside their quarrels and unite on the

basis of race and heritage, but he
feared they would not.

If they do, it will happen first in
Europe. The Old World has fewer
illusions about non-white immigra-
tion; nativist partics are winning votes
on platforms that could have been
written by Charles Josey. The whites
of North America, who live amidst
even clearer evidence of inter-
nationalist idealism gone wrong, have
yet to heed his message. @

Race and National Solidarity is
available for $18.00, post paid, from the
Cliveden Press, 6861 Elm Street, Suite
4H, McLean, VA 22101

O Tempora, O Mores!

The Riots Rumble On

As expected, the Federal govern-
ment has reacted to the riots in South
Central Los Angeles by pouring
money intoit. So far, the feds have set
aside $638 million and the total con-
tinues to grow. Three hundred million
dollars is in subsidized loans by the
Small Business Administration, and
that figure could well reach $500 mil-
lion. Another $200 million is in out-
right grants to local governments to
replace public buildings that were
burned down.

The $100 million or so that resi-
dents will see the quickest is for hous-
ing, food, and replacement of propet-
ty. James Baker is a typical
beneficiary. He lost his job as a shelf
stocker when the store he worked in
was destroyed. He gets food stamps,
unemployment compensation, and
grants with which to pay rent. “This is
a great relief effort,” he says; “They
have all the agencies you need here to
take care of each aspect of your life.”
Let us hope Mr. Baker does not get so
comfortable that he loses his taste for
work.

The riots have introduced the
strange logic of American race rela-
tions to insurance companies. Those
that refrained from writing policies in
South Central Los Angeles are being
blamed for “blatant discrimination
and abandonment of poorer areas,”
while companies that wrote big
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policies are boasting about how much
they will be paying out in losses. If
anything were proof of the wisdom of
staying on the sidelines in South
Central, the most costly riot this cen-
tury is surely it.

California’s Deputy Commissioner
of Insurance, Steven Miller, doesn’t
see it that way. He has proposed new
regulations to induce companies to
write policies on dodgey properties —
and cover their losses by changing
more to everyone else.

Meanwhile, about a third of the
people arrested during the riots are
being released because of insufficient
evidence. When police make arrests
by the armload, they cannot remem-
ber every face. In Los Angeles, some
officers had the presence of mind to
take polaroid pictures of looters, but
those who did not must remember the
reason for and circumstances of each
arrest. When that is impossible, the
suspect goes free.

8-

Straight Shooters

The 9mm semi-automatic pistol,
favored by drug dealers, is a powerful
weapon that can fire as many as 13
rounds without reloading. The six-
shot, .38 caliber revolvers carried by
New York City police are not nearlyso
potent. Recently, the New York State
Senate voted 51 to 3 to even the odds
by equipping the city police with 9mm
weapons manufactured by Glock.
Who should oppose this measure but
Mayor David Dinkins and Police
Commissioner Lee Brown? They
have complained that the weapons are
too powerful and too unreliable.

By curious
coincidence, both
Mayor Dinkins
and Commis-
sioner Brown’s
own bodyguards
carry the Glock
9mm. State As-
semblyman
Joseph Lentol,
who supported
the legislation to upgrade the police
side-arm says, “Maybe I'm missing
something, but if the Glock is safe
enough to protect police commis-
sioners, who have never been subject
to attack in the past 50 years, why
shouldn’t ordinary police officers have
the same protection?”

Ray Kerrison of the New York Post
(June 3, 1992) boldly points out that
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