PAVED WITH GOOD INTENTIONS



PAVED
WITH
GOOD INTENTIONS

The Failure of Race Relations in Contemporary America

Jared Taylor

Carroll & Graf Publishers, Inc.
New York



Acknowledgments

I am grateful to many people who gathered information for this
book and who suggested improvements to the text. Byron Walker
was an unfailing source of valuable material, and Thomas Jackson
and Dr. Wayne Lutton supplied me with useful publications I
would not normally have consulted. Carol Fusco tirelessly gath-
ered newspaper clippings and read the manuscript with a critical
eye. John Craig sent much useful material, and his comments
greatly improved early versions of the text. Dr. Evelyn Rich found
many invaluable references, and corrected later versions of the
text with great patience and diligence. My editor, Kent Carroll,
took a particular interest in the subject and devoted himself to an
unusual degree to improving the manuscript.

Finally, I am in deepest debt to my agent, Theron Raines, who was
my most generous source of current information and without
whose dedication this book would not have been published.



00O N9 & L A W N =

Contents

Introduction

Racism

Charges of Racism

Asians

Affirmative Action in Education and Employment
Affirmative Action Spreads

Double Standards

The Underclass

What Is to Be Done?

Notes
Index

21

63
109
123
183
217
281
331

359
405






Introduction

Race is the great American dilemma. This has always been so, and
is likely to remain so. Race has marred our past and clouds our
future. It is a particularly agonizing and even shameful dilemma
because, in so many other ways, the United States has been a
blessing to its people and a model for the world.

The very discovery by Europeans of a continent inhabited by
Indians was an enormous crisis in race relations—a crisis that led
to catastrophe and dispossession for the Indians. The arrival of the
first black slaves to Virginia in 1619 set in motion a series of crises
that persist to the present. Indirectly, it brought about the bloodi-
est war America has ever fought, Reconstruction, segregation, the
civil rights movement, and the seemingly intractable problems of
today’s underclass.

Despite enormous effort, especially in the latter half of this
century, those two ancient crises remain unresolved. Neither Indi-
ans nor blacks are full participants in America; in many ways they
lead lives that lie apart from the mainstream.

After 1965, the United States began to add two more racial
groups to the uneasy mix that, in the heady days of civil rights
successes, seemed finally on the road to harmony. In that year,
Congress passed a new immigration law that cut the flow of immi-
grants from Europe and dramatically increased the flow from
Latin America and Asia. Now 90 percent of all legal immigrants
are nonwhite, and Asians and Hispanics have joined the American
mix in large numbers. The United States has embarked on a policy
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of multiracial nation-building that is without precedent in the his-
tory of the world.

Race is therefore a prominent fact of national life, and if our
immigration policies remain unchanged, it will become an increas-
ingly central fact. Race, in ever more complex combinations, will
continue to be the great American dilemma.

Nevertheless, even as the nation becomes a mix of many races,
the quintessential racial divide in America—the subject of this
book—is between black and white. Blacks have been present in
large numbers and have played an important part in American
history ever since the nation began. Unlike recent immigrants,
who are concentrated in Florida, California, New York, and the
Southwest, blacks live in almost all parts of the country. Many of
our major cities are now largely populated and even governed by
blacks. Finally, for a host of reasons, black/white frictions are
more obtrusive and damaging than any other racial cleavage in
America.

In our multiracial society, race lurks just below the surface of
much that is not explicitly racial. Newspaper stories about other
things—housing patterns, local elections, crime, antipoverty pro-
grams, law-school admissions, mortgage lending, employment
rates—are also, sometimes only by implication, about race. When
race is not in the foreground of American life, it does not usually
take much searching to find it in the background.

Race is a looming presence because it is a category that matters
in nearly every way that we know how to measure. The statistical
picture of black society, and the real world behind the statistics,
are fundamentally different from the world in which whites live.
From 1983 to 1988, the homicide rate for young black men in-
creased by two thirds, while the rate for young white men scarcely
budged. Black men between ages fifteen and twenty-four are now
nearly nine times as likely to kill each other as are whites of the
same ages,! and homicide has become the leading cause of death
for all black men between ages fifteen and forty-four. Murder has
become so common that it has dragged down the overall life ex-
pectancy for blacks for the fourth straight year, and that of black
men for the fifth year in a row. Life expectancy for whites in-
creased or held steady.? In Harlem, there are so many killings that



Introduction ® 11

a black man living there is less likely to reach age sixty-five than is
a man living in Bangladesh.3 One in four black men in their twen-
ties is either in jail, on parole, or on probation.* This is approxi-
mately ten times the rate for whites of the same age.> Though they
are only 12 percent of the population, blacks commit more than
half of all rapes and robberies and 60 percent of the murders in
America.b

Other measures are just as grim. From 1985 to 1990, while syph-
ilis rates for whites continued their long-running decline, they rose
126 percent for black men and 231 percent for black women.
Blacks are now fifty times more likely to have syphilis than
whites.” Blacks have the highest infant mortality rates for any
American racial group and are twice as likely as whites to die in
their first year.® Black children are four times as likely as whites to
be living in poverty,” and less than half as likely to be living with
two parents.!? Illegitimacy rates for blacks have climbed steadily,
and now more than 66 percent of all black children are born out of
wedlock. The rate for whites is 19 percent.!!

Young blacks are half as likely to be working as young whites,!2
and at some urban high schools, nearly 70 percent fail to gradu-
ate.!? The median net worth for a black family is only $3,397, less_/-
than one eleventh that of a white family.'# Blacks are more than
four and a half times more likely than whites to be on public
assistance,'® and even after welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, and
subsidized housing, the median black household income is only 64
percent of the white median.!®

Just one or two of these numbers would be evidence of a nation
gone wrong. Taken together, they are a catastrophe—and in the
time since they were collected, many have gotten worse.

If the races were statistically indistinguishable, or if the advan-
tages were evenly distributed, race might be nothing more than an
anthropological curiosity. Unfortunately, the differences are both
stark and consistent. They explain why race is the fearful question
that looms behind every social problem in America.

“Our nation is moving toward two societies, one black, one
white—separate and unequal.”!7 This is the most famous sentence
in the six-hundred-page Kerner Commission report, published af-
ter the race riots of the 1960s. Despite the social programs that the
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report called for, and despite the progress that blacks have made
in some areas, the numbers just cited suggest that our nation has
been unable to halt the drift toward two societies.

Something has gone badly wrong. The civil rights movement,
which seemed to point the way to unity, has become a divisive
struggle for group rights rather than individual freedom. There is
very little left of the confidence with which America marched to-
ward the 1970s. Despite the best efforts of an admittedly imper-
fect society, many of the changes of the past quarter century have
been for the worse.

What happened? One of the most important things that hap-
pened is that America’s thinking about race hardened into doc-
trine.

On the surface, it might seem otherwise. America often gives
the impression of tackling problems of race head on. No other
nation in the world has such elaborate mechanisms for taking its
own racial temperature or for dissecting the racial implications of
every new policy or proposal. There are civil rights acts, equal
housing acts, voting rights acts, and commissions and bureaucra-
cies to enforce them. Minority groups have their own organiza-
tions that seek out discrimination and prod the nation toward
ever-greater awareness of their needs. Local governments, univer-
sities, and businesses employ thousands of people to ensure equal
opportunity in every area of American life. Our society is officially
—and officiously—race-conscious.

At the same time, the race-relations industry operates according
to assumptions that have not changed in thirty years. Official
thinking about race is a closed book. Despite our obvious failure
to reach the racial solutions that seemed within our grasp, any new
thinking about race, any departure from the assumptions of the
1960s has become heresy. We have made race such a grim and
serious thing that we may speak of it only in a handful of approved
phrases. Our very thoughts have become as stilted as our speech.

Race is therefore not only the great dilemma, it is also the great
paradox. It is in race relations that America has gone most obvi-
ously wrong, yet it is about race that we dare not think anything
new or different. If there is a body of thought that shows all the
signs of doctrinaire rigidity, willful ignorance, and even duplicity,
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it is what is thought and said about race. It is where we are failing
the worst that honesty and clear thinking are least welcome. Be-
cause the field is so dominated by doctrine, public debate about
race is as stylized and as predictable as the changing of the guard
at Buckingham Palace. Stylized thinking does not solve problems.
It makes them worse.

Orthodoxies do not survive unless they are shored up by the
forces of authoritarian righteousness. And indeed, race relations
give rise to beliefs that are virtually religious. It is one of the few
subjects about which one may hold a considered position that oth-
ers will say is not simply wrong but also evil. An imprudent word
or ill-chosen phrase can ruin a career; an unguarded comment can
make a man be considered unfit to hold public office. There is no
other subject in America—not sex, not religion, not drugs, not
abortion—about which the forces of orthodoxy are so monolithic
and unforgiving.

Naturally, this gives rise to heresies, large and small. Sometimes
they break out with a peculiar viciousness of their own, in acts of
racial hatred. But more often they lead to cynicism and hypocrisy,
to private exchanges of taboo opinions. Anyone who searches his
memory—or his conscience—knows that there is no other subject
about which public pronouncements diverge so sharply from pri-
vate opinions.

This would be nothing more than a huge, ironic joke were the
subject not one that is crucial to America’s future. Lives, public
policies, reputations, perhaps even the social order are at stake.
We cannot afford to be limited by rigid thinking. An atmosphere
of heresy-hunting is not one that leads to understanding. We must
set forth the facts of our racial problems without forcing them to
fit fruitless conventions.

In a metaphor that is both poetic and disturbing, the essayist
Wendell Berry calls American race relations “the hidden
wound.”'8 A hidden wound cannot be treated. This one is festering
so deeply that it threatens the health of the entire body politic.

People from every political perspective agree that race relations
are a horrible wound crying out for healing. But there can be no
cure without correct diagnosis. Correct diagnosis is impossible
without honest, even fearless investigation. At the very least, Ameri-
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cans must be able to talk about race without fear of retribution. If the
notion of free speech has any meaning at all, it must apply to the
oldest, greatest, most dangerous problem our nation faces. We
must say in public what we think in private; we must throw off the
shackles of orthodoxy.

Orthodoxy very nearly kept this book from being published.
Two editors who rejected the manuscript put it as plainly as possi-
ble when they said that for a publisher to accept the book the
author would have to be black. These men are prisoners of the
mental habits of our time. Though black/white relations are, by
definition, experienced by both races, blacks are thought to have
the qualifications to write about them but whites are not. Some
truths may be uttered by blacks but not by whites. Double stan-
dards like this are a sure sign that our thinking has fallen into
rigid, even dangerous conventions.

What are these conventions? Although there are many, and
much of this book is devoted to refuting them, there is one central
doctrine on which they all depend: Whites are responsible for the
problems blacks face. Black crime, black poverty, black illegiti-
macy, black difficulties of all kinds can be traced to a heritage of
slavery and to inveterate white racism. In other words, it is the
malevolence of whites that causes blacks to fail. Although the
doctrine is not often stated as sweepingly or as bluntly as this, it
underlies virtually every public pronouncement on race relations
and virtually every public program designed to improve them.

One of the less famous sentences in the Kerner Commission
report begins with the words, “White racism is essentially respon-
sible for the explosive mixture which has been accumulating in our
cities. . . .”1° This sentence has gotten little attention because its
truth was taken for granted.

It is still taken for granted. Yale president Benno Schmidt, de-
voting his commencement address to the subject of racism, told
the Yale Class of 1989, “I hope that you will recognize that the
problems of racial injustice in this society require the attention of
this nation as urgently as at any time in our history.”?? Susan
Estrich, who was Massachusetts governor Michael Dukakis’s pres-
idential campaign manager, explains what America should be do-
ing to reduce crime: “fighting racism, in the criminal justice sys-
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tem, in our economic system, and, yes, in the political system, with
as much fervor as we fight crime.”?! Not even Jesse Jackson goes
much further when he says, “Racism is now so powerful again in
our domestic and foreign policy that it threatens the soul of our
nation and our status as leader of the free world.”??

Rev. T. J. Jemison is president of the 7.8-million-member Na-
tional Baptist Convention, which is the largest black denomination
in America. In his 1990 presidential address, he told his church
that racism in America “is worse now than it’s ever been.” The
United Church of Christ echoes this view. In a pastoral letter to be
read from every pulpit in the denomination, it blamed the “quiet
riots” of unemployment, poverty, crime, and family disintegration
squarely on racism.?> A 1987 front-page article in The Wall Street
Journal quotes a black spokesman who claims, “If you wiped out
racism, 90 percent of black people’s problems would disappear.”?*
The white author of a recent well-received book on race relations
agrees. His concluding view is that whites are responsible for the
woes of blacks, even for the fact that so many young black men are
killing each other that it “amounts to a self-inflicted genocide.”?>

Americans are so accustomed to hearing—and repeating—this
view that they scarcely bother to think about what it means. It
means, essentially, that white people, not blacks, are responsible
for black behavior. It implies that blacks are helpless and cannot
make progress unless whites transform themselves. This inverted
version of the doctrine, with its unpleasant odor of paternalism, is
almost never heard, but it finds expression in a host of race-based
explanations that have sprung up to explain the failures of under-
class blacks:

Do blacks drop out of school? Teachers are insensitive to their
needs. Do black women have children out of wedlock? Slavery
broke up the black family. Are blacks more likely than whites to
commit crimes? Oppression and poverty explain it. Are ghetto
blacks unemployed? White businesses are prejudiced against
them. Do blacks have IQ scores fifteen points lower than whites?
The tests are biased. Are blacks more likely to be drug addicts?
They are frustrated by white society. Are half our convicts black?
The police are racist.26 There is scarcely any form of failure that
cannot, in some way, be laid at the feet of racist white people.
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This kind of thinking denies that blacks should be expected to
take responsibility for their own actions. More subtly, it suggests
that they cannot do so. When whites make excuses for the failures
of blacks—excuses they would scorn for themselves or for their
own children—they treat blacks as inferiors, whether they mean to
or not.

Tentatively and hesitantly, a few people have begun to recognize
the limits of conventional thinking. Even such pillars of the Demo-
cratic Party as Senators Bill Bradley of New Jersey and John Kerry
of Massachusetts have begun to break the unwritten rules of pub-
lic discussion about race. In the spring of 1992, both called on
blacks to stop making groundless accusations of racism and to
take responsibility for their lives.?’

No one would argue that America is free of racism. A nation
that enslaved blacks, freed them only after a terrible war, dis-
franchised them, segregated them, lynched them—such a nation
cannot entirely free itself from its past. However, though America
is by no means perfect, racism is no longer central to its national
character.

Of course, it is possible to find instances of cruel and repulsive
acts of racism committed against black people in America. Some
blacks are no doubt held back by white racism, both subtle and
unsubtle. However, white racism has receded dramatically in every
area of American life. Wherever it comes to light, it is vigorously
denounced by blacks and whites alike. Racism is now more popu-
lar as an excuse for black failure than it is plausible as an explana-
tion for it. Often, where racism has not been found, it has been
necessary to invent it.

For many people, both white and black, the notion that white
racism explains black failure is the key to understanding American
society. They are so convinced of the prevalence of white racism
that they refuse even to consider the possibility that it may not be
the sole obstacle to success for black Americans. For them, white
racism is a brutal fact that seldom need be questioned—to ques-
tion it may be immoral. Assumptions that are thought to be be-
yond examination often need it most.

This book examines assumptions about racism in several differ-
ent ways. The first is simply to look for racism. The awful statistics
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about black crime, poverty, and illegitimacy are not, by them-
selves, proof of racism. Instead, there must be evidence that blacks
are imprisoned, denied work, or impoverished simply because they
are black. Many people, both black and white, have looked hard
for this evidence but have been unable to find very much. When
the circumstances of Americans differ only by race, society treats
them much the same.

Second, if whites in America are inveterately bigoted, other
nonwhite races should face obstacles similar to those faced by
blacks. Yet Chinese, Japanese, Koreans, and even black West Indi-
ans have overcome America’s storied racism and are often more
successful than native-born whites. Instead of complaining about
oppression and prejudice—of which there used to be plenty—they
have taken responsibility for themselves and seized opportunities
for a better life.

Third, America has made historically unprecedented efforts to
correct the evils of the past. We have not only prohibited discrimi-
nation against blacks but have created preferential opportunities
for them. Our crusade to undo the mischief of the past has done
mischief of its own, and by formally discriminating against whites,
it has stood both justice and the law on their heads.

Finally, America practices a host of double standards that per-
mit much to blacks that is denied to whites. The doctrine of white
racism excuses blacks even when they are guilty of what is least
tolerated in whites: racism itself.

These are not popular positions to take in America today. Nor
is there any joy in calling attention to failure, especially failure in
race relations. One cannot express a divergent opinion about race
without having one’s motives scrutinized. Nevertheless, facts exist
independently of motives. It is on a firm foundation of facts that
the conclusions of this book, as well as the recommendations in its
final chapter, are meant to rest.

Almost from its opening pages, this book casts doubt on the basic
assumptions about race and society that have driven social policy
for decades. In attempting to show how mistaken assumptions
begot mistaken policy, it has been necessary to show just how
miserably those policies have failed.
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Hideous things are happening in our country. Millions of Amer-
icans—many of them black—Ilive in conditions of violence and
squalor that would shame the rulers of Third World nations. It
takes a certain hardness of heart to live in the same society with
such horror, much less to countenance policies that make it worse.
The last two chapters of this book are an unblinking look at the
misery in which too many black Americans live.

Nevertheless, it would be a mistake to think that this is a gloomy
or pessimistic book. The opposite is true. If the policies that
brought us this horror were founded on perfect understanding and
were the wisest policies imaginable, then we would have reason to
be distressed. In fact, though they were propounded with the best
of intentions, our understanding and our policies were wrong—
sometimes hopelessly wrong. A gloomy book would be one that
cheerfully urged yet more measures of the kind that have failed.

Like that on race relations, the consensus that has developed
around social programs can be so strident as to discourage debate.
Although that consensus has begun to crack, it is still a delicate
matter to ask seriously whether the government programs that are
supposed to solve our social ills have not actually made them
WOTSse.

Single parenthood and illegitimacy, now largely destigmatized,
appear again and again in studies of crime, poverty, welfare, and
the failure to finish school. There is scarcely a social problem in
this country that would not be well on its way toward solution if
Americans adopted a rule their ancestors lived by and took for
granted: They did not have children until they had a spouse and
an income. The concluding chapters of this book seek to under-
stand the connection between welfare and the disappearance of
the obstacles—moral, social, and financial—that once prevented
Americans from bearing children they could not support. More
programs of the kind that were born in the 1960s, and that have
continued to grow through every succeeding administration, will
have little effect on the great unspoken problem that underlies all
the others: Millions of Americans are bringing children into the
world whom they cannot support or rear.

This is an especially great and urgent problem for black Ameri-
cans, who have seen marriage practically disappear from many of
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their communities. Nevertheless, the same forces of dissolution
that have left inner cities in ruins are at work in the larger society.
Rates of illegitimacy and marriage breakup among whites are now
approaching the rates among blacks that prompted the so-called
Moynihan report of the mid-1960s (see Chapter Eight).

It is vital to consider the possibility that welfare has contributed
to these problems, because if it has, solutions lie elsewhere. There
are effective measures we can take—some simple and short-term,
others more complex and far-reaching—once we conclude that
our efforts have been misguided. There is bitterness in acknowled-
ing mistakes, but to do so is our only salvation. For if our thinking
was wrong, let us think again. If our policies were wrong, let us
abandon them. It is because we have made such serious errors that
this book can be hopeful. With correct diagnosis and proper cure,
even the hidden wound can be healed.



) N - )
. . ,



Racism

N DECEMBER 28, 1991, THOUSANDS OF BLACK RAP MUSIC FANS
gathered in Harlem for what promised to be an espe-
cially entertaining performance. Some of the biggest
names in “hip-hop”—LL Cool J, Heavy D, Run-D.M.C,,
and Bell Biv DeVoe—were to play basketball against each other.

The event was heavily advertised, and soon there were far more
fans than the gymnasium could hold. People without tickets de-
cided to rush the doors and crowd into the gymnasium without
paying. They started a stampede that bent the metal pole of a
streetlight, broke through glass doors, and trampled ticketholders
who were waiting to get in. Nine people were crushed to death.?8

After rescue crews arrived and relieved the press of the crowd,
fans stepped over bodies to get close to the rappers, and several
robbed corpses. Rap stars who tried to help evacuate some of the
dozens of injured were prevented by mobs of autograph-seekers.?’
Five emergency rescue men were also injured when they were
attacked by the crowd.3?

It was, in short, a sorry display of callousness. Journalists, how-
ever, could not bring themselves to say so. The Associated Press
blamed the horror on “the beast”: “The beast bent a lightpole in
front of the gym building; it pestered rappers for photo ops and
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autographs in the morgue of the gym floor, distracting those who
were trying to help the injured; it laughed and joked outside amid
the despair; it robbed the dead.” “It” killed nine people.3!

One white music critic went farther: “It’s no secret that our
society teaches minorities to hate themselves. If you are not white,
male, straight, middle-class, well-educated or well-off, you are told
. . . that you and others like you are disposable. . . . You self-
destruct and aid in the destruction of others. You do as you are
told. . . . Should it come as any surprise that people trapped like
animals in cages are going to rip each other apart out of sheer
frustration? Why should they value human life when society
judges their lives as meaningless?’*32

At a memorial service two weeks after the deaths, speakers
blamed the tragedy on the police, city officials, the “white estab-
lishment,” and “Uncle Tom blacks.” Rev. Lawrence Lucas of the
Resurrection Roman Catholic Church called the deaths an
“orchestrated disaster” designed to give the police an excuse to
attack young blacks and to take power from them. Rev. Timothy
Mitchell of the Ebenezer Missionary Baptist Church said the
deaths were a “painful reminder of the racist, capitalist, individu-
alistic society in which we live.” Thus exhorted, the crowd left the
memorial service and promptly tried to storm a building as a pro-
test.33

The way these deaths were reported and explained was not a
departure from the way news about blacks is often handled. And
yet many people must have found it strange. Why did the speakers
at the memorial service seek excuses for inexcusable behavior?
How did the “white establishment” start the stampede? How did
racism cause young blacks to rob the corpses of other young
blacks? Just who is it that is teaching minorities to hate them-
selves, and how do they manage it? No one asked those questions
because no one ever asks those questions.

If racism can make blacks do such horrible things, it must be a
fearfully powerful force, and there must be a great many white
racists. And yet, who are these racists? How are they able to do all
the things they are said to do? Most whites probably cannot find in
themselves the desire to oppress or persecute blacks. Most proba-
bly do not even know anyone who wants to do that. Could they
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even confidently cite the name of someone they have heard of who
actively seeks to oppress blacks? Do you, the reader, oppress black
people? If you wanted to, how would you go about it?

It is unanswered questions like these—How did racism start
that stampede in Harlem? Who teaches blacks to hate them-
selves?—that prompted the investigations in this chapter.

Looking for Racism

Many people think that to show that white racism causes black
failure, all they must do is show that blacks fail. The cause falls
into place by itself. This is a common but incorrect style of reason-
ing. People often collect symptoms and effects, and then attribute
them to a cause that suits their own argument.

In fact, it is a style of thinking that has often characterized
American political thinking in the past. At various periods, and on
the flimsiest evidence, Jews, Catholics, blacks, immigrants, or
Communists have been blamed for everything that was wrong with
the country. The historian Richard Hofstadter calls this the para-
noid style in American politics.>* Today America is in the grip of
yet another massive attack of paranoia, except that it is the major-
ity white population that is automatically blamed for whatever
goes wrong. Charges of racism can be made with the same reckless
impunity as were charges of communism at the height of the Mc-
Carthy era. To ask for the facts that support the charge is only to
prompt more accusations.

To make a convincing case for racism, it must be shown that
America treats otherwise similar blacks differently from whites.
Anecdotal evidence is insufficient. It is only in the larger sweep of
society that we will find forces powerful enough to oppress an
entire people. Those who look carefully for evidence of racism—
and not just for evidence of black failure—are likely to come up
short.

America often judges people by how much money they make.
Although we assume that blacks want money as much as whites
do, they make less. To show that this is the fault of racist employ-
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ers, one must show that even if blacks are just as well qualified and
hardworking as whites, they are still forced into bad jobs with low
pay. Research by Richard Freeman, an economist at Harvard,
shows that this rarely happens. Comparisons of blacks and whites
who grew up in the same circumstances and went on to get similar
educations show no differences in their average incomes. This was
not always so. In the past, smart, qualified blacks could not get
equivalent jobs. But by 1969—more than twenty years ago—blacks
made just as much money as whites with the same backgrounds.3’
The trend toward parity was firmly established well before affirma-
tive action and other special programs for minorities.

Mr. Freeman sees the big change as having taken place in the
1960s, during what he calls a “dramatic collapse” in patterns of
discrimination.3®¢ He summarizes the situation a decade later:

By the 1970s black women earned as much as or more than
whites [women] with similar educational attainment; black
female college graduates obtained a moderate premium over
their white peers; young black male college graduates at-
tained rough income parity with young white graduates, and
all black male graduates had more rapid increases in income
than whites. . . 737

Women have made especially dramatic progress. In 1946, the
median wage for black women was only 36 percent of that for white
women. It has since climbed steadily, and by 1974 it was 98 per-
cent.3® Black women with a college education have actually out-
stripped whites. By 1950, black women college graduates already
made 91 percent of the wages paid to white female college gradu-
ates. By 1960, they earned 2 percent more than whites, and by
1970, the difference had grown wider still.3° By 1979, all black
women, whatever their qualifications, earned 8 percent more than
white women of equal qualifications.? The reason for this advan-
tage is that they have been steadier workers than whites. When
black and white women hold similar jobs, the black woman, on
average, has been on the job 38 percent longer.#! It is normal that
she be paid more, because she has more experience.

This essential parity between the wages of equally qualified
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black and white women is well known in specialist circles but virtu-
ally unknown to the public at large. The economist Walter Wil-
liams, who is himself black, calls this comparative data on working
women “one of the best-kept secrets of all times and virtually
totally ignored in the literature on racial differences.”*? Why do
the organs of public information fail to report this powerful argu-
ment against the existence of pervasive work place racism?

Today, 19 percent of black women in the work force hold pro-
fessional and managerial jobs, whereas only 13 percent of black
men do.*3 For whites, men are more likely to hold such higher-
level jobs. Of all technical jobs held by whites, women hold 48
percent. By contrast, women hold 63 percent of the technical jobs
held by blacks.** If desirable jobs that have traditionally been
filled by men are open to black women, what is keeping black men
out of them? It is difficult to explain how white racism shackles
black men but not black women—women who presumably labor
under the double disadvantage of both sex and race.

Another black author, Thomas Sowell, points out that some
believers in racism do not merely ignore these data. “There is a
positive hostility to analyses of black success,” he writes, if they
suggest that racism may not be the cause of black failure.*

This hostility has not stopped Mr. Sowell. He has shown that in
1969, while American-born blacks were making only 62 percent of
the average income for all Americans, blacks from the West Indies
made 94 percent. Second-generation immigrants from the West
Indies made 15 percent more than the average American.*® Al-
though they are only 10 percent of the city’s black population,
foreign-born blacks—mostly from the West Indies—own half of
the black-owned businesses in New York City.*” Their unemploy-
ment rate is lower than the national average, and many times
lower than that of American-born blacks.*® West Indian blacks
look no different from American blacks; white racists are not
likely suddenly to set aside their prejudices when they meet one.

For nearly twenty years, young blacks who manage to stay mar-
ried have had family incomes almost identical to those of young
white couples. Until recently, the only exception had been the
South, but even there the difference has vanished. Now, in fami-
lies where both parents are college-educated and both work, black
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families make more money than white families. This is true in all
parts of the United States and for families of all ages.*® In some
professions, where affirmative action programs have created an
artificial demand for qualified minorities, blacks may earn more
than whites simply because they are black. This is the case for
college professors,’® who can command stiff salary premiums be-
cause they help fulfill hiring goals.

Many blacks have not let talk of racism daunt them but have
instead figured out that what counts in America are brains and
hard work. The number of black families that are “affluent” (earn-
ing more than $50,000 in inflation-adjusted dollars) went from one
in seventeen in 1967 to one in seven in 1989.5! Such families in-
creased, in actual numbers, from 323,000 to 1,509,000,52 a 467
percent rise. From 1982 to 1987, the number of companies owned
by blacks grew by a third, and their receipts more than doubled.>?
In 1991, the hundred biggest black-owned businesses in the coun-
try had revenues of $7.9 billion, a 10.4 percent increase over the
previous year.>*

Between 1972 and 1991, the number of black accountants shot
up by 479 percent, the number of lawyers by 280 percent, and the
number of professional computer programmers by 343 percent.
Preachers are virtually the only white-collar group in which the
number of blacks declined during that period.’> From 1950 to
1990, the black population of America doubled but the number of
blacks in white-collar jobs increased more than ninefold.>S Blacks,
as a proportion of managers in companies with more than a hun-
dred employees, have gone from 0.9 percent in 1966 to 3.7 percent
in 1978 and 5.2 percent in 1990.57 If racism is such a force in our
society, why did it not stop this progress?

It is true that blacks are still under-represented in management.
H. F. Henderson Industries, a small defense contractor in West
Caldwell, New Jersey, is not unusual in that the proportion of
whites in professional and technical jobs (80 percent) is much
higher than in the company as a whole (48 percent). The only
unusual aspect is that Henry F. Henderson, the company’s
founder, is black. He would like to have more blacks in manage-
ment, but since he hires by qualifications rather than by race, most
of his skilled employees are white.
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J. Bruce Llewellyn, chairman of the Philadelphia Coca-Cola
Bottling Company is also black, and faces the same situation.
“You have to look longer and harder to find these people [quali-
fied minorities],” he says: “It’s just obvious that the pool of tal-
ented white people is bigger than the one of talented black peo-
ple.”>8

To draw useful conclusions about racial discrimination, it is nec-
essary to compare like with like. When this is not done, the results
can suggest racism where there may be none. For-example, maga-
zines and newspapers often report that black college graduates
make less money than white college graduates. The difference is
said to be due to employer discrimination. The trouble with this
comparison is that it includes all black and white college gradu-
ates. Whites are more likely to attend top-ranked colleges than
blacks and are more likely to major in well-paid fields such as
business and engineering. A physics graduate from Yale is likely to
earn more money than a sociology graduate from Foothills Com-
munity College, whatever their races. Careful comparisons of
blacks and whites who have graduated from equivalent colleges
with equivalent degrees show that the blacks earn more than the
whites.>?

“Racism” frequently dwindles away as analysis goes deeper.
During the ten years from 1970 to 1980, the median household
income for whites rose by 0.8 percent, while the median household
income for blacks fell by 11 percent. What accounted for this? Did
racism get worse? The problem in this analysis is that the income
unit is households and not people. During the 1970s, many fami-
lies, both black and white, broke up. Also, every time a young
woman had a child and went on welfare, a new household was
established.

The fact is that while individual blacks’ incomes were actually
rising more quickly than those of individual whites, blacks were
splintering into new households at a much more rapid rate. Ac-
cording to one study, if black family composition had held steady
during the decade, median black household income would have
risen 5 percent. If white household composition had held steady,
the white median household income would have risen by 3 percent
(instead of its actual rise of 0.8 percent).
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People of both races were actually making more money, but
they were spreading it out over more households. In fact, the ac-
tual incomes of black husband-and-wife families rose four times as
quickly as those of white families. In families in which both the
husband and wife worked, the family income of blacks increased
five times as quickly as that of whites.®® Black family income fell
during the 1970s, not because of “racist” employers but because of
disintegrating families.

Conclusions like these are the results of taking the time to com-
pare like with like. Whenever this is done, differences that can be
attributed to racism are elusive. The trouble, of course, is that the
black population is not identical to the white population. The
black population is less well educated, less experienced, and less
qualified. Believers in racism insist that these differences are due
to past racism. To some extent they undoubtedly are. But our
thinking must change as America changes. Whatever effects the
past may have had on the present, employers who pay qualified
blacks as much as or more than they pay qualified whites are not
now practicing racism.

Moreover, the conviction that blacks are constantly held back
because of white racism impugns not only the morals but also the
intelligence of whites. If rampant prejudice were preventing thou-
sands of talented blacks from getting jobs, they would presumably
be willing to work for less than the prevailing wage—just as they
were forty and fifty years ago, when they could not get jobs that
matched their training. If that were still so, it would not take a few
clever employers long to realize that they could hire able blacks at
low wages, undercut their competitors, and make boom-time prof-
its. Why is it that we have never heard of a single company doing
something so obvious?

Even in the antebellum South, free black workers were a grave
threat to white tradesmen, and could be kept out of professions
only by law. A white employer was not going to pass up a hard-
working black if he could hire him for less than the white wage. In
1857, at the height of slavery, white tradesmen petitioned the At-
lanta city council for regulations to keep free blacks out of their
professions:
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We refer to Negro mechanics [who] . . . can afford to un-
derbid the regular resident mechanics . . . to their great in-
jury. . . . We most respectfully request [that the council] af-

ford such protection to the resident mechanics.®!

“Negro mechanics” were a problem because white employers
could not be trusted to let racial prejudice stand in the way of
getting a job done cheaply. One of the most important purposes of
Jim Crow laws was to bar blacks from certain professions. Seventy
years ago, those laws were on the books because whites were so
quick to set aside prejudice if it might interfere with what really
mattered: profits. What was true then is more true today. Employ-
ers are in business to make money, not to indulge prejudices. If
they start indulging prejudices, they make less money.

In South Africa, where blacks were still excluded by law from
certain jobs right into the 1990s, employers routinely broke the
law, and the government fined them for it. There is no more effec-
tive weapon against discrimination than a free labor market, and
not even Afrikaner employers could resist it.5

Hunting for Racism

However, looking at job patterns and average incomes may not
be the best way to hunt for racism; it will show only the effects of
racism. Many people hunt for it directly. For example, studies are
sometimes conducted in which blacks and whites with the same
qualifications are sent to interview for the same job. If only the
white is offered the job, it was presumably because of racism. This
sort of experiment is tricky, because it is nearly impossible to find
two people, even of the same race, who are identical in intelli-
gence, poise, and attractiveness, yet the results are supposed to
show a reaction to one thing only: race.

The most recent such study of black/white pairs involved appli-
cations for 476 entry-level jobs, mostly in retail, restaurant, hotel,
or other service jobs. In 67 percent of the cases, neither applicant



30 ® Paved With Good Intentions

was offered a job. In 13 percent, both applicants were offered the
job; in 15 percent only the white got the job, and in 5 percent only
the black was offered the job. It would be hard to argue that this is
evidence of large-scale, antiblack bias. Moreover, as one scholar
has pointed out, this was strictly a private-sector experiment. If the
same applications were made for government or university jobs, it
is entirely possible that affirmative action would have skewed the
results in favor of the blacks.

One unusual seeker of racism is Yelena Hanga, a visitor from
Russia who happens to be black. Her father is a Tanzanian and her
mother is the daughter of an American black who emigrated to
the Soviet Union in the 1930s.

In 1988, Miss Hanga, a Moscow journalist, worked for a time in
Boston as part of an exchange of journalists. When she first came
to America, she looked hard for white racism but could not find
any. Her black friends explained to her that “the time has passed
when discrimination is visible to the naked eye.” They taught her
about “institutional racism,” “something a foreigner does not un-
derstand during a short stay in the United States.” In spite of
these instructions, she concluded that whites were not responsible
for all the troubles that befall blacks: “In my country we know
about racism between black and white, and I thought this was the
only evil preventing black progress.” “What upsets me most,” she
writes, “is the racism among blacks.”64

What, in fact, is “institutional racism”? It appears to be the
villain believers in white racism are left with when they cannot find
people who are actually racist. Here is one definition:

Institutional racism can be defined as those established laws,
customs, and practices which systematically reflect and pro-
duce racial inequities in American society. If racist conse-
quences accrue to institutional laws, customs, or practices,
the institution is racist whether or not the individuals maintain-
ing those practices have racist intentions.>

This is an attempt to transfer responsibility to an entire society,
even when there is no intent to discriminate. It does away with the
idea of individual responsibility, while essentially declaring all
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whites guilty.56 It is thinking like this, which attributes to whites at
large the sins that cannot be found in individual whites, that leads
to indiscriminate, societywide “remedies” such as affirmative ac-
tion.

A foreign journalist’s views, though interesting, are only infor-
mal observation. Scholars have devised various more objective
ways to hunt for racism. The most straightforward thing they do is
to ask people what they think. Answers change over time. In 1942,
58 percent of American whites thought that blacks were less intel-
ligent than whites. By 1956 that number was already down to 23
percent, and in a 1991 Harris poll it had dropped to 11 percent.®’
In 1942 only 30 percent of whites thought whites and blacks
should go to the same schools, but by 1985, 93 percent thought
they should. In 1963, 45 percent of whites told a Gallup poll they
would move out if they got a black neighbor; in 1978 only 13
percent said they would,%® and by 1990 the figure had dropped to 4
percent.5?

Those who believe in racism will argue that these numbers may
not reflect genuine changes in attitude; instead, the data may sim-
ply show that whites have learned to give hypocritical answers.
Even if that were so, it is still significant if that many whites feel
they have to be hypocritical when they used to be brazen. Further-
more, the answer to a different question suggests that whites may
well be telling the truth. In 1958, 96 percent disapproved of ra-
cially mixed marriages, while in 1983 60 percent still disap-
proved.”® According to a 1991 survey, 66 percent of whites said
they would disapprove if a close relative married a black.”! If large
numbers of whites are willing to express an illiberal view of mixed
marriage, it suggests that if more than the reported 7 percent
really did not approve of integrated schools, they would say so. In
any case, white attitudes have changed a great deal.

Still, since people might not be willing to tell a pollster what
they really think, scientists have devised other ingenious ways to
test for racism. One old trick is to offer a child two dolls that are

67 Arthur A. Fletcher, “Is Affirmative Action Necessary to level the Playing Field?,” Los
Angeles Times (September 8, 1991), p. M6. It is interesting to note that in a recent survey,
more blacks than whites said they thought blacks were less intelligent than whites. Marcus
Mabry, “Bias Begins at Home,” Newsweek (August 5, 1991), p. 33.
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identical, except that one is black and the other is white. White
children usually pick the white doll. If black children pick the
white doll it is supposed to mean that their self-image has been
damaged by a racist culture. When this experiment was done in
1987, two thirds of the black children chose the white doll. Amer-
ica must still be damaging the minds of black children. The odd
thing about these results is that they were exactly the same as
results from the early 1950s—long before “affirmative action,”
black TV anchormen, and “black pride.”

The results were even more unexpected when the experiment
was done in Trinidad, where 85 percent of the people are black
and the government is 100 percent black. There, more than two
thirds of the children chose the white doll.”> People have tried
very hard to explain this, but what at first looked like white Ameri-
can racism might be something entirely different.

Academics have come up with other ways to measure racism.
For example, they make special videos in which actors play identi-
cal parts—except that the roles of blacks and whites are ex-
changed in different versions. They then show the different ver-
sions to different groups and ask them to rate the characters.
Differences in ratings are supposed to reflect the only differences
in the videos, namely, race. Or they try something closer to real
life. They take a white woman and a black woman to the super-
market and ask them to drop groceries deliberately. They then see
if whites help the white woman but not the black woman.

It is true that some of the experiments show differences based
on race. One researcher, for example, found that whites helped
the black lady with her groceries as often as they helped the white
lady, but they did not always pick up as many pieces for her.”?
Other studies, somewhat inconveniently, show that blacks are just
as “racist” as whites.

The people who study this sort of thing agree that what they
have found is not exactly the blinkered prejudice we presumably
had in the past. One report puts it this way: “Precisely because of
their subtlety and indirectness, these modern forms of prejudice
and avoidance are hard to eradicate. . . . [T]he modern forms of
prejudice frequently remain invisible even to their perpetra-
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tors.”’* Another report about “modern racial prejudice” says that
it is “informal, subtle, and indirect, and most importantly, it is
typically invisible to the perpetuator [sic]. However, it can be de-
tected in laboratory experiments.””>

The authors of one study then go on to propose ways for whites
to make up for this. They should undergo “sensitivity training.”
They should videotape their conversations with blacks and whites
and study how their own body language may differ. They should
evaluate black employees as parts of black/white teams so that
unconscious antiblack prejudice will not creep in. Whites with
black subordinates should be paid more if the blacks do well,
etc.’S The reasoning behind all this is that even when whites think
they are being fair, they are still unconsciously racist. They must
make special efforts to root out unconscious bias.

This is undoubtedly well meant, but it is not the way to solve
America’s racial problems. If racism is a problem in America, it is
surely not unconscious racism that is detectable only in the labora-
tory. It is debatable whether there can even be unconscious, unin-
tended prejudice, much less whether it can be overcome. The au-
thors probably would not consider giving advice to blacks. They
seem to feel that since whites are responsible for what happens to
blacks, it is whites who must change. That is, in fact, the general
view. Employers, for example, must bend over backward to ac-
commodate blacks—and not just those from the ghetto.

Leanita McLain was a talented black writer who, by age thirty-
two, had won many journalism awards and had become the first
black on the editorial board of the Chicago Tribune. In 1984, she
killed herself. One writer attributes her suicide, in part, to this:

She put on the clothes, language, and habits of the white
professional world, giving up her own cultural heritage for
long hours.

This is a common problem for many contemporary black
professionals who have had very serious difficulty in adjusting
to the white employment world . . . one that expects the
victim to fit the mold, but not the mold to adapt to the black
victim.””
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Victim? It is a terrible pity that this gifted woman killed herself,
but of what, exactly, was she a victim? What was the rest of the
editorial board supposed to do to change the mold to “adapt to
the black victim™?

Black economist William J. Wilson is tired of hearing whites
blamed for everything. “[TJalented and educated blacks are expe-
riencing unprecedented job opportunities . . .” he writes, “op-
portunities that are at least comparable to those of whites with
equivalent qualifications.”’® As George Lewis, a hardworking
black man who is vice president and treasurer of Philip Morris,
says, “If you can manage money effectively, people don’t care
what color you are.””?

Reginald Lewis is a black lawyer and investment banker. In
1987 his company, TLC Group, raised $985 million to acquire BCI
Holdings, an international food conglomerate with $2.5 billion in
sales. Mr. Lewis, whose net worth is estimated to be $100 million,
is not very concerned about race. “I don’t really spend a lot of
time thinking about that,” he says. “[T]he TLC Group is in a very
competitive business and I really try not to divert too much of my
energy to considering the kind of issues [race] . . . raised.”8¢

Police Racism

Of course, it may be that blacks are treated fairly only in the
white-collar world, where whites have managed to curb their rac-
ism. Perhaps the racists that conventional theory requires all have
blue-collar jobs.

Police work is thought by many to be the profession most likely
to harbor racists. Police officers are an unblushingly blue-collar
group that handles guns, rides motorcycles, and often must do
violence to people for a living. Traditionally the policeman’s work-
place has seldom even had the sensitizing presence of women to
restrain excess.

Many people assume that the criminal justice system is inveter-
ately racist. One black writes, “For many, many blacks there is no
system, there is no justice, and it is criminal.”8! A black Yale
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professor writes deliberately of the criminal processing system be-
cause he thinks that for blacks it metes out process, not justice.??
One nonwhite author says simply and colorfully, “police have one
trigger finger for whites and another for blacks.”®> When Arthur
Eve, a black New York State assemblyman, learned that blacks in
his state are more than ten times more likely than whites to be in
prison or under court jurisdiction, he had one explanation: “New
York is the most racist state in America.”8

Some people write almost as if the justice system deliberately
keeps a certain proportion of blacks behind bars, whether or not
they commit crimes: “Despite constitutional safeguards, police
and prosecutors and judges still find it relatively easy to ensure
that one out of every five black men will spend some part of his
life behind bars.”8>

Black newspapers regularly go even farther and explain why the
system would do this. As the Catholic pastor Lawrence Lucas
writes in the Amsterdam News of New York City, one of the main
purposes of the criminal justice system is “putting young black
males in jails by any means necessary so that lower class whites
can exercise authority, supremacy, and make a nice living.”® In
other words, an important goal of the justice system is to round up
enough nonwhites to keep whites busy with well-paid prison jobs.

The same sentiments are echoed in the City Sun of Brooklyn,
New York, which writes, “The system of racial control is being tied
more strongly to the economic welfare of ordinary whites than at
any time since slavery. In farming communities and small towns
across the land, the control of Black and Latino males is replacing
the growing of food and manufacture of products as a way of
economic life.”8”

Although few white observers express themselves quite so cate-
gorically, they generally assume that the police and the courts
consistently stack the deck against blacks. But once again, charges
of bigotry must rest on evidence, not on emotion. Unfortunately,
this is such a charged issue that not even scholars always treat the
evidence rationally. One man recently wrote a paper about unjus-
tified, “racist” arrests of minorities. In it, he cited eight different
studies, but not one of them found evidence for “racist” arrests.
When criminals were classed by groups that differed only by race,



36 ® Paved With Good Intentions

researchers found that police treated them essentially the same.
Nevertheless, this did not prevent the author from concluding that
police racism is widespread, because certain “authorities” have
told him so.88

Careful investigators have usually reached the opposite conclu-
sion. For example, during the five years from 1971 to 1975, re-
searchers in New York City found that 60.2 percent of the people
police shot at were black, even though blacks were only 20.5 per-
cent of the population. Although whites were 64.1 percent of the
population, police shot at them only 17.5 percent of the time.
Blacks were thus more than ten times as likely as whites to be shot
at by police. This sounds like a sure case of the itchy trigger finger
for blacks.

However, during the same five-year period, 62.4 percent of the
arrests for violent crime in New York City were of blacks and only
20.5 percent were of whites. Thus, shootings by race were propor-
tionate to arrests for violent crime. Also, it is significant to note
how these New Yorkers whom the police shot at were armed. Only
7.8 percent of the blacks were unarmed, whereas 15.5 percent of
the whites were. Blacks were carrying a firearm 60.5 percent of the
time, but only 34.4 percent of the whites were. Whites who were
unarmed or just carrying a stick or knife were much more likely to
be shot at by police than blacks were.

- Finally, more than half of the men of all races who had gun-
fights with the police were under 24 years old. The median age of
black male New Yorkers was 23.1 years and the median age of
whites males was 33.3 years. That is to say that a larger number of
blacks were in the age group that gets in trouble with the law, and
this reason alone would explain part of their overrepresentation in
crime figures. In conclusion, the authors of the report found no
evidence that police shot at blacks just because they were black.3’

There is good reason to examine this study in some detail. The
first set of numbers, the ones that show that black New Yorkers
are ten times more likely than whites to be shot at by police, are
about as far as most newspapers get. They are certainly as far as
television reports get. It takes patience and an open mind to learn
that what appears to be police racism may not be.

What is true for New York City is true for the nation. Sixty
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percent of the people killed by police are black, even though they
are only 12 percent of the population. Is this because the police
are racist? Maybe not. Nationwide, blacks account for 58 percent
of all arrests for weapons violations, 64 percent of all arrests for
violent crimes, and 71 percent of all robbery arrests. It is less well
known that blacks are responsible for 73 percent of justified, self-
defense killings by civilians, and the overwhelming majority of the
people they kill are other blacks.’® Are the police then gunning for
blacks, or are they simply shooting the people who are the most
dangerous? Are they racist or just doing their jobs?

Many people have argued that the high crime rates reported for
blacks only reflect the fact that police concentrate on the kinds of
street crime blacks commit. According to this theory, whites break
the law just as often, but commit “white-collar” crimes rather than
assaults and robberies. In fact, blacks commit a disproportionate
number of white-collar offenses as well. In 1990, blacks were
nearly three times as likely as whites to be arrested for forgery,
counterfeiting, and embezzlement, and were 3.4 times more likely
to be arrested for receiving stolen property. These disproportions
have been known for decades.’!

Believers in racism insist that blacks are arrested more often
than whites not because blacks commit more crime but because
racist police deliberately arrest them more often. However, there
is a reliable way to test this theory. With crimes such as rape,
mugging, or assault, the victim usually gets a good enough look at
the criminal to see what race he is. People report these crimes to
the police because they want the perpetrator arrested. They are
not going to say a man was black when he was actually white.%?
Therefore, if the system were hopelessly racist, there would be
more reports of white crimes than arrests of white criminals. This
is not the case. The ones who get away are just as likely to be black
as the ones who are caught.®?

There is another way to check for police racism. Whether or not

92 A spectacular exception to this rule was the case of Charles Stuart of Boston. In 1989
he murdered his own wife and tried to throw police off the trail by claiming to have seen a
black man kill her. This was widely decried as “racism,” but if Mr. Stuart had decided to
claim that a violent stranger had killed his wife, it was plausible to claim that a black man
had done it. Mr. Stuart later killed himself when the police seemed about to see through his
deception.
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the police have the leeway to make “racist” arrests depends on the
type of crime. With violent crime, the police usually make arrests
based on what they are told by victims and witnesses. If everybody
tells them a white man did it, they are not going to get away with
arresting a black, no matter how much they might want to. Fur-
thermore, there is a great deal of pressure on police to catch
violent criminals. They cannot just walk away when people are
raped or maimed.

Police have much more leeway to be “racist” in the case of
nonviolent thefts, such as burglary. Often there are no witnesses,
so if the police wanted to indulge a racist taste for arresting blacks,
this would be the opportunity. In fact, blacks are most strongly
overrepresented in precisely the crimes of violence in which the
police have the least leeway for racist arrests. In the case of prop-
erty crimes with no witnesses, where police leeway to make “rac-
ist” arrests is greater, blacks are a good deal less overrepresented
in arrest statistics.

For some crimes, arrests are almost entirely up to the police-
man. Whether he arrests a drunken driver is up to him—a perfect
opportunity to treat blacks unfairly, if that is what he wishes to do.
In fact, drunken white drivers are disproportionately a good deal
more likely to be arrested than are drunken blacks.’* Studies of
arrests for public drunkenness and traffic violations—other crimes
that give the police great leeway as to whether they will make an
arrest—show no difference in the arrest rates for whites and
blacks.?

There is every reason for white policemen consciously to avoid
getting into confrontations with blacks. Why should' they risk the
public outcry? If they shoot or beat up a black, they must face
daunting criticism from the press, the mayor, the police chief, and
civil rights organizations. In America today, only foolish police-
men would deliberately mistreat blacks.®

In fact, whenever white policemen use justified, self-protective
violence against blacks, their actions are commonly scrutinized for
bias. In 1988, a white Toronto police officer shot a black man who

96 Please see Chapter Six for a discussion of the Rodney King case. The national outcry it

provoked is a good indication of how the nation reacts to mistreatment of blacks by white
police officers.
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was swinging a knife. The black community protested, and the
officer was indicted for manslaughter. The police were so out-
raged that they demonstrated publicly against the indictment. A
group called the Black Action Defense Committee said that blacks
might have to start arming themselves to avoid being “murdered”
by the police. The president of the police union said that if things
continue this way, crime will increase because the police “are go-
ing to be reluctant to arrest black people.”’

But to return to statistics, even those who are convinced that the
criminal justice system is racist would probably concede that it
must have been even more racist in the past. We would therefore
expect to find that, proportionately, the number of black prison
inmates has dropped. That is to say, a black’s chances of being in
prison, though higher than those of a white, should be lower than
they used to be. This is not the case. In 1932, a black was four
times as likely as a white to be in prison. By 1979 the odds had
worsened to the point where he was eight times as likely to be in
prison.®® Is our society becoming more racist, or is it that a black’s
chances of being in prison do not have much to do with police
racism?

Another puzzle: If the police and courts are locking up blacks
because of prejudice, many people would expect to see the most
grievous effects of this in the South. A black’s relative chances of
being in jail should be worse where racism is thought to be worse.
However, none of the states in which a black has the best chance
of being in jail is in the South. In Minnesota, a black is twenty-three
times more likely to be in jail than a white; in Iowa, twenty-one
times; and in Wisconsin, nineteen times. The two states with the
lowest differentials are Mississippi (three times) and New Hamp-
shire (about equal chances). It would be hard to argue that the
police and the courts in Minnesota are radically more racist than
those in Mississippi. Nor are these state differences just a fluke. By
region, the Northeast jails blacks at fifteen times the rate it jails
whites, the South at only five and a half times.’® Once again, the
racism that is supposed to explain so much does not appear to
explain anything at all.

Many people have argued that if police forces are integrated we
will see a drop in differential crime and arrest rates. In spite of this
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widespread belief, few people have seriously looked into whether
anything changes when there are blacks on the force. In fact, black
policemen are more likely to shoot blacks than white police are. Is
this because they are ill-disciplined and trigger-happy? Probably
not. It is because they are more likely to be put to work in black
neighborhoods, where there is more killing of all kinds.!?? Blacks
and whites who both work in black neighborhoods are equally
likely to shoot at blacks.10!

In normal police work, researchers find that blacks are “more
active disciplinarians” and “more likely to make arrests.” That is
to say, they are tougher cops. Some studies have found that both
black and white police officers are more likely to treat criminals of
their own race more roughly than they treat other races.!02

What about black judges? Do they sentence blacks differently
from white judges? What evidence there is seems to show that, if
anything, black judges give harsher sentences to black criminals.!%3
Some black judges have explained the difference by saying that
they feel no mercy for black criminals who prey on other blacks.1%4

Sentencing is another aspect of the criminal justice system that
is routinely accused of racism: Black criminals are said to get
stiffer sentences than white criminals for the same crime. The
most exhaustive, best-designed study shows that this is not the
case. In a three-year analysis of 11,533 people convicted of crimes
in California in 1980, Joan Petersilia found that the length of a
sentence depended on such things as prior record and whether the
criminal used a gun. She found that race had no effect. Miss Peter-
silia has had the courage to admit that these findings refute her
own earlier work, in which she did not take other factors into
account, and had concluded that race made a difference in sen-
tencing.10%

The death penalty has often been cited as proof of racist justice.
It is true that someone who Kkills a white is more likely to get the
death penalty than someone who kills a black (11.1 percent vs. 4.5
percent). This figure is often cited as proof that American society
values white lives more than black lives. In fact, other death pen-
alty statistics do not suggest racism at all. For example, white mur-
derers, no matter whom they kill, are more likely to get the death
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penalty than black murderers (11.1 percent to 7.3 percent). Fur-
thermore, whites who kill whites are slightly more likely to be on
death row than blacks who kill whites. Finally, whites who kill
blacks are slightly more likely to be on death row than blacks who
kill whites.!06

Given a choice of death penalty statistics such as these, newspa-
pers commonly headline those that suggest white racism while
ignoring those that do not.!%7 They also trumpet the results of
even the most flawed studies, as long as they support the thesis of
unequal justice for blacks. For example, in 1989 the Atlanta Jour-
nal and Constitution published a major, multipage story on crimi-
nal sentencing in the state of Georgia. It found that in nearly two
thirds of the state’s jurisdictions, blacks were twice as likely as
whites to go to jail for the same crimes. A front-page map showed
which parts of the state were the most biased. Only forty-six inches
into the story did it become clear that the newspaper’s data ig-
nored prior convictions!!?® Every legal system in the world is
tougher on repeat offenders than on first-timers, and many blacks
are repeat offenders. A comparative study of sentencing that ig-
nores prior convictions is very nearly worthless, and to base a
major, sensational story on such a study is thoroughly irresponsi-
ble.

Slanted reporting of this kind has convinced many Americans
that their justice system is riddled with racism. A black law student
attending a recent political convention in New York City put it as
bluntly as anyone: “The criminal justice system is set up to incar-
cerate blacks and Latinos, particularly the males.”1%° This illusion
can have real, unfortunate consequences. The Kerner Commission
found that, in the 1960s, many blacks justified looting and burning

106 Dallas Times Herald (November 17, 1985), p. 1, cited in William Wilbanks, The Myth
of a Racist Criminal Justice System (Monterey: Calif.; Brooks/Cole Publishing Company,
1987), pp. 17f. William Wilbanks, “Times Herald Misused Statistics in Death Penalty
Study,” unpublished, p. 1. The question of who gets the death penalty is complicated by
several factors, one of which is money. Rich murderers, who are able to hire shrewd
lawyers, are more likely to get a lesser sentence than poor people who must make do with
court-appointed lawyers.

Furthermore, not all killings are equivalent. Murder committed while engaged in another
crime, for example, is likely to get heavier punishment than one that results from a domes-
tic quarrel. A study of race and the death penalty would have to control for such variables
to determine whether sentencing was influenced by race.
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on the grounds that “the system” was racist.!1? One black sociolo-
gist says, “There has been a growing belief among blacks and
lower-class groups . . . that the criminal processing system has
been an instrument of political repression . . . and that criminal
behavior may be the only way to produce social change. . . .”!1!

The riots in Los Angeles in the spring of 1992 were triggered by
the belief among blacks that a racist court system had unjustly
exonerated white police officers who had beaten a black motorist.
Nevertheless, without a decades-old sense of resentment against
white society in general, a single court case would never have
started riots. This sense of resentment is fed by the constant re-
frain that American society is inveterately racist. Blacks have
heard this message so frequently they cannot help but absorb it.

The seventeen-year-old mastermind of an Omaha drug-dealing
ring has already learned the sociological excuses for his crimes.
“Society is set up so that black people can’t get ahead,” he says.
“I'm not supposed to have the American dream and all that. I'm
supposed to be in jail.”112

If people believe that society is unjust, it lowers their internal
resistance to crime. Rather than feeling that it is wrong, they may
feel that, through crime, they are striking blows for justice.!!*> One
researcher who studied prison inmates found that for whites, the
more they identified with the criminal class, the lower their opin-
ions were of themselves. This was not the case for blacks.!14 This
difference probably reflects different feelings about the fairness of
society and the legitimacy of crime.

Attitudes toward crime can corrode the minds even of blacks
who do not break the law. One columnist writes of stopping to
watch a line of black men break dancing on a sidewalk in New
York City. Two of the dancers soon drifted into the crowd to ask
for money, and received a shower of dollar bills. They received
another shower, when one pointedly reminded the mostly white
crowd, “Keep in mind, folks, we could be doing something

110 Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders (New York: Bantam
Books, 1968), pp. 203-6. Although the report repeatedly mentions the widespread belief
among blacks that the criminal justice system treats blacks differently from whites, the
authors could find practically no evidence of this. They nevertheless concluded that police
forces should revamp their policy and personnel standards to eliminate even the perception
of bias, pp. 302-9.
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worse.”!15 Is crime such a natural—even legitimate—option for
blacks that whites should feel grateful when they abstain from it?

In the 1960s, the black poet Imamu Amiri Baraka (LeRoi
Jones) put it this way:

[Y]ou can’t steal nothin from a white man, he’s already
stole it he owes

you anything you want, even his life. All the stores will

open if you

will say the magic words. The magic words are: Up against

the wall mother

fucker this is a stick up! Or: Smash the window at night

(these are magic

actions) smash the windows daytime, anytime, together,

let’s smash the

window drag the shit from in there. No money down. No

time to pay. Just

take what you want.!16

Although they may not express themselves as colorfully as Mr.
Baraka, many blacks are equally convinced that they have every
right to tamper with the white man’s system. During a recent mur-
der trial, a California Superior Court judge disqualified a black
juror who was.overheard saying that he would give the death pen-
alty only to whites.!1?

Biases like this are not always detected in time. At a murder
trial in Washington, D.C,, in 1990, the verdict of not guilty was so
unexpected that the prosecutor gaped as it was read and the de-
fendant fell over in his chair backward in his jubilation. The defen-
dant was black, and so were all the witnesses. Three weeks later,
one of the jurors caused a sensation at the court when he mailed
in an anonymous letter. It explained that most of the jurors had
thought the man was guilty but that a black-activist foreman had
browbeaten them into a verdict of not guilty. The letter concluded
with these words: “I let a man go free for murder with my vote, I
hope God will forgive me.”

When the Washington Post interviewed ten of the twelve jurors,
it found that the activist had distributed literature from Louis Far-
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rakhan’s Nation of Islam and had worn a button supporting a
separate nation for blacks. She insisted that society was to blame
for all the ills of blacks, and she persuaded the other jurors not to
send another young black man to jail. The defendant has since
been indicted on another first-degree murder charge. This murder
victim, like the previous one, was black.!18

In the Bronx, in New York City, defendants and jurors are over-
whelmingly black and Hispanic. Prosecutors and police who ap-
pear as witnesses are overwhelmingly white. Bronx jurors now
have a firm reputation for doubting the testimony of police and
letting off black and Hispanic defendants. A Bronx district attor-
ney remembers the way it used to be: “When I started in this
office, twenty years ago, the strongest case you could have . . .
was when all your witnesses were police officers. Now, sadly, it’s
the weakest.” Says another prosecutor: “If you have a case involv-
ing cops, you are almost certain to lose.”'1? If the situation were
reversed, and white juries were routinely doubting black police-
men and letting off white defendants, there would be a deafening
outcry.

One of these Bronx cases was that of Larry Davis. He wounded
six policemen in a shoot-out, but in 1988 a jury of ten blacks and
two Hispanics acquitted him of attempted murder. He was never-
theless convicted of illegal weapons possession and sentenced to
five to fifteen years in prison. When his sentence was announced,
his supporters chanted, “Never give up. Free Larry Davis. We
gotta right, black power, we gotta fight, black power.” In a speech
afterward, Mr. Davis said that the presiding judge had “violated
the law countless times” during the trial, and proclaimed, “There
is no justice for the African-Latino people.” Mr. Davis, a con-
victed felon like all four of his brothers,!?? then went on to face
different charges for two separate murders, a kidnapping, an as-
sault, and a car theft.1?!

On almost the same day that Mr. Davis was sentenced, the first
black to be appointed to the elite, ninety-four-man Texas Rangers
police squad said he looked forward to the day when the press
stopped paying attention to his race. A forty-one-year-old profes-
sional lawman, Lee Roy Young said that he had never suffered
discrimination nor seen others discriminated against.122
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Campus Racism

Why does America prefer to believe a convict, Larry Davis,
rather than a Texas Ranger, Lee Roy Young? As we shall see,
there are a number of reasons for this, but universities play an
important role in establishing and spreading the view that white
people are racist and that it is white racism that accounts for the
failures of nonwhites. College professors and administrators tend
to be far more politically liberal than the population at large, and
at many universities the search for racism and the struggle to elim-
inate it are pushed to the point of ideological excess. Although a
college education should encourage reflection and discourage
hasty judgments, universities are even more closed-minded on the
subject of race than the rest of society.

Academics have created an atmosphere in which the slightest
statement or gesture is analyzed for potential “racism,” and devia-
tions from orthodoxy are swiftly punished. The new mood of
heightened sensitivity has been accompanied by what is said to be
a worrying “resurgence” of campus racism.

Media reports about race on campus hew to conventional doc-
trine and generally imply that racist incidents are all perpetrated
by whites against blacks. This is, of course, not the case. For exam-
ple, four black football players at the University of Arizona went
to jail for hunting down solitary whites and beating them up.
Three of the blacks were on scholarships, and the biggest was a
6-foot-4, 255-pound lineman.'?3 Brown University was considering
asking for help from the FBI when, in the opening weeks of the
1989 school year, whites were attacked by urban blacks on sixteen
different occasions.!?*

Eugene McGahen, a white freshman attending the historically
black Tennessee State University, was beaten in his room by a
group of blacks with covered faces. Brian Wilder, another white
freshman at the same university, took to carrying a knife and
sleeping with a baseball bat after receiving death threats and being
told by blacks that they would “get” him.!25
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By contrast, some of the “racism” attributed to white students
sounds exceedingly tame. During a late-night bull session at
Southern Methodist University in Dallas, a freshman reportedly
said that Martin Luther King was a Communist and then pro-
ceeded to sing “We Shall Overcome” in a “sarcastic’’ manner. The
university made him do thirty hours of community service at a
local minority organization. A graduate student reportedly called
a classmate a “Mexican” in a “derogatory” manner after an intra-
mural football game. Presumably he could have called him any
number of obscene names and not been punished, but “Mexican”
got him thirty hours of service also.126 At Harvard, insensitivity
was nipped in the bud when the dean for minority affairs learned
that dining-hall workers were planning a “Back to the Fifties”
party. The fifties were segregated, argued the dean, so such a party
would smack of racism.!?’

At Tufts University, a student was put on academic probation
for saying “Hey, Aunt Jemimah” to a friend who was wearing a
bandanna. A bystander was offended and brought charges against
the student for violating the college speech code. The university’s
reasons for punishing the student were murky at best: “We did not
find evidence to support [the] accusation [of harassment], never-
theless we decided [the student] still had no right to make the
remark.”128

In 1989, thirty. fraternity members from the University of San
Diego were discovered by a park ranger as they were burning a
cross in a nature preserve. They were quickly hauled before the
college authorities, to whom they explained that this was part of
their initiation ritual, which was based on Emperor Constantine’s
conversion to Christianity. Each pledge was to make a list of his
faults and burn it in the cross’s fire. The university was eventually
made to understand that the ritual had no racial significance at all.
Nevertheless, the fraternity was put on probation for three years,
forced to abandon the ritual, and its members each made to do
twenty-five hours of community service. Just for good measure,
every member of every fraternity and sorority on campus was
made to attend workshops on racism.!?° This is “tolerance” taken
to an intolerant limit.

Most reports of campus racism are of this kind of thing or of
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racial graffiti. Anything more than verbal abuse is extremely rare.
Furthermore, a- number of university administrators wonder if
some well-publicized. cases of anonymous graffiti have not been
the work of minority students who think they can profit from the
white breast-beating that inevitably follows.130

Some cases of racial “harassment” are pure play-acting. Sabrina
Collins, a black student at Emory University in Atlanta, gained
national attention when she received death threats in the mail, her
dormitory room was repeatedly ransacked, and racial insults were
scrawled on the walls and floor. She was so traumatized that she
curled up into a ball and refused to talk. An investigation showed
that the episodes began just as Miss Collins came under investiga-
tion for violating the school’s honor code and that she probably
staged everything herself.

The head of the Atlanta chapter of the NAACP said that so
long as the incident highlighted the pressures that blacks face on
mainly white campuses, “it doesn’t matter to me whether she did it
or not.” University officials, just as incoherently, agreed that wor-
risome questions about white racism had been raised, whoever was
responsible.!3! Whites are so zealous in their search for bigotry
that even a hoax is cause for anguished soul-searching.

In this atmosphere, colleges all over the country are rushing to
combat racism, real or imagined. One of the most common steps
has been to ban what is usually called “hate speech.” According to
one count, by 1990 there were 137 American campuses that
banned certain kinds of speech.!3? Speech codes are essentially
based on the assumption that whites are racist, nonwhites are not,
and the latter must be protected from the former.

Some universities are explicit about this. At the University of
Cincinnati, the student handbook states that blacks are incapable
of racism. Thus when a mixed group of black and white students
insulted some Arab students during the Persian Gulf War, the
whites were quickly convicted of racism by the student senate. The
blacks were above the law.!33

Most speech bans are written so as to apply to everyone, but
most people understand that they will usually be invoked only
against white students. Some are so broad and so vague that they
have been struck down by the courts. At the University of Michi-
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gan, a rule was passed that prohibited students from, for example,
venturing the opinion that women may be inherently better than
men at understanding the needs of infants, or that blacks may be
naturally better at basketball than whites. A student filed suit,
claiming that the regulation prohibits legitimate research, and his
view was upheld by a federal judge.!3* A federal court has also
struck down a speech code at the University of Milwaukee.!3>

In 1987, the University of Connecticut established what was
probably the most bewilderingly broad “sensitivity” code at any
school in the country. In addition to the usual slurs, it forbade
“inappropriately directed laughter” and “conspicuous exclusion
[of another student] from conversation.” Only after a student sued
the university did it limit its speech ban in 1991 to words “inher-
ently likely to provoke an immediate violent reaction.”'36 Speech
codes may well increase tension and edginess rather than relieve
them. A student at the State University of New York at Bingham-
ton complains that “If. you look at someone funnyj, it’s a bias inci-
dent.”137

One university, Brown, has already imposed the heaviest possi-
ble penalty—expulsion—on a student who violated its speech
code. In a drunken outburst to no one in particular, a white foot-
ball player, Douglas Hann, let fly with a series of obscene insults
about blacks, Jews, and homosexuals. When a black student ap-
proached him to complain, he reportedly told her that his people
owned her people.!3® Loutish though Mr. Hann’s behavior was,
Brown has hardly distinguished itself by expelling a student for
expressing opinions.

There is some question as to whether speech restrictions are
even legal. Some experts have argued that publicly funded univer-
sities cannot restrict speech and must abide by the terms of the
First Amendment, whereas private colleges have more latitude.
Congressman Henry Hyde of Illinois would like to settle the ques-
tion once and for all. In March 1991, he introduced legislation in
Congress that would outlaw speech codes.!?*

In any case, it is a sad day when our universities, which suppos-
edly promote academic freedom and unrestricted inquiry, are
binding their members with tighter restrictions than does society
at large. In such an environment it is no surprise to learn that
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students keep unfashionable opinions to themselves. In 1991, one
professor found that students at New York Law School would
criticize affirmative action only if they were assured their opinions
would be anonymous. On the record, they were all in favor of it.14
Entire courses have been dropped in the name of “racial sensi-
tivity.”” Reynolds Farley, an acclaimed demographer at the Univer-
sity of Michigan, stopped teaching a popular undergraduate
course, Race and Cultural Contact, after he was criticized for rac-
ism. His offense was to have read in class a self-deprecating pas-
sage written by Malcolm X, and to have discussed the southern
arguments in defense of slavery. “Given the climate at Michigan,”
he says, “I could be hassled for anything I do or don’t say in that
class.”'41 Other faculty members at Michigan have cut discussion
of race-related subjects from their courses for fear of attack.14?
Administrators come under just as much scrutiny as professors.
In early 1992, 250 faculty and students at the City University of
New York (CUNY) filed a racism suit claiming discriminatory
spending. They argued that the State University of New York
(SUNY) was getting more public money per student because it
had proportionately more white students. Indeed it was; about 10
percent more. Was this proof of racism? The state university main-
tains expensive medical, dental, and technical schools. When these
were taken out of the calculations, the city university was actually
receiving more public money per student than the state univer-
sity.143
One increasingly common way to combat alleged campus racism
is to make all students take courses designed to sensitize them to
the plight of minorities. In 1991, the University of California at
Berkeley started making students study the contributions of mi-
norities to American society.!** English Composition is the only
other campuswide requirement.!4> The University of Wisconsin
campuses at Madison and Milwaukee, New York State University
at Cortland, the University of Connecticut, Penn State University,
the University of Michigan, and Williams College have also insti-
tuted race-relations requirements in the past several years.!4
Courses like these often put the burdens of guilt and responsi-
bility squarely on whites. As one satisfied student at Southern
Methodist University put it, the purpose of a race-relations course
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he was taking was to show that “whites must be sensitive to the Af-
rican-American community rather than the other way around.”47

At Barnard College, teachers who assign readings from the
works of “minority women” get cash rewards paid for by grant
money.!4® The Ford Foundation recently announced grants worth
$1.6 million to nineteen different schools to “diversify” faculties
and course content.!4?

Many colleges that have not set up required courses make do
with specialized orientation. There are no blacks at all at Buena
Vista College in Storm Lake, Iowa, but it feels it must also combat
racism. Special seminars are held every year. In addition, fresh-
men were put through a month-long immersion course on racism
in 1990. At least one student was so struck by what he was taught
that he reportedly wanted to travel to other parts of the country to
see racism firsthand.3° One wonders exactly what he expected to
see.

In April 1987, Wellesley College in Wellesley, Massachusetts,
commissioned a Task Force on Racism in response to incidents
reported on other campuses—there had been no complaints at
Wellesley. The task force duly reported that Wellesley was “co-
vertly racist,” so it committed itself to hiring more minority teach-
ers, and now requires freshmen to take a course in non-Western
culture.!31

Harvard University recently put on a week-long program of
AWARE seminars (Actively Working Against Racism and Ethno-
centrism). John Dovidio, the keynote speaker, explained that all
white Americans are racist, 15 percent overtly so and 85 percent
more subtly. A black speaker, Gregory Ricks, explained that Ivy
League colleges deliberately sap the confidence of blacks, and
wondered if they were not practicing a particularly devious form
of genocide. One professor suggested that teachers should edit out
any facts from their lectures that might offend minorities, because
“the pain that racial insensitivity can create is more important
than a professor’s academic freedom.” Another professor agreed
that teachers should have less freedom of expression than other
people, because it is their duty to build a better world. Finally,
Lawrence Watson, cochairman of the Association of Black Faculty
and Administrators, had this advice for minority students: “Over-



Racism @ 51

reacting and being paranoid is the only way we can deal with this
system. . . . Never think that you imagined it [racial insensitivity]
because chances are that you didn’t.”!2

Racial sensitivity can take many forms. The University of Michi-
gan marked the 1990 celebration of Martin Luther King’s birthday
with a series of vigils, seminars, and lectures that involved virtually
every department. Some of the offerings were nothing short of
heroic. The classical studies department gave a talk called “An-
cient Greece and the Black Experience,” and the nuclear engi-
neering department sponsored a session called “Your Success Can
Be Enhanced by Positive Race Relations.” The School of Natural
Resources gave a lecture on “Environmental Issues and Concerns:
The Impact on People of Color.” University president James
Duderstadt says, “We’re reinventing the university for twenty-first-
century America.”!53

Racism at Stanford

Stanford University has also been reinventing itself. It conducts
intensive “sensitizing” seminars and requires them for all fresh-
men. Nevertheless, in the fall of 1988 Stanford was one of many
campuses said to be afflicted with white bigotry. Newspapers and
magazines repeatedly referred to a notorious “poster” incident,
but they never explained what had happened. The episode is
worth a close look.

Ujamaa House is Stanford’s African-theme residence hall. In
1988 more than half of its 127 students were black. One evening in
October there was a hallway discussion among undergraduates.
One was a black, whom we will call QC. At one point QC claimed
that all music in America has African origins. One of the whites
asked about Beethoven. QC shot back that Beethoven was black.
Several white freshmen, one of whom we will call Fred, openly
doubted that.

Later that evening, Fred found a Stanford Orchestra poster with
a big picture of Beethoven on it. With a crayon, he gave Beetho-
ven an Afro and black features, and hung the poster outside QC’s
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room. QC found it the next day and was “flabbergasted.” Another
black Ujamaa resident called it “hateful, shocking” and said she
was “outraged and sickened.”

- Though he had heard no reaction to the poster, Fred, who lived
in the dorm next door to Ujamaa House, began to worry that it
might have given offense. He went to his teaching assistant for
advice, but the T/A suggested he do nothing. “Let it blow over,”
he said.

Meanwhile, someone scrawled the word “niggers” across a.
poster advertising a dance at a black fraternity. Coming on top of
the Beethoven poster, this caused much fury at Ujamaa House. A
black resident T/A who suspected that Fred had defaced at least
the Beethoven poster, went to Fred’s room to ask him about it. To
scare the truth out of him, the T/A said that Ujamaa students were
talking about beating him up. Fred promptly admitted marking up
the Beethoven poster. It was clear he had had nothing to do with
the “niggers” poster. After an abusive grilling by the staff mem-
bers of Ujamaa House, Fred decided that he would publicly ex-
plain his motives the day after next.

About a hundred people were at the meeting, including a thirty-
eight-year-old black residential dean who was involved with mi-
nority affairs. Fred explained that when he first came to Stanford,
he was shocked and offended by the emphasis on race. He said he
had come from a multiracial environment but that race was not
the central fact of life. He said he disliked what he called “ethnic
aggressivity” and that the campus obsession with race was “stu-
pid.” A friend had been upset to meet a black student who insisted
she would not consider marrying anyone but another black. He
said he had defaced the Beethoven poster because it was a “good
opportunity to show the black students how ridiculous it was to
focus on race.” He said the poster was “satirical humor.”

A black student interrupted: “You arrogant bastard. How dare
you come here and not even apologize. I want an apology.” Fred
made a perfunctory apology, which the blacks did not accept.
There was then a clamor that Fred be expelled from the neighbor-
ing dormitory. The black dean came to Fred’s defense and argued
that the Beethoven poster was not a big deal, that Fred should
stay. The dean said he had dealt with much worse than that in the
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sixties. The black students then turned on the dean, and attacked
him repeatedly in a “loud and insulting manner.” They later
claimed that the dean had “stabbed them in the back.”

QC stood up to attack the dean. He said it was arrogant of the
dean to downplay the Beethoven poster and said he could not
tolerate having Fred live next door. He accused Fred of “dogmatic
racism” and of having used the poster to insult him personally.
After a few minutes of this, QC started crying and moved toward
Fred. He shouted something to the effect that in Chicago, where
he was from, he could kill Fred for a thing like that. He then
lunged at Fred and collapsed. Six or seven students carried him
out of the room, “crying and screaming and having a fit.”

The meeting then went to pieces, with about sixty students cry-
ing, some screaming, and others in a daze. In the midst of all this,
some of the students continued to argue heatedly with the black
dean, who finally agreed to expel Fred from the residence next
door. The meeting finally ended.

Two days later, two of the white residents at Ujamaa found
notices pushed under their doors that said: “Nonblacks leave our
home/you are not welcome in Ujamaa.” The same notice ap-
peared on the bulletin board. Also that day, someone defaced the
photo display of the freshmen in Ujamaa by punching holes in
white faces. Several days later, a few signs turned up around cam-
pus that read: “Avenge Ujamaa. Smash the honkie oppres-
sors!”134

This, in summary, is the “racial incident” that added Stanford to
the list-of campuses where white racism is on a dangerous up-
swing. In fact, the most poignant character in this sorry tale is the
black dean. It is certainly ironic to have struggled to get where he
is, only to be attacked by students half his age because he would
not admire the depth of their suffering at the hands of “dogmatic
racism.”

Six months later, Stanford released a 244-page report on cam-
pus race relations. Because of incidents like the one at Ujamaa
House, the report called for thirty new minority faculty, double
the number of minority graduate students, twice as many courses
on American race relations, and an obligatory undergraduate
course in ethnic studies. The president quickly agreed to hire the
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thirty new minorities and double the number of minority graduate
students, and promised to study the other proposals. Not satisfied
with this, the Stanford Students of Color Coalition took over the
president’s office and would not leave until the police arrested
them. The poster incident was on their lips.1>> In one of the
postmortems that followed the takeover, a spokesman for the
United Stanford Workers union accused the university of “wall-to-
~ wall discrimination.”156

The Beethoven poster incident took on a life of its own. Local
newspapers referred to it repeatedly, as did The New York Times.
Seven months after the fact, The Times was still dragging it out as
the decisive example of white bigotry at Stanford.!3” Harper’s mag-
azine denounced it.13® It popped up again, a full year later, in
Newsweek, 1> and yet again, eight months after that, in The New
York Times.'60 Its most recent known appearance was in the ABA
Journal of July 1990.16! It refuses to die. Why is it that the Beetho-
ven poster continues to be national news while the Arizona foot-
ball players who went to jail for assaulting whites were scarcely
heard of and quickly forgotten?

Stanford, along with many of our finest universities, has lost its
bearings. Nevertheless, these schools are only reflecting the re-
ceived wisdom of the day—that white racism is responsible for all
the troubles that afflict black people. Universities are therefore
determined to root out not only white racism but also the merest
hint of what someone might construe to be white racism. The final
step is to curtail debate and even suppress the truth if the truth
might hurt feelings. Universities are thus helping build a society in
which only certain views are legitimate and dissent is discouraged.

Amid all the talk of surging campus racism, the Carnegie Foun-
dation actually spent a year studying it and published a report in
the spring of 1990. It surveyed five hundred officials who are in-
volved in the quality of student life, and asked them about trends
in racial harassment on their campuses over the past five years.
Eleven percent of the officials thought the problem was worse,
while slightly more—13 percent—thought it was less of a problem.
Thirty-five percent said there had been no change, and the largest
number of all—40 percent—said it was not a problem at all. When
the officials were asked how many racial or ethnic incidents there
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had been on their campuses in the past year, fully 78 percent said
there had been none, and 12 percent said there had been one.
That left 10 percent who reported there had been more than
one.162

It does not sound as though there is a raging problem that can
be cured only with required courses in race relations. But the
findings do suggest why an ambiguous incident like that of the
Beethoven poster was so widely reported: There is not much else
to write about. If the charge of pervasive white racism is to stick,
there must be examples of it. The same incidents can be written
about over and over if necessary.

Racism at Every Turn

It is not only at universities, on the job, or at the hands of the
police that blacks are said to face systematic discrimination. It is
often claimed that they face it at every turn. Housing segregation,
for example, is frequently cited as evidence of racism, and there is
no question that many blacks live in all-black neighborhoods.
Douglas Massey, who is the director of the University of Chicago’s
Population Research Center and has studied housing patterns, ex-
plains it this way: “discrimination in the housing market, discrimi-
nation in the lending market and the prejudice of whites.”163

Mr. Massey may be a little hasty. The only accurate way to study
housing prejudice is to send black and white applicants, under
identical circumstances, to investigate the same housing opportu-
nities. If the black is treated differently, it is presumably because
of prejudice. The Commission on Human Rights of the state of
Kentucky actually conducts studies of this kind. In a 1989 survey
of fifty apartment complexes in seven cities, it found that blacks
got different treatment in 9.8 percent of the time. That is 9.8
percent too often, but it means that whites and blacks were treated
identically 90 percent of the time.164

The Urban Institute did a similar study, involving thirty-eight .
hundred visits to apartments and houses all over the country. They
found that 15 percent of black renters were told that an apartment
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was not available even though the same apartment was offered to
a white. Eight percent of black buyers were falsely told that a
house was no longer for sale. This is hardly perfection, but it
means that most of the time blacks do not face discrimination.163

Studies like these are always designed to find discrimination by
whites; no one ever seems to test how white applicants are treated
by homeowners or apartment managers of other races. California,
which is increasingly multiracial, suggests an answer. In 1990, the
Fair Housing Council of Orange County received 1,178 complaints
of housing discrimination. The largest number of complaints were
filed by whites, followed by blacks and Hispanics.16

There are many reasons other than discrimination that explain
why blacks tend to live among other blacks. White neighborhoods
are usually more expensive, and blacks may not be able to afford
them. They may also think that white realtors, superintendents,
and neighbors would be hostile, and sometimes they are. But it
never seems to occur to the people who study housing patterns
that many blacks prefer to live with blacks. Just as many prefer
black-theme dormitories at universities, and just as they frequently
socialize with each other at work, blacks are often more comfort-
able in black neighborhoods. Middle-class blacks who do choose
to live in largely white neighborhoods may even be taunted for it
by other blacks. Many affluent blacks deliberately refrain from
moving into white neighborhoods they could afford because they
want their children to have black playmates.!®” Moreover, it is a
peculiar kind of patronizing to assume that all blacks want nothing
more than to.live next door to white people.

Some blacks not only prefer their neighborhoods black, they
also want them to stay that way. A black journalist writes about a
backyard gathering in an affluent, all-black Atlanta suburb. The
party suddenly went silent when a realtor’s car, bearing a white
couple, cruised slowly down the street. “I hope they don’t find
anything they like,” said one of the black guests in all seriousness;
“otherwise, there goes the neighborhood.”'68 The football player
Jim Brown also once said that he did not want to live among
whites.16% Attitudes like this do not figure into public discourse. If
the races are found to live apart from each other, the reason is
always assumed to be white prejudice.
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The charge of racism is frequently leveled against mortgage
lenders. In a 1989 study of ten million loan applications, the A4¢-
lanta Journal and Constitution found that whites were approved 74
percent of the time while blacks were approved 50 percent of the
time. The newspaper did not consider such things as the appli-
cant’s debt burden, credit history, value of the collateral, or size of
the down payment, so the “study” means virtually nothing. This
did not stop other newspapers from picking up the story, putting it
on the front page, and running headlines saying that black appli-
cants are twice as likely to be rejected as whites.!70

When the federal Office of Thrift Supervision released similar
statistics several months later, it expressly pointed out that without
data on the financial positions of applicants, it was impossible to
pin the difference on race. This did not stop members of the U.S.
Senate Banking Subcommittee from immediately asking regula-
tors for new ways to force banks to stop racial discrimination.!”?

The same empty drama was played out two years later, when
the Federal Reserve Board released the same rough data showing
the same disparities. Jesse Jackson immediately concluded that
the figures confirmed “what we have known for decades: Banks
routinely and systematically discriminate against African-Ameri-
cans . . . in making mortgage loans.”!?2 In fact, in that year, the
Fed’s figures showed that Asians were more likely than whites to
be granted mortgages.!”> No one appeared to notice; certainly no
one argued that bankers are prejudiced in favor of Asians.

In a few cities, journalists thought to test the racism theory by
finding out whether blacks were more likely to have loans ap-
proved if they applied to black-owned banks. In Houston, Texas,
the city as a whole approved black applications 50 to 60 percent of
the time. The one black-owned bank, Unity National Bank, ap-
proved them only 17 percent of the time.!74

The curious thing about this whole controversy is that there is
not even a theoretical reason why bankers should refuse to make
profitable loans to black people. No one ever complains that white
auto dealers or shoe salesmen refuse to do business with blacks.
Are bankers somehow different from everyone else? Our elected
representatives are prepared to believe that bankers systematically
forgo profits in order to indulge prejudice. Like most Americans,
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they have never bothered to find out that black bankers are no
more inclined to make risky loans than whites are.!”> Like Unity
National Bank in Houston, they may be less likely to make loans to
blacks, since they know they will not be accused of racism for
turning down a risky credit.

The same blinkered thinking is behind the charge, repeated
endlessly, that white cab drivers refuse to pick up black riders.
Does anyone really think that a large number of white drivers will
pass up what they think will be a peaceable, paying customer just
because he happens to be black? One white New York City driver,
who has heard the story about racist taxi drivers too many times,
points out that in his city as many as seventeen drivers have been
murdered by riders in a single year, that hundreds are beaten and
wounded, and thousands are robbed or defrauded. Eighty-five
percent of the six felonies committed against cabbies every day are
by black men between ages sixteen and forty. As he explains, “Cab
drivers have only one effective way of protecting themselves
against the murderous thieves who prey on us. And that is to
exercise experienced discretion in whom we pick up. . . . Half of
New York’s cab drivers are themselves black and act no differently
from white drivers.”176

Indeed, in a study conducted by Howard University in Washing-
ton, D.C., when similarly dressed blacks and whites tried to hail
taxis, the blacks were seven times more likely to be refused a ride.
But in the lawsuits against taxi companies that arose from these
studies, not one of the “prejudiced” drivers was white; all were
either African immigrants, native-born blacks, or Middle Eastern-
ers.!”7 No driver, of any race, is likely to want to carry young black
male passengers into parts of town that are known to be danger-
ous.

In only the first two months of 1991, Washington, D.C., cab
drivers were robbed more often than in all of 1988 (the police did
not have statistics for 1989 or 1990). A reporter interviewed more
than a dozen city cabbies—all black—and found a near-uniform
policy of not picking up young black men at night. The drivers
knew they risked a $500 fine for discrimination, but as one ex-
plained, “I’d rather be fined than have my wife a widow.”

The head of the D.C. Taxicab Commission said that robberies
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and violence against drivers were a pity but that she would enforce
the law. “Discrimination in this city, and that is what that is, bla-
tant discrimination, will not be tolerated,” explained Carrolena
Key.17® The very notion of racial discrimination takes on a strange
new flavor when blacks who refuse to pick up other blacks because
they fear for their lives are accused of it.

The medical profession is also said to be prejudiced against
blacks. Recently, for example, it was reported that white dialysis
patients are more likely to get kidney transplants than blacks. This
was attributed to racism, and some newspapers even wrote de-
spairing editorials about it.1”° But what are the facts?

First of all, organ transplants work best between people of the
same race; one fifth of blacks have antigens that make them reject
kidneys donated by whites. At the same time, blacks are only half
as likely as whites to donate organs after they die, so the supply of
black kidneys is small. This mismatch is even worse because blacks
have kidney failure more often than whites and are several times
more likely to be on dialysis. Even more important, whites who
are still alive are six times more likely than blacks to donate a
kidney voluntarily to a close relative—and a close relative’s kidney
is usually the best match. Finally, although the operation is usually
free, postoperative treatment has generally cost $5,000 to $10,000
a year, a cost that wealthier whites may be better able than blacks
to bear.180

Dr. Clive O. Callender is head of the Transplant Center of How-
ard University and is the nation’s senior black transplant surgeon.
He explains that one of the most common reasons why blacks
refuse to donate organs is that they are afraid the recipient might be
white. Whites do not seem to worry whether a black might get
their organs; Dr. Callender points out that even at Howard, 80
percent of the organ donors are white.!8!

Where is the “racism” here? In fact, the disproportion between
the number of black and white kidney recipients—the problem
that prompted charges of racism in the first place—is not very
great to begin with. Though blacks suffer 28 percent of serious
kidney diseases, they get 21 percent of the transplants.!82 If any-
thing, one might conclude from the facts that the medical estab-
lishment is doing a remarkable job of finding kidneys for black
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patients despite built-in obstacles erected by blacks. Nevertheless,
it is whites who are accused of racism.

A more fruitful approach has been pursued by the federal gov-
ernment. It recognizes that the problem is not white racism but an
inadequate supply of black kidneys. In the San Francisco area, it
has made a grant to the African-American Donor Task Force,
which works through black churches to persuade blacks to donate
organs.'83

Sometimes the “racism” explanation for black/white differences
is almost comical. Money magazine recently pointed out that even
when blacks and whites have similar incomes, whites are two and a
half times more likely than blacks to own financial assets such as
stocks, mutual funds, or an Individual Retirement Account. The
magazine quoted an insurance salesman who explained this by
saying that stockbrokers do not like to go into black neighbor-
hoods to make house calls.!8* Stockbrokers do not make house
calls in any neighborhoods. Jesse Jackson was being just as ridicu-
lous when he wrote in 1990 that the process of voter registration—
perhaps a five-minute procedure that helps stop voter fraud—is a
deliberate obstacle thrown up by whites to keep blacks from vot-
ing:'85 One writer explains that the reason people complain about
welfare but do not object to widows receiving their dead husbands’
Social Security benefits is that welfare mothers are likely to be
black while most Social Security widows are white.'8¢ This fanciful
view ignores the fact that most people see Social Security income
as the just return on payments made during a lifetime of work,
whereas they see welfare income as unearned and therefore less
deserved. - ‘

“Environmental racism” is the name of a recently discovered
form of discrimination. This is said to be the deliberate siting of
potentially polluting factories or waste dumps in nonwhite neigh-
borhoods. A National People of Color Leadership Summit on the
Environment was held in Washington, D.C.,, in late 1991 to debate
what to do about the problem.!8” By 1992 there were at least ten
minority-based environmental groups charging officials with such
things as “radioactive colonialism” and “garbage imperialism.”

It would be no surprise if activists could show that nonwhites
are more likely to be exposed to environmental hazards than are
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whites. If a city needs a site for a new incinerator, it will look for
inexpensive land. Nonwhites have less money than whites and tend
to live in less expensive places. Thus, if nonwhites really are likely
to live closer to hazardous sites, there are probably economic rea-
sons for it that have little to do with race.

In fact, there is not even the appearance of a serious case behind
charges of “radioactive colonialism.” The United Church of Christ
has actually researched how hazardous waste landfills are sited. In
1987 it found that 78 percent were in areas that had more white
than nonwhite inhabitants. Fifty-seven percent of blacks (and His-
panics) live near toxic waste sites, but 54 percent of whites do.
Only 46 percent of Asians live near one,!®® but no one seems to
argue that waste disposal is somehow arranged for their benefit.

“Environmental racism” is therefore an utterly spurious charge.
Usually, cries of racism are based on some real difference between
blacks and whites that could conceivably be due to racism. In this
case, there is not even a difference; but that does not stop people
from assuming that there is one and that racism must have caused
it.

In fact, America is prepared to swallow accusations of racism
that are even more preposterous. Blacks learned long ago that;
whites can be silenced and intimidated by accusing them of racism. }I
White acquiescence has made the charge of racism into such a
powerful weapon that it should be no surprise to find that a great "
many blacks cannot resist the temptation to wield it.
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Charges of Racism

RANGE COUNTY, A SUBURB OF LOS ANGELES, HAS A POPULA-

tion that used to be overwhelmingly white but has re-

cently seen its nonwhite population rise to 35 percent.

There has been some friction as white neighborhoods
have lost their homogeneity. The Orange County Register has kept
a watchful eye on racial incidents, and in July of 1991 it published
a complete list of “hate crimes” committed in the county so far
that year. Here, verbatim and in toto, is the Register’s report of bias
crimes committed in the county during the months of April and
May 1991:

- A black woman, who with her white husband was featured in
a newspaper article, receives phone calls asking, “What are
you doing married to a white man?” [Race of caller(s) not
specified.]

- A black woman hears racial epithets as she jogs in her neigh-
borhood.

- A woman reports that her elementary school-age son is being
harassed at school by a white child.

+ A Cypress City Council member tells a League of Cities
meeting, “I thought when they killed (openly gay San Fran-
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cisco Supervisor) Harvey Milk, they would finally put some
men back on the board.”

White students at a Fullerton high school throw golf balls
into the campus quad, hitting Asian students.

An Iranian family’s home in Saddleback Valley is burglarized,
and a swastika is scratched on their new BMW car.18°

Each of these incidents was no doubt very disagreeable to the
person who was its target, and Orange County decided to take
them extremely seriously. Andy Romero, the county sheriff, an-
nounced in August of that year that police efforts to combat these
crimes had been put “on a par with homicides . . . and disaster
responses.” 190

That episodes like these should be put on par with murder and
earthquakes shows how great the power of “racism” can be. Like
all power, it can be misused.

Deflecting Criticism

Blacks find it convenient to accuse whites of racism under a
variety of circumstances, but one of the most common purposes is
to deflect criticism. It has become virtually impossible to criticize a
black, especially any prominent or successful one, without provok-
ing cries of racism.

Gus Savage, a black, six-term congressman from Chicago, has
made a particularly colorful career out of charges of racism. Al-
though he had one of the worst attendance records on Capitol
Hill, and counted half a dozen bills honoring the boxer Joe Louis
as his greatest legislative achievements, he routinely brushed off
any criticism of his record, whether by whites or blacks, as “rac-
ism.”1°1 When his son was arrested in Washington, D.C., for driv-
ing an unregistered car without a license, he called it racism—even
though the arresting;officers, the police chief, and the city’s mayor
were all black.1°2 He has referred to Ron Brown, the first black to
be chairman of the Democratic National Committee, as Ron
“Beige” because he has supported white candidates.!*3
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Congressman Savage first became known to a national audience
not because of race but because of sex. In March of 1989, during a
visit to Zaire, he tried to force himself on a black Peace Corps
volunteer. The volunteer finally escaped his maulings but was
given a medical evacuation back to the United States, where she
underwent therapy for sexual assault.

When asked by a reporter about this incident, Congressman
Savage replied, “stay the f—— out of my face.” He claimed that
the attention paid to the incident was part of a white conspiracy.
“Black leadership is under attack in this country,” he explained,
likening himself to Martin Luther King, “and I’'m the No. 1 tar-
get.”1%4 Several months later, when the House Ethics Committee
censured his behavior, the congressman explained it this way: “Be-
cause of the extreme racist resentment of any influential African-
American man defying white authority . . . I expect further per-
secution of me by white media and coconspiring government
agents.”'% One of his favorite replies to questions from white
reporters was to call them “white racist mo———fu—-—s.”

Once, when a reporter from the Washington Times approached
Mr. Savage just a few steps off the House floor, the congressman
let fly with this unprovoked tirade:

I don’t talk to you white motherf——s. . . . You bitch
motherf——s in the white press. ... F—— you, you
motherf——ing a——hole . . . white devils.

This exchange was witnessed by a Capitol policeman and a re-
porter for USA Today.'®® When it was suggested to Mr. Savage
that his own actions smacked of racism, he explained that that was
impossible because only whites could be racist.!®7

In 1990, Mr. Savage faced what should have been a very tough
race against Mel Reynolds, Illinois’ first black Rhodes scholar and
by all accounts an able man. Nevertheless, most of Chicago’s black
leadership was behind Mr. Savage, as were black activists around
the country. One of Mr. Savage’s aides explained that Mr. Reyn-
olds was a tool of the antiblack movement and was working “to
undermine strong black leadership.” The incumbent told voters
that their choice was between “white and right.”198
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This sort of talk didn’t prevent prominent black congressmen—
House whip William Gray and Representative Charles Rangel—
from going to Chicago to campaign for Mr. Savage,'®® who beat
his opponent handily, 52 to 43 percent. One of his constituents
explained the victory: “Anything you read in the white media, if
they’re attacking a black man, he must be doing some good.”2%0

Mr. Savage’s congressional career came to an end only in 1992,
when his district was redrawn. On his third attempt, and with the
help of white voters, Mr. Reynolds finally unhorsed the incumbent
—after death threats and even a murder attempt.?’! In his usual
style, Mr. Savage blamed his loss on “the white racist press and
racist, reactionary Jewish misleaders.””202

Mr. Savage is not alone. The black mayor of Atlantic City, New
Jersey, also has consistently made race part of his politics. When,
in July of 1989, Mayor James Usry and thirteen associates—most
of whom were black—were arrested on bribery and corruption
charges, he quickly organized a chorus of accusations. “We feel it’s
an attempt to dismantle our black leadership,” said a black com-
munity leader. A former city councilman said, “They [whites] can’t
vote Usry out, so they’re looking for any way to get him out.” If
anything, blacks should have been pleased to see the leadership
cleaned out. In the eleven previous years, the population of Atlan-
tic City had plummeted, while welfare cases doubled and violent
crime tripled. Parts of the city look like bombs hit them, and a
national magazine called it the most unlivable city in America.293

In the summer of 1990, Mayor Usry was forced into a runoff
election against a white candidate. Although there was no evi-
dence to suggest this, former comedian Dick Gregory stood at the
mayor’s side and claimed that whites had “rigged” voting ma-
chines so as to steal the election. Mayor Usry did not even try to
win white votes. His campaign literature, which was distributed
only in black wards, urged people to vote for him because of “the
color of my skin.”?%* The appeal worked; Mayor Usry was re-
turned to office.

In 1990, federal investigators looked into the misuse of a secret
Detroit police fund that was used for undercover drug purchases.
The police chief of fourteen years, William Hart, was alleged to
have taken as much as $2.6 million from the fund. It was reported
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that stolen cash had fluttered down from the ceiling of the police
chief’s home when a workman was doing repairs. Mayor Coleman
Young of Detroit claimed that the investigation was part of a racist
vendetta against him and the black police chief.205

Mayor Richard Arrington of Birmingham, Alabama, was cited
for contempt of court when he refused to turn over certain papers
in a federal corruption investigation. Rather than comply with the
order, Mayor Arrington sent letters to a host of national and local
organizations, inviting them to participate in a seminar on “the
selective prosecution and harassment of black leadership.” His
supporters claimed that any investigation of Mr. Arrington was
driven by a “Ku Klux Klan mentality.” When a federal judge or-
dered him to spend Thursday through Monday of every week in
jail for the next eighteen months or until he turned over the pa-
pers, Mayor Arrington deliberately gave his punishment the trap-
pings of civil rights martyrdom. He led hundreds of demonstra-
tors, some of them draped in chains, down the same streets
through which Martin Luther King led civil rights marches in
1963. Even blacks were dismayed by a transparent attempt to turn
a personal predicament into a civil rights struggle.2%6

Likewise, in New York, when David Dinkins, the black mayor-
elect, was investigated by tax officials for revaluing at $58,000 a
portfolio of stock he had previously valued at $1 million, promi-
nent black groups complained that the inquiry was racist.207
When, in the following year, Mayor Dinkins was criticized for the
way he was handling New York City’s increasingly pinched fi-
nances, his supporters accused critics of racism. “They cannot live
with the fact that an African-American is mayor,” said one.208

Blacks took up the same cry in 1992, when Mayor Dinkins’s
campaign finance chairman, Arnold Biegen, was indicted on
charges of grand larceny and falsifying business records. Once
again, this was seen as evidence of selective harassment of black
officials—despite the fact that Mr. Biegen is white.2?° In the same
year, the press discovered that Laura Blackburne, a black Dinkins
appointee to run the New York Housing Authority, had spent
public money with remarkable determination. Although she was in
charge of finding housing for New York City’s poor, she appar-
ently saw no irony in spending $345,000 to renovate her offices,
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nor in staying in $300-a-night hotel rooms in Washington, Chi-
cago, San Antonio, and Boston. Miss Blackburne openly defied
Mayor Dinkins’s orders and spent public money to travel to South
Africa, and her spending on other official business trips was nota-
bly lavish.210

Blacks insisted that the inevitable outcry against Miss
Blackburne was racist. Mary Pinkett, a black member of the City
Council, claimed that blacks were once again being “in a sense
lynched . . . in the press.” At least three other black City Council
members joined in the chorus of accusations, as did a black state
senator from Manhattan.?!! Some blacks are, themselves, so
blinded by race that they cannot conceive of whites criticizing
blacks for any reason other than color.

Even when a black is duly tried and found guilty, he may simply
dismiss due process as an exercise in racism. When former New
York State senator Andrew Jenkins was sentenced to a year in
prison for money laundering, he claimed that he was the victim of
“a vendetta” against black elected officials.?!2 The U.S. Congress
spent two years investigating a black federal judge, Alcee Has-
tings, before the full Senate voted to remove him from the bench
on a bribery charge. Naturally, Judge Hastings’s supporters de-
tected racism in the proceedings and complained loudly about it.
Undaunted, Judge Hastings announced plans to run for governor
of Florida.?'3> When a black New Orleans judge was convicted of
scheming to split a $100,000 bribe from a drug smuggler—the first
federal judge ever to be convicted of bribe-taking—his lawyers
claimed that he and his bagman were both singled out for prosecu-
tion because they are black.?!*

Marion Barry, the black mayor of Washington, D.C., was long
beset by scandal: patronage, women, mismanagement. His admin-
istration was a shambles, but he always fended off criticism with
accusations of racism.

Almost one in five voters in Mayor Barry’s city were on the
municipal payroll—about three times the national average. Dur-
ing his twelve years in office, Mayor Barry boosted the number of
city bureaucrats by 27 percent, while the population of the District
of Columbia fell by thirty thousand.?!> Many of these workers
were flagrantly incompetent. Although Washington had nearly
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twice as many housing bureaucrats per public-housing resident as
Baltimore or Detroit, one fifth of the public housing was vacant
because it was waiting for repairs. The waiting time for a unit was
seven years. Emergency services were so arrogant and lazy that
calls to 911 sometimes weren’t even answered and an ambulance
might not show up until the next day.?!6

Ten key officials in the city administration—including Mayor
Barry’s top deputy—were convicted of financial crimes. In the last
three years of his tenure, judges had cited the city no less than
seven times for systematic mistreatment of people in its care: juve-
nile delinquents, prisoners, the mentally retarded. In 1989, Wash-
ington Monthly bluntly called the Barry administration “the worst
city government in America.”?!” Equally disheartening were the
increasingly well-substantiated stories about the mayor’s crack co-
caine habit. In a city in which the drug was blighting thousands of
lives, rumors of drug use at City Hall were a blow to morale.

Mayor Barry stayed in office thanks to near-monolithic support
from blacks that was held together with well-timed charges of rac-
ism. Even in the face of dismaying incompetence, whites scarcely
dared criticize such a prominent black. When the Washington Post
finally overcame its reluctance and attacked him, Mayor Barry
blamed the “white press” for “a new style of lynching.”?!? By early
1989, many people heartily agreed when one columnist wrote,
“color Barry white, and he would, as he should, be swiftly
gone.”?1?

A year later, Mayor Barry was defending himself against attack
by comparing himself to Jesus and Gandhi, who were persecuted
for the good that they did.??° The balloon finally burst when the
FBI used a former girlfriend to lure the mayor to a hotel room
and then videotaped him smoking crack. Benjamin Hooks, who
was then executive director of the NAACP, duly warned that the
arrest might be part of a racist campaign by federal agents to
harass black leaders.??! The mayor even accused the government
of trying to kill him by supplying him with crack that was “90
percent pure.” At his indictment, Mayor Barry claimed that he
was the victim of a “political lynching.”?2?

Black Washingtonians seem to have believed him. Preachers did
not take to their pulpits to denounce him as a bad example for
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young blacks. Not even Jesse Jackson, who styles himself a cham-
pion against drugs, had a single word of criticism. No crowds
marched on City Hall to insist that the mayor step down. No
prominent city officials resigned in protest. Instead, T-shirts began
to appear around town that said, “I’ve seen the tapes and the bitch
set him up.”??*> Washington’s three black weeklies continuously
promoted the view that the arrest was a dirty, racist trick.?2* When
the black-owned Capitol Spotlight started running wildly accusa-
tory stories claiming that the Barry indictment was just the begin-
ning of a massive white plot to unhorse black leaders and imprison
black men, its circulation jumped by a third.?2> New York’s Am-
sterdam News thundered against a government “vendetta” against
“Black public officials throughout the country who have dared to
speak out against injustice to minorities. . . .”?26 Benjamin
Hooks went on to call the Barry prosecution ‘“Nazilike.”??7
George Stallings, founder of his own breakaway black Catholic
church, claimed that the greatest mayor Washington had ever had
was felled by a racist government because he was “too intelligent
and too black.”228

Perhaps most surprising to whites was Mayor Barry’s rapturous
welcome at a conference of black mayors in April 1990. He had
just returned from a stay at a drug treatment center, to which he
had disappeared shortly after his arrest. Jesse Jackson, who was at
the conference to deliver the keynote address, called him up from
the audience to the podium. Four hundred black mayors rose from
their seats to give the arrested and indicted Marion Barry a stand-
ing ovation. Mr. Jackson, with no apparent sense of irony, then
proceeded with his keynote address on drug policy.??° Later,
Mayor Barry held a press conference during which he criticized
federal officials for not working closely with him to fight the crack
epidemic in Washington.

Columnist Mike Royko was one of several commentators who
were disgusted by the news conference and baffled by the ova-
tion.23? He need not have been baffled. What explains the ovation
is probably the same thing that kept Congressman Savage in office
for so long: The more a black is criticized by whites—no matter
how legitimately—the more he will be applauded by many other
blacks.
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Mayor Barry understood this perfectly. As he went to trial on
fourteen counts of cocaine possession and lying to a grand jury, he
boasted that it would be impossible to find a Washington jury that
would convict him, no matter what the evidence. “All it takes,” he
said, “is one juror saying, ‘I’'m not going to convict Marion Barry
—1I don’t care what you say.” ”23! Jesse Jackson continued to lec-
ture the citizens of Washington on the need to raise a legal de-
fense fund for the mayor and to find him a new job. He also spoke
of lucrative “book possibilities.”?32

After a long and highly publicized trial, Mayor Barry’s assess-
ment of black jurors’ unwillingness to convict a fellow black was
found to be almost exactly correct. In spite of overwhelming evi-
dence against him and even an open court admission from his
defense lawyer that the mayor had used crack, the panel of ten
blacks and two whites convicted him of only one charge, of co-
caine possession. On an astonishing ten of the fourteen charges,
the jurors could not reach agreement.

The verdict was so surprising that Thomas Jackson, the judge
who tried the case, made a highly unusual public statement about
the behavior of the jurors. He told a Harvard audience that he had
never seen a stronger case for the prosecution and that he was
convinced a group of black jurors had been determined from the
start not to find the mayor guilty. He thought that they must have
lied during jury selection in order to convince the court that they
would consider the evidence with an open mind.?33

Newspaper reporters learned independently that a bloc of five
black jurors consistently held out for acquittal. They claimed that
the government had manufactured evidence and coached wit-
nesses to lie. There were occasions during deliberations when a
pro-acquittal black accused another black, who was leaning toward
conviction, of not sufficiently identifying with her race. One black
juror urged others to read a book about white oppression of blacks
before they voted on the charges.?3*

It is, of course, wholly illegitimate to permit notions of racial
solidarity to influence a legal finding of fact, and many decent
blacks were disgusted by the jury’s behavior. As black columnist
Carl Rowan put it, “These jurors were saying: The mayor may be a
cocaine junkie, a crack addict, a sexual scoundrel, but he is our
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junkie, our addict, our scoundrel, and we aren’t going to let you
white folks put him in jail.”233

The jury’s behavior was pure race loyalty of the kind that ex-
plains why blacks never got together to throw the mayor out long
ago. They could not bear the thought of organizing to unseat a
fellow black, especially one who had been criticized by whites.?36
His flagrant corruption meant less to them than his race.

Many Washington blacks also apparently feared an alleged
white plot known as “The Plan.” They believed that whites were
secretly scheming to regain political control of the District and
that Mr. Barry’s removal was to be the first step. Part of “The
Plan” was said to include planting drugs and guns in black neigh-
borhoods so that young men would destroy themselves and each
other.237

Across the country, more and more black jurors are behaving
just as Mayor Barry predicted: They are refusing to convict blacks,
no matter what the evidence. When black congressman Harold
Ford of Tennessee was tried on bank fraud charges, his jury also
split along race lines, with eight blacks voting to acquit and four
whites voting to convict. A white columnist compared this out-
come to that of the Barry trial and was brave enough to ask this
hard question: “Will black juries convict black defendants, espe-
cially for crimes against whites?”238 Jesse Jackson appears to
think that they will not and should not. When the government
decided to retry Congressman Ford, he told a Memphis crowd of
fifteen hundred, “It is the Justice Department that is on trial.”?3°
Mr. Jackson has likened the alleged antiblack “pattern” of prose-
cutions to the days of slavery, when any strong or free-thinking
black man was, according to Mr. Jackson, put to death as an exam-
ple to keep other blacks subservient.24? Thwarting “white justice”
thus becomes a duty.

The same thinking can be found during the trials of common
criminals. Ricardo Pouza, a Miami black, confessed to having
killed a Cuban immigrant during a $25 stickup. Witnesses corrob-
orated his confession, and physical evidence matched everyone’s
account. Two successive trials resulted in hung juries: Whites
voted to convict and blacks voted to acquit.24! In Hartford, Con-
necticut, a black named Joe Lomax finally went free after three
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hung juries failed to convict him of murder. Once again, the voting
was split along racial lines.?4?

Of course, one could argue that it was the white jurors who
were driven to convict innocent blacks through sheer racial ani-
mus. Nevertheless, in all these cases, as in the trial of Mayor
Barry, the evidence of guilt seemed overwhelming to most observ-
ers. Moreover, if it were whites who were voting by race rather
than on the facts, one would expect to find frequent reports of
whites acquitting fellow whites despite clear evidence of guilt.
Such reports are exceedingly rare. Instead, it is blacks who accuse
the justice system of systematic bias and who appear to think in
terms of race first and the facts second.

But to return to the subject of black officials charged with
wrongdoing, there is a dreary inevitability about their cries of rac-
ism, no matter how astonishingly corrupt or incompetent they may
have been shown to be. Carl Green was a $94,614-a-year vice
president of the New York City Transit Authority. In 1992 he was
charged with what newspapers called a “textbook case” of nepo-
tism. His two sons, his girlfriend’s two nieces, his top aide’s daugh-
ter, and a swarm or other relatives and friends all suddenly found
jobs at the Transit Authority. John Pritchard, the inspector general
for the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, conducted a care-
ful investigation of Mr. Green and recommended that he and
three of his subordinates be fired. It seems to have made no differ-
ence to Mr. Green that the inspector general is black; Mr. Green
claimed to be a victim of racism.243

In 1988, New York City was shocked by revelations about its
local school boards. One black principal, Matthew Barnwell, was
late or absent nearly four out of five school days. When he did
show up, he was often drunk and spent the day watching television
game shows. Staff who didn’t have connections bought their way
into jobs. One quarter of Mr. Barnwell’s teachers were regularly
late or absent, and his mostly minority students fared miserably.
This man kept his $60,000-a-year job for sixteen years and got into
the news only when he was arrested for using crack cocaine.

In New York City, school boards are decentralized to an un-
usual degree. Charges against Mr. Barnwell could be brought only
by his local board. At the time he was arrested, Mr. Barnwell’s



74 ® Paved With Good Intentions

entire board was under investigation by the district attorney for
taking drugs, stealing school property, and cooking the books.244

At another local board, one member was a heroin addict who
had been evicted from her apartment and lived in a cardboard
box. Classroom aides often got their jobs through patronage, and
some were illiterate; they could not even fill out job application
forms. One acting principal drove a van up to the school and
loaded it with stolen pads, notebooks, pencils, and other school
supplies. A five-year-old child was found in a Bronx elementary
school cafeteria carrying a loaded pistol. As scandal followed scan-
dal, board members predictably charged that it was all a racist
campaign to make blacks and Hispanics look bad.

Almost too excruciating for anyone to point out was that New
York’s school boards were decentralized only in 1970, after blacks
and Hispanics charged that the largely white central bureaucracy
was ignoring their special needs.?4> But perhaps most unfortunate
of all were the results of school board elections held in these
jurisdictions just a few months after the scandals. Only 7 percent
of eligible voters turned out—an all-time low—and virtually all the
incumbents were reelected.?4

In Detroit, where 40 percent of the students do not finish high
school, one school tried holding a lottery to encourage attendance:
Students could win up to $100 just for handing in class registra-
tions. In 1987 the district recorded 14,009 “illegal acts” on school
grounds, including 137 cases of students carrying guns. While
schools scraped for money, board members flew first class and
rolled up to board meetings in chauffeur-driven cars. A seventeen-
year veteran board member brushed off the growing criticism: “I
know racism when I see it,” he said.24’

In early 1990, school boards tried to dismiss black superinten-
dents in Boston and in Selma, Alabama. In Selma, black students
charged racism, demonstrated, occupied school buildings, and
threatened violence.?#® In Boston, the president of the local chap-
ter of the NAACP accused the school board of “a blatant act of
racism.” A white board member wearily explained that, yes, the
superintendent had been treated differently because he was black.
“He wouldn’t have been here as long as he was if he wasn’t black,”
she said; “. . . [We] had to think twice before firing a black.”?4°
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The trusty technique of the well-timed accusation surfaced once
again during the long-running congressional inquiry into corrup-
tion at HUD during the Reagan administration. DuBois Gilliam, a
onetime aide to former secretary Samuel Pierce, told how he used
race to cow and discourage investigators. After admitting that he
had distributed millions of dollars in housing grants on the basis of
pure favoritism, he explained that since he was black, Secretary
Pierce was black, and other high HUD officials were black, he had
only to charge racism to intimidate investigators.?*°

One of the saddest cases of a black person trying to shout down
his accusers with charges of racism was that of U.S. Supreme
Court justice Clarence Thomas. Throughout his career, Judge
Thomas had held firm to the view that blacks should not expect
preferential treatment and that civil rights groups should concen-
trate on black self-help rather than on blaming whites. In a 1984 /
newspaper interview, for example, he said that all civil rights lead- *
ers do is “bitch, bitch, bitch, moan, and whine.””?5!

And yet, when his elevation to the U.S. Supreme Court came
under serious threat from a woman who accused him of sexual
harassment, not even Judge Thomas could resist using the mighty
psychological weapon that America has put into the hands of all
blacks. When his back was to the wall, he insisted that the attack
on his character was “a high-tech lynching for uppity blacks.”232

This was a particularly improbable charge because his accuser,
Anita Hill, was black. Furthermore, the people who most opposed
his nomination were liberals who would have been delighted to
see a black justice replace Thurgood Marshall. They were opposed
to his politics, not to his race. Even men who claim to despise
“bitching and moaning” may resort to it if the prize is great
enough.

It would be refreshing to hear of prominent blacks who have
been fired or seriously criticized without provoking charges of rac-
ism, but it rarely seems to happen. And since the charge of racism
is such a potent and effective one, there must surely be blacks who

250 Philip Shenon, “Ex-Aide Asserts Pierce Misused Grants,” The New York Times, (May
5, 1990), p. 8. The New York Times mentions only the corrupt use of funds. Mr. Gilliam’s
explanation of how he threw investigators off the trail was quoted in The McNeil-Lehrer
Report of May 4, 1990.
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remain in positions where they do not belong because whites are
afraid of the outcry that would meet any attempt to remove them.

The executive editor of The New York Times once explained his
reluctance to fire blacks:

I know that when a woman screws up, it is not a political act
for me to go fire them. I cannot [easily] say that with some of
our blacks. They’re still precious, they’re still hothouse in
management [sic], and if they are less than good, I would
probably stay my hand at removing them too quickly. It’s still
a political act and it would hurt the organization in a larger
sense. . . .23

The Impulse to Accuse

Cries of racism need little provocation. Shortly after the presi-
dential election of 1988, two blacks wrote on the editorial page of
The New York Times about Jesse Jackson: “If he were not black, he
would now be the President-elect.”?3* In other words, Mr. Jack-
son’s policies were the ones Americans really wanted, but white
voters were so blinded by bigotry that they voted against their own
interests. It is unlikely, of course, that anyone of any race could
have been elected on Mr. Jackson’s platform. Many people sus-
pect that he got as far as he did only because he was black. This
off-the-shelf accusation of white racism is therefore both ground-
less and insulting.

In 1989, a black Massachusetts state senator introduced a bill in
the state House that would require the taxpayers to make repara-
tions to blacks on account of slavery. Even in liberal Massachu-
setts, this idea met opposition. David Hall, head of the state chap-
ter of the National Conference of Black Lawyers, says that the
opposition is “strong evidence of how deeply racism still flows
within the veins of this society.”?>>

When blacks want something, it is “racist” to oppose them. The
black columnist Carl Rowan, for example, says that anyone who
opposes statehood for Washington, D.C., is a racist.2>®¢ When the
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city of New Orleans voted to establish term limits on City Council
members, long-serving black councilmen insisted that it was a rac-
ist plot to deprive blacks of “experienced” politicians.?>’

Governor Mario Cuomo of New York was the victim of similar
thinking in 1991, when he tried to make up a $6 billion gap in the
state budget. After a great deal of study and agonizing, he pro-
posed to make up the difference with $1.5 billion in increased
taxes and $4.5 billion in spending cuts, some of it in social pro-
grams. This earned him the accusation from Arthur Eve, the high-
est-ranking black legislator in the state, that Governor Cuomo
presided over “the most racist state in the union.” Assemblyman
Eve went on to tell a black audience that the governor’s policies
were “killing you and your children.”?8 Essentially, racism is any-
thing that blacks say it is, and anyone whom they accuse of it is
ipso facto guilty.

The black poet Amiri Baraka (formerly LeRoi Jones) sought
tenure at Rutgers University. When it was denied in March 1990,
he claimed that his appointment was blocked by “white suprema-
cists” on the faculty. “We must unmask these powerful
Klansmen,” he told a rally of 250 supporters. “Their intellectual
presence makes a stink across the campus like the corpses of rot-
ting Nazis.” Mr. Baraka did not identify any of the “white suprem-
acists” by name.?>° Likewise, when Do the Right Thing, by the
black director Spike Lee, failed to win the top prize at the Cannes
Film Festival, Mr. Lee explained that this was because of rac-
ism.260

Sometimes charges of racism are genuinely difficult to under-
stand. In April 1991, the ABC network broadcast a flattering four-
hour series on the life of the black U.S. Supreme Court justice
Thurgood Marshall. A black journalist, Richard Carter, wrote in
The New York Times that the series was “an insult to African-
Americans.” Why? Thurgood Marshall is a light-skinned black,
but Sidney Poitier, who played him in the series, is dark-skinned.
Not to have matched Justice Marshall’s skin color more closely
was apparently an act of disrespect.?6!

At the National Medical Association’s 1989 convention, a panel
of black doctors concluded that white people are largely responsi-
ble for the fact that black Americans have poorer health than
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whites. As Dr. John Chissell of Boston explained, “We live in an
intensely racist society that teaches us to hate ourselves. . . .”
This reportedly leads to “low self-esteem” and to poor health.262

One black theorist, who is the dean of the School of Humanities
and Social Sciences at Savannah State College, has concluded that
drug addiction and alcoholism are not natural to blacks but foisted
upon them by white people. He even argues that whites them-
selves suffer from these problems mainly because their minds have
been unhinged by the exertions of racism.263

Blacks have grown so accustomed to making charges of racism
that it sometimes seems like an unconscious reflex. Black state
senator Valmanette Montgomery of Brooklyn recently refused to
accept a Hispanic student intern for her legislative office and in-
sisted instead on a black. When the head of the intern program at
the State University of New York made her refusal public, she
denied nothing but promptly accused the university official of, yes,
racism.264

In January 1992, the Hertz car-rental company announced that
it was adding stiff surcharges to rentals in Brooklyn and the Bronx.
This was an attempt to try to make up for the $45 million it had
lost in the previous three years due to lawsuits, wrecks, and stolen
cars. Mayor Dinkins promptly accused the company of “racism,”
since these parts of the city have large black populations.?63

In a recent study in the Chicago area, 14 percent of blacks and 9
percent of whites agreed with the view that blacks have less “in-
born ability to learn than whites.” The fact that more blacks than
whites expressed this “racist” view was, somewhat paradoxically,
attributed to white racism. Larry Bobo of the University of Cali-
fornia explains that whites have established a “pervasive ideology”
of black inferiority. “An entire society is built around it,” he
says.26¢ It seems odd to argue that whites have somehow made
blacks believe something that most whites, themselves, claim not
to believe.

Robert McIntosh is an Arkansas man who has tried several
times to burn the American flag in the hope of calling attention to
social problems. Shortly after June 1989, when the U.S. Supreme
Court upheld flag burning as a form of free speech, he announced
that he would celebrate the Fourth of July by burning the flag on
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the steps of the Arkansas State Capitol. He was prevented from
doing so by outraged citizens. Because of several attempts like
this, Mr. Mclntosh attracted nationwide media attention and
many death threats. Mr. McIntosh, who is black, does not believe
that the furor was over the flag at all. “It was caused by racism,”
he says.267

Andrew Jenkins, the black superintendent of Washington,
D.C.’s, school district, was fired in his third year on the job. He
accused the school board of racism—even though eight of the
eleven board members were black.268

In Dallas, Texas, Judge Jack Hampton of the State District
Court got into trouble for remarks from the bench about homo-
sexuals, whom he called “queers.” He was then attacked by minor-
ity groups for . . . racism. “What other prejudices does he har-
bor . .. ?” asked the head of the Mexican-American Bar
Association. “The only difference between the Ku Klux Klan and
Judge Hampton is that one wears a white robe and the other a
black robe,” said a black county commissioner.26° Mayor Dinkins
of New York has also argued that anyone who disapproves of
homosexuals is likely to be a racist as well.?7°

Sometimes the stock appeal to white wickedness can take a very
ugly turn. In 1988, a black murderer tried to pin his crime on
whites by carving the letters KKK on the victim’s leg.2’! Likewise,
in May 1991, when Andrew Denton robbed and ransacked his
aunt’s home in Milton, Massachusetts, he and his confederates
wrote racist graffiti on the wall to make it look as though whites
had done it.27?

A much better-known case of this type was that of Tawana
Brawley. The entire nation was mesmerized by the story of this
sixteen-year-old. In November 1987 she was found in a garbage
bag, smeared with dog feces and with the words “nigger” and
“KKK” written on her body. She claimed she had been abducted
and repeatedly raped by a gang of white men. Believers in white
racism rallied to these charges in full cry. A special prosecutor was

272 Andrea Estes and Sarah Koch, “Cops Nab Five Blacks in Milton Burglary,” Boston
Herald (May 25, 1991), p. 1. Although blacks frequently stage “racist” incidents for their
own benefit, it is impossible to get an accurate idea of how common they are. A well-
documented, self-published study of the phenomenon is available: Laird Wilcox, The
Hoaxer Project Report, Editorial Research Service, P.O. Box 2047, Olathe, KS 66061.
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appointed, on the assumption that a racist system would never
deliver justice.

But Miss Brawley, on advice from her black lawyers, refused to
cooperate with police. Her lawyers likened the prosecutor, a long-
time civil rights activist, to Hitler, and called him a “moral beast.”
They accused him of masturbating to seminude photos of Miss
Brawley, and called Governor Mario Cuomo of New York a racist
and a dog. They managed to spin out this distasteful farce for nine
months before a grand jury finally concluded that Miss Brawley
had done herself up in the garbage bag and then invented the
rapes. She apparently thought this would be a convincing way to
explain to her violent parents why she had not come home that
night.?73 This sorry circus would not have gone on for nearly as
long but for America’s readiness to believe charges of racism.

Many blacks still believe Miss Brawley’s story. She has made
repeated public appearances as a martyr to the cause of black
liberation. Two years after the incident, Louis Elise, president of
the Boston chapter of the NAACP, told a television audience he
was still convinced she had been raped by white policemen.?74

Some sympathetic whites seemed to think it did not matter ei-
ther way. As anthropologist Stanley Diamond explained in The
Nation, “It doesn’t matter whether the crime occurred or not . . .
[since it was] the epitome of degradation, a repellent model of
what actually happens to too many black women. . . .75 In fact,
as we will see below, rape of a black woman by a white man is one
of the rarest of crimes, whereas rape of a white woman by a black
man has increased greatly over the past few decades. In 1988, for

_example, there were 9,406 reported cases of whites being raped by
blacks, whereas there were fewer than 10 reported cases of blacks
being raped by whites.?”®

Some of the saddest—and most hurtful—charges of racism are
directed at whites who are doing their best to help blacks. When
former Surgeon General Everett Koop warned blacks that high
consumption of cigarettes made them more likely than whites to
get lung cancer, he was immediately branded a racist.2””

The San Francisco AIDS Foundation got in the same kind of
trouble when it produced posters warning blacks about the con-
nection between drug-related promiscuity and AIDS. In one part
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of the two-panel poster, two black men are smoking crack, while a
black woman looks on in the distance. In the second panel, a
young black man holding a crack pipe is standing in front of a
black woman. The woman’s legs are apart and she is raising her
dress. The poster brought down such wrath that it had to be
junked. Cecil Williams, the most famous black preacher in the
city, said, “The poster is an affront to black women. It’s exploit-
ative and dehumanizing.” The AIDS Foundation meekly observed
that it had consulted with black, recovering drug addicts before it
made the poster, but promised to try again with something less
offensive.278

The connection between cigarette smoking and cancer is well
known, as is that between crack cocaine and AIDS. What is racist
or exploitative about calling this to the attention of blacks—espe-
cially when they suffer more from the consequences than whites
do? Apparently the preferred way to persuade blacks to stop
smoking is to tell them that cigarettes are a racist plot. In 1992 a
nonprofit group in New York announced an antismoking ad di-
rected toward blacks that depicted a skeleton lighting a cigarette
for a black child. The caption read: “They used to make us pick it.
Now they want us to smoke it.”2’® Once again, the evils of the
world can be laid at the feet of whites.

Black Responsibility

So far we have examined aspects of white behavior that could
make a real difference to black people. If blacks could not get
jobs, were cavalierly arrested and shot by the police, were sought
out by white criminals, persecuted in universities, hounded out of
public office, and beset by racism at every turn, it would certainly
hold them back. However, blacks suffer from terrible, self-inflicted
wounds, for which whites can hardly be blamed.

Practically everyone has heard the awful statistics about black
illegitimacy and teenage pregnancy. One study in Chicago, for ex-
ample, found that of the many black fathers who had their first
child out of wedlock, only 29 percent eventually married the
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mother. The figure for whites was 74 percent.?8 Nationwide,
black children are much more likely than whites to be illegitimate.
It is hard to see how malevolent whites manage to persuade black
teenagers to get pregnant or talk black men into running out on
their children. Since hardly anyone dares suggest that blacks them-
selves are responsible for this, and since today’s whites cannot be
blamed by even the most contorted logic, society blames yester-
day’s whites. Slavery must have destroyed the black family.?8!

Slavery, however, defines relations between blacks and whites
about as accurately as colonialism defines relations between Brit-
ain and the United States. Female-headed families and black ille-
gitimacy on a large scale are recent problems. Even before eman-
cipation, most black children grew up in families with two
parents.?82 In 1950, only 9 percent of black families were headed
by one parent. By 1965, the number was 28 percent, and by 1970 it
was 33 percent. Now fully half of all black families with children
are headed by a single parent.?83 In 1959, only 15 percent of black
births were illegitimate. In 1988, 61 percent were, and by 1992, the
figure was approaching 70 percent.?84 The black family survived
slavery, the Depression, urbanization, and the postwar migrations
to the North,?8> only to collapse precisely when America was do-
ing its best to do away with racial inequality.

We have heard over and over that blacks are the only people
who were brought to America against their will, and that this terri-
ble blow explains their failures centuries later. In fact, hundreds of
thousands of European criminals and paupers were forcibly exiled
to America, and Britain was still dumping its human refuse in
America as late as 1885—more than a century after indepen-
dence.?86 Other whites came to America in bondage as indentured
servants. They ran away, were recaptured, and flogged just like
slaves. One scholar estimates that more than half of the white
immigrants to the thirteen original colonies came as bondsmen.?87

But more to the point, it is exquisitely irrelevant whether any-
one’s great-great-great-great grandparents came to America by
free will or not. No one chooses his birthplace, so except for first-
generation immigrants, no one in America has any more choice
over his homeland than do the descendants of slaves. This does
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not stop people from blaming slavery for everything from drug
addiction to murder rates to illegitimacy.

It is not clear what destroyed black families. The stigmas against
divorce and sex outside of marriage have faded for all Americans,
and white families are falling apart, too, though not as rapidly.
Perhaps it was that blacks, at the bottom of the social scale, had
the fewest reserves against collapse. In any case, few whites have
any idea what these stark statistics about illegitimacy mean for the
texture of life for some blacks. Though it is a subject that most
people approach, if at all, with the greatest delicacy, a 70 percent
illegitimacy rate lies at the heart of many of the sorrows that black
people face. The final two chapters of this book examine the cata-
strophic consequences of a society without families.

Help Must Come from Whites

When it comes to trying to solve social problems, blacks seem to
turn instinctively to whites. In September 1990, a San Francisco
group calling itself the Coalition for the African American Com-
munity Agenda staged a candlelight vigil in front of City Hall. It
denounced the large number of shooting deaths of young blacks—
virtually all at the hands of other young blacks—and, declaring a
“state of emergency,” demanded that city government stop the
killings. The clear implication was that white city bureaucrats are
to blame if blacks are shooting each other.?88

The same thinking is at work on the other side of the country.
In 1985, Mayor Ed Koch of New York appointed a fifteen-mem-
ber, all-black commission to study the status of the city’s blacks.
Three years later, it produced a 336-page report that surprised no
one. It found that blacks are “a community in crisis” and that they
are “less educated, earn less, and have a higher rate of unemploy-
ment than whites.” The commission asked for loan guarantees for
black business, city deposits in black-owned banks, recruitment of
more high-level blacks, job set-asides, community hiring halls for
blacks, etc. As one black newspaper approvingly put it, the report
bolstered the view that “many of the economic and social prob-
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lems being experienced by blacks can be traced right to City Hall.”
Mayor Koch praised the report.?8?

As is common in reports of this kind, there was no suggestion
that blacks should, or even could, get a grip-on themselves. All
help is to come from whites or from the government. This reflects
a very common view among blacks. As one prominent polltaker
reports, “the greatest difference between blacks and whites in
polling [is that] the vast majority of blacks believe government can
solve anything.”?°0 For many blacks, government is a symbol of
white America. White people could solve black people’s problems
if they really wanted to. Since the government has not solved all
their problems, it must not want to.

Just how far this kind of thinking can go was clear after the
election of David Dinkins as the first black mayor of New York
City. One of Mayor Dinkins’s first important appointments was
that of a black police chief. Nevertheless, in the first few months of
his term, there was a brief rise in civilian deaths at the hands of
police officers. This came as a shock to some of the new mayor’s
black supporters. Rev. Herbert Daughtry of Brooklyn, who had
been prominent in the Dinkins campaign, expressed incredulity
that police should still be shooting at people now that the city had
a black mayor. He suggested that the deaths must be the “legacy”
of former white mayor Ed Koch.2! If a prominent preacher can
be so naive as to think that the election of a black mayor will
somehow mean that police need no longer use their guns, it is easy
to imagine the faith that less sophisticated blacks must have in the
powers of government.

But even if America had a government of geniuses and every
white person were a saint, fatherless children with thirty-two-year-
old grandmothers would still have a good chance of staying poor
and going to jail. These children are not the victims of racism; they
are victims of irresponsible parents—irresponsibility that is ig-
nored and excused by constant harping on white wickedness.
Blacks are done a great disservice when they hear from their own
leaders and from “honest” whites that City Hall is to blame for all
this. Of course, City Hall is now often run by blacks—in Los An-
geles, Detroit, Washington, D.C., New York, Seattle, New Haven,
Cleveland, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Newark, New Jersey, for
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example—but there are always ways to shirk responsibility. As
William Raspberry explains, “[Even] when both the victims and
the victimizers are black . . . the tendency is to start looking for
white people to blame.””?%?

Crime and Race

The theory of white racism carries an enormous, impossible
burden—the burden of explaining black tragedy. It is a theory
based not so much on evidence but on emotion, evasion, and guilt.
Because the evidence for systematic racism is thin, believers must
always be on the alert for any indication of it. Because there is so
much black tragedy that racism must explain, when the believers
do find a certifiably evil act they wave the bloody shirt with a
terrible fury—fury laced with a touch of relief at finding “proof”
that their dark suspicions were right all along. This helps explain
why racially motivated crimes committed by whites against blacks
so frequently become front-page, national news. Two examples
will do.

One evening in 1986, some white teenagers were driving a girl
home when three blacks walked in front of their car and were
nearly hit. A shouting match then ensued, a black shouted “F——
you, honky,” another flashed a knife, and one reportedly stuck his
head through a window and spat in the face of one of the whites.
The whites drove away furious, and after dropping off the girl,
returned with baseball bats. They brutally attacked one of the
blacks and gave him an injury requiring five stitches. Another
black was hit and killed by a car as he tried to escape.??’

Since the attackers were white, the victims were black, and the
word “nigger” was used, this incident became a national sensation
known as Howard Beach. New York City could hardly talk of
anything else. There was a flood of analysis and self-criticism.
Blacks held rallies, marches, and demonstrations. Whites beat
their breasts. Mayor Ed Koch, who presided over a city whose
citizens were committing more than fifteen hundred murders ev-
ery year, chose to call this one the most horrendous crime in all his
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years in office. Blacks demanded, and quickly got, a special prose-
cutor to try the case, since the usual procedures were allegedly
shot through with racism and could not handle such a case
fairly.2°4 The whites were, of course, duly convicted.

The second incident occurred three years later. A gang of bat-
swinging whites viciously attacked four blacks whom they thought
had come to visit a white girl in the mainly white Brooklyn neigh-
borhood of Bensonhurst. One of the whites reportedly yelled, “To
hell with beating them up, forget the bats, I'm going to shoot the
nigger.” He then pulled out a gun and shot a sixteen-year-old to
death.?%

Although this incident was repeatedly described as one in which
whites were lying in wait to attack any blacks who came along, this
was not at all the case. They were looking for a specific group of
blacks whom they thought would be invading their “turf,” and
repeatedly asked each other, “Are these the guys?” before attack-
ing. The purely racial explanation for the killing is further weak-
ened by the fact that one of the young men who helped round up
bats for the group was a Bensonhurst resident named Russell Gib-
bons, who is black. He was a close friend of one of the whites,
Keith Mondello, who was later convicted in connection with the
killing,2?6 In fact, at the last moment, most of the whites realized
that they had surrounded two innocent men. When the actual
killer, Joseph Fama, pulled out a gun, whites in the group shouted
at him not to use it.2°7 Race does not appear to have been the
exclusive motive.

All the same, this murder also provoked an outpouring of soul-
searching and analysis. Blacks used the incident as a pretext for
transparently antiwhite provocations. Black filmmaker Spike Lee
blamed all whites for the shooting and declared that Mayor Ed
Koch’s finger was on the trigger of the murder weapon.?°® Black
demonstrators, chanting and waving signs, marched through Ben-
sonhurst not just once but more than a dozen different times,
condemning the whole neighborhood.?%?

During another demonstration, marchers chanting, “What’s
coming? War!” tried to block traffic on the Brooklyn Bridge.
When police tried to keep the bridge open, marchers attacked and
injured twenty-three officers.3°? Black activist Viola Plummer gave
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a speech in which she vowed, “From this day forward, for every
black child that we bury, we are going to bury five of theirs.”301
Even some middle-class blacks lost their heads. One wondered, in
a New York Times guest editorial titled “Will I Be Next?,” whether
“white people secretly aspire to intern us all in jails or concentra-
tion camps—to permanently do away with us?’302

What is the meaning of incidents like these? They demonstrate
that, without a doubt, there are some whites in America who do
ugly things to blacks. However, in a nation of a quarter of a billion
people, there will always be a few whites who do ugly things to
blacks. The significance of the Howard Beach and Bensonhurst
killings lies as much in the reactions to them as in the incidents
themselves. If America were seething with white racism, this sort
of thing would presumably be happening all the time. It is because
it so rarely happens that Howard Beach and Bensonhurst became
huge sensations. They were proof, they were The Real Thing, rac-
ism at its murderous worst. They were what the believers in white
wickedness are hunting for.

Although many white Americans sense that crimes committed
by blacks against whites are more common than the reverse, this is
something that is rarely acknowledged publicly. The press treats
interracial crime in the same way it treats race relations in general
—so0 as to suggest that blacks are vastly more sinned against than
sinning. In the case of interracial crime, this impression is created
by giving huge publicity to crimes committed by whites against
blacks while downplaying the same crimes when the races are re-
versed.

The misleading portrait of America that results from this kind
of reporting has different effects on blacks and whites. It fuels an
already exaggerated sense of grievance in blacks. It instills an ex-
aggerated sense of guilt in some whites, while it sows mistrust
among those who have some knowledge of the true proportions of
interracial crime. All of these effects are dangerous.

Even a cursory search will bring to light little-known crimes
committed by blacks against whites that would have been national
news if committed by whites against blacks. For example, a month
after the widely reported Bensonhurst shooting, an almost identi-
cal crime was committed in the Bronx by blacks. A white got out
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of his car to make a telephone call on East Tremont Avenue, in a
racially mixed neighborhood. Two blacks approached and asked,
“What are you white guys doing on Tremont? You don’t belong
here.” In the argument that followed, one of the blacks pulled a
gun and shot the white, wounding him in the stomach.3%3 This
incident provoked no marches, no outbursts, no hand-wringing,
and hardly any press coverage. When a black minister who had
been prominent in berating whites on account of the Bensonhurst
killing was asked about the shooting in the Bronx, he replied, “I
don’t know that that’s racism as I define it. . . . There’s a differ-
ence between racism and revenge.”304

There was not even the element of revenge in the death of
white, twenty-three-year-old Danny Gilmore. One evening in July
1988 he was driving his pickup truck through a black neighbor-
hood of Cleveland, looking for the freeway. A black man on a
moped pulled out without looking and bumped the truck. He was
uninjured, but a crowd of about forty black men soon showed up.
People started pouring beer into Mr. Gilmore’s truck. Someone
tried to get into the cab and grab the keys. A scuffle broke out,
and the blacks thrashed Mr. Gilmore. He broke away, stumbled in
front of his truck, and collapsed on the street. One of the blacks
started the engine, and as the crowd cheered him on, crushed Mr.
Gilmore under the wheels of his own truck.

The black reporter for the Cleveland Plain Dealer who covered
the killing immediately recognized it to be racial dynamite, but his
white editors buried the story and, over his protests, suppressed
the race angle. The killing got little local attention and no national
coverage. The Cleveland homicide detective who covered the case
explained it this way: “The mayor’s office doesn’t want us to have
racial killings in this town, so Danny Gilmore’s death wasn’t a
racial crime. And I’'m the tooth fairy.””30>

A similar crime was committed in Philadelphia just a few
months before the Bensonhurst killing. A gang of Hispanics, who
had been prevented from crashing a white party, vowed to take
revenge. A week later, they did. They were not able to find any of
the people who had kept them out of the party, so they shot and
killed the first white youngster they céuld find.3%¢ This incident
was ignored by the national media.
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Crimes of this type are part of American life, but they attract
virtually no attention. In January 1991, a black man named Robert
Herbert killed a white man named Mark Belmore. Earlier, Mr.
Herbert and three other blacks had agreed among themselves that
they would kill the first white person they saw. Mr. Belmore, a
student at Northeastern University in Boston, was unlucky enough
to be the first, and was stabbed to death.3%7 It was strictly local
News.

In February 1991, Christopher D. Peterson was arrested for
murdering seven white people with a shotgun. Mr. Peterson, who
is black, explained that he had killed for purely racial reasons,
saying that he had “a deep-rooted hatred for white people.”308
This would certainly appear to be a far clearer and more spectacu-
lar example of a “hate” crime than the Howard Beach and Ben-
sonhurst cases, but the incident was largely ignored.

In May 1992, three blacks were sentenced in a case that closely
paralleled the famous Howard Beach incident. One night in 1990,
the three had a heated exchange of racial slurs with a white man.
Later that night they vented their anger on another white man, 21-
year-old Robert Massaro, whom they attacked and beat. Mr. Mas-
saro broke away and was chased into a lake, where he drowned.

The incident drew scant attention and the attackers were lightly
punished. Each was fined $500, put on probation for three years,
made to do community service, and given jail terms of up to one
year. The contrast with the uproar over the Howard Beach case
could not be more striking.3%°

In Tampa, Florida, on a Saturday night in May 1990, a dozen
blacks showed up at a hangout popular with white teenagers. They
were looking for a fight, were accommodated with some minor
fisticuffs, and left vowing to return with reinforcements. An hour
later, the blacks found some of the whites in a parking lot five
blocks away and attacked them. The whites met the attack with
their fists. The blacks then started swinging clubs, and when one
opened fire with a pistol, the whites scattered. One of the whites
did not get away in time, and was cornered by seven blacks. Ac-
cording to a woman who saw the attack from her window, the
blacks beat the nineteen-year-old white to death with two-by-
fours. “I could see a piece of wood come down and crack against
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his head,” she said. She told police that with every blow, the assail-
ants said, “Don’t ever f——with us. Don’t ever f——with us
again.” Police later found the attackers and charged four black
adults and two juveniles with first-degree murder.31®

In the Howard Beach incident, the whites who cornered a black
could have killed him with their baseball bats but did not. They
gave him an injury that took five stitches to close and then stopped
beating him. The man who did die was hit by a car. The deliberate
beating to death of a white in Tampa is local news, while the death
of a black in New York is national news. When whites kill people
for racial reasons it goes on the front page and is cause for ago-
nized self-examination. When blacks (or Hispanics) kill whites for
racial reasons, there is silence.

The 1991-92 trial of Hulon Mitchell, leader of the black,
Miami-based Yahweh sect, brought to light what may be some of
the most shocking antiwhite murders ever committed in the
United States—but they remained mainly local news. Mr. Mitch-
ell’s cult was based on a theory of the white man as devil, which he
spread in various ways. One was to show cult members—men,
women, and children alike—the vilest possible pornographic
videos of white women having sex with animals or black men. He
would call the woman “Miss Ann” and claim that her degradation
proved she was a she-devil.

He also gave a regular course in hatred of whites, which came to
be known as the Killing Class. “How many of you would bring
back a white head?” he would ask, and everyone would raise his
hand. He would then shout, “One day, Yahweh is going to kill the
white devil off the planet. We’re going to catch him and we’re
going to kill him wherever we find him. All over America, white
heads are going to roll!”311

A number of Yahweh sect members were ordered by Mr. Mitch-
ell to seek out and kill white devils—and they did as they were
told. Robert Rozier, a former Yahweh sect member and onetime
professional football player, testified in January 1992 that he killed
three “white devils” on instructions from Mr. Mitchell. It made no
difference whom he killed as long as his victims were white.

The first two “white devils” were Mr. Rozier’s roommates.
However, Mr. Mitchell would not acknowledge these killings be-
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cause Mr. Rozier failed to bring back the heads as proof. When it
was pointed out that it was awkward to be seen walking about
Miami with a human head, Mr. Mitchell relaxed the requirements
and said he would be satisfied with an ear. Mr. Rozier took to
riding the subways with a twelve-inch sword, looking for “white
devils” to kill. When he finally got his man, he brought back an ear
as a trophy. All told, members of the sect appear to have killed at
least seven different “white devils,” beginning in 1986, and ears or
fingers were usually brought in as proof of a mission accom-
plished. Sect members also killed several blacks, but they were
apostates and other sworn enemies. The sect killed white people
out of pure racial hatred.3!2

Miami police were reportedly hesitant to pursue these crimes
for fear that they would be accused of racial and religious persecu-
tion.313 And, in fact, that is precisely the argument that defense
attorney and former judge Alcee Hastings tried to make. He
claimed that the prosecutions were racially motivated. In May
1992, a jury found Mr. Mitchell guilty of conspiracy to commit
murder.3!4

Needless to say, there would be a coast-to-coast media din of
unprecedented proportions if a white group were discovered to
have engaged in ritual murder and mutilation of blacks. In fact,
the Yahweh trial ran concurrently with the trial of the Los Angeles
policemen who were videotaped beating Rodney King. Mr. King’s
name was constantly in the news and practically a household
name; few outside of Miami had heard of the Yahweh cult.

Why do the media report antiblack crime so assiduously and
ignore antiwhite crime? Because they are hypnotized by the myths
they have helped to create. Since everyone has been led to believe
that America is a fever swamp of white racism, the press must be
very circumspect about reporting such things as the Yahweh kill-
ings, for fear of feeding that racism. Whites cannot be trusted with
the truth about blacks because the truth might promote “negative
stereotypes.” There is no telling where that might lead. Whites

might resort to lynching and mayhem if ritual murder of whites *

were reported as vigorously as a baseball-bat attack on a black. At
the same time, the fever swamp might possibly be drained and
civilized if whites are constantly reminded of their prejudices.
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Thus, while the media strain every muscle to avoid every other
“negative stereotype,” there is one stereotype that can always be
assumed, promoted, and circulated: that of the racist white per-
son. Editors soft-pedal the news about antiwhite crime, give first-
page treatment to antiblack crime, and then believe what they
read in the papers.

In effect, people in the media cover race relations as if America
had not changed in decades. Until the middle of this century,
there always was the danger, especially in the states of the former
Confederacy, that rumors of a black offense against whites would
touch off retaliatory violence. However, no black man has been
lynched in America for more than thirty years.35> Moreover, it was
as far back as the 1930s that the meaning of the term “race riot”
changed. Until then, as in the Atlanta riots of 1906 and the Tulsa
riots of 1921, it had meant mobs of whites attacking blacks. The
turning point was the Harlem riot of 1935. Since that time, Ameri-
can race riots have consisted of mobs of violent blacks.>'6 America
has not seen a mob of whites on the rampage against blacks in
more than half a century. The media seem not to have noticed.

The Statistics

In the soul-searching that follows crimes like those at Howard
Beach and Bensonhurst, virtually no one cites the statistics on
interracial crime. When whites do violence—rape, murder, assault
—how often do they choose black victims? Shouldn’t a nation of
bigots target blacks most of the time? At least half of the time? Of
course, it does not. When whites commit violence, they ‘do it to
blacks 2.4 percent of the time. Blacks, on the other hand, choose
white victims more than half the time.3!7

What about interracial murder? In those cases in which the race
of the killer is known, blacks kill twice as many whites as whites

315 1t has been all but forgotten that whites were lynched as well as blacks. Between the
” years 1882 and 1962, a total of 3,442 blacks and 1,294 whites were lynched. The last white
was lynched in 1957, and the last black in 1961. From 1947 to 1961, blacks were lynched at a.
rate of fewer than one a year. Harry Ploski and James Williams, eds., The Negro Almanac,
4th ed. (Bronxville, N.Y.: Bellwether Publishing, 1983), p. 348.
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kill blacks. Black-on-white robberies and gang assaults are twenty- .
one times more common than white on black. In the case of gang-#
robbery, blacks victimize whites fifty-two times more often than
whites do blacks.318

The contrasts are even more stark in the case of interracial
rape. Studies from the late 1950s showed that the vast majority of
rapes were same-race offenses. Research in Philadelphia carried
out in 1958 and 1960 indicated that of all rapes, only 3.2 percent
were black-on-white assaults and 3.6 percent were white-on-black.
Since that time, the proportion of black-on-white rapes has
soared. In a 1974 study in Denver, 40 percent of all rapes were of

Y/

whites by blacks, and not one case of white-on-black rape was”/*

found. In general, through the 1970s, black-on-white rape was at
least ten times more common than white-on-black rape.3!?
Because interracial rape is now overwhelmingly black on white,
it has become difficult to do research on it or to find relevant
statistics. The FBI keeps very detailed national records on crime,
but the way it presents rape data obscures the racial element
rather than clarifies it. Dr. William Wilbanks, a criminologist at
Florida International University, had to sift-carefully through the

data to find that in 1988 there were 9,406 cases of black-on-white 5/'\-

rape and fewer than ten cases of white-on-black rape.32? Another
researcher concludes that in 1989, blacks were three or four times
more likely to commit rape than whites, and that black men raped
white women thirty times as often as white men raped black
women.32!

Interracial crime figures are even worse than they sound. Since
there are more than six times as many whites as blacks in America,
it means that any given black person is vastly more likely to com-
mit a crime against a white than vice versa. For example, though
the actual likelihood is exceedingly small, the average black per-
son is 12.38 times more likely to kill a white than the average
white is to kill a black.??2 When it comes to gang robbery, the
average black is an astonishing 325 times more likely to take part

322 To simplify the calculation, assume that America has a population of 100, of whom 75
are white and 12 are black (very close to the correct proportions). If blacks kill 10 whites
and whites kill 5 blacks, the likelihood of a black killing a white is 10 divided by 12, or 0.83.
The likelihood of a white killing a black is 5 divided by 75, or 0.067. The likelihood for
blacks, 0.83, is 12.38 times greater than the likelihood for whites, 0.067.
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in a gang attack on a white than a white is to take part in a gang
attack on a black. If we accept an extremely conservative estimate
—that black-on-white rape is ten times as common as the reverse
—the average black man is 64 times more likely to rape a white
woman than is the average white man to rape a black woman.

How much of these differences are due to antiwhite racism? No
one knows. When a black man kills or robs a white man, no one
asks whether his motives were racial. Government commissions,
watchdog groups, “civil rights” activists, and editorial boards are
not constantly on the alert for black racism.

This is because black racism does not carry the heavy burden of
having to explain America’s greatest social problems. When a
white acts viciously toward a black, the incident takes on huge
significance, as part of the miasma of white hatred that is said to
be making blacks fail. It falls into a class of acts for which ready-
made explanations and consequences are endlessly repeated.

When blacks act viciously toward whites, it is usually considered
a matter between two individuals. The evil begins and ends with
the actor and his victim, whereas the same act, only with the races
. reversed, reverberates through society. America is outraged by

- white racism; it merely averts its eyes from black racism.

Moreover, since black racism sits uncomfortably alongside the
whites-are-responsible theory of black failure, it is best not to ac-
knowledge it at all. When a white kills a black, it is racism; when a
black kills a white, it is homicide. If black racism must be discussed
at all, it can be excused as a consequence of centuries of white
racism. Of course, many blacks blandly maintain that there can be
no such thing as black racism.

It is only very recently, with the passage of laws requiring police
departments to keep records of “hate” crimes, that some indica-
tion of the racial motivation of black-on-white crime has officially
come to light. Of course, it is not always easy to know what moti-
vates interracial crime, and police departments have generally had
to rely on statements from victims about what the attacker said.
As one might expect, there is considerable pressure to scrutinize
white-on-black crimes for signs of “bias,” if only because they are
rare. The mass of black-on-white crime often goes unexamined.
One newspaper even wondered in an editorial why the term “bias
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crime” seemed to be applied only to crimes in which whites at-
tacked blacks.3?3

What, after all, is one to make of a news story like this, here
reproduced in full:

“Wilding” attacks: San Diego police are investigating 50 un- y
usually savage assaults that they liken to New York City’s /}f
notorious “wilding” attacks, perpetrated by youthful robbers
for the sake of committing violence.

Police said the young attackers are black and their victims, . -
46 men and four women, are white. The victims were at- '/
tacked in the Hillcrest and North Park neighborhoods.

There is no evidence they are hate crimes, Detective Steve
Baker said.324

Particularly among blacks, there is great resistance to calling a
crime committed by blacks against whites a “hate” crime. For ex-
ample, Rev. Timothy Mitchell of the Ebenezer Missionary Baptist
Church in New York had this to say about the rape of a fifteen-
year-old white girl by two black men:

Rape is rape; white or black. I read that the child says one of
the black men told her she was being raped because she was
“the perfect white girl” and that he asked, “Have you ever
been kissed by a black man?” If he had called her a white
epithet or said, “I'm gonna fix you for what is happening to
my people,” then it’s bias. But I don’t think based on the
statements she claims were made to her, that this is a bias
case.3?3

Despite this reluctance to categorize attacks by blacks as “hate
crimes,” the statistics that have begun to trickle in paint a grim
picture. In the state of New York in 1990, whites were nearly twice y
as likely as blacks to be victims of hate crimes.3?®¢ Once again,
given that there are only one fifth as many blacks in the state as
there are whites, it is clear that a vastly larger proportion of blacks
than whites commit “hate crimes.”

There is a certain irony in the fact that statistics like this are
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available at all. New laws on “hate crimes” have usually been
passed in the wake of heavily reported—but uncharacteristic—
crimes committed by whites against minorities. The New York
State data were probably a surprise to many people who learned
of them. Few learned of them, however, because the news was
scarcely reported. The fact that blacks are far more likely to com-
mit “hate crimes” than whites is a fact for which there is simply no
room in the conventional view of how American society works.

Sadly, anyone who had regularly skimmed the New York City
police blotter would not have been surprised by the “hate crimes”
report for 1989. There has been plenty of crime that was clearly
antiwhite. A gang of black passengers drags a white boy to the
back of a city bus, where they kick, punch, and rob him, repeatedly
calling him “white boy.”*?7 Ten teenage black girls in New York
are arrested for a week of attacks on forty different white women,
in which they ran down Broadway jabbing them with push pins “to
see their reaction.”328 Ten blacks approach two white women in an
automobile. One says, “If you’re looking for white women to kill,
here’s two now,” and the blacks throw rocks and bottles at the
car.3?® Two white girls are waiting for the subway. They are ap-
proached by one Hispanic and four black girls. A black says,
“What are you white b——s looking at?,” grabs an umbrella from
one of the white girls, and beats her with it.>3? Twenty black thugs
go on a violent rampage through a subway train. “Get the white
guys; leave the brothers alone,” says one, and they proceed to do
just that.331

There are many incidents like this in any large city, but they are
lightly reported and never result in protest marches into black
neighborhoods or in antiblack rampages. Nevertheless, one white
high-school student who lives in New York City did reflect in The
New York Times about a group of blacks who attacked him and
broke his nose. He did not, however, complain about black racism.
“Getting attacked because of my race made me look at myself and

331 Jim Dwyer, “Giving Violence a Brand Name,” (New York) Newsday (November 2,
1989), p. 4. The general impression of New Yorkers that most street crime is committed by
blacks and Hispanics—whether against whites or against each other—is correct. Although
blacks and Hispanics together make up about half of the city’s population, they account for

95 percent of the city’s jail inmates. William Glaberson, “One in Four Young Black Men
Are in Custody, Study Says,” The New York Times (October 4, 1990).
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understand what I symbolize to others. It doesn’t matter that I
have not a single racist bone in my body; too many white people
before me did.” This boy did not condemn the attack because it
was racist; he excused it because it was racist. His solution? Vote
for Jesse Jackson.332

Only a few recent antiwhite outbursts have gotten much notice.
One was a black riot in the Crown Heights section of Brooklyn in
the summer of 1991. It was set off by a traffic accident. A Hasidic
Jew, driving in convoy through a black neighborhood, fell behind
his party and ran a red light in an attempt to catch up. His car was
hit by cross traffic, jumped the sidewalk, and smashed into two
black children. When Yosef Lifsh got out of the car to see what
had happened, he was immediately surrounded by angry blacks.
They beat Mr. Lifsh and tore his watch off his wrist and his wallet
out of his pocket. When a bystander tried to use Mr. Lifsh’s cellu-
lar telephone to call the police, another grabbed it and ran. Others
stole things out of the car.333

The police and two ambulances—one from a private, Hasidic
service and the other from the city—arrived almost simultane-
ously. Police directed the Hasidic crew to take care of Mr. Lifsh,
who was bleeding profusely and needed eighteen stitches on his
face and head. The city ambulance took the black children to the
hospital, where one of them died.

Blacks began to converge on the scene and spread false reports
that the Hasidic paramedics had given the Jewish driver first aid
but had deliberately ignored the badly injured black children. A
mob started throwing rocks and bottles at police, who were trying
to restore order. Three hours after the accident, rampaging blacks
fell upon a Jew dressed in classic Hasidic garb. Twenty or so sur-
rounded the hapless Yankel Rosenbaum and chanted “Kill the
Jew” while a sixteen-year-old stabbed him to death.334

Two more days of rioting followed, during which gangs of blacks
looted stores, burned two buildings, destroyed parked cars, and
chanted “Hitler was right.” Blacks attacked at least six white jour-
nalists who were covering the riots. Dozens of police were injured,
and both Mayor Dinkins and New York City’s black police chief
narrowly escaped violence when they came to Crown Heights to
preach calm 333
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Prowling mobs pulled passing white motorists from their cars
and thrashed them. One of their targets was columnist Jimmy
Breslin, who had taken a taxi to Brooklyn to see what was happen-
ing. A shout went up that there was a white in the car, and a crowd
of black children smashed the windshield and swarmed into the
taxi. The black cab driver took to his heels while Mr. Breslin was
robbed, beaten, and stripped to his underwear.. He was knocked
down, and thinks he might have had his brains dashed out with a
baseball bat if a large black man with a knife had not appeared
and forced the young robbers to leave.336

The rioting did not finally stop until the mayor decided to get
tough and send two thousand riot police to Crown Heights.337
Afterward, The New York Times editorialized about the need for
“continuing efforts to ease race relations.” It urged the city to
“foster communication between blacks and Hasidim.”338

Did a lack of “communication” provoke riots in Crown
Heights? It is true that a black child was run over by a Jewish
driver, and though there may have been negligence, this was cer-
tainly not a deliberate killing. As it happens, in October 1989 a
black driver hit and killed a Jewish child. In January 1990, a black
man ran over and killed an eighty-nine-year-old Jewish man. In
neither case was the driver molested. In neither case were there
disturbances.

Blacks and Hasidic Jews do not always get along in Crown
Heights, but there is no possible lack of “communication” that can
justify murder, riot, arson, or pulling whites from passing cars and
beating them. The riots were not so much expressions of legiti-
mate grievance as outbursts of lawlessness and hatred.

Another black-on-white crime that got even greater attention
was the case of the Central Park jogger. In April 1989, a white
woman jogging in Central Park was gang-raped, beaten to within
an inch -of her life, and left for dead by a roving group of young
blacks and Hispanics. She was so badly mangled that when the
police called in her boyfriend to identify the unconscious woman,
he could recognize her only because of her ring. This crime was
met with a torrent of press commentary, but no marches, demon-
strations, or “revenge.” Despite the fact that some of the hood-
lums had said “Let’s get a white girl” before attacking, many com-
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mentators urged readers not to think of the crime as racially
motivated at all.33° The widespread black response to this crime,
and to the trial that followed, was so spiteful that even the most
resolutely accommodating whites were astonished.

As is customary in cases like this, the press voluntarily refrained
from publicizing the name of the victim. As Jerry Nachman of the
New York Post explained, “What we want to avoid is, a year from
now, she buys a blouse from Bloomingdale’s and hands her credit
card to the clerk who says, ‘Oh, yeah, you’re the one who got
gang-raped in Central Park.’ ” Black newspapers, which generally
follow the same rule, deliberately published the name of the white
jogger.340 Black-owned radio station WLIB also broadcast her
name.34!

Despite videotaped confessions that left little doubt about the
guilt of the accused rapists, black newspapers described the trial as
a racist farce. The Amsterdam News repeatedly used the word
“lynching” in its headlines, and described the prosecutor and
grand jury as “little better than lynch mobs,” with police lined up
“to do the lying and dirty work.”34? The paper’s publisher, Wil-
liam Tatum, explained what was going on:

The truth of the matter is that there is a conspiracy of inter-
est attendant in this case that dictates that someone black
must go. to jail for this crime against the “jogger” and any
black will do. The rationale being the belief that blacks are
interchangeable anyway.””343

The City Sun, apparently miffed at New York Post columns that
criticized black papers for their coverage of the trial, began calling
the Post “New York’s apartheid paper.”344

The trial was attended by a faithful group of black demonstra-
tors who treated the defendants like heroes and accused the jus-
tice system of racism. When the rape-victim jogger arrived to tes-
tify, still disfigured and unsteady, they screamed that she was a
whore and that she had been raped by her boyfriend.3*

The prosecutor, Elizabeth Lederer, was repeatedly threatened
by defendants and their supporters.34¢ After the inevitable guilty
verdicts were announced, black spectators at the trial shouted
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curses and insults at the jogger, who was not there, and at the
prosecutor. Blacks in the hallway of the courthouse shouted “filthy
white whore,” “white slut,” and “People are going to die.”34” The
prosecutor had to be protected by an escort of twelve policemen
as she left the courthouse, but about two dozen blacks followed
her, shouting, “liar,” “prostitute,” and “You’re gonna pay.”348

Thomas Galligan, the judge who presided over the jogger trials,
received repeated anonymous death threats. He sentenced one
man, who publicly threatened him, to thirty days in jail for con-
tempt of court.34?

But perhaps the low point in the entire trial was a one-day
appearance by Tawana Brawley. The perpetrator of a spectacular
rape hoax came to congratulate and show solidarity with the hero/
martyrs on trial for a very real rape and near-murder. A spokes-
man for Miss Brawley explained that she had come to court to
“observe the differences in the court system between a white and a
black victim.”35¢

After the trial ended, even prominent blacks doubted whether
the defendants were guilty. Hazel Dukes, chair of the NAACP
board of directors and chief of New York City’s Off-Track Betting
Corporation, said there had not been enough evidence to convict.
Rev. Calvin Butts, pastor of one of the most important churches in
Harlem, told his congregation that there was much to be learned
by comparing the jogger case with that of Tawana Brawley, that
what was thought to be insufficient evidence when a black is raped
by whites is perfectly good evidence when a white is thought to
have been raped by blacks.3>!

One of the strongest expressions of the popular black view of
the trial was a guest editorial in the Amsterdam News that ap-
peared long before the jury had reached its verdict:

[I]t strikes me as utterly ironic and hypocritical that, as in
most court cases these days, a group of white people can sit
in judgment of [sic] diminutive young Black males and pre-
tend that they are about the business of “justice.”
Considering the fact that not one of the whites . . . judge,
jury, security guards, lawyers, have ever had their “racism
quotient” measured; and each one has been conditioned by
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an admittedly institutionally racist society; I sit on this hard
wooden courtroom bench in agony—hardly able to contain
my outrage and anger at what I know in my gut is a continu-
ing obscene exercise in public masturbation, with Black lives
and psyches as the seemingly endless fodder in a system set
up by white males for the benefit of white males.352

Needless to say, no white-owned newspaper expressed similar
agony when the Bensonhurst case was tried before a black judge.
Nevertheless, this editorial only expresses, if somewhat intemper-
ately, our society’s prevailing views of race. We have created a
climate in which much that goes wrong for blacks is assumed to be
the fault of white people. Society is said to offer blacks neither
opportunity nor justice.

Genocide: Escalating the Charges

Blacks have a great deal to gain through charges of racism.
From convicts to college students to congressmen, they can make
race the basis for excuses and special treatment, while whites lis-
ten humbly to accusations they know to be false. Blacks also rec-
ognize that they themselves are virtually immune to charges of
racism, no matter how spiteful their behavior. Cries of racism have
become so common, though, that they may be losing their effect.
To draw attention, it may be necessary to escalate the charge.

In 1988, over half of the two hundred thousand heroin addicts
in New York were found to be infected with the AIDS virus. The
virus spreads when addicts share dirty needles. Late that year,
after much soul-searching, New York City began an experimental
program of handing out clean needles. As it happens, most of the
heroin addicts are black or Hispanic, so Harlem city councilman
Hilton Clark proceeded to describe the free-needle program as “a
genocidal campaign against the black and Hispanic people.”353

Mr. Clark may be opposed to helping addicts continue with
their illegal habits, even if the goal is to fight AIDS. However, if he
believes that the experimental needle program is a systematic at-
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tempt to exterminate blacks and Hispanics, he is, to put it politely,
mistaken.

In early 1992, thousands of Haitian boat people tried to enter
the United States, claiming to be political refugees. When the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled that they were economic migrants and
therefore could be returned to Haiti, Jesse Jackson was only one
of several black commentators who called the government’s policy
“genocidal.”354

One recent issue of The Black Scholar carried a major story that
blamed white society for the rate at which black men kill each
other and die of drugs. The title of the story? “Black Male Geno-
cide: A Final Solution to the Race Problem in America.”3> The
author has a Ph.D. and teaches sociology at the University of
California. Black civil rights activist Ossie Davis, in a recent article
in The Nation, writes that young black men are “under genocidal
siege” by white society.33

The chairman of the black studies department at the University
of California Santa Barbara writes that “in 1990 it is possible to be
more optimistic about the situation of blacks in South Africa than
their American counterparts.”3>7

Vivian Gordon, a professor of African-American studies at the
State University of New York at Albany, is a specialist on the black
family. “I believe black men are a hunted and endangered spe-
cies,” she says. “You kill off the male and leave the woman vulner-
able and without a partner. They have done everything to devas-
tate us by devastating our men.”*>3 Is there any doubt about
whom Professor Gordon means by “they”?

Roger Wilkins, professor of history at George Mason Univer-
sity, says, “Black people know there is. an enormous amount of
racism that results in the decimation of their communities.”35?
William Cavil of the Institute for the Advanced Study of Black
Family Life and Culture, in Oakland, California, sees racist con-
spiracy as the only explanation for black failure. Barbara Size-
more, a black studies professor at the University of Pittsburgh,
goes farther: “I no longer think it’s a conspiracy. . . . I call it
outright war.”360

It has slowly begun to dawn on white people that a great many
blacks—and not just cranks—actually believe this talk of geno-
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cide.36! The National Urban League has concluded that drugs are
sold to blacks as part of an extermination campaign by whites.
“It’s almost an accepted fact,” says the publisher of a Brooklyn-
based black weekly, the City Sun. A youth coordinator in Selma,
Alabama, says, “Most blacks believe in their hearts that crack was
put here by whites to wipe us out.” Black filmmaker Spike Lee
also believes that whites are deliberately trying to make nonwhites
use drugs.’%2 Rev. Joseph Lowery, president of Martin Luther
King’s old organization, the Southern Christian Leadership Con-
ference, sees the drug problem this way:

African-Americans are pretty much convinced that there is a
national assault on black life. . . . The market place for
drugs is very intentionally placed in the black community.
Because wherever the marketplace is, that’s where the war
zone is, so they can kill each other.363

Of course, underground markets cannot be “placed” anywhere.
They simply follow demand.

Other blacks think that AIDS was developed by the U.S. gov-
ernment and tested on homosexuals before it was unleashed on
blacks. Late in 1991, actor Bill Cosby announced that he had
joined the growing number of blacks who believe that AIDS was
developed “to get after certain people.” He was entirely candid
about having no proof. “I just have a feeling,” he said.364

There was only conjecture as to how many blacks believed this
sort of thing until CBS News and The New York Times did a poll to
find out. A quarter of all blacks were convinced that the govern-
ment was deliberately supplying drugs to blacks in order to destroy
them, and another 35 percent were not sure, but thought such a
plan was possible. Thirty percent of blacks thought either that
AIDS had been deliberately invented by the government to kill
blacks, or that there was at least a chance that this was true.
Nearly 80 percent were either convinced that there was a racist,

361 If there is any effort to practice genocide on American blacks, it is a complete failure.
Every black generation is 17 percent larger than the preceding one. Every white generation
is 10 percent smaller. At these rates, the number of blacks will equal the number of whites
in 180 years. Boyce Rensberger, “Demography: The Shifting U.S. Racial Mix,” The Wash-
ington Post (January 1, 1990), p. A2.
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government campaign to discredit black elected leaders, or
thought it possible that there was such a campaign.3¢> According
to a 1990 poll of black churchgoers conducted by the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference, 35 percent believed -that AIDS
was a form of black genocide and 30 percent said they didn’t know
what to think.366

Even whites who are willing to listen to virtually any other
charge of white racism choke on the idea that the U.S. govern-
ment is trying to exterminate black people. This is clearly not an
insignificant aberration in black opinion.

If nearly twenty million blacks are so suspicious and deluded as
to think their government may be trying to exterminate them with
drugs and AIDS, what else are they prepared to think? Will they
not see “racism” in any white gesture, no matter how well-inten-
tioned?

Fears of this kind have real consequences. Brooklyn Bottling is
a soft drink manufacturer with a brand called Tropical Fantasy.
Late in 1990, someone started the rumor that Tropical Fantasy was
being secretly made by the Ku Klux Klan and was laced with an
ingredient that would sterilize black men. Who would believe this
nonsense? Plenty of people. Before long, Tropical Fantasy’s sales
fell 70 percent.367

Here are some excerpts from an opinion piece written by a
black student in the college newspaper of Penn State University.
After citing “proof” that AIDS is a “diabolical plot to exterminate
black people,” he goes on to say:

After looking at all of the evidence there is only one conclu-
sion: white people are devils. . . . I believe that we must
secure our freedom and independence from these devils by
any means necessary, including violence. . . . To protect
ourselves we should bear arms (three handguns and two
rifles, maybe an M-16) immediately and form a militia. . . .
So black people, let us unite, organize and execute.358

Execute? What accounts for words like this from a young black
man attending a well-known university? Why would someone who
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grew up-in an era not only of civil rights and integration but also of
affirmative action write these things?

This man’s hatred, and his delusions of genocide, are not so
freakish as they seem. They are natural consequences of endlessly
repeated charges of white racism. They are natural consequences
of the resentment that a largely white society systematically instills
in blacks. If employers, schools, the police, realtors, bankers, and
practically everyone else are said to be discriminating against
blacks at every turn, why not the government? By publicizing and
magnifying every act of “racism,” by constantly harping on the sins
of slavery and segregation, we have built a mood in which virtually
any kind of white wickedness becomes plausible, especially to
blacks. Much of what is said about race becomes reflex rather than
reflection, and facts are a troublesome irrelevance.

But what are the facts? Differences in income between black
and white men are said to prove racism, but the fact that black
women earn just as much as white women is deliberately ignored.
The preference of American blacks for white dolls is said to prove
racism, but the same preference by blacks in Trinidad goes unex-
plained. The fact that killers of whites are more likely to get the
death penalty proves racism, but the fact that white killers are
more likely than black killers to get the death penalty is ignored.
The South has the reputation of being more racist than the North,
but no one seems to notice that Minnesota jails blacks at seven
times the rate that Mississippi does. A researcher can find no
evidence that white judges hand out longer sentences to black
convicts, but concludes that sentencing is racist anyway. When
blacks are denied mortgages more often than whites are, it is
proof of racism; when whites are denied mortgages more often
than Asians, there must be some reason other than race. The
Bensonhurst killing proves that white people are racist, but the
fact that blacks are far more likely to kill whites than vice versa
means nothing. If black men committed suicide twice as often as
white men, it would surely be attributed to despair over racism. In
fact, white men commit suicide twice as often as black men,3%° but
scarcely anyone stops to wonder why. Sifting through the charges
of racism may be a wearying task, but it is a necessary first step in
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understanding the assumptions that govern conventional thinking
about race.

It is easy to understand why blacks make such charges, but why
do whites submit to them? Why do they accept racism as an expla-
nation for things it cannot possibly explain?

Part of the reason is force of habit. When blacks were chattel,
whites were clearly responsible for their circumstances. When they
were unable to vote, whites were responsible for their powerless-
ness. When they were barred by law from education and employ-
ment, whites were responsible for their poverty. Today, none of
these things is true; yet blacks and whites alike often continue to
act as if they were. Habits of the mind are the most difficult to
shed, and an old error is always more popular than a new truth.
White racism is a simple, lazy answer to a difficult question.

Another reason why racism is so readily accepted as the expla-
nation for black failure is that there appears to be no acceptable
alternative. If whites are not forcing blacks into misery, they must
be bringing it upon themselves. If whites are not holding blacks
down, it might mean that they have risen as far as their inherent
limitations permit. The possibility of black inferiority is the unac-
knowledged goblin that lurks in the background of every attempt
to explain black failure. Part of the shrillness with which white
racism is denounced stems from the belief that any letup in the
struggle against it might leave room for a theory that is too dan-
gerous to be contemplated.

Another reason has been the good intentions of whites. Despite
what black activists so confidently maintain, for the past several
decades the majority of whites has genuinely wanted black pro-
gress. They certainly did not want blacks to languish in ghettos, go
on welfare, or commit crimes. What could white people do to help
blacks? Given America’s tortured history, the most obvious way
was simply to stop hurting them, and the obvious way to do that
was to eliminate racism.

Once the nation had made the elimination of racism a national
goal, there could be no harm in denouncing racism—the more
often the better. Even charges of racism that made no logical
sense could be accepted and encouraged, because racism was a
bad thing and it was proper to criticize it. One could not be too
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thorough about denouncing a national evil, and the momentum of
the struggle built up relentlessly. Its culmination is the meticulous
policing of speech and thought that is common on college cam-
puses. Fighting “racism,” however it is defined, has become a way
for whites to side with the angels and feel virtuous.

At the same time, it is widely assumed that if the struggle
against racism is not maintained at fever pitch, white people will
promptly relapse into bigotry. Thus a great deal of the criticism of
whites is justified on the grounds that it will forestall potential
racism. The process becomes circular. Since whites are thought
likely to turn racist if not constantly policed, it is legitimate to
denounce acts of racism they might commit as if they had already
done so. In this climate, all charges of racism must be taken seri-
ously because they are potentially true. Even if a specific accusa-
tion of racism may not be factually true, it is morally true, because
of the constant potential for white bigotry.

Finally, the race-relations industry has developed a huge infra-
structure of people whose careers depend on the discovery and
extirpation of white racism. Governments at every level—local,
state, and federal—are staffed with civil rights specialists and
equal employment officers. So are universities and private corpo-
rations. Presiding over the entire enterprise are the federal Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, the Civil Rights Commis-
sion, the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice, and
the Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs.

Most of the time it is the same people who both report to the
public on the extent of racism and who are charged with combat-
ing it. The greater and more determined their foe appears to be,
the more likely they are to win admiration, grant money, and addi-
tional staff. Thus the organizations that monitor “racism” have a
strong motive for finding and publicizing as much of it as possible.

Teaching Hatred

One thing that whites lost sight of was that although constant
denunciations of racism were primarily meant for white ears and
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were supposed to change white behavior, they had an enormous
influence on blacks. For example, it is often claimed that because
of white racism, society teaches blacks to hate themselves. No one
ever spells out, in practical terms, just how society does this, but
the prevailing view is that whites somehow manage to teach blacks
to hate themselves. In fact, if anything, our society teaches blacks

" to hate whites. At every turn, blacks are told that whites are re-

sponsible for their problems. At every opportunity blacks are re-
minded of slavery. Virtually every failure by blacks—be it crime,

_ poverty, drug-taking, or even cigarette smoking—is said to be the

work of white people.

This constant reminder of the sins of the white man is supposed
to root out white racism and bring about social harmony. Instead,
it only gives blacks reasons to hate whites. If whites were guilty of
one tenth of the evil that the doctrine lays at their feet, blacks
would be justified in hating whites. Clearly, not all of them do.
However, the blacks who called the Central Park jogger a whore
hate white people. The Crown Heights rioters who killed Mr. Ro-
senbaum, and the blacks who set out to kill the first white person
they could find, hate white people. The people in the Yahweh cult
hate white people. The blacks who talk about genocide have, at
the very least, a profound distrust of white people, and former
congressman Gus Savage certainly appears to hate white people.
Outside of small, extremist groups that are condemned by all seg-
ments of society, it would be difficult to find whites who openly
hate blacks with the visceral, consuming intensity with which these
black people hate whites.

Doctrine holds that white society is seething with hatred for
blacks. The very reverse is true. With the best of intentions and for
the best of reasons, America has done everything within its power
to encourage blacks to hate whites.



Asians

F WHITE RACISM WERE BLIGHTING THE LIVES OF BLACKS, HOW
would it be affecting other nonwhites? Should it not be a
terrible obstacle for Asians as well?

Asians have faced fierce discrimination in America, but
this has not stopped them from working hard and getting ahead.
In fact, they have been so successful in “racist” America that
whites have even begun to complain about Asian achievement.
Whether one looks at Japanese and Chinese, who have been in
America for generations, or Koreans and Vietnamese, who have
arrived more recently, Asians have been remarkably successful.

The Legacy of Prejudice

In many respects, Asians have suffered as much prejudice as any
group. In 1790, Congress excluded both blacks and Asians from
citizenship by forbidding the naturalization of anyone who was not
a “free white person.” Blacks, but not Asians, became citizens in
1870, when Congress authorized the naturalization of “aliens of
African nativity and persons of African descent.” The 1879 Con-
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stitution of California continued to deny the vote to “natives of
China, idiots and insane persons,”®7? and as late as 1914, the U.S.
Supreme Court upheld the principle that citizenship could be de-
nied to foreign-born Asians.>’! Chinese were not allowed to be-
come naturalized citizens until 1943, and denial of citizenship was
symbolic of the concrete obstacles Asians faced every day.

Chinese started coming to the United States in the 1850s and
settled mainly in California. They aroused immediate resentment
because of their willingness to work for low wages, and the Cali-
fornia legislature promptly rolled out a series of anti-Chinese laws
that seem incredible today. In 1855, the state levied a $55 per
person entry tax on Chinese immigrants. Since this did not stop
the flow, California passed a more drastic law just three years
later. All people of Chinese or “Mongolian” descent were barred
from entering the state except in cases of shipwreck or accident.
Survivors were to be expelled as soon as they recovered.

In 1861 the state turned on the Chinese who were already in
California by passing a tax on foreign miners. In theory, the tax
applied to all foreigners but was collected only from Chinese. The
next year, the state passed a monthly tax of $2.50 on all resident
Chinese over age eighteen who were not producing sugar, rice,
coffee, or tea. Cities passed their own anti-Chinese laws. San
Francisco levied a quarterly license fee of $15 on all laundries that
did not use a vehicle—that is to say, on Chinese laundries. Anyone
who sold vegetables door-to-door from a wagon had to buy a $2.00
license; anyone who went on foot had to buy a $10 license. Per-
haps most insulting was the “queue ordinance,” according to
which anyone convicted of a crime was given a mandatory haircut
—Iloss of his pigtail was a great disgrace to a Chinese.3’> From
1854 to 1874 Chinese were barred by law from testifying as wit-
nesses against whites.>”?

As if pressure from the surrounding white population were not
enough, Chinese and other Asian immigrants had a'severe inter-
nal social problem. Virtually all early immigrants were men. Since
they were rejected by respectable white women, they were celibate
for decades or consorted with prostitutes. Asians often returned to
their home countries to seek wives only after they were firmly



Asians @ 111

established in America. These pressures could easily have led to
unstable families, but they did not.

Although plain racism and resentment against low-wage labor
were the main sources of anti-Chinese feeling in California, Amer-
icans whose jobs were not threatened sometimes opposed Chinese
immigration for humanitarian reasons. Chinese coolies were
brought to the New World in gangs and were worked mercilessly
by their Chinese overseers. In the 1870s they were still being
shipped to the Caribbean, practically as slaves, where they were
bought and sold in “man markets” as if they were animals. Like
many other Americans, President Ulysses S. Grant objected to
Chinese immigrants because they came to America in conditions
so close to those of the black slaves he had helped free.374

Thus when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that immigration con-
trol was not a state but a federal responsibility, both racialists and
humanitarians backed the anti-Chinese law of 1882. This measure
barred immigration for ten years and denied naturalization to Chi-
nese already in the United States. The ten-year restriction was
renewed in 1892, and the ban on immigration and citizenship con-
tinued right up through the Second World War. Only in 1943,
when the United States found itself allied with China in the fight
against Japan, were these laws excluding Chinese finally repealed.
Congress set an annual immigration quota of 105 people, and
resident Chinese were finally granted the right to apply for citizen-
ship.37°

Throughout this period of constant prejudice and persecution,
Chinese worked hard, saved their money, and built better lives for
themselves. By the time they had full, legal standing in this coun-
try, many Chinese had incomes comparable to those of native-
born whites. By 1969, Chinese as a group outearned Italian, Ger-
man, and even Anglo-Saxon Americans.376

During the 1960s, Chinatown was the part of San Francisco with
the most unemployment and poverty, the highest rate of tubercu-
losis, the least education, and the most substandard housing. Nev-
ertheless, in 1965, only five people of Chinese ancestry went to jail
in the whole state of California.3”’

Japanese came to America later than Chinese, since their gov-
ernment prohibited emigration until 1885. As soon as they arrived,

]
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they found that strong anti-Chinese feelings quickly transferred to
them. Most were shunted into jobs as unskilled, low-paid field
hands and lived in squalor. They, too, were willing to work for less
than the prevailing wage and quickly raised the ire of whites. Just
as southern whites passed Jim Crow laws to keep blacks out of
certain professions, so Californians passed their own laws to keep
out Japanese.

Although there were far fewer Japanese than Chinese immi-
grants—only about twenty-four thousand in the entire United
States by 1900—anti-Japanese sentiment was whipped up by the
Japanese and Korean Exclusion League, founded in San Francisco
in 1905. President Theodore Roosevelt responded in 1907 by per-
suading the Japanese government to withhold passports from any-
one who wanted to emigrate to America.>’8

None of this stopped the Japanese from living frugally and sav-
ing money. Many Japanese bought farms, and their hard work
began to threaten white farmers. In 1913 the California legislature
voted, by an overwhelming majority, to prohibit ownership of
farmland by noncitizens.3” This law was upheld by the U.S. Su-
preme Court, and soon ten more western states passed similar
laws.380 This did not stop the Japanese either. They went into
partnerships with whites, set up dummy holding companies for
Japanese farms, and kept on working.

Californians saw Japanese farmers as much more than eco-
nomic threats. In 1921, California state Senator James Phelan
wrote, “The state, therefore, is obliged as a simple matter of self-
preservation to prevent the Japanese from absorbing the soil, be-
cause the future of the white race, American institutions, and
western civilization are put in peril. . . .”381

During the Second World War, just when Chinese were finally
being granted the right to apply for naturalization, Japanese were
subjected to one of the most spectacular violations of civil rights in
living memory. Soon after Japan attacked Pearl Harbor in 1941,
Japanese Americans living in the continental United States were
rounded up and sent to concentration camps. Here they were kept
behind barbed wire and guarded by soldiers. The property they
left behind was either stolen or sold at a sharp loss. At the time of
the evacuation, the Federal Reserve Bank estimated Japanese
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property losses at $400 million*42—a figure that, today, would be
many billions.

This wholesale internment was far worse than anything done to
blacks then or since. Many of the men, women, and children who
were rounded up are still living today. If any group in America had
wanted to give up, blame white society, and try to live off its victim
status, the Japanese could have. Instead, when the war was over,
they went back to what was left of their lives and started over.
Twenty-five years after the war, they had long since caught up with
white society and, as a group, had incomes 32 percent above the
national average.3?3

Asian Americans have not tried to blame others for their trou-
bles or shirk responsibility for their own success or failure. They
have looked to their own resources to succeed. White America has
clearly oppressed them in the past, just as it has blacks. Some
people have argued that Asian immigrants have the advantage of
starting out fresh when they get to America, whereas blacks must
constantly drag the baggage of slavery and oppression behind
them. This obviously does not apply to the descendants of Asians
who came to America a century ago practically in bondage and
who, in many cases, were treated as badly as blacks. If racism is
such an obstacle to success in America, why have Asians overcome
it while blacks have not?

Asians 'Today

The achievements of more recent Asian immigrants have been
well publicized. Everyone has heard of Vietnamese children who
came to America unable to speak English and then, a few years
later, graduated at the tops of their high-school classes.

If anything, when blacks and Asians mix in America today, it is
the Asians who suffer because of their race. Many black criminals,
for example, single them out as preferred robbery targets. Asians
are often physically small and not likely to resist a mugger. New
immigrants may not speak much English and not know how to
report a crime. Asians also tend not to use credit cards but to
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carry cash. As a result, in New York City, subway robberies of
Asians leapt 204 percent from 1987 to 1989, while robberies of
non-Asians went up 63 percent. Deliberate targeting of Asians by
blacks has become such a problem that New York police have
instituted a special detail of undercover Asian policemen to act as
decoys and to arrest muggers.38

A more widespread form of Asian mistreatment by blacks oc-
curs when Asian success and black failure are found side by side in
the same neighborhood. In many big American cities, recent Ko-
rean immigrants have opened thriving grocery stores. They have
been welcomed in white neighborhoods. In black neighborhoods,
Koreans likewise create retail trade, liven up desolated streets,
and help save neglected city blocks from decay. Even on Harlem’s
main, commercial avenue, West 125th Street, Koreans now own
three times as many businesses as blacks.383

Rather than appreciate what Koreans have done for dying
neighborhoods, many blacks dislike them for their success. In city
after city, blacks have called Korean merchants parasites and
profiteers and have boycotted their stores. In 1988, in the Bed-
ford-Stuyvesant section of Brooklyn, demonstrators chanted,
“Boycott, boycott, close ’em down. Pass ’em by, let ’em die. Kore-
ans out of Bed-Stuy.”386

In a remarkable twist of logic, black boycotters accused the
Koreans of racism. “It’s racist that we don’t own any businesses,”
said one black organizer; “This is a conspiracy against the black
community.” When a group of black businessmen in Bedford-
Stuyvesant tried to work out a coexistence agreement with Kore-
ans, other blacks accused them of selling out.387 Blacks have been
putting racial pressure of this kind on Korean shopkeepers for at
least eight years.388

The Brooklyn Boycott

Recently the same drama was played out all over again, this
time in the light of increasing publicity about the crudely racial
character of the boycotts. It was one of the most malodorous sto-
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ries to come out of New York in a long time and is worth looking
at in some detail.

On January 18, 1990, a Haitian immigrant was involved in an
altercation in a Korean-owned grocery store in a mostly black
neighborhood in the Flatbush area of Brooklyn. She claimed that
the Korean owners attacked her without provocation, knocked her
to the ground, and kicked her. The Koreans say that the woman
produced only two dollars for a three-dollar purchase and started
shouting when the owners asked for the full amount. They say she
spat at the cashier, cursed her, and started knocking over counter
displays. When a salesman put his hands on her shoulders and
asked her to leave, she dropped to the floor and started scream-
ing. Whatever actually happened, the word quickly circulated
among blacks that Koreans had thrashed a black woman.3%°

Activists started a boycott, not only of the grocery, but of a
Korean-owned fruit store across the street. A knot of demonstra-
tors took up a position on the sidewalk in front of the stores, and
acted as a perpetual picket line. They passed out leaflets urging
blacks not to buy from “people who don’t look like us.” They
cursed the Koreans whenever they left the store, and vowed not to
stop the boycott until the owners closed their shops and left the
neighborhood. Under this kind of intimidation, patronage
dropped to near zero. Some moderate Haitians who urged a
peaceful resolution got death threats.390

By April, as the weather got warmer, the number of activists/
demonstrators grew. Young black toughs reportedly started show-
ing up at other Korean stores and threatened more boycotts if
they were not paid off.3*!

The press in New York City is so sensitive about race and so
unwilling to write unfavorably about blacks that it ignored the
boycott for more than three months. It was not until April that the
New York Post first broke the silence and began to write about it.
By May, the racial character of the boycott was so clear that pres-
sure began to mount on the black mayor, David Dinkins, to do
something about it. After much dithering and pious talk about not
“taking sides,” he finally brought himself to call the boycott “inap-
propriate” and “intimidating.”3%?

For those who wondered why the mayor had waited so long to

N
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criticize the boycotters, the furious reaction among blacks gave the
most likely answer. Black newspapers called the mayor an “Uncle
Tom.” The city’s largest black-owned radio station was flooded
with on-the-air calls from blacks blasting the mayor. They accused
him of being a tool of the white, Jewish establishment and called
his criticism of the boycott an affront to all blacks. The calls were
so vicious that the station’s owner, who is a friend of the mayor,
called them “racist”—a curious characterization of a feud between
blacks. He threatened to close the station down rather than “see it
used by blacks to attack blacks.”3%3

Meanwhile, a Brooklyn judge concluded that it was threatening
and disruptive for as many as a hundred pickets to plant them-
selves right in front of the Korean grocery. He ordered the dem-
onstrators to stay fifty feet away from the store and ordered the
police to enforce the ruling. New York’s black police commis-
sioner, Lee Brown, refused. When another judge confirmed the
original fifty-foot order, Mr. Brown appealed the decision. Not
until September 17, when an appellate court ruled unanimously in
favor of the fifty-foot decision, did he enforce the rule.3%4

Even the city’s Human Rights Commission, whose job is to en-
sure civil rights, said that it planned to look into the “underlying
causes” of the dispute—lack of economic opportunity—rather
than take sides.3*> Former mayor Ed Koch wrote that if he were
still mayor, he would order the Human Rights Commission to sue
the demonstrators.3%

As the boycott wore on, it drew public attention to other anti-
Asian incidents. Just a few blocks from the boycott site, some
black thugs attacked several Vietnamese, whom they had mistaken
for Koreans. They fractured the skull of one of the Vietnamese
with a hammer, and it took thirty-seven stitches to close the
wound.?®7 As if the racial theme were not clear enough, black
activist “Sonny” Carson called for a boycott of all Korean stores in
the city and promised that “in the future, there’ll be funerals, not
boycotts.”3%8

By now, New York papers were wondering whether incidents
like these were not deliberately staged as pretexts to drive Kore-
ans out of black neighborhoods. The New York Post drew parallels
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with the Tawana Brawley case, in which phony charges of a racist
attack led to months of posturing and provocation.3%°

Many blacks were likewise outraged by the boycotts, and some
began to defy the picketers. One of the bravest was Fred McCray,
a teacher at Erasmus Hall High School, four blocks from the boy-
cott site. He took thirty students to the store to buy apples. The
children had planned to make a little speech to the demonstrators
about peacemaking, but they never got the chance. Men in the
crowd screamed and cursed at them and threatened to kill Mr.
McCray. The shaken students nevertheless managed to get away
with their apples. Mr. McCray and his family got further death
threats, and he felt himself in such danger that he transferred to
another school.4%0

Roy Innis of the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE) also
stood up for the Koreans. He accused Mayor Dinkins of “racial
cowardice” and of “acquiescing to lawbreaking.” He offered to let
the Korean grocers use his legal team free of charge.*?!

One of the most unsavory elements in the entire story was the
report of a panel appointed by Mayor Dinkins to look into the
boycott. It lauded the Dinkins administration’s handling of the
incident and concluded that whether or not the boycotters had a
legitimate grievance, the boycott itself was not racially motivated.
It ended with the astonishing observation that the only real prob-
lem was that the white district attorney had not prosecuted the
Korean storekeepers for their attack on the black customer. With
the crude racism of the boycotts by now flagrantly evident, the
report was met with hoots of derision.*%2

About one month after the report appeared, the black woman,
Laura Blackburne, who headed the panel that wrote it was ap-
pointed to a $110,000-a-year job as head of New York City’s Hous-
ing Authority (see previous chapter). News surfaced that she had
been under consideration for the job at the time she was ap-
pointed to the panel, and editorialists grumbled that the prospect
of this plum post had obviously tainted her findings. The New
York City Council then issued its own report on the boycott, con-
cluding not only that the demonstrators were obviously racist but
that the mayor’s “fact-finders” had been hopelessly biased. Be-
sides the compromised Miss Blackburne, two of the five other
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black panel members were suspect from the outset. One was the
wife of a prominent black minister who had publicly supported the
boycott, and another had said even before his appointment that he
would try to have one of the boycotted stores shut down.403

In September, after eight months.of boycott, things finally be-
gan to look up for the Koreans. The police commissioner grudg-
ingly started enforcing the fifty-foot rule, and customers began to
trickle back.4%* A detail of no less than four hundred policemen
had to be assigned to the stores to enforce the court order.*%>

With the demonstrators a safe fifty feet away, Mayor Dinkins
finally crossed the line and bought a few dollars’ worth of grocer-
ies at the two Korean stores.*?6 The mayor’s gesture brought out
yet more shoppers. The next day, enraged demonstrators, trying to
stop the flow of customers, violated the fifty-foot limit and
chanted, among other slogans, “Death to all white men.” Eight
were arrested.*07

The boycott dragged on into 1991, though more people began
to cross the line. In February the Korean storeowner was acquit-
ted of assault charges on the black shopper. Just a few hours after
the verdict was read, the picketers were back at their posts, de-
manding that the store be closed.*® Ten picketers marched into
the store, surrounded the owner, made imaginary pistols with their
hands, and said, “Die, die.”4%?

This appears to have been the picketers’ last hurrah. There were
further incidents, but the momentum of public feeling had turned
against them. What, however, were white and Asian New Yorkers
to make of this incident and of the way the black administration
handled it? Both the boycott and the city’s gingerly handling of it
reeked of unfair treatment.

Once he was officially vindicated and the boycott was broken,
the Korean owner felt he had done his duty. A year of boycott and
threats had turned his jet-black hair completely gray. He sold his
store to another Korean and moved away.*!?

New York is hardly the only city in which blacks have put racial
pressure on Korean storekeepers. In Washington, D.C., eleven
Korean-owned shops have been firebombed in a single black
neighborhood in just two years.4!! In Philadelphia, when a Korean
storekeeper shot a black in what the district attorney called a self-
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defense killing, his store was firebombed, and he was threatened
with such continuous violence that police officers were sent to
protect the store twenty-four hours a day. Black protesters insisted
that the store be shut down and that all Korean businesses in the
area be driven out.*!?

In Chicago, a black women’s organization boycotted Korean
grocers to force them to stock black-made products. Although the
stores are mom-and-pop operations, the women also demanded
that the Koreans hire black clerks. In Chester, Pennsylvania, black
shopkeepers organized a boycott against Asian merchants and pe-
titioned the mayor to keep them out.*!3

In Los Angeles, immigrants from Korea have often been unable
to open shops anywhere but in the South-Central area, where
rents and property prices: are relatively low. Many have had to
work sixteen-hour days to make ends meet,*14 but there has been
constant friction with black patrons. An activist group called the
Brotherhood Crusade has succeeded in closing down two Korean
stores through threats and boycotts,*!> and other Los Angeles
stores have been firebombed and vandalized.*1®

In 1991, the rap musician Ice Cube (O’Shea Jackson) put an
anti-Korean message on one of his albums, Death Certificate:

So don’t follow me up and down your market
or your little chop suey ass will be a target.

So pay your respects to the black fist

or we’ll burn your store right down to a crisp.4!”

Later that year, Mr. Jackson’s album was number two on Bill-
board’s album chart and went on to sell more than a million cop-
jes.418

In the spring of 1992, during the Los Angeles riots that followed
the acquittals of the four police officers who beat Rodney King,
blacks appear to have followed Mr. Jackson’s hateful advice. Dur-
ing the riots, looters and arsonists deliberately sought out Korean-
owned stores for destruction. In Korea Town, 80 percent of the
businesses were damaged.*!® In all, 1,839 Korean-owned busi-
nesses were burned or looted.#?° Even the Korean consulate came
under attack.*?! It is tragic that blacks, who persist in blaming
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white racism for their own problems, use overtly racist tactics
against another group.

In New York, some Koreans, who have been among the most
energetic and hardworking immigrants to the area in recent years,
have decided that the trip was a mistake. In 1991 they were re-
turning to Korea at the rate of fifty families a month.422 One who
stayed behind wondered if Koreans have been mistaken in think-
ing that “being quiet and working hard is supposed to be the way
to go.” She suggested that Koreans would be better off if they
banded together along openly racial lines, just as blacks do. “What
we Korean Americans need is a Korean Al Sharpton,” she con-
cluded.#?3

What very few people dared point out is that it was the bad luck
of the Koreans to have suffered racial discrimination at the hands
of blacks. If whites had boycotted Korean (or black-owned) stores
with chants of “Let ’em die” or circulated fliers urging whites not
to buy from “people who don’t look like us,” the nation would
have gone into convulsions. State legislatures would have passed
laws to make the boycotts illegal. The police would not have had
to enforce court orders against the boycotters. They would have
had to protect them from crowds of angry counterdemonstrators.

Many blacks must know that newly arrived Asians are a power-
ful threat to the theory of white racism. When these nonwhites
with little education, who hardly speak English, get ahead through
determination and hard work, it undercuts blacks’ excuses. Asian
successes are galling for another reason. Asians never had black
slaves, never supported the KKK or joined lynch mobs. It is hard
to persuade Korean grocers to go along with special treatment for
blacks in the name of historical redress.

A few blacks are keenly aware of how different the expectations
of blacks and Asians are, and how damaging this is for blacks.
Washington Post columnist William Raspberry says this:

[Blacks] expend precious resources, time, energy, imagina-
tion and political capital searching, always successfully, for
evidence of racism, while our problems grow worse. . . . It
is clear that recently arrived Asian Americans spend none of
their time proving that white people don’t love them. The
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difference between us and them is in our operating myths.
Our myth is that racism accounts for our shortcomings.
Theirs is that their own efforts can make the difference, no
matter what white people think.44

Many blacks, of course, reject the suggestion that they should
work to get ahead as Asians do. The Black Scholar has a typical
response: ‘“The perspective that blacks should be like other ethnic
groups that succeeded without the benefits of affirmative action
but through hard work is a restatement of the bootstrap thesis—a
fallacious, biased, and ahistorical view.”423

If not in so many words, white America has agreed that it is
fallacious, biased, and ahistorical to expect blacks to take full re-
sponsibility for themselves. And that is why, almost exactly one
hundred years after America abolished one “peculiar institution,”
it established another: affirmative action.






Affirmative Action
in Education and
Employment

FFIRMATIVE ACTION HAS A TANGLED HISTORY THAT

illustrates the legal and moral dilemmas of race.

It has proud roots—the struggle during the

1950s and 1960s that abolished legal discrimina-
tion—but it has born a bitter fruit. It is the practice of discrimina-
tion in the name of equality, of injustice in the name of justice.
Perhaps nowhere else in our society have good intentions gone so
sadly wrong, and good sense been driven so completely from the
field.

The original impetus for affirmative action was understandable.
If racist barriers had kept large numbers of talented blacks from
getting good jobs or going to good schools, such people could
surely be found with little effort. Once found and given equal
opportunity, they would succeed at the same rate as whites. If

123
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there was to be preferential treatment, it would be nothing more
than the small effort it might take to find qualified blacks.

Things were not so simple. Even before the civil rights laws,
gifted blacks had found routes to success. The reservoir of compe-
tent but excluded blacks that universities and employers hoped to
find was very much smaller than expected. If blacks were to be
represented at universities and on work forces at anything even
approaching their numbers in the population, standards would
have to be lowered for them.

This step could be justified by past racism. If a job applicant did
not meet professional standards, it need not mean he was unable
to do the job. He might have been kept out of a good university
because he was black, and with a little on-the-job training, he
would soon be a capable worker. The same was true for college
admissions. Black applicants had presumably been forced to go to
inferior high schools, so with a little catch-up work, they would
become solid students. This thinking could be applied to junior
high school, grade school, even to preschool home life. Past racism
made it impossible for blacks to benefit from strictly equal oppor-
tunity, so it was only fair to weight the scales a little in their
favor.426

In some cases, blacks may have quickly caught up with the
mainstream, but all too often they did not. What might have been
intended as a temporary relaxation of standards hardened into
permanent racial preferences. The gap in black/white achievement
refused to go away, and what . came to look more and more like
reverse racial discrimination had to be justified by claiming that
the persistent racial gap in achievement could be due only to per-
sistent white racism.

Affirmative action preferences for blacks are now nearly a quar-
ter century old but show no signs of fading away. Indeed, they are
more entrenched than ever, and the hypocrisy and bitterness to
which they give rise are fatal to any hope for amicable race rela-
tions.

426 The idea behind Head Start was that poor blacks were at a disadvantage from the
beginning. A boost during the early years would enable them to take advantage of equal
opportunities and compete successfully with whites. Head Start is discussed in Chapter

Eight.
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The Legal Basis

The legal basis for affirmative action is the Civil Rights Act of
1964. The act followed a well-established trend in our thinking
about race. By then, a clear majority of Americans had come to
realize that racial discrimination was wrong and demeaning to
everyone. There was still local support for certain kinds of dis-
crimination, especially in housing, but the climate was right for
Freedom Riders, peaceful sit-ins, and “I Have a Dream.” Though
popular mythology dates all progress for blacks from the passage
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, upward trends in black employ-
ment, income, and educational opportunities were already well
established by then.*?’

The first antidiscrimination laws actually date from thirty years
before the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and were passed during the
New Deal. The Public Works Administration required contractors
to set black hiring quotas.#?® The first black federal judge had
been appointed by Franklin Roosevelt in 1937, and a black con-
gressman became the head of the Government Operations Com-
mittee in 1949. During the Second World War, four Merchant
Marine ships had black captains who commanded white crewmen,
and several ships were named after a black seaman who died hero-
ically in the service. In 1945, a black officer was first put in com-
mand of a U.S. military base. In 1948 President Truman issued
Executive Order 9981, requiring equal treatment of the races in
the military, and set up the Fair Employment Practices Committee
to oversee civilian employment. In 1940 black author Richard
Wright’s Native Son was a Book-of-the-Month Club selection, and
in 1950 Gwendolyn Brooks won the Pulitzer Prize for poetry.4?°
When Congress voted the Civil Rights Act of 1964, it hardly
changed the mood of America; it bowed to it.

427 Thomas Sowell, Civil Rights: Rhetoric or Reality? (New York: William Morrow &
Company, 1984), pp. 49-51. By 1916, America had already gotten its first black millionaire:
Madam C. J. Walker, born just four years after emancipation, made a fortune selling beauty
products for blacks. Audrey Edwards and Craig Polite, Children of the Dream (New York:
Doubleday, 1992), p. 17.
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The clear intent of Congress was to remove race as a consider-
ation in the professional lives of Americans, and its famous Title
VII was written to end discrimination in employment. Section
703(a) forbade any employer to “limit, segregate, or classify his
employees in any way which would deprive or tend to deprive any
individual of employment opportunities or otherwise adversely af-
fect his status as an employee because of such individual’s race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin.”

The law was wordy but clear. Nevertheless, some lawmakers
worried that the act could be used to justify reverse discrimina-
tion, or racial quotas in hiring. Senator Hubert Humphrey, who
was one of the bill’s most powerful backers, stoutly denied that the
act could be interpreted that way: “[T]itle VII does not require an
employer to achieve any sort of racial balance in his work force by
giving preferential treatment to any individual or group,” he
said.*3? He even promised on the floor of the Senate that he
would physically eat the paper the bill was written on if it were
ever used to require corrective hiring preferences.*3! Congress put
in Section 703(j) of Title VII just to make things perfectly clear:

Nothing contained in this title shall be interpreted to require
any employer . . . to grant preferential treatment to any in-
dividual or to any group. because of race, color, religion, sex
or national origin of such individual or group on account of
an imbalance. . . .

America had legally dismantled the color barrier.

The government’s first use of the phrase “affirmative action”
was not a departure from the intent of the law. Shortly after the
Civil Rights Act was passed, President Johnson issued Executive
Order 11246, which established color-blind hiring rules for federal
contractors. It says, “The contractor will 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.” Here, too, the emphasis was on
equal treatment, not on special preferences.

The first government mandate for racial preferences was what
came to be known as the “Philadelphia Plan,” instituted by the
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Department of Labor in 1969. Government contractors in that city
were told that if they did not come up with minority hiring goals,
their bids would not even be considered. For the first time, private
employers were on notice that an absence of discrimination was
not enough; they had to employ a certain number of nonwhites
through race-conscious hiring schemes. Since race-consciousness
in hiring was the very thing that the Civil Rights Act of 1964 had
prohibited, the Nixon administration had unilaterally repealed an
act of Congress.*3?

It is interesting to note how quickly the very people who had
argued that race was irrelevant changed their minds. In the fa-
mous 1954 legal brief it filed in the school desegregation case of
Brown v. Board of Education, the NAACP had professed its “dedi-
cated belief . . . that the Constitution is color-blind” and that
“the 14th Amendment compels the states to be color-blind in ex-
ercising their power and authority.”3? As soon as there was a
chance that blacks might benefit from reverse discrimination, the
NAACP forgot all about the color-blind Constitution. “Civil
rights” leaders became revisionists and reversed the movement’s
goals. As one scholar puts it:

The revisionists purveyed a civil rights agenda in name only.
The shift in focus was deceptively subtle, relying upon famil-
iar terms with broad support such as “freedom” and “equal-
ity.” In reality, however, the revisionists embarked upon an
ambitious new program of social engineering and wealth re-
distribution that is profoundly antithetical to the traditional
civil rights vision.*34

This change in direction went largely unchallenged: “The head-
spinning swiftness with which the former champions of color-
blindness embraced color-consciousness once someone else’s ox
was being gored would have been comic were it not so tragic.”*33

432 Robert Detlefsen, Civil Rights Under Reagan (San Francisco: ICS Press, 1991), pp. 25—
28. This book is a brilliant, closely reasoned explanation of how antidiscrimination laws
were turned into tools of discrimination. It also points out that although Lyndon Johnson is

usually thought to have overseen the establishment of affirmative ‘action, it was actually
Richard Nixon who did so.
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The goal of the “civil rights” movement changed from equality for
all to preferences for some.

Even more astonishing is that white society went along with this.
America had just done something that few nations ever do: put an
official, legal end to discrimination against minorities. Now blacks
were asking America to do something no nation on earth had ever
done: officially discriminate in favor of minorities. How could
whites be made to accept this? The following theory is as good as
any:

It is one thing—and difficult enough—to convince a major-
ity to support equal rights; it is yet another to convince it to
volitionally subordinate its own rights in favor of the minor-
ity. ‘

The rationale advanced for such a subordination was guilt
—white Americans were adjudged guilty of imposing the
condition of slavery, and were held responsible for its mani-
festations, which were viewed to encompass every conceiv-
able malady afflicting blacks. In order to redeem itself, the
majority was called upon not only to ensure freedom and
opportunity for blacks but to furnish “reparations” as well.#36

When it became clear that merely ending legal discrimination
would not lead to quick parity, a new set of arguments arose to
justify a new form of racial preferences: Slavery was a terrible
thing that whites did to blacks. Slavery and racism have ever since
been the reasons why blacks do not get ahead. All whites must
take responsibility for these crimes, whether or not their ancestors
owned slaves or discriminated against blacks. Therefore, society
will now compensate blacks for these crimes even if it means pe-
nalizing whites.

As a theory of justice, this is a shambles. Whites are guilty sim-
ply because they are white. A black gets preference over a better-
" qualified white because some whites, at some point in the past,
discriminated against some blacks. It makes no difference if nei-
ther the black nor the white was ever within a hundred miles of an
act of discrimination.

Normally, a man is innocent until proven guilty. Under affirma-
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tive action he is guilty without trial or appeal. Even if a white job-
seeker were to prove himself completely innocent of discrimina-
tion, he is guilty simply because he is white. A white man can
therefore be guilty—and punished—even if proven innocent. A
white immigrant to this country can be penalized because white
people he is not even related to once owned slaves. This is danger-
ous nonsense of precisely the kind that Hubert Humphrey assured
us was unthinkable. And yet it is now institutionalized.

Supporters of affirmative action argue that this is not what is
really happening. They insist that preferences for women and mi-
norities do not mean discrimination against white men. It is hard
to understand, even in theory, how preference for one group is
possible without prejudice against another. Preferences for whites
have always been called discrimination against blacks. If a certain
number of slots are held aside for blacks, they are not available to
whites.

Nevertheless, many people use the terms “affirmative action”,/_
and “equal opportunity” which are exact opposites, as if they had /
identical meanings. Benjamin Hooks has written that the Ameri-
can revolutionaries who dumped tea into Boston Harbor were
seeking equal opportunity and that the tea party was therefore an
early blow for affirmative action. He goes on to argue:
“[Al]ffirmative action is simply any action taken to ensure, or af-
firm, equal opportunity for oppressed or previously disadvantaged
groups. What’s wrong with that?”437

Affirmative Action at Work

Larry Gatt grew up in San Francisco and always wanted to be a
fireman. The Fire Department had always hired firemen in what it
thought to be the fairest possible way. Every four to six years, it
gave a test, and hired the people with the best scores.

Firemen must have brains as well as brawn. They must under-
stand chemical fires, gas fires, and toxic discharges, and use the
best technique to stop the blaze. They must give first aid to people
who are burned, electrocuted, drowned, shot, or mangled on the
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highway. They must also be strong enough to hack their way
through doors, sprint up stairways, and carry unconscious people
down ladders. San Francisco therefore had two tests, one written
and the other physical, with a weighting of 60:40 in favor of brains
over brawn. The department gave the written test first.

Mr. Gatt was eligible to take the test in 1982, a year when the
department was under court order to hire minorities. No discrimi-
nation had been proven, but the department did not have enough
minorities. Seven thousand people signed up for the written test,
and thirty-five hundred actually took it. The department had made
a strong effort to advertise the test to minorities. It managed to
sign up a good number of blacks, but only a reported 20 percent of
them showed up for the test. The department knew it had a prob-
lem as soon as the tests were graded: Not enough blacks had
passed. The department dropped the passing score from 70 to 60,
crossed its fingers, and gave the physical test. Theoretically, if
most of the whites who had passed the written test failed the
physical test, while most of the blacks passed, the department
might have had enough minorities to satisfy the court.

It did not work out that way. Once the scores were combined, if
the department had worked its way down the list to get the two
hundred people it needed, it would have ended up with far too
many whites. Of the fifteen hundred people who passed both tests,
Mr. Gatt was number forty-three. He would have gotten a job.
The department showed the results to the court. It pointed out
that it was not the department’s fault if blacks did not show up for
the test, or failed it if they took it. The court did not care. It
wanted more blacks on the force.

The department swallowed hard and threw out the results of the
written test. It ended the practice of hiring firemen for both brains
and brawn, and decided to hire on brawn alone. It made a ranking
of 190 men based only on the physical test. Mr. Gatt was still on
that list, but he had dropped from forty-third to ninety-fifth. He
still had a chance.

The department finally hired only thirty-nine men, and two
thirds of these were minorities. Even on the list of brawn alone, it
was only the whites who were hired strictly according to rank or-
der. The department picked blacks who ranked lower than whites
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in order to get enough minorities. The department stopped far
short of hiring the number of men it needed because the process
had become so politicized and unsuitable.

Mr. Gatt did not get a job. He has since taken the test again. He
has continued to be passed over so the department could hire
minorities. He has never achieved his childhood ambition, to work
for the San Francisco Fire Department. Mr. Gatt, like many
whites who have been pushed aside in the name of affirmative
action, is bitter. “I don’t care who gets the job,” he says, “so long
as he’s chosen fairly. They made a mockery of the test—they just
hired the people they wanted.”

Mr. Gatt points out that this is not the only time that white
firemen face discrimination. “It doesn’t end at the front door,” he
says. “It follows you for your whole career, with promotions and
everything.” In fact, the fire department found that once they were
hired, minorities did not do as well as whites on the examinations
for promotion to lieutenant. Once again, under court order, it
devised a special grading system so that minorities could pass, and
promoted them over the heads of whites who had scored higher.
The department went even farther. It decided that the original
test, which white firemen passed in greater number than blacks,
must have been discriminatory. Blacks who had taken the old test
therefore got promotions and tens of thousands of dollars in back
pay.

It is not hard to imagine what this does to the morale of a fire
department. Can veterans be happy with new recruits who are
hired, not because they are qualified, but because they are black?
Can whites help feeling cheated when they see less-qualified
blacks promoted over them? Whites who might make excellent
fire fighters will think twice about a job with a biased employer.
San Francisco’s fire department will not be as good as it could be.
And finally, biased hiring patterns devalue the accomplishments of
blacks who could have made it on ability alone.

What goes on in San Francisco is typical of fire and police de-
partments across the country. Freddie Hernandez, a Hispanic lieu-
tenant in the Miami fire department, explains how things work:
“We hire 60 percent Hispanics here, regardless of qualifications.



132 ® Paved With Good Intentions

. . . They just have people take a test, and they pick minorities
[even] from the bottom of the list.”438

In Detroit, a federal court upheld a promotion scheme that
established two lists for police officers, one black and one white.
Half of all promotions must be black, with the best candidates
chosen in equal numbers from the two lists. Blacks compete for
promotions only against other blacks.*3°

Detroit made no pretense of making blacks compete against
whites for promotions. Other fire and police departments have
tried to stick to the old way of promoting officers strictly according
to test results, but are under court order to promote a certain
number of blacks. Usually it is impossible to do both. When pro-
motion examinations are used, blacks do not pass in sufficient
numbers to satisfy affirmative action requirements.

The universal explanation for this is that the promotion tests are
racially or culturally biased. Presumably, if a test suffers from cul-
tural bias, someone familiar with the cultures involved could go
through it in advance and eliminate bias. This has been attempted
many times, but blacks still do not pass these tests at anything like
the same rate as whites. Perhaps people are trying to remove

N something that is not there. In 1982, the National Academy of

%’ Sciences did a thorough investigation of cultural bias on standard-

ized tests and strongly discounted the notion that there even is

such a thing. Nevertheless, this study has been widely ignored,*4°

#/ and cultural bias stands alone as the explanation for why blacks
" and Hispanics do less well on tests than whites and Asians.

When it comes to a policing exam given to professional police-
men, it is difficult to imagine what form cultural bias could take.
This has not stopped cities from taking great pains to correct it.

i/ San Francisco spent nearly $1 million over a period of nearly five
~ years trying to devise a test that minorities could pass in equal
numbers to whites. The city never got one. In 1991 a judge or-
.>\< dered that twenty-two nonwhites be promoted over the heads of
" whites who had gotten better scores on the new, presumably bias-
free test.44!

For ten years, New York City police battled lawsuits claiming
that biased tests prevented minorities from getting deserved pro-
motions to sergeant. Finally, in 1989, the department hit upon the
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idea of inviting black and Hispanic officers to help design the test,
thus eliminating bias. Even so, less than 2 percent of the blacks
who took it passed; 95 percent of all promotions to sergeant were
non-Hispanic whites. The department braced itself for another
round of lawsuits.*42

Something else the New York City police have tried is to replace
the pencil-and-paper test for sergeant with a video-based test. The
theory was that any written exam was biased against blacks. This
proved no better than the traditional exam at giving equal pass
rates. When the results were announced, both black and Puerto
Rican spokesmen denounced the test as biased.*43

In 1992, the city’s fire department took a different approach. It
decided that minorities do less well than whites on multiple-choice
tests because of “test anxiety.” The city paid a consultant to devise
a test in which candidates got three choices rather than just one to
pick the right answer. Getting the right answer as the first choice
was to be worth a full point, with a half point and a quarter point
awarded to anyone who got the right answer as second or third
choice, respectively. Besides reducing “test anxiety,” another ef-
fect of this would be to narrow the gap in test scores between
people who know the right answer and people who do not. More
minorities might thereby get a passing grade.*44

One way to squeeze bias out of a test is to make it so easy that
anyone can pass it. New York’s Sanitation Department indulged in v
an enormous waste of time when it gave a test on which 23,0787
applicants out of 24,000 got perfect scores.**> Presumably, the de-
partment could then claim to have hired only those minorities who
got the highest possible score.

Since it has proven impossible to design meaningful tests that
do not give “biased” results, the Houston Fire Department
worked out a court-approved method to eliminate bias after a fest
was taken. In 1991 it gave a one-hundred-question test for promo-
tions, with a passing grade of 70. Whites got better scores than
blacks. The court agreed that the department could then study the
results and throw out questions that minorities were more likely
than whites to get wrong. The reasoning was that if they got them
wrong, they must have been biased, even if no one could have
known that in advance.
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The department farmed the test scores out to a private consult-
ing firm, which duly eliminated twenty-eight questions. This meant
that thirty-two people who had originally passed now had failing
grades. They were twenty-four whites, four blacks, three Hispan-
ics, and one Asian. After the test was rescored, thirteen people
who had originally failed were found to have passed: five blacks,
four Hispanics, and four whites. Since eight minorities had been
knocked off the pass list but nine had been added to it, the exer-
cise resulted in a net gain of one. Naturally, the people who had
been knocked off the pass list, including the minorities, were hop-
ping mad, but the Houston fire chief got one more minority pro-
motion out of the exercise.*46

This was plain hard luck for the blacks who got the right an-
swers on questions that were supposed to be “biased” against
them, and it was a piece of good luck for the whites who got the
wrong answers on questions that were supposed to be “biased” in
their favor. This sort of foolishness makes a joke out of what is
supposed to be an objective procedure, but some people would do
double backflips if that were what it took to get the right number
of black promotions.

The entire debate about cultural bias must seem faintly surreal
to Darryl Hayden of Indianapolis. In 1985, out of 1,250 applicants
for jobs as fire fighters, he got the highest test score. Cultural bias
appears to have been no obstacle to him, despite the fact that he is
black.#47

Nevertheless, cultural bias has been an effective tool for justify-
ing affirmative action. Between 1970 and 1990, fully 41 percent of
all new police officer jobs have gone to blacks, a number that is
nearly three and a half times as great as the percentage of blacks
in the general population.*4® In 1960, 2.5 percent of all firefighters
were black; by 1990, 11.5 percent were black.*4°

The federal government has had no better luck at designing an
examination that blacks and whites can pass at equal rates. In the
1970s it used something called the Federal Service Entrance Ex-
amination. Although blacks got extra points because of their race,
their pass rates were disproportionately low. At great expense, the
government designed a new test, called the Professional and Ad-
ministrative Career Examination (PACE), which was to be free of
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bias. Apparently it was not; 42 percent of white applicants passed
it but only 13 percent of Hispanics and 5 percent of blacks did. So
in 1982 the government scrapped PACE and gave up testing. It
instituted a more subjective system of interviews and evaluations
to make it easier for the government to hire nonwhites. In 1987 a
federal judge ruled this new process “arbitrary and capricious,”
but since it resulted in a satisfactory number of minority hires, it
continued to be used.*>?

Six hundred thousand dollars later, the government produced
yet another set of tests, which were given for the first time in June
1990. These have less academic content than PACE and call for a
considerable amount of subjective “biodata.” As the government
puts it, half of the two-part test “evaluates how well you have used
the opportunities you have had in school, work, or outside activi-
ties.”*>! The results were to be scrutinized for a period of five
years, with an option to scrap the tests if they proved to be “bi-
ased.”*>2

In 1990, the New York City school system gave up on the merit
system and decided that the racial mix of its teachers must reflect
the racial mix of all potential teachers. The new system would
allow the chancellor to suspend any school board that did not
meet affirmative action targets.*>3 Robert F. Wagner, president of
the Board of Education, explained that although the experiences
of other school districts across the country suggest that it is very
difficult to find good minority teachers and that the effort was not
likely to help students very much, it was important not to give even
the appearance of discrimination.*’* In other words, Mr. Wagner
was defending an expensive, difficult undertaking that would prob-
ably show few results and that would discriminate against whites.
It was necessary so as to avoid the appearance of discriminating
against blacks.

White teachers face discrimination when staff are cut. In Bos-
ton, for example, when thirteen hundred teachers had to be laid
off in the early 1980s, a federal judicial order overturned the
school district’s semorlty rules. Thus, while whites with up to fif- -
teen years’ experience were being laid off, the school district con-
tinued to hire new black teachers. Whites tried twice to appeal this
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;{/injustice to the U.S. Supreme Court; both times the Court refused
" to hear the case.*>’

The Santa Clara County Transportation Agency, in California,
has set out to produce a work force that mirrors the surrounding
population in every respect. For all jobs in which blacks are under-
represented, they must be hired in strict preference to whites, as

- long as they meet the minimum qualifications. Nobody has ever
shown that in the past the county discriminated in its hiring, but
the agency got Supreme Court approval for its program in 1987.

What is the significance of plans like this?

[They] squarely endorse coerced equality of result over equal
opportunity, and group rights over individual liberty. . . .

[The message it sends blacks is that] above a certain mini-
mal threshold of competence, gradations in qualifications are
insignificant and may properly be supplanted by race . . .
that for some, the highest standards of excellence are unnec-
essary.36

Is this the kind of society we want to build?
3/( In this climate, it is no wonder that a few whites are scouring
" their family trees for the odd black or Hispanic ancestor. Between
1986 and 1988, eight people in the Boston police department had
their “minority” status challenged. In 1988, the fire department
launched an investigation of the bona fides of its minority employ-
ees after anonymous tipsters accused whites of making fraudulent
racial claims.*37

In San Francisco as well, affirmative action programs have
spurred an intense interest in genealogy. Firemen and policemen
have started claiming to be members of one or another protected
group, since it can mean automatic promotion or pay raises. There
have been challenges and counterchallenges and numerous accu-
sations of “ethnic fraud.”

Attempts to cash in on affirmative action have highlighted not
only how arbitrary the practice is but even how arbitrarily the
protected populations are defined. Essentially any nonwhite can
get preference, including recent immigrants. However, since His-
panics are often defined as “Spanish-surnamed,” white Spaniards



Affirmative Action in Education and Employment @ 137

are a federally protected group, even though Portuguese, for ex-
ample, are not. This means that South Americans, even those de-
scended from European immigrants, get preferences—except for
those Brazilians who do not happen to be black. They have Portu-
guese surnames, so are treated like native-born whites.*>8 Presum-
ably this makes sense to someone.

Latin Americans have been particularly resentful of the fact
that Spaniards qualify for affirmative action. They claim that only
New World Hispanics have suffered enough to deserve racial pref-
erences, and have called for the establishment of “ethnic purity
panels” to determine how the racial spoils will be distributed.*>°

Increasingly, the spoils are so great that some white parents
have pushed their children into the racial masquerade. In San
Francisco, court-ordered desegregation plans set an upper limit on
the number of white children who may attend the best schools.
According to their enrollment forms, white children have suddenly
started turning black, Hispanic, or Asian.460

Tortured Logic

Whites who defend affirmative action have to pretend that
there is no injustice in it. J. Stanley Pottinger was once in charge of
affirmative action at the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW, now the Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices). When someone told him that affirmative action might
mean discrimination against whites, he replied: “That is balder-
dash. That is the biggest crock I have ever heard. It is the kind of
argument one expects to hear from a backwoods cracker
farmer.”461 Mr. Pottinger seems to have had prejudices of his own
against rural whites.

More recently, President George Bush’s appointee as chairman
of the U.S. Civil Rights Commission, Arthur Fletcher, painted
himself into a similar verbal corner. In the same breath with which
he denounced racial quotas he said that “specifying the number of
person-hours to be worked by minorities and women” was a “typi-
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cal contracting practice,” of the sort required by the govern-
ment.462

It is interesting to see- the tortured reasoning that even our
highest court has used to turn the Civil Rights Act inside out.
Justice Blackmun, for example, has argued: “In order to get be-

yond racism, we must first take account of race. . . . And in or-
der to treat some persons equally, we must treat them differ-
ently.”463

As we saw above, Section 703(j) of the Civil Rights Act states
clearly that it does not require employers to hire by race in order
to even out a numerical imbalance. Congress thereby intended to
forbid race-conscious hiring of any kind. However, in the famous
case of Weber v. Kaiser Aluminum, the U.S. Supreme Court justi-
fied reverse discrimination on that very section. It ruled that since
the act does not require race-based hiring, it therefore does not
forbid it. That makes it legal.#6* Amazingly, racial quotas were
blessed by the Supreme Court in the name of the very section of
the law that was drafted to lock them out.

Justice William Douglas once explained his opposition to affir-
mative action to Justice Thurgood Marshall, the first black to be
appointed to the Supreme Court. Douglas said he thought dis-
crimination against whites was just as unconstitutional as discrimi-
nation against blacks. In a flourish of high legal reasoning, Justice
Marshall replied, “You guys have been practicing discrimination
for years. Now it is our turn.”#63

Justice Marshall was at least being honest. So were Mary Berry
and Blandina Ramirez, both appointed to the Civil Rights Com-
mission by President Jimmy Carter. In 1984 they issued a joint
statement explaining that civil rights laws were not passed to pro-
tect the rights of white men and do not apply to them.*6¢ There
was a similarly straightforward acknowledgment of the inherent
injustice of affirmative action in a 1990 decision by Justice William

\/ Brennan, in which he wrote, “innocent persons may be called

\“upon to bear some of the burden of the remedy [of past discrimi-

nation].”#%7 So long as the innocent victims are white, Justice
Brennan was saying, “equal opportunity” has been granted.

Not all judges are fooled by affirmative action. Chief Justice
Warren Burger wrote in a dissent from a decision upholding re-
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verse discrimination that “discriminatory preference for any
group, minority or majority, is precisely and only what Congress
has proscribed.”*¢® Justice William Rehnquist, likewise writing in
a dissent, called the reasoning that transformed civil rights into
affirmative action a “tour de force reminiscent not of jurists . . .
but of escape artists, such as Houdini . . .”46°

Escape-artist logic works for companies as well as for individu-
als. In 1989, thirty-six states and nearly two hundred local govern-
ments had minority “set-aside” programs, which awarded a fixed
percentage of all contracts to companies owned by nonwhites or
women.*”? It did not matter if another company could do the job
better or cheaper.

Set-asides invited cheating. When there were not enough legiti-
mate minority businesses, the “company” that got the contract
might have been nothing more than a shell with a nonwhite face,
which took orders for white “subcontractors.” When the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation studied the problem from 1982 to
1984, it found that half of the road-construction companies that
got set-aside work were ineligible or questionable.*”!

The Supreme Court Steps In

Of all the various forms of affirmative action, minority set-
asides were the first to be weakened by the Supreme Court’s at-
tempt to return to genuinely race-neutral principles. In January
1989, it ruled that the city of Richmond, Virginia, was discriminat-
ing against whites when it decided to reserve 30 percent of all city
contracts for companies owned by nonwhites. The Court did not,
however, do away with the principle of racial set-asides. It merely
restricted them to cases in which past prejudice could be proven.
Moreover, its ruling applied only to local governments. It there-
fore let stand the 10 percent federal set-aside program.*72

The inefficiencies of set-asides became immediately obvious af-
ter the Court ruling. In Philadelphia, before the ruling black-
owned companies were getting 25 percent of the city’s contracts.
When normal competitive bidding was restored, blacks got 3.5
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percent. Many black-owned companies had been established de-
liberately to take advantage of set-asides. They were not accus-
tomed to real competition, and when the artificial revenue of set-
asides was taken from them, they failed.*”3

The city of Atlanta likewise saw a sharp drop in minority con-
tractors when it returned to normal competition.*’* The city
promptly allocated $500,000 for a project to find evidence of past
discrimination so it could keep its set-asides going.#’> That is to
say, it spent taxpayer money in an effort to demonstrate its past
discrimination so it could now practice a new form of discrimina-
tion. Half a million dollars brought in an eleven-hundred-page
report that covered the city’s contracting history all the way back
to the Civil War.#’¢ Why did the city search for racism so far back
in the past? Perhaps it is because any discrimination that occurred
within the past twenty years would be “discrimination” under a
black city government; no white has been mayor of Atlanta since
the election of Maynard Jackson in 1973.

The hunt for past discrimination was common all over the coun-
try. Durham County, in North Carolina, paid a minority organiza-
tion $62,000 to find evidence of past discrimination so it could
continue with set-asides.*””

In late 1990, New York City announced it was paying for a
“huge” study that would prove past discrimination and thereby
permit a resumption of set-asides. The city’s lawyers explained
that they needn’t prove that the city discriminated intentionally,
only that contracting practices had a “discriminatory- impact.”#78
No racial discrimination in the city’s contracting process appears
to have been found. Nevertheless, the 25 percent of the companies
that compete for city business and were owned by minorities or
women were found to be getting only 7 percent of the dollar vol-
ume of contracts.*”® As a result, Mayor Dinkins made the sphinx-
like announcement that although the set-aside program would not
involve quotas, 20 percent of city contracts would henceforth go to

479 This is not a comparison of like with like. If minority- and woman-owned businesses
tend to be smaller than those owned by white men, it does not make sense simply to
compare the number of companies with the total spent by the city. A fairer comparison
would be to compare sales to the city as a proportion of total sales. Such a comparison
could conceivably have shown that nonwhite firms were overrepresented in their dealings
with the city.
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companies owned by minorities and women.*8? The very notion of
discrimination wastes away to nothing when numbers alone are
used to prove that a city administration “discriminated” against
black contractors and is therefore justified in establishing set-
asides that discriminate against white contractors.

The city of San Francisco avoids the word “set-asides,” but in
late 1990 it announced a “goal” of awarding 12 percent of all city
contracts to black-owned firms. Then-Mayor Art Agnos circulated
an order to city department heads threatening to slash their bud-
gets unless they found more minority suppliers.*8!

Presumably, the justification for set-asides was that minority
contractors had faced discrimination in the past. Such programs
went on for decades, and if it was discrimination that kept minor-
ity entrepreneurs from getting started, set-asides certainly gave
them the chance. The National Association of Minority Contrac-
tors reports that thousands of minority-owned businesses went un-
der in the year following the end of set-asides.*®? The fact that
they have been unable to compete in the open market is the stron-
gest possible evidence that the problem was one of inefficiency
rather than discrimination.

Many large city governments are run by blacks, so there is little
reason to think that racism is thwarting black companies that do
business with them. When set-asides were in full swing, black con-
struction firms got 93 percent of their business from public sector
jobs.483 If, after set-asides are ended, they are unable to get busi-
ness from black-run, black-dominated city governments, racism is
clearly not the problem.

In June 1989, the Court handed down two more important rul-
ings on affirmative action. In the first, it made it more difficult for
minorities to base charges of discrimination on a purely numerical
analysis of a work force—that is to say, in cases where there was
no evidence at all of deliberate discrimination. In the past, if an
employer had a racially unbalanced work force, he had to prove,
in court, that the imbalance was a result of job requirements that
were “essential” to get the job done.

For example, requiring a high-school diploma for certain jobs
could put a work force out of balance, even if the requirement
were applied impartially to blacks and whites. This is because
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more whites than blacks graduate from high school. When an im-
partially applied standard affects the races differently it is said to
have a “disparate impact.” Once a disparate impact had been
shown, an employer had to prove that the diploma was not just
desirable but essential for getting the job done. In the usual, guilty-
until-proven-innocent way, the burden of proof was on the em-
ployer to show that he was not using the job requirement as a
cover for racism. Faced only with circumstantial evidence of preju-
dice—numbers—an employer was guilty until he convinced a
court otherwise. In no other kind of judicial proceeding do Ameri-
can citizens bear the burden of proof in the face of strictly circum-
stantial evidence.

In some cases, rigid “disparate impact” thinking has lead to the
complete elimination of some standards. In the past, most fire and
police departments turned down applicants who had been dishon-
orably discharged from the military or who had conviction records.
As a legal manual for fire departments explains, that was found to
be racial discrimination:

The EEOC has ruled that a requirement that applicants who
have served in the armed forces must have an honorable
discharge is not a valid prerequisite. The reason is that twice
as many blacks receive dishonorable discharges as whites, in-
dicating “racism” as the most significant factor in this dispar-
ity. The commission also has ruled that arrest records cannot
be used to disqualify applicants, as experience shows blacks
are arrested substantially more frequently than whites in pro-
portion to their numbers.484

Of course, these rules do not apply only to fire departments; they
apply to all employers.

Until the Supreme Court’s 1989 ruling, any employer who sim-
ply wanted the best work force, without regard to race, automati-
cally fell afoul of the law if more-than-minimum job standards

484 Timothy Callahan and Charles Bahme, Fire Service and the Law (Quincy, Mass.:
National Fire Protection Association, 1987), p. 56. See Chapter One for an analysis of
“racism” in the criminal justice system. There is no reason to believe that the military
discharge system is any more “racist.”
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meant that nonwhites were underrepresented. This was just the
sort of foolishness that would have required Senator Humphrey,
were he still alive, to eat the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Many com-
panies just gave up and promised to make their work forces mirror
the racial composition of the surrounding population. This was the
only way to avoid lawsuits. Race became as important a hiring
factor as ability, and employers who had never discriminated
against anybody were forced to discriminate against whites.

President Carter’s appointee as chairman of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, Eleanor Holmes Norton, as much
as told employers what their options were. Unless they had a ra-
cially balanced work force, the EEOC might sue them. If they had
enough nonwhite employees, the EEOC would leave them
alone.*83

U.S. Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia understood per-
fectly that the threat of expensive litigation was enough to make
employers hire by racial quota, even if it meant a lower-quality
work force and discrimination against whites:

. . . the failure to engage in reverse discrimination is eco-
nomic folly, and arguably a breach of duty to shareholders or
taxpayers, wherever the cost of anticipated Title VII [dis-
crimination] litigation exceeds the cost of hiring less capable
(though still minimally capable) workers. . . . A statute de-
signed to establish a color-blind and gender-blind workplace
has thus been converted into a powerful engine of racism and
sexism, not merely permitting intentional race- and sex-based
discrimination, but often making it, through operation of the
legal system, practically compelled.*3¢

If an employer were so foolish as to ignore race and hire only the
best-qualified workers, it could be seen as a betrayal of stockhold-
ers’ interests. This was because the gains of having competent
workers could be wiped out if the company had to fight a discrimi-
nation suit—brought by the EEOC at taxpayers’ expense. Linda
Gottfredson of the University of Delaware points out that Su-
preme Court cases of the late 1960s and early 1970s had essen-
tially forced employers to institute racial hiring quotas but they
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did not dare admit to this for fear of reverse-discrimination law-
suits.*87

The new Supreme Court ruling of Ward'’s Cove Packing v. Anto-
nio gave employers some relief. First of all, it shifted the burden of
proof. If a work force were out of balance, it would be the respon-
sibility of those claiming discrimination to show that a job stan-
dard was unfair. Also, the Court ruled that employers could set
standards that go beyond what is starkly “essential” as long as the
standards were legitimately related to a business need. If all this
seems obvious and unremarkable, something else is just as obvi-
ous: The ruling did not take away a single remedy from victims of
demonstrated prejudice.*3® It concerned only unintended, un-
proven prejudice.

The second June 1989 ruling in this area by the Court was di-
rectly related to the first. Many employers, including those who
had discriminated against nonwhites as well as those who had
been guilty strictly on the basis of numbers, had signed consent
decrees agreeing to balance their work forces. Since nonwhites
were seldom as qualified as whites, the only way to do this was by
discriminating against whites. This was exactly what the San Fran-
cisco Fire Department was doing to Larry Gatt. Whites like Mr.
Gatt were not allowed to sue on grounds of racial prejudice, be-
cause the affirmative action programs were undertaken under the
protection of court-approved consent decrees.

The Supreme Court, ruling on a case involving the Birmingham,
Alabama, Fire Department, decided that this was wrong. The
Court found that any agreement an employer made with minority
groups could not bind the employer’s relations with people who
were not involved in the agreement. In other words, a company
could not promise favors to minorities if it meant damaging the
interests of whites. The Court did not go so far as to say that
affirmative action programs should be immediately dismantled. It
said only that if a white person were the victim of one, he had the
right to sue.*®?

Plenty have. Within the first twelve months after the Birming-
ham ruling, whites filed reverse-discrimination suits in Boston,
Chicago, Cincinnati, Memphis, Oakland, Omaha, and San Fran-
cisco. In Atlanta, white firemen who proved that they had suffered
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from court-ordered racial prejudice won back pay and seniority
rights.#90

There was a certain irony in the Supreme Court’s ruling against
the Birmingham fire department. The department’s antiwhite hir-
ing practices had been defended by the crack New York law firm
of Cravath, Swaine & Moore, which lavished twenty-two hundred
partner-hours and seventeen thousand associate hours—all pro
bono—on the case. Cravath appeared to believe strongly in affir-
mative action—at least for other people. The firm has never had a
black partner, and there are only 5 blacks among its 224 associ-
ates.*°! The population of New York City is one quarter black,
and one wonders how Cravath would feel if a judge ordered it to
match that figure in all its own hirings and promotions.

For people who think that civil rights mean special favors for
nonwhites, the Supreme Court’s rulings were a blow to civil rights.
Benjamin Hooks, who was then executive director of the NAACP,
echoed the views of most black leaders when he called the rulings
“a disaster for all those committed to equal employment opportu-
nity.”4%2 “The court has run amok,” lamented Ralph Neas, execu-
tive director of the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights.#93
T. J. Jemison, head of the largest black church in America, the 7.8-
million-member National Baptist Convention, said of the Su-
preme Court justices, “They call themselves strict constructionists,
but I call them strict segregationists.”*** A New York Times edito-
rial charged that “the Court majority displays an icy indifference
.. . to the hopes of discrimination victims. . . .”*%> Business
Week likewise warned that “The Court is moving down a treacher-
ous road,” and blasted its lack of support for “plans aimed at
ending racial discrimination.”*¢ Republican and Democratic con-
gressmen alike, claiming that this was an end to remedies for dis-
crimination, promised new legislation to put the muscle back into
affirmative action.*®’

497 See, for example, Congressman Don Edwards’ remarks in Aaron Epstein, “High
Court Deals Blow to Affirmative Action,” San Jose Mercury News, (June 13, 1989), p. 1A.
See also H.R. 2598, introduced by Republican congressman Tom Campbell, approximately
one week after the Court’s decision in Ward’s Cove Packing v. Antonio. The stated intention
of the bill was to nullify that decision. [Congressman Campbell press release dated June 14,
1989, and open letter dated June 12, 1989.] Democratic senator Howard Metzenbaum was
also quick to introduce a new civil-rights bill to correct what he called “the court’s retreat
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These people were using language in a very strange way. The
remedy for discrimination remained what it always was: to elimi-
nate it. Whatever Mr. Hooks may have said, the Court’s rulings
were not a disaster for equal employment opportunity, but a re-
turn to it. Business Week notwithstanding, an end to racial discrim-
ination was exactly what the Court intended. However, as one of
the few syndicated columnists who approved the decisions put it,
“‘Civil rights’ groups . . . think that the way to fight racial dis-
crimination is with racial discrimination and that anyone who dis-
agrees is a racist.”4?% “Equal opportunity” is Orwellian code for
unequal opportunity.

Lost in the din of criticism was the fact that the Supreme Court
decisions took nothing whatsoever away from someone who could
show real discrimination. Nonwhites who suffer actual job discrim-
ination have powerful means of redress and can win large cash
settlements. Deliberate discrimination certainly happens in Amer-
ica, and the courts had been punishing it for years. They will con-
tinue to do so.

The controversy over the Supreme Court decisions was about
“unintended” discrimination—if there can actually be such a thing
—that is to say, the consequences of standardized, race-neutral
hiring policies. To equate these with deliberate exclusion of non-
whites from the work force is either colossal ignorance or irre-
sponsible provocation. That the two were repeatedly equated and
that this went largely unchallenged is eloquent proof of the depth
of America’s confusion about race.

In October 1990, Congress passed a new Civil Rights Bill. As its
staunchest supporter, Senator Edward Kennedy, explained, its
avowed purpose was to circumvent the series of Supreme Court
decisions that had weakened affirmative action. The bill reinstated
the prohibition against job standards that were anything above the
minimum, and made employers once again guilty-until-proven-in-
nocent if their work forces did not match the racial hue of poten-
tial employees. It broke new ground by providing not only for
restitution in the case of job discrimination but also by opening
the door to massive punitive damages. These would have applied

from equal opportunity.” Joe Davidson, “Civil Rights Groups Turn to Congress to Over-
come Recent High Court Rulings,” The Wall Street Journal (July 14, 1989), p. AS.
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even to employers whose racially unbalanced work forces were the
result not of deliberate discrimination but of job qualifications
that were found to be excessively demanding.

Although the bill specifically absolved employers of any require-
ment that they hire by quota, its effect was to make quotas un-
avoidable. It was a little like a building code that requires an elec-
tric power company to lay its wires underground but thoughtfully
exempts them from the obligation of digging holes. In both cases,
what the law required was probably not possible without resorting
to what the law piously claimed not to require.

As usual, despite the fact that it is a thirty-eight-thousand-em-
ployee business, Congress exempted itself from the requirements
of the bill. As Senator Warren Rudman of New Hampshire
pointed out, the law might encourage “frivolous lawsuits.” “It is
absolutely essential,” he went on to say, “that, as to our legislative
employees, we have an absolute right without outside review by
anyone of what we do.” He concluded that Congress was different
from a mere farm or factory and that its work must not be tram-
meled by the “civil rights” straitjacket he was prepared to order
the rest of the country to wear.4%°

Thus Congress tried to shackle the country with employment
rules it knew it would itself find intolerable. The Civil Rights Act
of 1990 was vetoed by President George Bush and fell short of a
Senate override by a single vote.’%0 Nothing daunted, the forces
that backed the bill promptly introduced a virtually identical one
at the beginning of the 1991 Congress, and President Bush signed
it into law late that same year.

The new law, which applied to women and religious minorities
as well as racial minorities, left certain key concepts deliberately
vague. An employer had to prove that a job standard with “dispa-
rate impact” was “job-related” and had a significant relationship
to “business necessity.” It was to be up to the courts to decide
what those phrases meant.’%! The litigation nightmare began with-
out delay: The first suit brought under the new law was filed within
a week of the President’s signature.’°?> Some economists have
speculated that since the law specifically exempted businesses with
fewer than fifteen employees, some small companies might limit
their growth so as to stay out of its clutches.>%3
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The new law also reinstated the inviolability of court-ordered
affirmative action programs. Once again, whites had no recourse
in the face of blatant discrimination as long as the discrimination
was ordered by a court. Some commentators thought this provi-
sion, which deprived whites of due process, was clearly unconstitu-
tional 504

Congress, which had finally came under criticism for constantly
exempting itself from the employment laws it passes for the rest of
the country—including the Equal Pay Act and a variety of occupa-
tional health and safety acts’®>—made a stab at applying the law
to itself. The House simply gave up and exempted itself as
usual.’%6 The Senate preened itself on a provision that would send
employment discrimination cases before a Senate ethics commit-
tee, but the measure was largely a sham. Unlike other employers,
who must go to trial before a jury, senators would be investigated
by an ethics committee of their peers that has a consistent record
of cowardice and leniency. As Senate majority leader George
Mitchell explained, it would be an unfair burden on legislators “to
look at mechanically duplicating the procedures used in the pri-
vate sector.” Once again Congress refused to live by the laws it
passed for the rest of us.’%’

The obvious reason Senator Mitchell wanted to avoid the law is
that by its own standards Congress is a blatant discriminator. Of
the eighty-two hundred powerful jobs in Congress that influence
legislation, only 3.7 percent are held by blacks. Nearly half of all
minorities who hold such jobs work for the forty-four minority
legislators.’%® Clearly, congressmen do not want to be forced to
cut job standards to the bone, or have their staffs reflect the racial
composition of 66-percent-black Washington, D.C.

Why did President Bush sign into law a bill that was, if anything,
more quota-oriented than the one he vetoed? He appears to have
been influenced by the success of former Klansman David-Duke’s
substantial showing in a failed attempt to become governor of
Louisiana. Though he was repudiated by President Bush and by
virtually all prominent Republicans, Mr. Duke claimed to be a
Republican. President Bush may have been trying to distance him-
self from Mr. Duke, though his approval of a bill that many people
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considered antiwhite only added to the very grievances that make
people support someone as disreputable as Mr. Duke.’%

Another reason may have been the furor that was stirred up
among blacks and women by the Justice Clarence Thomas nomi-
nation hearings (see Chapter Three). Republican senator John
Danforth dismissed complaints about the bill as “technicalities”
and argued that it was necessary to appease angry blacks and femi-
nists.’10

Thus racial preferences once more have a firm legal basis. Often
employers who do not want to hire by race have no choice. The
U.S. Labor Department does not approve government contracts
with companies that do not practice affirmative action—that is
325,000 firms and an estimated 16 million to 25 million employees.
Contractors must file detailed racial breakdowns of their employ-
ees, and the department sends some of its 685 inspectors around
to look into things if there are not enough nonwhites. The FCC
can revoke licenses of broadcasters if they do not practice affirma-
tive action. All colleges, local governments, and police depart-
ments that need federal money feel the same pressure. Thirty mil-
lion to 40 million workers thus come directly under the federal
racial quota system.>!! The Federal Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission keeps everyone else in line.

Since numbers alone are enough to convict an employer, its
“crime” has little relation to anything most people think of as
discrimination. When no one has been shown to have done any-
thing in particular to harm nonwhites, the solution to this kind of
“discrimination” cannot be the simple elimination of a harmful
practice. Instead, preferential policies must be established—in the
name of a law that was passed specifically to forbid racial prefer-
ences—to bring the number of nonwhite employees up to a satis-
factory level.

One problem is figuring out just what level is satisfactory. Lib-
erty National Bank & Trust Co. of Louisville, Kentucky, has long
had a reputation as a model employer of minorities. In 1989 it
made a concerted effort to hire black tellers and clerical staff.
Sixteen percent of the two hundred such employees the bank
hired that year were black. Since this was a higher percentage than
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the proportion of blacks in the Louisville work force, the bank
thought it had done very well.

Not so. The Labor Department discovered that 32 percent of
the applicants for those jobs were black, so the bank broke the law
by hiring too few of them. In 1991 the bank was ordered to offer
jobs to eighteen blacks it had turned down two years previously.
Whether or not they accepted the jobs, they were to be paid the
amount of money they would have earned had they taken jobs in
1989—a total of $277,833—minus whatever money they might
have made if they had, in the meantime, taken other jobs.

Liberty National Bank did not discriminate against black appli-
cants; in fact, it made a special effort to attract them. Neverthe-
less, by turning away blacks whom it thought unsuited for the jobs,
it was guilty of discrimination.’'? This is the situation that has
been codified by the Civil Rights Act of 1991.

Sometimes the Labor Department makes affirmative action de-
mands that are so stupid they are difficult to believe. One small
Kansas City construction company had fifteen hourly employees,
of whom three were nonwhite. Among these hourly employees
were two truck drivers, both of whom were white, so in that job
category it had a lily-white work force. It duly got a letter from the
Labor Department saying it had “failed to exert adequate good
faith efforts to achieve the minimum minority utilization goal of
12.7 percent for truck drivers. . . 513

Like many other companies, Sears Roebuck has been sued by
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission for “discrimina-
tion” because it had an unbalanced work force. It decided to de-
fend its good name rather than negotiate a settlement, but it had
to spend more than $20 million before it was completely exoner-
ated. Its actual court trial alone, in 1984 and 1985, lasted more
than ten months. When it was all over, what did Sears have to
show for its time and money? Precious little.’'# Its ordeal was not
about discrimination; it was about statistics. Other companies
faced with such suits have decided that it is safest and cheapest
simply to hire by skin color.

Thus, when employers are reported to have settled “discrimina-
tion” cases, chances are that no intentional discrimination has
ever been demonstrated. They have been convicted on the basis of



Affirmative Action in Education and Employment © 151

numbers. In 1991, for example, Northwest Airlines agreed to
spend $3.5 million to accelerate the hiring and promotion of
blacks. It also agreed to finance scholarships for black trainees and
to pay hundreds of thousands of dollars to blacks who claimed
discrimination. It also agreed to pay for hearings in which thou-
sands of nonwhite employees could make their cases for jobs and
promotions. The airline admitted no discrimination; the case
against it was based on numbers.’'> The airline may not have dis-
criminated.

Any hiring system that hands out jobs on the basis of race rather
than qualifications weakens the economy. America’s international
competitiveness is being seriously challenged. That in such times
our Congress can still vote to carry on with such a debilitating,
unjust system shows the extent to which our representatives—and
our nation—have been mesmerized by race. As Thomas Sowell
points out, “some congressmen probably would vote for a declara-
tion of war against Canada if it were contained in a bill with the
words ‘civil rights’ in its title.”!® Many lobbyists and business
groups who thought that the new law was disastrous soft-pedaled
their criticism because “race” and “civil rights” are words with
such totemic value.’17 As always, underlying the entire debate on
employment was the assumption—so universally subscribed to
that it scarcely needed articulation—that white employers are in-
veterately unfair to blacks and must be constantly watched.

Other Government Policies

During the debate over the new civil rights law, many people
lost sight of the fact that there are myriad government affirmative
action programs that were untouched by the 1989 U.S. Supreme
Court decisions. Section 8(a) of the Small Business Act, for exam-
ple, mandates noncompetitive, sole-source contracting for compa-
nies owned by “economically disadvantaged” minorities. This is
another form of set-aside. To be considered “disadvantaged” a
contractor has to have a personal net worth of under $750,000.
The average American family, presumably not disadvantaged, has
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a net worth of $78,000. The average black family has a net worth
of $20,000 and the black median is only $3,397. The average net
worth of the minorities who benefited from 8(a) was $160,000,
more than twice the national average. In 1988 the 8(a) program
handed out $3.2 billion to such “disadvantaged” minorities.’!8 In
1991 there were thirty-six hundred beneficiaries of 8(a) pro-
grams.51?

A 1980 law directs the Small Business Administration to “grad-
uate” minority businesses from preferential programs after a cer-
tain period. The Reagan administration tried to do this but was
thwarted by Congress. Opponents to “graduation” noted that
without government handouts, the black firms would fail.>?? One
wonders about the wisdom of fostering black companies that can
never be weaned from the preferential teat.

The SBA’s loans, including those to minority companies, have
essentially gone unaudited. Inevitably, money has gone astray.
When the Los Angeles Times did an informal survey of minority
firms that the SBA listed as “current” 8(a) beneficiaries, it found
that 22 percent could not be reached or had gone out of busi-
ness.>?!

The Federal Bureau of Investigation runs its own formalized
affirmative action program. On combined written and oral exam
scores of 100, blacks get 5 extra points because of race. Since there
are about eight thousand applicants every year for six hundred
positions, every point makes a big difference. According to Hugo
Rodriguez, who worked for the FBI from 1978 to 1987 as a minor-
ity recruiter, the agency ignores the scores if nonwhites do not
score high enough. “Somehow they would decide they want so
many blacks, or so many Hispanics,” he says. “Then they would go
down the list until they got that number.”522

The State Department has long practiced various forms of affir-
mative action. Aspiring diplomats who could speak a foreign lan-
guage were favored for jobs until it was pointed out in the 1960s
that few blacks speak foreign languages. Now the U.S. diplomatic
service may be the only one in the world that does not even con-
sider foreign-language ability when it makes hiring decisions. By
1979 the department was even more worried about a dearth of
blacks, so it created a “near pass” category on its examination for
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minorities. Although 70 is the passing score for whites, blacks have
reportedly been admitted with scores in the mid-50s.523

Wherever there is government there is likely to be affirmative
action. A report by the General Accounting Office on the Peace
Corps, for example, found that minorities tend to think of the
corps as white and middle-class. Consequently it has started a
special program to recruit minority volunteers and now has a
recruiting staff that is one-fourth nonwhite.’2* Even the National
Gallery in Washington, D.C., has a minority internship program
that is not open to whites.52’

Private Sector Affirmative Action

Many private companies, whether required to by law or not,
give minorities a leg up. Walt Disney Studios has a special pro-
gram to get minorities into the screenwriting business. In 1990 it
announced fellowships for twenty-seven nonwhite writers who
were to work with the studio’s creative teams, and it sent letters to
agents asking for more material by minorities. Warner Brothers
started a similar minority fellowship program in the 1970s, and
20th Century-Fox has a special outreach program to find black
writers for its television programs.>26

The American Society of Newspaper Editors recently voted to
reaffirm its goal for nonwhite employment by the year 2000: 23
percent of all employees, or the same percentage as in the nation’s
population at large. The society has endorsed hiring quotas. After
a flap over an editorial that offended black readers, the Philadel-
phia Inquirer took the lead by announcing that henceforth fully
one half of its newsroom hires would be nonwhite.’?” David Law-
rence, who became the newspaper society’s president in 1991, an-
nounced that he would make minority hiring the top priority of his
term in office.>28

To meet goals like this, a large number of newspapers have set
up recruitment and intern programs exclusively for nonwhites.
Dow Jones has a minority reporting intern scholarship program
for college seniors, and high school journalism workshops for
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younger minorities. Special scholarships and internships for non-
whites are offered by Knight Ridder Newspapers, Cox Enter-
prises, and such papers as the Boston Globe, The New York Times,
the Hartford Courant, the Modesto Bee, the Philadelphia Inquirer,
the Nashville Banner, and the Seattle Times. Even a small newspa-
per such as the Asbury Park Press in New Jersey has offered minor-
ities-only scholarships for ten years.>2°

Recently a group of forty-three regional and national papers set
up the Task Force on Minorities in the Newspaper Business.’3?
One of the task force’s publications is called Journalism Career
Guide for Minorities. Along with conventional advice on how to
prepare for a job as a reporter, the booklet contains long lists of
university scholarships open only to nonwhites, addresses of mi-
nority recruiters all around the country, summaries of minority
training programs, and organizations that make journalism grants
specifically earmarked for minorities.>3!

In late 1990 the task force organized a job fair in a downtown
Pittsburgh hotel to attract nonwhites into the newspaper business.
Twenty-three different news organizations were represented at
what was one of twelve such racially exclusive events expected to
be held around the country.’3?

Some companies are more zealous in hiring minorities than oth-
ers. Corning, Inc., has tied its executive bonuses largely to how
many minorities and women a manager can hire and promote. It
sets aside well-paid internships exclusively for minorities. It makes
all its managers take a two-day course that is supposed to help
them combat racism. The company has done everything possible
to make the little town of Corning, New York, where it is head-
quartered, a comfortable place for blacks. It persuaded local
broadcasters to carry black programs, and it leaned on the local
high school to hire black teachers and administrators. It even
brought a black hairdresser to town. The chairman of Corning
professes to dislike quotas but says “I don’t know any way around
them.” This is all done in the name of fighting “discrimination,”
but as not a few white employees have noted, the effect is to
discriminate against whites.>33 :

When Kentucky Fried Chicken does an executive search, it
makes blacks compete only with other blacks rather than with



Affirmative Action in Education and Employment ® 155

whites. It asks headhunters to come up with three separate lists of
candidates: one of black men, another of white men, and a third of
women. It then hires the best person from each list.>34

Now that the Soviet threat has disappeared, tens of thousands
of military personnel will be leaving the armed forces. Southmark
Corporation, which runs 7-Eleven stores, is specially targeting
these people to make them store managers and franchisees—as
long as they are nonwhite. During 1992 it also planned a large
minority-directed ad campaign to recruit nonwhites. Jeanne
Hitchcock, Southland’s manager of urban affairs, explained that
the company anticipates a constant increase in minority participa-
tion: “We consider this an ongoing process. What we raise [the
percentages of nonwhite managers and franchisees] to, we’ll con-
sider it progress and move on.”33

The Mead Corporation calculates executive bonuses, in part,
according to how many blacks have been hired and promoted.>3¢
Xerox does the same.’3” Money talks. Fourteen percent of Xerox
executives at the vice president level and above are black33®
—more than the black percentage in the nation’s population. In
1990, DuPont wanted 45 to 50 percent of its college recruits to be
women or minorities; ultimately 65 percent were.>3?

Although affirmative action is usually described as a “goal,” its
nature quickly changes. Lawrence Ashe is a lawyer who has fre-
quently been involved in discrimination suits. As he explains it, “A
goal is like anything else in corporate America. It becomes an
order. . . . [IJf you get a $5,000 bonus for meeting affirmative
action goals, you will meet them.”>40

Gilbert Tweed, an executive headhunting firm in New York, re-
ports that 14 percent of its searches in 1991 were specifically for
minorities or women.>*!

In a recent survey of Fortune 500 CEOs, only 14 percent said
their companies ignored race and hired strictly on merit. Inevita-
bly, to meet hiring goals, executives often end up poaching each
other’s blacks. Forty-eight percent complained that their best mi-
norities are snatched away by competitors.>4?> Black entrepre-
neurs, who would like to hire other talented blacks to help them
run their businesses, face the same problem: The most promising
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blacks are lured away by established white companies that can
afford to pay higher salaries.’*3

A common way to hire blacks is for companies to participate in
minority job fairs. They pay a fee to set up a booth at an event that
will be open only to nonwhites. A recent minority fair in Manhat-
tan had a blue-ribbon list of sponsors that included IBM, Camp-
bell Soup, Colgate-Palmolive, and Xerox.’** Fairs like this are
held all across the country.:

Black engineers are in particular demand because they are so
scarce. In the spring of 1991, despite the first economic recession
in close to a decade, there were 225 different companies vying
with each other to hire Howard University’s 125 engineering grad-
uates. The demand for black graduates is so high that Howard’s
placement director, Samuel Hall, tells companies that if they want
a chance merely to conduct interviews, they should agree to sup-
port the school with money and other resources.’*3

These days it is not enough simply to hire blacks. They must be
visible in positions of authority. Unfortunately, so many compa-
nies have pushed minorities forward because of race rather than
ability that some whites doubt the qualifications of black manag-
ers. This problem has given rise to a new kind of consulting. Capi-
tal Cities/ABC, Scott Paper, and Westinghouse are all paying for
help in getting at least five minorities or women into high posi-
tions without giving the appearance of using quotas. Terry Sim-
mons of New Hope, Pennsylvania, charges them each $125,000 to
accomplish the promotions within two years.>46

During the debates on the Civil Rights Bill of 1991, a few con-
gressmen voiced some of the broadly felt, popular opposition to
affirmative action, but some corporate executives brushed it aside.
“It doesn’t slow us down at all,” said Donald Keough, president
and CEO of Coca-Cola: “We just don’t pay attention to the politi-
cians.” Wilfred Oliver, director of minority business development
at Kodak, says, “We would do it [affirmative action] whether it was
the law or not.”>47 '

Hiring by race is now so thoroughly ingrained in most compa-
nies that they would not know how to stop doing it. Alfred Blum-
rose, a former official at the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, puts it this way: “Affirmative action programs are so
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much a part of the way industry operates today that to try to
deestablish them would create enormous difficulties.” Further-
more, if a company dismantled an affirmative action program, this
could be cited in a lawsuit as intent to discriminate.’*®8 When ra-
cial preferences for nonwhites become the norm, a return to equal
treatment is usually called discrimination.

The situation is even more complicated than this. In 1985, un-
der prodding from officials appointed by President Ronald Rea-
gan, the U.S. Justice Department tried to abolish the requirement
that government contractors set minority hiring goals. Discrimina-
tion against nonwhites would still be illegal, of course, but compa-
nies would no longer be required to discriminate against whites.
To the astonishment of the department, the National Association
of Manufacturers, the quintessential representative of “big busi-
ness,” lobbied strongly against abolishing the requirement.

Why would they oppose the elimination of a regulation? First of
all, they recognized the strong undercurrent of resentment whites
feel for racial preferences that work against them. Whites have
already begun to challenge them. If the government dropped its
affirmative action requirements and companies continued to prac-
tice them anyway, they might be easy targets for law suits from
disgruntled whites.

The obvious solution would then be to get rid of affirmative
action altogether. The problem with this was that by 1985, large
companies had well-entrenched affirmative action bureaucracies.
Many of these were staffed by nonwhite activists who could not
easily be fired or transferred. At the same time, any company that
dismantled its preference programs was likely to face the fury of
the civil rights establishment and the possibility of demonstrations
and boycotts.

The elimination of a regulation would thus have forced compa-
nies to choose between two painful alternatives: either continue
with affirmative action and face lawsuits from whites, or abandon
affirmative action and provoke the wrath of nonwhites. The big
business lobby prevailed, and its clients were spared this unpleas-
ant choice.’*?
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Lowering Standards

Companies are under such strong pressure to hire blacks that
they sometimes have to lower their standards to do so. A number
of techniques have been devised to make it appear that this is not
happening. One of the most underhanded is to “correct” the re-
sults of employment tests by “race-norming” them. The technique
is simply to give blacks or Hispanics higher marks than whites for
the same number of correct answers.

The General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) is a test that is
widely used to assess a job candidate’s fitness for a job. If test
results were not adjusted for race, blacks would consistently be
outscored by whites, and employers would be forced to abandon
the test because of its “bias” and “disparate impact.” Since it is a
test of general ability and not one that measures the precise, mini-
mal qualifications for a specific job, it fell afoul of the prohibition
against discriminatory testing that resulted from Supreme Court
decisions of the early 1970s. Nevertheless, it had been in use since
1947 and was widely acknowledged to be an excellent means of
determining aptitude for a large number of different jobs. It would
have been a shame to junk it.

In 1981, the U.S. Department of Labor “solved” the problem by
establishing a new way to score the test: Candidates were com-
pared, not with all other test-takers, but only with people of their
own race. For example, if a black, a Hispanic, a white, and an
Asian each got the same raw score of 300, the black would be
ranked in the eighty-seventh percentile, the Hispanic in the sev-
enty-fourth, with the white and the Asian together in the base-
ment in the forty-seventh percentile. According to the Depart-
ment of Labor, the test could then be used to give the job to the
black, since test bias had been corrected by race norming.

By 1986 about forty U.S. state governments and myriad private
companies were race norming their test results. Of the estimated
sixteen million candidates whose scores have been adjusted this
way,’>? virtually none was ever told about it. Many employers who
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hired workers through state employment agencies—companies
such as Philip Morris, Canon, Nabisco, and Anheuser-Busch—got
race-normed candidate profiles whether they knew it or not. As a
result, less-qualified blacks and Hispanics got the jobs that should
have gone to whites and Asians.>>!

A few whites nevertheless got wind of this system and began to
complain. In Chicago, white police officers sued to put an end to
what they charged was “clandestine and covert manipulation of
[GATB test] results.”>32 The National Academy of Sciences was
commissioned to do “a thorough, scientific evaluation” of race-
norming and determined in 1989 that it was entirely correct and
justified, even though there was no detectable bias in the test.>>3

Nevertheless, since that time, race-norming has gotten some
publicity—all of it bad. In July 1990, the then secretary. of labor,
Elizabeth Dole, suspended use of the GATB for a two-year period
of review,’>4 and the Civil Rights Bill of 1991 banned race-norm-
ing 555

Race-norming was, of course, nothing more than a cover for
racial hiring quotas. The principle was that any test that did not
give identical results for every racial group must be either deliber-
ately rejigged to do so or be thrown out. The new Civil Rights law
left the GATB in legal limbo. Race-norming was illegal, but so was
disparate impact. That meant the GATB had to go into forced
retirement unless someone hit upon some Solomonic solution.

Private test-makers were in trouble, too. When the government
first forbade employment tests with disparate impact, they quickly
devised their own race-norming scales. The Wonderlic Personnel
Test, for example, was advertised for years as “federally approved
as eliminating possible disparate impact upon Minority Appli-
cants.” The scoring manual came with an “Ethnic Conversion Ta-
ble” for boosting the scores of nonwhites.336

Employers like standardized tests. Given the choice between
doing without them completely and using unfairly race-normed
tests, they actually prefer race-norming.’>’ According to Tom
Muller, president of the Employers National Job Service Council,
many of the companies he represents hope to get race-norming
reinstated.>*® One of the great, unsung ironies in the demise of
standardized tests is that they were originally devised so employers
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could judge by objective assessment standards rather than the sub-
jective impressions of personal preference. Since it has been im-
possible to devise meaningful, standardized tests that do not have
disparate impact, America has returned to the era of subjective
impressions, but with the addition of racial quotas (see the follow-
ing chapter). Since it appears that America is to have racial quotas
one way or another, the country would be better off being frank
about it. Open race-norming at least lets an employer compare
whites with whites and blacks with blacks.

Although it is clear for all to see that standards must be lowered
if minorities are to be hired in numbers sufficient to meet affirma-
tive action requirements, it is dangerous to say so. In 1990 a Cali-
fornia transit executive took part in a transportation study group.
In arguing that some of the beneficiaries of preferential hiring
were not adequately qualified, he reportedly used the expression
“inept minorities and women.” The man was suspended from his
$90,000-a-year job and was given “sensitivity and awareness train-
ing.”s59

Some companies try to forestall candor and the embarrassment
that ensues by routinely giving their white employees “sensitivity
training.” Charles King is a black man who has been running rac-
ism seminars for twenty years. He charges corporate clients $275
per person for his two-day sessions. His central message is that
bad race relations are the fault of white people, whether they
know it or not. “Whites cannot perceive their racism,” he says,
“because racism is by definition the normal practices, customs,
and habits of a majority group that tend to disadvantage a minor-
ity group.”>6?

Sometimes the very steps companies take to “sensitize” their
white employees can come back to haunt them. When minority
and women employees sued Lucky Stores for discrimination, they
discovered that notes had been taken during “sensitivity work-
shops.” Managers had been asked to think of negative stereotypes
and discuss them. They thought up the obvious ones. Judge Mari-
lyn Hall Patel of the federal court in San Francisco ruled that
records of these sessions could be used in court as evidence of
bias.>61

Other companies take a more low-key approach with their
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white employees. Lewis Griggs is a white consultant who gives
seminars to executives on managing “diversity.” More than a
thousand companies have bought his seven-part video, which em-
phasizes the importance of getting along with people from differ-
ent cultures. Some companies sponsor “celebration workshops” in
which whites eat ethnic food, watch ethnic dances, and try to de-
velop their understanding of different peoples.’62 DuPont has
even paid for black managers to hold conferences on how African-
American culture can improve profits.’63 It is not clear what good
any of this does, but corporations are certainly trying very hard to
do what they think is right.

Many companies make donations to explicitly black charities,
such as the United Negro College Fund. Procter & Gamble Com-
pany has been sponsoring large-scale family reunions in various
American cities. Only black families get support.3%4 In 1990
Hughes Aircraft Company spent $1.5 million on financial aid and
laboratory equipment for black colleges.’®> In 1991 Coca-Cola
agreed to spend $1 million to $2 million to support Black Expo
USA, a series of trade fairs designed to help black entrepreneurs
get started. Pepsi had been the previous sponsor, but Coke offered
more money.>66

The Big Three automakers all make special efforts to help
blacks become car dealers. They offer minorities intensive, one- or
two-year programs that include classroom training and sessions
with established dealers. Once minorities have finished the pro-
gram, the automakers finance up to 85 percent of the cost of the
dealership. Whites have to find their own financing for a dealer-
ship, which can cost from $400,000 to $2 million.

Ford and General Motors go even farther and put the initial
investment of a new minority dealer into an escrow account for
the first six to twelve months. This is the most dangerous period
for a new business, and if it goes broke, the investment can be
returned to the dealer. Whites who start a dealership lose their
investment if the business fails. The automakers also pay for con-
sultants to advise black dealers on how to advertise, cut costs, and
get more profit out of service departments. Partly as a result of
preferential efforts like this, the number of Big Three auto dealer-
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ships owned by minorities rose from 243 to 629 in the decade to
1991.567

Companies are also trying very hard to do business with minor-
ity-owned firms, though they may have a hard time finding them.
Many regional organizations have been established to make intro-
ductions, and a few private companies have gotten into the game.
A black-run outfit called Univex will introduce executives to mi-
nority suppliers—for a minimum retainer of $4,000 a month.>6%
There are also publications that specialize in taking help-wanted
ads directed toward blacks. There is so much demand for minority
employees that they can charge several times more for an ad than
their circulation base would normally warrant.%?

The National Minority Supplier Development Council makes
similar introductions, for which it charges its three thousand pub-
lic and corporate clients $30,000 a year.’70 It also manages a fund
to provide working capital for minority businesses, to which Ford
Motor Company recently gave $750,000 and Boeing gave $1 mil-
lion.’7! In the era of affirmative action, this is just another cost of
doing business.

There are many regional equivalents to this organization, usu-
ally formed as voluntary groups by local businesses. The Kansas
City Minority Suppliers Development Council, for example, is
chaired by the president and CEO of Kansas City Power & Light
Company. He has set up the Adopt-a-Business program, under
which white-owned companies take minority vendors under their
wings and give them marketing, sales, financial, and management
advice. The council is also setting up a revolving loan fund that
will be open only to minority businesses.>’?

Sometimes companies go to comical lengths to secure “minor-
ity” suppliers. The Frito-Lay company spends millions of dollars a
year on bags for its potato chips but was worried that it did not
have a single nonwhite bag supplier. It therefore persuaded one of
its white suppliers to spin off one of its bag plants as a joint ven-
ture, to be 51 percent owned by a black man. The entire deal was
orchestrated and supported by Frito-Lay, which now can claim
that it has a minority supplier.>”3

New York Telephone Company, NYNEX, takes a curious ap-
proach toward its suppliers. In the last weeks of 1990, the head of
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its Affirmative Action Division, Juan Rodriguez, sent a letter to
the several thousand companies with which NYNEX does busi-
ness. In it he wrote, “It is our intention to insure equal opportu-
nity in all aspects of business operations, including purchasing of
goods and services.” To that end, Mr. Rodriguez then asked all
vendors to fill in a form indicating what percentage of the com-
pany was owned or operated by nonwhites.

Would not equal opportunity be more likely if NYNEX knew
nothing about minority ownership or operation? Would that not
be the best way to ensure that race was not a factor in purchasing
decisions? Though Mr. Rodriguez claimed that the purpose of the
letter was “to update our vendor database,” it is difficult not to
conclude that, as head of his company’s Affirmative Action Divi-
sion, he was gathering data in the interests of unequal opportu-
l’lity.574

Unlike private companies, federal and local governments do not
have to worry very much about profits and efficiency. They have
therefore been even more willing to hire poorly qualified workers
through reverse discrimination. Nearly one in four black workers
is employed by government, while the figure for whites is fewer
than one in seven.>”> Fully half of all black professionals and man-
agers work for government at some level.7¢ Of the top executive
appointments at President Bush’s Department of Health and Hu-
man Services, at one time fully 70 percent were black, Hispanic, or
female.’”” Are we really to believe that they were all chosen
strictly on merit?

When the city of Mobile, Alabama, hired a black police chief
and a black director of public safety, it did not even pretend that
the men were hired for their competence. “We hired these men to
make a progressive statement about Mobile,” said Mayor Michael
Dow.>78

Many studies have shown that private companies are more effi-
cient at many of the things governments do. However, there has
been great resistance to cutting back the role of government be-
cause that would put pressure on black jobs.’’”® Government ser-
vices are therefore more expensive and inefficient than they need
be.

Grant-making bodies have long channeled funds along racial
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lines. Many black and Hispanic organizations receive crucial fund-
ing from the Ford and Rockefeller foundations. A large number of
arts councils give both public and private money to ethnic dance,
theater, and other arts groups. The National Endowment for the
Arts has begun to penalize grantees that do not show enough
minority representation.’®? The Rockefeller and Ford foundations
reportedly plan to phase out their support for traditional Euro-
pean art forms altogether so as to concentrate on non-Western
arts.”81

Entirely typical of race-based grant-making was the 1990 an-
nouncement of a series of gifts by the Boston Foundation. It re-
leased $200,000, to be divided among fifteen Boston-area social
service organizations for the sole purpose of hiring nonwhite em-
ployees.>®? The foundation also makes grants for the arts, but only
for projects that show “cultural diversity.”>83

On Campus

Schools and universities play the same racial preferences game.
After a slow start in the late 1960s, campus affirmative action was
soon widespread. By the start of the 1990s, when a few voices in
the rest of society were at least being raised about the morality
and efficacy of reverse racism, preferences were so thoroughly
embedded in the fabric of the academy that some universities
could barely move a muscle unless:it could be demonstrated to.be
in the interests of “diversity.”

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare was one of
the first federal agencies to jump .on the reverse discrimination
bandwagon. In 1971, for example, HEW threatened to withhold
federal grants permanently from Columbia University—not be-
cause Columbia had been shown to discriminate or had even been
accused of discriminating. It simply had not come up with an ac-
ceptable affirmative action plan to atone for sins it might not even
have committed.’8*

Even when faculty hiring committees could show that they had
interviewed plenty of blacks, they still had to justify themselves if
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they did not hire them. This meant letting government bureau-
crats root through confidential notes and minutes to see if anyone
had expressed a tainted opinion. This was during the Vietnam
War, when campuses were suspicious of a Republican administra-
tion as never before. Even Berkeley, home of the high priests of
protest, submitted without a whimper. “One might imagine the
faculty would be in an uproar, what with Nixon’s men ransacking
the inner temple. But no. . . . [T]he faculty is silent,” wrote one
bemused academic.’®>

On some campuses today, the campaign to train, hire, and pro-
mote minorities has gone beyond reason. To begin with, there are
academic specialties that have become the official preserve of
blacks. For all practical purposes, professorships in African-Amer-
ican history or African studies, for example, are no longer open to
whites.

At Berkeley, part of the new campaign for “diversity” is to make
sure that only blacks teach black history, only Hispanics teach
about Latin America, etc. White students feel “warned off” of
majoring in ethnic studies because these are the preserve of
ethnics. White instructors face open hostility from nonwhites if
they presume to teach about the experiences of nonwhites. Today
Berkeley still has two distinguished white scholars of African-
American history, who date from the time when the department
was still open to all. A colleague laments that “a [Leon] Litwack
or [Lawrence] Levine couldn’t happen now.”>86

In other departments, universities across the country are so ea-
ger to hire blacks that they are making hiring promises they can-
not keep. In 1988, the University of Wisconsin established a five-
year plan to increase minority faculty by 75 percent.’®” The Uni-
versity of Vermont promised to hire four to eleven minorities ev-
ery four years, beginning in 1989. California state law requires that
30 percent of all new faculty at community colleges be non-
white.>®® Yale University has set a ten-year goal of increasing its
tenured minority faculty by 40 percent and its nontenured minor-
ity faculty by 60 percent. President Benno Schmidt announced that
Yale would raid other universities to make the appointments.>8°
In 1988 Duke University promised to hire one black for every
department by 1993.5%0
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All of those colleges were going to have a hard time, especially
Duke. In 1986 only 820 blacks earned Ph.D.s in the whole country,
and half of those were in education. Not a single black got a Ph.D.
in geology, aerospace engineering, astronomy, geometry, astro-
physics, or theoretical chemistry. No black got a Ph.D. in Euro-
pean history, Russian, Spanish, German, architecture, or the clas-
sics. American universities gave out 8,000 Ph.D. degrees in
physical sciences and engineering, but blacks earned only 39 of
them.>%!

In 1987, of the 290 doctorates granted in electrical engineering,
not one went to a black. Blacks earned 3 of the 281 doctorates in
chemical engineering, 2 of the 240 doctorates in mechanical engi-
neering, and 5 of the 698 doctorates in astronomy and physics. In
subsequent years the total number of Ph.D.s granted to blacks
bumped along at the same level: 813 in 1988 and 811 in 1989.5°2
The first real increase in black Ph.D. degrees since 1977 did not
come until 1991, when 933 were awarded.>®> What is more, many
black Ph.D.s plan to work in industry, where they are diligently
recruited and can make more money. In 1986 a survey of 547
blacks earning doctorates found that fewer than half expected to
teach. And, of course, one of the reasons why there are so few
black Ph.D. candidates is that private companies are wooing black
college graduates so ardently.>**

Where is Duke going to find a black for every department?
Until 1988, Duke avoided raiding the black colleges, but it then
decided that was a scruple it could no longer afford.>®> What pos-
sible good does it do for Duke to hire teachers away from Spell-
man College or Howard University?

And what of the University of Wisconsin’s five-year plan to in-
crease minority faculty by 75 percent? To do so, it had not only to
add minority professors at a rate of more than twenty a year, but
also keep all the ones it already had. That is not easy. In the first
year of its five-year plan, it managed to hire eighteen new minority
professors, but it lost even more than that to other universities.>%¢

While Wisconsin’s black faculty are poached by competitors, its
law school does not hesitate to do its own poaching. When it set
up four tenured positions specifically for minorities and women,
the first people to fill them were hired away from tenured jobs at
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other universities. Nor is the law school alone in establishing jobs
specifically for minorities. Northeastern has set aside money for
exclusively minority slots throughout the university.>%7

Purdue University recently promised that the first five depart-
ments to hire minority faculty would be rewarded with funds for
more positions. Williams College has set a quota of 20 percent for
minority faculty, and aimed to fill it by the early 1990s. Fully half
of Hampshire College’s academic appointments over the past few
years have been reserved for minorities.’®® Bucknell University
recently set aside money for five minority hires—in whatever field
qualified candidates could be found.’%°

Such zeal for hiring minorities means that many whites looking
for a teaching job are likely to face discrimination. John H. Bunzel
is the former president of San Jose State University and a past
member of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, He has docu-
mented just a few of the deliberate acts of prejudice directed
against white candidates. When an affirmative-action search was
launched recently in a large department at San Francisco State
University, the head of the hiring committee instructed its mem-
bers to “save time and energy by not examining any applications
from white males.” In March 1989, the hiring committee in an-
other department designated four candidates who were “persons
of color” as “hirable” while designating six white candidates as
“also well qualified but not hirable.” They were disqualified be-
cause of their race. Over the winter of 1989-90, a white with a
Ph.D. applied for an opening in Stanford University’s required
course in Culture, Ideas, and Values. He learned that “only racial
minorities will be hired to fill the slots in the Europe and America
‘track.””

Often, whites know better than to apply at all. Ohio Wesleyan
ran an advertisement that began with these words: “Ohio Wes-
leyan University seeks black applicants for a tenure-track posi-
tion.” A faculty member explained that his department had been
given two years to find a black; otherwise the position would be
taken away.

In the past, employers could make their intentions known with
ads that said, “We are an equal opportunity employer.” Some
colleges even put the phrase on their official stationery. However,
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once everyone started using it, it no longer stood out. Now it is
common to see ads for academic positions that say, “Minorities
are encouraged to apply.” The Political Science Department of
the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) has run ads
saying it “invites nominations and applications from outstanding
minority and female candidates.”

This makes it pretty clear that the employer is not interested in
white men. It may be just as well to let them know that their
applications are going to be a waste of time. When the provost of
San Francisco State University approved the English Depart-
ment’s 1984 application for two additional slots, he wrote: “Candi-
dates recommended to me [must] be nonwhite. Let me underscore
that the stipulation is an absolute condition.” In 1988 a dean of
one of the university’s schools got written approval for two posi-
tions “for the purposes of affirmative-action minority hiring only.”
In September 1989, the head of the faculty search committee for
sociology at Wayne State University wrote a memo to the commit-
tee saying that both of the two newly authorized positions “must
be filled by a minority person” [emphasis in the original]. At the
law school of the same university, the provost authorized a new
tenure-track appointment in an August 1989 memo in which he
wrote, “the position must be filled by a minority faculty per-
son.”600

The casualties of this process are white people who may have no
idea what is happening to them. One white academic wrote about
a faculty search he participated in in which there were orders from
the top that a nonwhite be hired. A white candidate who had been
part of a series of interviews away from the campus wanted to
know how he had done and whether he had a chance of being
invited on campus for another interview. The author fobbed him
off with generalities but later wrote:

I knew that when he got the standard rejection letter he
would blame himself for not doing better in the interview,
not getting that extra letter of recommendation. I don’t know
if he would have felt better if I had said, ““You’re not going to
get an interview. You're white.” But I would have.60!
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Since there is such desperation to hire black faculty, black pro-
fessors are constantly being wooed from campus to campus with
higher salary offers. Not surprisingly, blacks now make more
money than whites with equivalent Ph.D.s.602

Neither this fact, nor the well-known shortage of black Ph.D.s,
stops activists from complaining about the “systematic racism”
that keeps blacks out of jobs. When white administrators point out
how hard they are trying to find capable blacks, they are accused
of deliberately setting false standards. Recently, when the political
science department at the University of Tennessee at Knoxville
hired a white woman to chair the department, the administration
rejected her. She had a national reputation, but the university
wanted a black. It took control of the selection committee away
from the Political Science Department and put a black activist
professor in charge. Now the department has a black chairman.
Michael Harris, a black professor of religion, warned that whites
could not be trusted to make fair hiring decisions. “[W]hen you
see the word ‘qualifications’ used,” he said, “remember this is the
new code word for whites.”603

Carolivia Herron, a black assistant professor of Afro-American
Studies at Harvard, rejected the notion that professors should be
judged by what they write. She accused the university of not recog-
nizing that minorities think it is “boring” to write books. Even if
Harvard was so stodgy as to require such boring evidence of schol-
arship as books, other colleges were not. Nine of them offered
jobs to Professor Herron, and she accepted a tenured position at
Mount Holyoke.5%4

The same racial preferences that help blacks get teaching jobs
help them get into college in the first place. For more than twenty
years, schools have been actively recruiting minorities and bending
the admissions requirements to get them in. Even the National
Merit Scholarship Corporation, which makes prestigious cash
grants to the nation’s most promising high school graduates, has

603 William Hawkins, “Letter From the Volunteer State,” Chronicles (November 1988),
p. 46. In the art world, as well, ever since the 1960s, many blacks have dismissed the word
“quality” as racist. They refuse to acknowledge such things as polish, technique, content,
and finish; that they should be held to such “white” standards is a form a racial oppression.
Michael Brenson, “Is ‘Quality’ an Idea Whose Time Has Come?,” The New York Times
(July 22, 1990), Sec. 2, p. 1. .
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an affirmative action program. Since there are almost no blacks
among the six thousand students who win its regular scholarships,
it sets aside seven hundred scholarships for “outstanding Negro
students” who cannot meet the normal standards.®®> This, of
course, has not stopped people: from claiming that its tests are
racially biased.5%6

The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) is also routinely denounced

- as racist because the average white combined score is 200 points

" higher than the average black score.5%” Georgetown’s black bas-

%

ketball coach, John Thompson, for example, talks of its “proven
cultural bias.” However, even the sharpest critics are hard pressed
to produce examples of biased questions. Furthermore, although
Asians consistently outscore whites on the math test, no one ap-
pears to think that the SAT has a pro-Asian bias.6%8

It is frequently pointed out that children of wealthy parents get
better SAT scores than children of poor parents. The economic
advantages of whites are said to give them better access to the
culture that is embodied in the test. In fact, white children from
families with incomes of $10,000 to $20,000 get better SAT scores
than black children from families with incomes of $70,000 or
more. Even Asians from poor families, many of whom are new-
comers to the United States and are from genuinely different cul-
tures, score slightly better than black children from the wealthiest
families.5%° For thirty years, the test has been the best indicator we
have of how well a high school student will do in his freshman year
of college. For black students, the test predicts performance signif-
icantly better than high school grades do, whether they go to black
or to mainly white colleges.5!? For whatever it may be worth, the
head of the College Board, which devises and administers the test,
is black.51!

Nevertheless, blacks with low scores are routinely accepted at

- colleges in preference to whites with high scores. Admissions of-

ficers simply have no choice if they are to increase the number of
black students. At the University of Virginia, for example, average
combined SAT scores for blacks in 1988 were 246 points lower
than for whites.512 At UCLA in 1990, blacks and Hispanics had
average scores 250 points below the average white score—and just
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as one would expect from a differential of that magnitude, gradua-
tion rates for blacks were about half that of whites.513

At the best engineering schools, the average SAT math score is
700 or better. In 1983, only 205 blacks in the whole country scored
that high (0.28 percent of all test-takers), while 31,704 whites and
3,015 Asians did (3.3 percent and 8.6 percent, respectively, of all
test-takers).514 Engineering schools are constantly criticized for
not admitting enough blacks, but what are they to do?

They lower standards. The black students at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology (MIT) have SAT math scores that puty
them in the top 10 percent for the country. That sounds promis-}
ing, but they are still in the bottom 10 percent at MIT, since MIT
gets the nation’s top I percent. Many blacks drop out, and those
who do not, get the worst grades.513

Admissions officers know that many blacks are unqualified and
will drop out; they are admitted anyway, in the name of “diver-
sity.” Practices like this are not without cost to society; people who
might well have stayed on and graduated must be denied admis-
sion.

The Medical College Admissions Test (MCAT) is the standard
entrance exam for medical schools. The top score is 7, and in 1979,
no whites who scored 4 or below got in. However, 15 percent of
the blacks who scored that low were admitted. Overall, black
scores were 1.5 standard deviations lower than white scores. In
most years, blacks who are admitted to medical school have lower
average scores than whites who are rejected. Blacks also have
much higher dropout rates.516

Scores on the Graduate Record Examination, which is the basis
for admission to graduate school, show an even greater disparity.
In 1983 the national average for the verbal part of the test was
499, while for blacks it was 370. For the quantitative test, the
figures were 516 and 363, and for the analytical test, 522 and
363.517 The blacks who take this test are the educated elite—
college graduates who hope to get advanced degrees.

614 Walter E. Williams, “Race, Scholarship, and Affirmative Action,” National Review
(May 5, 1989) p. 36ff. Achievement on the verbal portion shows a similar gap, except that
the numbers are smaller and Asian leadership is not so pronounced. Blacks, 66 (.093
percent); whites, 9,024 (0.94 percent); Asians, 496 (1.4 percent).
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Despite the yawning gaps in achievement, graduate depart-
ments all around the country are vowing to admit more blacks.
Stanford University’s recent promise to double the number of mi-
nority graduate students within five years$18 is likely to be impossi-
ble without lowering standards even farther.

The University of California at Berkeley requires that whites
and Asians have at least a 3.7 grade point average even to be
considered for admission. Blacks and Hispanics with much lower
grades are automatically admitted, as long as they meet minimum
requirements. Roughly one fifth of the applicants to Berkeley who
are rejected have nearly perfect 4.0 averages. In 1989 that was
twenty-five hundred people, none of whom was black. Once they
are in, can it be a surprise that many blacks fail to graduate?
Seventy-three percent of all blacks admitted to Berkeley drop out,
while only 33 percent of whites and Asians do.5! This is not con-
sidered a waste of taxpayers’ money. If Berkeley admissions were
conducted without regard to race, blacks and Hispanics would be
no more than 4 percent of the student body.62° Thanks to racial
preferences, they are 22 percent.6?!

Clear bias against whites does not merely sound wrong to most
people; it also sounds illegal. It sounds like the very opposite of
the “equal opportunity” that America is presumably striving for.
Very occasionally the government commits to paper the rules that
are to govern “equal opportunity” in American schools. IRS Pub-
lication 557 explains how schools get tax-exempt status. The publi-
cation could not be more emphatic about explaining that schools
must not discriminate by race. It goes into great detail about how
important this is and even requires that schools advertise in local
newspapers or on radio that they do not discriminate by race. The
IRS kindly includes examples of what a print ad should say and
gives specific instructions on how big it must be. It all sounds like
the most rigorous possible antidiscrimination message. Then Pub-
lication 557 says this:

A policy of a school that favors racial minority groups with
respect to admissions, facilities and programs, and financial
assistance does not constitute discrimination on the basis of
race when the purpose and effect of this policy is to promote
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establishing and maintain the school’s nondiscrimination pol-
icy [emphasis in the original].6%2

Discrimination against nonwhites will not be tolerated. Discrim-
ination against whites is fine—as long as the discrimination is done
in the name of nondiscrimination. The IRS tortures the language
as much as it does common sense. The publication also says, in
effect, that it is perfectly all right for nondiscrimination ads—the
ads the IRS requires a school to run—to be less than true.

One way to attract minority students is to set aside money for
them that is not available to whites. Close to 90 percent of all
private colleges offer scholarships that are off-limits to whites. The
average award is $6,800 a year.5623

‘Stanford University combs the nation’s SAT results every year,
looking for nonwhites who have gotten good scores. It then mails
out fifteen thousand letters, inviting these people to apply for ad-
mission. Once an application has been coaxed out of a minority, it
is routed to a minority admissions officer for special handling.624

The state of Pennsylvania recently set up what it calls the Penn-
sylvania Graduate Opportunities Tuition Waiver Program. Thirty
of the state’s 133 universities have agreed to offer complete, grad-
uate-studies scholarships to blacks. Sixteen have made the offer to
any qualified black, in any field of study he chooses: Fourteen will
waive tuition only for certain numbers of blacks or in certain de-
partments. Race, not financial need, is what makes students eligi-
ble. The state is raising $15 million to pay for the program, which
is modeled on a similar scheme in Florida.6?’

The University of Chicago, along with twelve campuses of the
Big Ten universities, has established something called the Summer
Research Opportunities Program. It offers research experience
under the one-on-one guidance of a professor, in the hope that
this will encourage students to go on to graduate school. The pro-
gram was started in 1986 and sponsored 571 students for the sum-
mer of 1990. Whites are not eligible.52¢ Yale University has just
announced a similar minorities-only summer research program.52’

Eighty-nine American colleges participate in something called
the Minority Engineering Program. Nonwhite engineering stu-
dents get money, counseling, advice, tutoring, and other special
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services not available to whites. This program does not consider
Asians to be minorities, and excludes them along with whites.%22
In the state of Utah, this program is supplemented with a similar
effort, begun in 1985, to guide nonwhites in secondary schools into
science and engineering careers.52°

Many university systems have their own, smaller-scale pro-
grams. The state of Louisiana searches out promising nonwhite
junior high school students and shepherds the most likely ones
into special teaching tracks. The best go on to summer internships
and get scholarships to university.630

The University of Michigan has what it calls a Minority Summer
Institute. It pays all travel, living, and campus expenses for thirty
nonwhites to come to the university for six weeks during the sum-
mer. There they work with representatives from thirty different
business schools, who try to persuade them to enter doctoral pro-
grams in business. Every participant is paid a $2,500 “stipend” just
for showing up.%3!

In 1990, the General Electric Foundation announced a ten-year,
$20 million program designed to train nonwhites for teaching ca-
reers in business, science, and engineering. The program would
fund graduate studies and would provide money to professors who
wish to hire nonwhite assistants. None of the money was to be
used to benefit whites.532

One of the reasons black teachers are wooed so fiercely by uni-
versities is that with the current rage for “role models” and “diver-
sity” their presence on campus is considered indispensable. How-
ever, there can be no doubt that all the fellowships, courting, and
pampering bring some blacks into the teaching business who do
not have a real interest in it. Students who might have blossomed
into first-rate teachers may.never get the chance because they had
the misfortune to be born white; the fellowships they might have
won are available only to nonwhites.

At the undergraduate level as well, the principle of minorities-
only scholarships is well established and has the same corrosive
effect. Children of well-off blacks qualify for them, while the chil-
dren of poor whites do not. At Harvard Graduate-School, for

_example, all minorities get full scholarships whether they need
them or not. Columbia University has'a Malcolm X Scholarship
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Fund.533 General Motors has promised the NAACP to give
$500,000 to five law schools, to be used to support nonwhite stu-
dents only. Ford and Chrysler have signed similar agreements.
Some of this earmarked money is being spent very questionably.
At Penn State University, in the late 1980s, black students who
managed a C average were getting cash rewards of $550. Blacks
with a B average or better got $1,100.534

In late 1990, the injustice of programs like this came to the
attention of Michael Williams, an assistant secretary of education
who is black. He announced that it was illegal, under civil rights
laws, for colleges that receive federal funds to grant scholarships
on the basis of race. This brought down the wrath of the entire
civil rights establishment. Benjamin Hooks, then head of the
NAACP, called Mr. Williams “insensitive, callous, and illogi-
cal.”635 Carl Rowan wrote that the decision was nothing short of a
deliberate effort to keep the underclass down.53¢ Other blacks
told Mr. Williams privately that if he stuck to his policy he would
be drummed out of black society.537

A skittish White House ordered that the ruling be modified.
Private money, it decided, could be earmarked by race—at least
for nonwhites. Race could also be considered a factor in granting
scholarship money so as to increase campus diversity. Race-exclu-
sive-scholarships would also be permitted when they were used to
remedy proven discrimination.

Since it was nearly impossible for colleges to figure out what was
legal and what was not, the administration announced a four-year
moratorium on strict enforcement. Activists hoped, in the mean-
time, to overturn the ruling entirely and return to open racial
preferences.38

Although race-exclusive scholarships were supposed to be legal
if they made up for past discrimination, just what did that mean?
Would an applicant be asked to show that he had suffered racial
discrimination from that very university in the past? No first-time
applicant could possibly show that. If discrimination against other
blacks could be proven at any time in the past, would that make
today’s race-exclusive scholarships legal? This was similar to the
problem faced by cities trying to revive set-aside contracts by prov-
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ing past discrimination. Who had to have suffered discrimination?
When?

Early in 1992, a federal appeals court pointed the way when it
ruled that the University of Maryland could fund blacks-only
scholarships only if it could show “a specific finding” that there
was still discrimination at the university. What might appear to be
an entirely reasonable ruling reportedly “stunned” education ex-
perts.83° Of course, if a university has unearthed “a specific find-
ing” of discrimination, the reasonable and obvious thing to do
would be to stop discriminating.

Colleges that want to earmark public money for nonwhites will
find ways to do it. They have already shown remarkable determi-
nation. For example, Florida Atlantic University in Boca Raton
recently decided to increase the size of its freshmen class, and
decided it must increase the number of blacks by the same propor-
tion. The university was already struggling to get blacks on cam-
pus, and knew it could not get more in the usual ways. It therefore
hit upon a plan that might work: To every black who meets admis-

- sions standards, it offered free tuition—whether he needs it or

not.840

When this policy was criticized by the U.S. Education Depart-
ment, the university’s president, Anthony Catanese, wondered if
he might not be a victim of “the neoracism of the 1990s.” “This
[the criticism] says that neoracists are not illiterate Southerners in
hoods and sheets trying to burn crosses, but people who are well-
educated . . . they are trying to say the same thing as old-time
racism—that the economic and social problems of this country are
due to giving minorities an even chance.”64! It is hard to see how
offering automatic scholarships to blacks whether they need them
or not is an “even chance,” but this is the sort of incoherence to
which affirmative action so often leads.

According to one survey, in just three years—from 1987 t0.1990
—the number of colleges that give scholarship money to minori-
ties regardless of financial need rose from 15 percent to 24 per-
cent.542 Most Americans still think that scholarships are granted
to outstanding but needy students. To give money to black stu-
dents simply because they are black is nothing more than a form
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of bribery that serves to increase the number of minorities on
campus. Obviously it bids up their price.

The machinery of minority recruitment—admissions personnel,
counselors, orientation, special scholarships, mentor programs—is
far more expensive than most people realize. For example, in the
early 1990s, Texas A & M University was spending $5.5 million a
year on minority recruitment and retention. A report issued by the
faculty senate in 1992 found this insufficient and recommended a
40 percent increase to $7.7 million a year.543

There can be serious troubles for colleges that do not make
strong efforts in favor of minorities. At Baruch College in New
York, only 36 percent of the students are white, the student body
president is black, and there have been no reports of racial inci-
dents. Nevertheless, the Middle States Association of Colleges
and Schools delayed renewal of accreditation because there are
not enough minorities on Baruch’s teaching staff, and minorities
drop out more often than whites do.5** As usual, there was no
suggestion that Baruch had done anything at all to hinder minori-
ties; it risked losing accreditation because it had not taken enough
specifically race-based measures to help them. It promptly drew
up plans to lower its hiring qualifications for blacks and Hispan-
ics.643

There was a disturbing subplot to this story. The accreditation
review committee was chaired by a man named T. H. Bonaparte.
He wrote that Baruch should “cease relying upon labor market
availability [and recruit] additional Black and Latino administra-
tors.” Shortly thereafter, he offered himself for the job of provost.
Since Mr. Bonaparte is black, he was presumably qualified to do
the kind of recruiting he had recommended. It was not until Mr.
Bonaparte’s conflict of interest was publicly reported that the ac-
crediting agency asked him to forgo the opportunity that his offi-
cial functions may have brought his way.%46

Another subplot to the story was that shortly after the Baruch
accreditation controversy, one of its professors was awarded the
Nobel Prize in economics. At least one newspaper did not fail to
note that this was probably the first time in the history of Ameri-
can higher education that a university that was producing Nobel-
quality research had been threatened with disaccreditation.64’
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Most people think that accreditation is the assessment of a
school’s academic standards. Over the years it has come to include
a judgment on a school’s preference policies for minorities. Dur-
ing the Baruch controversy, it came to light that at least fifteen
other colleges had had their accreditation delayed that year for
the same reason. Baruch was only the first to be identified pub-
licly.548 Increasingly, the reasoning is that “diversity” is a crucial
ingredient of educational excellence and that any university with-
out some unspecified level of it is defective.®4°

Not everyone thinks racial preferences should be a criterion for
accreditation. Lamar Alexander, appointed as secretary of educa-
tion in 1991 by President Bush, announced that he would look into
the standards used by the Middle States Association.®>® Others
pointed out that “diversity” requirements appear to apply only to
colleges that are largely white; if they were applied objectively, the
first and most obvious offenders would be historically black col-
leges.55! _

Of course, widespread racial preferences leave a bad smell that
no one can fail to notice. At Cornell University, blacks operate in
what one professor calls “a shadow of the university life”:

. . . permanent quotas in admission, preference in financial
assistance, racially motivated hiring of faculty, difficulty in
giving blacks failing marks, and an organized system of griev-
ance and feeling aggrieved. And everywhere hypocrisy, con-
tempt-producing lies about what is going on and how the
whole scheme is working.>2

What possible good does it do to bend the admissions rules at
Cornell or Berkeley and then pay blacks to jump in over their
heads? Even under the best of circumstances, they must contend
with an underlying suspicion—even among themselves—that they
are not the intellectual equals of white students.3* These are solid
youngsters who would have gotten a sound education and a lot of
self-confidence at good, second-tier colleges. Instead, they get fail-
ure and bitterness. The same failure and bitterness cascades down
to all levels. The second-tier schools, which see their natural pros-
pects wooed away by the Ivy League, have to raid the third-tier
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schools to meet their quotas. Blacks are in over their heads at
every level. They fail, and their white classmates see them fail. Is it
any wonder that blacks at majority-white universities are five times
more likely than their white schoolmates to drop out of school?6>4
This is a terrible waste, both for them and for the universities.

All the sensitivity training for whites and special treatment for
blacks will change nothing if blacks are simply not prepared for
the work. One black associate professor writes:

At the university where I currently teach, the dropout rate
for black students is 72 percent, despite the presence of sev-
eral academic-support programs; a counseling center with
black counselors; an Afro-American studies department;
black faculty, administrators, and staff; a general education
curriculum that emphasizes “cultural pluralism”; an Educa-
tional Opportunities Program; a mentor program; a black
faculty and staff association. . . .653

Blacks need not drop out. Mainly-black colleges enroll only 17
percent of all black freshmen, but they produce twice that many
graduates.536 Black colleges can hardly lower standards “only for
blacks,” so their students are not forced into classes they cannot
handle.

This whole system is as unfair to whites as it is cruel to blacks.
The headmaster of a college prep school describes how it works.
One year, two of his graduates applied to Berkeley. B was ac-
cepted and W was rejected. B was in the bottom third of the class
while W was in the top third. B had College Board scores of 890
while W scored 1,290. B broke major school rules and was ex-
pelled, while W was a good citizen. B, who was accepted, was
black, while W had the misfortune to be white. The headmaster
calls Berkeley “a scary model for the future” and wonders what
kind of message this sends his students about the fairness of our
society.537

Berkeley has been recruiting minorities so vigorously that al-
though 65 percent of all California high school graduates that are
eligible for Berkeley are white, they made up only 34 percent of
the 1989 freshman class—a close to 50 percent underrepresenta-
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tion. Like most whites, they have accepted discrimination .in si-
lence. Asians are not intimidated, though. They have complained
that their numbers, too, are held down to let in blacks and Hispan-
ics, who are overrepresented by figures of 480 percent and 325
percent, respectively.538 A black California assemblywoman, Te-
resa Hughes, has explained that the problem was that the univer-
sity was discriminating against all minorities.%>® A nearly 50 per-
cent white underrepresentation appears not to be enough for her.

In spite of the ruckus over discrimination against Asians, it hap-
pens that they are the only race that is admitted to Berkeley in
close proportion to their number of high school graduates who
meet admissions requirements. It is whites who have paid the
price for increased black and Hispanic enrollment, but the federal
Department of Education dutifully launched a review of Berke-
ley’s admissions policies with respect to Asians.560

A professor at Berkeley points out that in 1987, the average
combined SAT score for whites and Asians was 270 points higher
than that for blacks and Hispanics. Differences in preparation and
ability are clear to anyone who must teach. “What our recent
admissions policies have really done,” he writes, “is to give us two
student populations whose academic levels barely overlap.”¢! In
the face of mounting criticism and obvious disparities in student
performance, Berkeley reviewed its admissions policies and, in
1991, finally ended its decades-long policy of guaranteeing admis-
sion to all blacks and Hispanics who meet minimum entry require-
ments.562

Some admissions officers are surprisingly candid about what
they do. James A. Blackburn is the dean of admissions at the
University of Virginia, where combined SAT scores for blacks are
200 points lower than combined scores for whites. As he explains,
“If you were looking at the academic credentials, you would say
Virginia has it upside down. We take more in the groups with
weaker credentials and make it harder for those with stronger
credentials.”663

Law school admissions are particularly easy to check for low-
ered standards. The Law School Admissions Service keeps-track
of the average undergraduate grades and score on the Law School
Aptitude Test (LSAT) for every applicant who is admitted to law



Affirmative Action in Education and Employment @® 181

school. Thus one can tell at a glance that the 150 or so black
students who are admitted to the top law schools—Yale, Harvard,
Stanford, Chicago, Columbia—are admitted at ten times the rate
one would expect if the process were color-blind.5¢4 With their
natural prospects drawn to more prestigious schools, second-tier
law schools must also admit less-qualified blacks. At the University
of Texas Law School, LSAT scores for admitted students have
been around the ninety-second percentile for whites and the fifty-
fifth percentile for blacks. Many law schools ensure that about 10
percent of their students are black. They can do this only by ad-
mitting students who would probably be rejected if they were
white.665

Timothy Maguire, a white student at Georgetown Law School,
worked for a time in the admissions office. There he discovered
what has become routine all over the country: Black students have
markedly lower scores on qualifications tests than whites. When
he pointed out this disparity in the student newspaper, the article
stirred a huge controversy. Mr. Maguire was browbeaten into a
public apology. Though he had named no names, the law school
launched a formal prosecution against him for revealing “confi-
dential” admissions data. The Black Law Student Association
called for his law degree to be withheld. Many lawyers refused to
defend Mr. Maguire against suits brought against him for fear of
being tarred as racists. '

Mr. Maguire need not have looked into anyone’s records to
reach his conclusions. The average student admitted to George-
town Law at the time had a college grade-point average of 3.55
out of a possible 4.0 and a score on the Law School Aptitude Test
(LSAT) of 42 out of 48. Data from the Law School Admissions
Service shows exactly how many blacks had grades and LSAT
scores that matched or exceeded the Georgetown average: 17.
Even if every one of them went to Georgetown—which, of course,
they did not—the seventy or so blacks that Georgetown admits
every year must necessarily have qualifications lower than the
white average.®66 :

Underqualified blacks are not brought up to the level of whites

while they are in law school. In New York State, for example, 78 A
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X' percent of white law school graduates pass the bar exam on their
first try; only 31 percent of blacks do.567

At the same time, law schools have been steadily jettisoning
ability as the sole criterion for filling slots on their prestigious law
reviews. Harvard, Cornell, New York University, the University of
Illinois, and the University of Virginia all have formal programs
specially designed for minorities. The Columbia Law Review broke
new ground by setting aside five jobs, not only for minorities and
women but also for homosexuals. and handicapped students.®68
The plan is supposed to remedy some unproven past bias, but
henceforth the bias will be deliberate and systematic.

Nonwhites are perfectly happy to see their numbers increase at
the expense of whites, even if everyone knows that standards are
being lowered. When the number of whites first sank below 50
percent on the Berkeley campus, black and Hispanic groups
greeted the news with cheers.56°

Whites, on the other hand, are expected to support, or at least
remain silent about, a system that discriminates against them. The
administration of Smith College, for example, has made it clear
that it will ignore all criticism of racial quotas and preferences, no
matter how thoughtful.670

On some campuses, people who dare point out what everyone
knows to be true may be quickly punished. At Michigan State
University, a student was kicked out of school for three semesters
when he refused to take down a “racist” cartoon. It showed two
white students painting themselves black, as one says to the other,
“Who needs to work so hard to get a perfect GPA [grade point
average] or money for tuition when ya have this stuff.”67! At least
one university has considered a rule that would formally punish
any student who questioned the qualifications of a nonwhite stu-
dent.572

It must be something of a shock for university students to learn
one of the great, unwritten rules of race relations in America to-
day: Affirmative action has lowered employment and admissions
standards for nonwhites all across America, but everyone must
pretend not to have noticed. After they graduate, students dis-
cover that affirmative action is not limited to employment and
student admissions.



Affirmative Action
Spreads

OST PEOPLE THINK THAT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
does not extend beyond school and employ-
ment. In fact, racial preferences for blacks
appear in many unexpected areas.

For example, legislation of virtually any kind can have affirma-
tive action provisions added to it. When the government estab-
lished the Resolution Trust Company (RTC) to sort out the mess
in the savings and loan industry, it set up racially segregated bid-
ding rules to ensure that all bankrupt, minority-owned thrifts that
went on the block would stay in minority hands. It has also offered
minority companies a price advantage whenever they bid for any
of the legal, accounting, or other work that the RTC does by con-
tract.®’3 When the RTC seizes the assets of defunct banks and
places them under the control of independent managers, it is un-
der orders to find minority and female managers “to the maximum
extent possible.” It must report annually on how many assets it has
put in the custody of such managers.57+

183
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Some legislative measures turn into affirmative action despite
their original intentions. In 1978 Congress passed a bill called the
Community Reinvestment Act. It says that any bank applying for a
merger has to show that it “serves the convenience and needs” of
local communities. Minority activists use this provision to get fa-
vors from banks in exchange for the clean bill of health the banks
need for permission to merge. The activists are not really con-
cerned about the merger itself; it is an opportunity to put pressure
on a bank.

What they usually demand is subsidized loans in declining
neighborhoods and “affirmative action” lending. One activist says,
“They must affirmatively market their loans [to minorities].”67°
Some banks refuse to earmark money for certain neighborhoods
at giveaway rates, but others have promised millions in return for
a chance to merge. One banker calls this “pure blackmail.”676

As we saw in Chapter One, racism—not cash flow, credit his-
tory, or value of the collateral—is assumed to be the reason that
blacks are turned down for loans more often than whites. Once
again, an institution is guilty on purely circumstantial evidence. In
1991, when the Bank of America wished to merge with Security
Pacific, permission was held up because blacks and Hispanics were
approved for mortgages 61 percent of the time while the figure for
whites was 74 percent. To be allowed to merge, the Bank of Amer-
ica promised to waive closing costs on certain mortgages in certain
neighborhoods and to approve lower-than-usual down payments
of 5 percent in black neighborhoods. The bank also promised to
build in financial incentives for bank officers to make loans to
blacks.877

When Manufacturers Hanover merged with Chemical Bank,
their differential turndown rates were also used to extract favors
for minorities. The newly-merged bank agreed to set aside $750
million for low-income housing loans, and $10 million for loans on
which the usual credit requirements would be waived.5”8

When banks can make safe, profitable loans to minorities, they
do. It is hardly fair to ask them to take risks with their depositors’
money and then call them racist if they do not. As one black
commentator points out, “[B]lack-owned banks that do not find
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the ghetto an attractive place to make loans are not called racist,
and we should note that more black-owned banks invest more of
their loan portfolio outside the community in which they are lo-
cated than do white-owned banks.”7® As is so often the case,
when “discrimination” is alleged on the basis of numbers alone,
the “cure” requires that discrimination henceforth be deliberate.

Broadcasting stations are subject to similar shakedowns when
they change hands or when their licenses come up for renewal.
The law permits any citizen to challenge the racial bona fides of
their hiring policies. This has resulted in a good living for Pluria
Marshall, chairman of the National Black Media Coalition. Since
there is no penalty for filing frivolous actions, he has filed thou-
sands of formal complaints with the FCC, charging that television
and radio stations have not hired enough blacks. At one time, Mr.
Marshall’s complaints reportedly accounted for 60 percent of the
FCC’s entire litigation work load. Even if the complaint is ground-
less, stations find it is cheaper and quicker to pay Mr. Marshall to
withdraw his complaint rather than fight in court. Virtually all of
Mr. Marshall’s $500,000 annual budget comes from such payoffs,
and in 1988 Mr. Marshall could afford to pay himself and his wife
combined salaries of $158,000.

For years the FCC has known that Mr. Marshall was using its
regulations to extort money from broadcasters, but it has been
afraid to challenge him directly for fear it would be accused of
racism. In the fall of 1990, the FCC tried to make it more difficult
for Mr. Marshall to play his game by forbidding broadcasters to
make cash settlements in exchange for a withdrawn complaint.
Now Mr. Marshall bills broadcasters (in amounts equal to what-
ever a settlement might have been) for help in finding black po-
tential employees.580

While the FCC struggles to contain Mr. Marshall, it must still
enforce affirmative action laws passed in 1978 to encourage mi-
nority ownership of broadcasting stations. First, minorities get ex-
tra points when they apply to the Federal Communication Com-
mission (FCC) for broadcast licenses. Second, if a broadcaster is
challenged, and is in danger of losing his license, he may sell the
broadcast rights at three quarters of their market value, as long as
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he sells to a minority; otherwise, he may lose everything. Finally,
anyone who voluntarily sells a broadcasting business to even a
partially minority-owned group gets a tax break from the IRS,
which means that blacks can win the bid with a lower offer.

Recently The New York Times Company got a $50 million tax
break because it sold a $420-million cable TV subsidiary to a
group with 20 percent minority ownership. Was that really a good
enough reason for our government to add $50 million to the bud-
get deficit? Blacks who buy radio or television stations at bargain
prices have no obligation to run them. If they choose to, they can
almost immediately resell them at market rates for a quick
profit.681

The breaks for minority buyers are so good that whites have
recruited nonwhites to act as front men for them. In 1984 the FCC
approved a cut-rate, distress sale to a “minority” firm. The His-
panic general partner, who had a “controlling interest,” had put
up only $210 of the $3.1 million purchase price.8?

Affirmative action thinking can sometimes arise to thwart other-
wise sound government policies. Student loan defaults can cost the
taxpayer over $2 billion a year, and Congress has been trying to
find ways to bring down the losses. One plan would have allowed
the government to stop making loans to any school with a default
rate of more than 25 percent. This idea ran into trouble when it
was discovered that a number of historically black colleges are
well above the 25 percent figure.83

Another little-noticed form of publicly funded affirmative ac-
tion is the establishment of “enterprise zones” in blighted neigh-
borhoods that governments want to revive. The usual method is to
induce companies to move in by granting tax waivers and other
benefits. So far, thirty-eight states have set up, or at least autho-
rized, enterprise zones. Florida grants fifteen-year interest-free
loans to businesses in target areas, and Maryland offers a “guaran-
tee” against failure, which means that companies can operate in-
definitely in the red.68

These programs are not cheap. By the end of 1988, enterprise
zones had cost the state of New Jersey alone more than $50° mil-
lion. The national price tag has run to hundreds of millions of
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dollars.®5 The neighborhoods that benefit from this kind of tax-
payer largess are almost invariably black.636

Political parties, especially the Democrats, have been practicing
affirmative action for years. Now Republicans are playing the
same game. They are afraid of becoming known as the party of
white people®®’ and have decided to do something about it. When
Ed Rollins was the director of the Republican Congressional Cam-
paign Committee, he explained what the GOP would do when
seats come open: “We’ll back a black and a Hispanic in a district
where no Republican can lose. That’s how you get black Republi-
cans in Congress.”*88 When the Republicans put race before abil-
ity, they are at least candid about it.

Another new area for affirmative action is the management of
pension fund assets. Private companies have been deliberately
steering assets toward nonwhite asset managers, but the most vig-
orous affirmative action efforts have come from governments.
New York City, Chicago, Washington, D.C., and the states of
Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Washington have all established
targets for minority participation in managing public pension fund
assets. The effects have been felt throughout the industry. “[Being
a minority] clearly offers me an opportunity to get business that I
wouldn’t get if I wasn’t [sic] a minority,” says J. D. Nelson of
Rhumbline Advisors in Boston.58°

Because it is so important that such funds be managed skillfully,
governments have traditionally set high standards for the compa-

686 In fact, many of America’s ghetto neighborhoods have become pockets of socialism in
an otherwise capitalist country. For example, 62 percent of East Harlem is owned by the
New York City government, and almost two thirds of all residents live in public housing.
About 30 percent get welfare or some other form of the dole. Mark Alpert, “The Ghetto’s
Hidden Wealth,” Fortune (July 29, 1991), p. 167. East Harlem is, in effect, a socialist
enclave in a market economy.

687 Even in the traditionally Democratic South, whites are flocking to the Republican
Party. In Alabama, 52 percent of whites say they are Republicans while only 33 percent
describe themselves as Democrats. For white men between ages eighteen and twenty-four,
the gap is a lopsided preference for the GOP of 68 percent to 14 percent. Thomas Edsall,
“Racial Forces Battering Southern Democrats,” Washington Post (June 25, 1989) p. A6. In
the nation as a whole, 90 percent of blacks are registered Democrats, whereas only a third
of whites are. A black senior adviser to the Republican National Committee, Joshua Smith,
explains that “there’s tremendous peer pressure among black people to not be a Republi-
can.” Robin Toner, “In Ratings of Bush, Omens for Democrats,” The New York Times
(February 26, 1990). Vernon Jordan, Jr., “Passages: 1989-2000,” Vital Speeches of the Day
(April 15, 1989) p. 406.
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nies to which they entrust assets. Since minority-owned companies
rarely meet those standards, qualifications have to be lowered.
New York City, for example, used to place its assets with compa-
nies that were already managing at least $500 million and whose
principal investors had had at least five years of experience at their
own firms. To let in minority firms, the city has dropped its asset
threshold to $20 million dollars and now counts training at other
firms toward its experience requirement.5%0

The state of California has set a minority-management -goal of
15 percent for its enormous pool of pension assets. For the white-
owned firms it uses, it requires evidence of deliberate preference
for nonwhite subcontractors. The state’s Public Employee Retire-
ment System recently declined even to consider four well-re-
garded asset managers, including Security Pacific Bank, because it
decided they had not tried hard enough to find minority subcon-
tractors.5?! Recently the state’s teachers’ retirement fund delayed
a $1.5 billion investment in foreign stocks because the applicants
to manage the money could not meet affirmative action quotas.5%?

Maintaining pension assets for public employees has always
been considered something of a sacred trust, but here, too, com-
petence now takes a backseat to race.

Manipulating the Housing Market

Since housing segregation has long been one of the clearest
lines of racial cleavage, Congress passed a Fair Housing Act four
years after it passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964. It prohibited all
racial discrimination in the way that houses are sold, but this law
has since been stood on its head, just as the Civil Rights Act has.

In Chicago, the South Suburban Housing Center fixed up some
houses in a black part of town. It wanted to integrate the neigh-
borhood, so it asked the realtor’s board to market the houses only
to whites. It even told the realtors not to put up “for sale” signs,
for fear that blacks might see them. The realtors, who have for
years been careful to avoid what is known as illegal racial steering,
refused. They were sued and lost. In a 1988 decision, Judge Harry
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Leinenweber ruled that “affirmative marketing” was not a “dis-
criminatory housing practice.” A lawyer for the Housing Center
noted that the judge had declined to find the realtors guilty of
discrimination in refusing the center’s demand, but suspected that
there would be no “leniency” the next time.5%3

The Fair Housing Act has joined the Civil Rights Act in never-
never land. It has now been reinterpreted to mean that black buy-
ers may be discriminated against after all, if it means that other
blacks will thereby get white neighbors. Realtors who fail to dis-
criminate in this way may be punished for . . . discrimination.

Shaker Heights, Ohio, a suburb of Cleveland, has been quietly
practicing discrimination for thirty years. Blacks who move to
neighborhoods thought to be excessively white get help with their
mortgages. So do whites who move to black neighborhoods. The
town manages housing the way a company manages inventory, and
uses city money to ensure that as many sales as poss1ble result in
greater integration.5%*

Florida has likewise revamped the notion of fair housing. Palm
Beach County schools were to be exempted from mandatory bus-
ing if enough blacks could be induced to move into white areas by
1995 and send their children to local schools. People dislike busing
so much that towns were willing to rewrite housing codes to allow
cheap apartments in million-dollar neighborhoods. Real-estate de-
velopers advertised heavily in black newspapers and offered rent
subsidies and reduced-rate mortgages for blacks. They took up the
slack by charging higher rates to whites.

William D. North, executive vice president of the National As-
sociation of realtors, admitted that “the plan creates a real ques-
tion of legality,” but the county was moving full speed ahead.®%>
No one seemed to note the irony of breaking a law designed to
prevent housing discrimination, in an attempt to conform to laws
that are supposed to prevent discrimination in education.

Mr. North’s worries about the law may have come to an end in
early 1992. Late in January, the U.S. Supreme Court declined to
overrule an “affirmative marketing” plan in Park Forest, Illinois,
similar to the one practiced in Shaker Heights. Realtors had pro-
tested against being asked to steer buyers toward different neigh-
borhoods on the basis of race, but the Court’s decision effectively
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lifted the legal cloud that had hung over the practice for a de-
cade.5%¢

Real-estate advertising has resulted in an unant1c1pated form of
quota hiring for black models. An organization called the Leader-
ship Council for Metropolitan Open Communities has sued at
least half a dozen Chicago-area developers for not running black
models in their housing ads. Most cases have been settled out of
court with cash and with pledges to use black models. The devel-
oper need not have discriminated in the slightest; his advertising
was held to be discriminatory.5%7

Although it would never occur to most people that advertise-
ments must show a certain number of black faces, this appears to
be the law. The owner and agent of a New York property called
North Shore Towers were ordered by a U.S. District Court to pay
$245,000 to four blacks who claimed they were discouraged from
trying to live there because the company’s ads featured only white
people. The owners were also ordered to run ninety-seven ads
over the next four years, at an estimated cost of $200,000. Seventy-
five percent of the ads had to have people in them, and one third
of the people had to be black. The owners were made to pay, not
for discrimination, but simply for inappropriate advertising.5%8

The situation is even more surprising than this. In 1991, the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit ruled that The New
York Times could be sued because it accepted real-estate ads that
did not depict enough nonwhites. A black couple, along with a
Manbhattan fair housing organization, charged that since The
Times so rarely featured black models in its real estate ads, it was
violating the Fair Housing Act of 1968. The Cincinnati Inquirer has
a similar case on appeal in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth
Circuit.

The Washington Post has settled a 1986 lawsuit by promising to
use black models 25 percent of the time in real-estate ads. Soon
thereafter, twenty-two Washington-area real-estate developers,
sales companies, and ad agencies agreed to use black models 33
percent of the time. 699

It is hard enough to make the case that an advertlser should be
punished because his models were of the wrong race. How can it
possibly be fair to punish a newspaper? Newspapers do not choose
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what goes into ads. Will newspapers start having to count heads in
their ads for clothing or automobiles? Will they have to feature a
certain number of Hispanics, Asians, handicapped people, Ameri-
can Indians, and open homosexuals in them, too? In the mean-
time, in some parts of the country, blacks have a guaranteed per-
centage of the modeling work. Laws to end discrimination almost
always seem to result in rigid, numerical discrimination.

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 has been tied into equally mar-
velous knots. It was originally passed to eliminate literacy tests,
grandfather clauses, and other ways to keep blacks from voting. In
1982 Congress amended the act along “disparate impact” lines.
Now nonwhites can claim they were denied the right “to elect
representatives of their choice” if nonwhites are not voted into
office in proportion to their numbers in the electorate.

At the time, the “at large” voting system was particularly de-
cried as unfair because a large jurisdiction was more likely to have
a white majority than a small jurisdiction formed around a black
neighborhood. Thus, if a city council were elected at large rather
than by district, a city that was 30 percent black might end up with
blacks holding only 10 percent of the council seats. In 1986 the
U.S. Supreme Court ruled on such a case. In arguments before the
Court, defenders of the at-large system pointed out that in many
such jurisdictions blacks were winning office despite the fact that
the majority of voters were white. The NAACP conceded that, yes,
this certainly was happening, but only when black candidates cam-
paigned in such a way as to attract whites. The NAACP was clearly
implying that if a black candidate had to appeal to white voters in
order to be elected, blacks were suffering from “discrimina-
tion.””%? Such arguments prevailed; the Supreme Court mandated
racial quotas for elections as well as for employment.

The established ways to ensure the election of black representa-
tives are to get rid of at-large systems and to draw racially gerry-
mandered voting districts. All across the country, boundaries have
been systematically redrawn so that a single minority will make up
at least 65 percent of the voting population—the proportion that
has generally been found to be necessary for a minority victory,
since nonwhites do not vote as often as whites.”’! The nationwide
redistricting that followed the 1990 census was required by law to
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produce safe, nonwhite seats and resulted in battles over whether
minorities were getting enough districts. Since the law required
that district boundaries follow residential patterns rather than nat-
ural town boundaries, many of the new districts are exotically
shaped monstrosities with tentacles in every direction.”? The Wall
Street Journal called the new procedure, which officially carves the
country up into racial voting blocs, the equivalent of South Af-
rica’s notorious Group Areas Act.’% In early 1991, the Supreme
Court upheld obligatory racial gerrymandering in a 9-0 ruling.”%4

The.idea of official racial constituencies is odd on a number of
counts. First, it flies in the face of the law itself, which explicitly
disclaims any requirement that minorities be proportionately rep-
resented in election results. Second, it suggests that Americans
can be represented properly only by people of their own race, and
virtually guarantees that many voters will have no choice but to
vote for candidates of their own race. Third, it gives blacks elected
in such districts a reason to oppose residential integration because
it would dilute racial bloc voting. Finally, it violates James Madi-
son’s rule that electoral districts should include a broad variety of
people so that representatives will be less likely to speak for only a
single faction.”%3

Just as disturbingly, the affirmative action interpretation of the
Voting Rights Act has been invoked by whites, who are a minority
in 57 percent-black Birmingham, Alabama. They recently got the
city to abolish at-large voting and to institute racially segregated
voting districts because they said the old system gave blacks too
much power. Richard Arrington, the black mayor, sounded rather
like Madison when he wondered whether voting by racial district
would not put extremists into office.”%

Congressman Craig Washington holds a black district in Hous-
ton, Texas. He worries that racially segregated districts will mean
that white elected officials will think they no longer have to think
about the needs of black voters.”” He does not seem to worry that
black representatives might not feel the need to think about the
needs of white voters.

There have been fights between minorities over redistricting. A
black Illinois congresswoman opposed the creation of a Hispanic
congressional district because it would have removed sixteen thou-
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sand blacks from her district. “They did not want to be repre-
sented by anyone other than their like kind,” she explained.”®® No
one made much of this remark.

New York City recently adopted a new city charter that sets up
racial guidelines for appointments to certain city commissions.
The mayor no longer has the power to make appointments as he
sees fit; he must choose people by race, in proportion to their
numbers in the city. “For the first time, as far as I know,” com-
plained former mayor Ed Koch, “quotas have been written into
law.”79% His successor, David Dinkins, has directed that the New
York City school board reflect the races of the school system’s
students, 80 percent of whom are nonwhite. Ability and experi-
ence are to be subordinate to race.”!?

Voting districts for the New York City Council, recently ex-
panded to fifty-one from thirty-five, are now required by law to
ensure racial representation. The 1991 redistricting set off endless
feuds among Asians, Hispanics, blacks, and even homosexuals, all
of whom tried to carve out as many “safe” seats as possible.”!!

The New York Post, which opposed the plan, pointed out that if
race was so important, the city should get rid of physical districts
entirely. Blacks could vote for blacks, Hispanics for Hispanics,
etc., and each race would be represented on the City Council in
proportion to its population.’!?

The same argument could be made for congressional districts.
Sensible geographical or municipal boundaries have been sacri-
ficed to race. Towns, cities, counties, school districts, communities
—the organic groupings without which regional representation
means nothing—have been ruthlessly carved up to create racial
voting blocs. Why not take the logical next step and eliminate
regions altogether? Why not set aside 12 percent of congressional
seats for blacks—their portion of the total population—and hold
blacks-only elections for them?

Government, like the rest of society, refuses to admit it, but it is
moving steadily toward a rigid racial quota system. In early 1992,
Louisiana officials settled a civil rights lawsuit by agreeing to in-
stall twenty-five additional black judges.”!3 What was this but clear
acknowledgment of the priority of race over everything else?

The state of Michigan has forged ahead with an entirely new
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kind of racial quota system. Black state legislators noticed that
Detroit’s overwhelmingly white symphony orchestra did not reflect
the city’s population, which is 70 percent black. It made no differ-
ence to the critics that the symphony has for years run “blind”
auditions in which applicants play behind a screen so as to elimi-
nate favoritism. In February 1989, black legislators threatened to
withhold $1.3 million in state funding and to picket concerts.
Within days, the orchestra hired a black without the audition.
Blind auditions have a “disparate impact,” so-they had to be aban-
doned.

The people most outraged by this were black classical musicians
who have won jobs across the country through pure talent. Like all
affirmative action plans, the Detroit decision casts doubt on their
achievements. Already two promising black musicians have re-
fused to consider the Detroit Symphony because of the odium of
favoritism. James DePriest, the acclaimed black conductor of the
Oregon Symphony, also declined a job in Detroit. “[Y]ou fight for
years to make race irrelevant, and now they are making race an
issue,” he said.”14

“Disparate impact” theory also shows up in surprising places.
Employers who must put people in charge of money sometimes
examine a candidate’s credit rating. The Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission has found that since blacks generally have
worse credit ratings than whites, this is a racially discriminatory
standard and may be against the law.”!5 Of course, a bad credit
rating is a bad credit rating, regardless of race. However, this is
one more piece of information, like test scores, that employers
must forgo in the name of racial equality.

One of the sillier “disparate impact” cases had to do with resi-
dency in the town of Harrison, New Jersey. The town always had a
policy of hiring only residents for public jobs. Municipalities like
such policies because people are loyal to their towns and are likely
to work hard for them. Also, if off-duty police or firemen must be
suddenly called out for emergencies, they can respond quickly.

The NAACP decided this policy was discriminatory because
only 1 percent of the population of Harrison is black, and only one
black person had ever worked for the town. Both a federal district
court and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit agreed
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with the NAACP. In 1991 Harrison was ordered to junk its resi-
dency requirement and to hire blacks by quota. It must hire blacks
in proportion to their population in the five surrounding counties.”'5
Once again, a policy that had been established for entirely inno-
cent and defensible reasons was struck down because of a “dispa-
rate impact” on minorities.

In the classroom, affirmative action can take strange forms. Dr.
Janet Schofield of the University of Pittsburgh offers a way for
black children in integrated schools to overcome the disappoint-
ment of always being outperformed by white children. She sug-
gests that teachers first teach a lesson only to the blacks and then
let the black children teach it to white children.

Dr. Robert Slavin of Johns Hopkins University thinks that equal
results are more important than democracy. He says that in order
to get the right racial mix on the student council, minorities who
can’t get elected should be appointed. As he explains without a
trace of irony, “You need to pay careful attention to issues of
equity.”717

Environmental groups such as the Sierra Club and the Wilder-
ness Society have likewise been told they are racist because they
do not have enough black staffers. No one has bothered to find
out how many blacks are trained as environmentalists, are willing
to work for nonprofit wages, or have even applied for jobs. Most
“cause-oriented” blacks work for urban, race-based groups al-
ready, but none of this stopped one activist consortium from giv-
ing environmentalists sixty days to figure out how to make their
staffs 30 to 40 percent nonwhite. This is a typical “civil rights”
strategy of finding a niche—any niche—where blacks are under-
represented, and demanding that “discrimination” be cured with
reverse discrimination.

Environmental groups have duly formed the Environmental
Consortium for Minority Outreach.”'® John Cook of Boston has
also launched what he hopes will be a $5 million effort to recruit
minorities into environment-related careers. He has already raised
$375,000 not only from private sources but also from the taxpayer,
via the Environmental Protection Agency.”!?

Another unexpected locale for affirmative action is the “Men’s
Movement.” Robert Bly is the acknowledged leader of this new
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exercise in male bonding, which involves woodsy encounters for
men who seek to revive the savage within themselves. There are
virtually no blacks among the thousands who have attended these
gatherings, so Mr. Bly has helped set up a scholarship fund to
attract more.”?°

The Atlanta Constitution, apparently in all seriousness, thinks
that baseball tickets should be sold at a special discount to blacks.
It reasons that whereas 72 percent of all professional basketball
players and 61 percent of all professional football players are
black, “only” 18 percent of professional baseball players are black.
Worse still, only 6 percent of baseball fans are black. The newspa-
per proposes to increase that figure through affirmative action
ticket sales and thinks that black baseball players should be paid
more than whites of equal talent so as to raise their numbers
above that apparently unsatisfactory 18 percent.”?!

A black sociology professor at Yale has proposed what is proba-
bly the craziest affirmative action plan so far. He has noted that
past discrimination does not have to be proven to justify corrective
action; numerical imbalance is all it takes. He points out that the
prison system is therefore a perfect candidate for affirmative ac-
tion, since blacks are eight times more likely to be in jail than
whites. Since people can be hired and fired on the basis of race
rather than qualifications, should it not be possible to throw peo-
ple in jail on the same grounds? “More whites and middle- and
upper-class persons must be sent to prison to correct the existing
disproportionality,” he writes, “. . . while members of groups
now overrepresented in prison must be allowed to leave or be
admitted at lower rates of entry.”’??

The professor’s logic is flawless. If numbers alone prove bias,
then our prisons are hopelessly biased. Why should this bias not
be corrected by the same process that is so widely accepted else-
where in society?

America already practices forms of affirmative action that are
almost as preposterous. Most people do not know that recent im-
migrants may qualify for affirmative-action preferences over na-
tive-born whites—as long as they are nonwhite, as 90 percent of
legal immigrants now are. Absurd as this may be, it is the logical
outcome of a massive national undertaking to favor nonwhites.
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What started out as compensation for black slavery and segre-
gation has become automatic preference for any nonwhite and an
automatic handicap for any white. What but an utterly mechanical
search for nonwhite faces can explain that the California Highway
Patrol has advertised job vacancies in Mexico in the hope of meet-
ing affirmative action goals for Hispanics?723 In its extreme mani-
festations, affirmative action seems nothing short of hysterical.

In the midst of strenuous affirmative action, the National Sur-
vey of Black Americans asked blacks whether they thought most
whites wanted to give them a better break, hold them down, or
just did not care. Forty-one percent said that whites want to hold
them down, 36 percent said that whites do not care, and only 23
percent said whites want them to get a better break. Many other
measures of black alienation increased from the 1960s to the
1980s.724 Could it be that affirmative action, with its constant em-
phasis on race and racial grievances, has only added to feelings of
alienation?

Special Treatment as a Right

Some blacks have become so accustomed to preferential treat-
ment that they may be unhappy when others get a break. In Janu-
ary 1989, Miami blacks rioted and looted for two days after a
Hispanic policeman shot and killed a black motorcyclist. Rioters
burned down twenty-seven buildings, and six people died. The
violence was clearly a reaction to the death of a black man, but
many observers also saw in it resentment of Miami’s then-current
mobilization to accommodate a sudden new wave of Hispanic im-
migrants, mostly Nicaraguan. Blacks were angry at what they
called “red-carpet treatment” for immigrants and charged that
their own needs were being ignored.”?>

Ironically, many people did not think the Hispanic-run city was
doing much for Nicaraguans at all. When one top official was
asked why it did not offer them more help, he replied, “We don’t
want to make them into American blacks.””2¢ In Miami, repeated
waves of immigrants have worked hard, gotten ahead, and leap-
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frogged blacks. Many of these immigrants have been blacks from
Haiti and the West Indies who think American blacks have be-
come dependent on handouts from whites.”?’

American blacks have been able to benefit from claims of vic-
timhood for so long that they may be annoyed when others work
the same ground. Kenneth Tollett, distinguished professor at
Howard University, says this:

A substantial sector of the black community is suffering be-
cause so much of the energy and driving force of the move-
ment have been deflected toward Hispanic Americans, mid-
dle-class white women, homosexuals, the handicapped, the
consumer, the children of the affluent [?], the aged, and the
environment. . . . Don’t forget, the civil rights movement
started out with blacks . . . [and they are] losing ground at
each displacing development.”’28

The University of Texas at Austin has a Minority Information
Center, which works to keep nonwhites from dropping out of
school. It distributes job and scholarship information, refers stu-
dents to tutors and counselors, and holds workshops. In 1992 its
director, Shuronda Robinson, rejected efforts to let American In-
dians use its services. She said that it was already busy enough
serving blacks and Hispanics.”?’

On a different front, in public school districts across the coun-
try, concerned parents are raising money among themselves to pay
for additional programs that schools cannot afford. These range
from Latin classes to science laboratories. Predictably, some
blacks have insisted that this is unfair. They do not want white
parents to beef up their own children’s schools if they will not give
equal help to black schools. In Atlanta, voluntary busing lets black
children attend predominantly white schools, where there has
been a considerable amount of private enrichment. That is not
good enough for Lillian Lewis, wife of a black Atlanta congress-
man. “Why should he [her son] have to get on a bus and cross
town for these things?”” she asks.

The Los Angeles school district discourages private fund-raising
for individual schools, for fear that not all schools will benefit
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equally—this despite widespread recognition that parent involve-
ment and commitment are key ingredients in the success of a
school.”3? Ironically, one of the most highly touted methods to
improve the school performances of black children is based on an
extraordinary degree of parental involvement. It was devised by
Dr. James P. Comer of Yale, who is black.”3!

Many blacks appear to believe that anything they ask for is fair
and reasonable. Derrick Bell is a black professor at Harvard Law
School. In 1990 he put himself on leave without his $100,000-a-
year pay and promised to stay away until the law school gave
tenure to a black woman. Of the sixty tenured faculty, three were
black and five were women, but none was a black women. In the
previous ten years, 45 percent of all faculty appointments had
gone to minorities and women, but Professor Bell insisted on a
black woman.

Less qualified blacks are already admitted to Harvard Law
School as students, so as to keep their numbers at about 10 to 15
percent of the student body, but the dean of the law school has
refused to be pressured into hiring a black woman. He says that
Harvard must define its own standard of excellence. Jesse Jackson,
who visited the campus in support of Professor Bell’s demand,
dismissed this as “cultural anemia” and said that the law school’s
“moral character” was on trial.’3? Black columnist Carl Rowan
weighed in with the view that “ ‘merit’ is the code word privileged
whites use to protect their special hutches at Harvard and hun-
dreds of other universities. . . .”733 A group of Professor Bell’s
supporters filed a suit against the law school, claiming that even if
its hiring practices are not discriminatory by design, they are dis-
criminatory “by default.”’34 Just how it is that an employer can
discriminate “by default” was to be up to a court to decide. Profes-
sor Bell himself filed a complaint against Harvard with the federal
Department of Education.

Leave of absence at Harvard Law School is strictly limited to
two years. As the school’s dean explains, “People should make a
choice whether they are going to be at Harvard or not.” As Profes-
sor Bell’s leave of absence swung into its second year and the law
school had still not given tenure to a black woman, Professor Bell
said he would challenge the two-year limit because he thought it
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should not apply to “people who have walked away for reasons of
conscience”’35—perhaps with especially favorable consideration
for people who have sued the school.

Harvard is not the only target of this form of protest. In 1990 a
black federal judge refused to participate in a moot court at the
University of Chicago because the law school did not have any
black, tenured professors.”36 For the past three years at Berkeley
Law School, students have boycotted classes and blocked access to
classrooms, insisting that the school has failed to hire enough
blacks and women. The facts appear not to matter. Of the eight
professors hired in the past three years, six were minorities or
women.”37

There is something else that minority activists overlook. Since
they have helped create a huge demand for black law professors,
black lawyers are more than twice as likely as white lawyers to be
hired to teach law. According to one law school administrator, the
nation’s top five law schools would have no more than two tenured
or tenure-track blacks if race were not a hiring consideration. Har-
vard alone has five.”38

Sometimes pressure from blacks is too great to resist. Essex
County College serves a largely black student body in 58 percent-
black Newark, New Jersey. In late 1990, a white man, Joseph
Montuoro, was elected chairman of the college’s board of trustees,
narrowly defeating the incumbent black woman. At his first board
meeting, Mr. Montuoro learned just how unwelcome he was be-
cause of his race. A mob of black students poured into the meet-
ing hall, chanting “traitor, traitor,” and demanded that he resign.
Zachary Yamba, president of the college, took the microphone
and agreed that the problem was a “black and white matter.”

Mr. Montuoro soon did resign in the face of pressures he called
“clearly racist.” President Yamba denied any discriminatory pres-
sure but said that it was important as a “symbol” that the board be
run by a black person.”3?

Some blacks have carved out profitable niches for themselves as
racial shakedown artists. For more than ten years, Mustafa
Majeed of New York City has made a business of extorting money
from moviemakers. When directors try to film a scene outdoors,
Mr. Majeed shows up with a gang and demands that more blacks
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be hired for the crew. If he is refused, Mr. Majeed’s recruits blow
whistles and shoot off flashbulbs, making it impossible to film.

Mr. Majeed appears to be happy to accept money rather than
more black employees. In 1991 he reportedly told film director
Woody Allen that in return for $100,000 he would leave Mr. Al-
len’s sets alone. Other filmmakers have hired private security
guards to keep Mr. Majeed away. Mr. Majeed is the head of the
Communications Industry Skills Center, an organization that is
supposed to train blacks for jobs in the entertainment field. Until
April 1990 it was financed by the city of New York.”40

Pressure from blacks takes many forms. When Nelson Mandela
toured Miami in 1990, Cuban-American officials criticized him
because of his warm support for Fidel Castro. Miami blacks were
incensed that their hero should be criticized, and formed a group
to sabotage what is arguably Miami’s most important industry:
tourism. A year later, the group estimated that it had managed to
keep $27 million of convention business out of the city. Its latest
tactic was to make a video that was highly critical of Miami and
send it free to any group that might hold a convention there.
Although 12 to 25 percent of the people who work in the tourism
industry are black, the group vowed that it would continue its
campaign until it got an apology from city officials and agreement
on a list of affirmative action demands.”*!

The city of Dallas, Texas, was searching for a new police chief in
the fall of 1990. A black county commissioner promised mass vio-
lence if the new chief did not meet his standards for racial sensitiv-
ity. “If you try to bring a ‘good old boy’ in this system, we’re going
to be in the streets—physically, literally shooting folks,” he said.”4?

In Milwaukee, a black alderman has taken the strong-arm ap-
proach even farther. In April 1990, Michael McGee threatened
bloodshed and terrorism if the city did not set aside $100 million
for black neighborhoods and take other measures to put blacks on
the same economic level as whites. Mr. McGee gave the city until
1995 to act. Otherwise, he promised, there would be killing. “Our
militia will be about violence,” he said. “I’'m talking actual fight-
ing, bloodshed and urban guerrilla warfare.” Six hundred blacks
crowded into a grade school auditorium to sign up for training in
Mr. McGee’s militia.”#3
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In 1992, after his district was redrawn in accordance with the
1990 census, there was a chance that Mr. McGee might not be
reelected. He promised that if this should happen he would un-
leash “chaos” and guerrilla warfare—and not on the voters of his
largely black district. “I’'ve got people who’ve already committed
violence—they’ve just been doing it against the wrong people,” he
explained.”#4

It has long been an accepted part of the racial dialogue in
America that demands made by blacks in the name of race are
legitimate and that any white who does not go along is “racist.”
The more fervently the demand is made, the more legitimate it
must be. Now black demands will be pressed not just with civil
disobedience but also with threats of mass violence.

School Desegregation

Though the thinking behind it is slightly different from that of
affirmative action, school busing has had a similarly tortured his-
tory. In 1954, when the Supreme Court heard the case of Brown v.
Board of Education, no one asked for or dreamed of forced inte-
gration, racial quotas, or busing. The main plaintiff in the case,
Oliver Brown, was not an activist. All he wanted was to send his
daughter, Linda, to the white school just seven blocks away, rather
than across town to the “colored” school. Mr. Brown’s' lawyers
repeatedly argued before the Court that the Constitution forbids
classification by race and that the state should not have the power
to discriminate.’*> These compelling arguments won the day.

Ten years later, the Civil Rights Act put this thinking into law;
schools were not to discriminate by race. Just as it did in the case
of hiring quotas, the law made it plain that it did not require
schools to move students around to achieve racial balance. Once
again, this did not stop the nation’s courts from making school
districts do exactly the opposite of what Congress intended.

The original idea behind school desegregation was that it was
impossible for schools to be “separate but equal.” Soon, however,
the objective of busing became one of mixing children by race for
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its own sake. In 1967 federal appeals judge J. Skelly Wright de-
fended busing by saying, “racially and socially homogeneous
schools damage the minds and spirits of all children.””46 Does this
mean that schoolchildren in Japan, for example, have damaged
minds and spirits because all their classmates are Asian?

Exactly as with minority hiring, there was no need to prove that
school districts had discriminated in the past. Even districts in the
North, which had specifically forbidden assignment to schools by
race, were given busing orders. The courts set out to eradicate any
racial imbalance, whatever its cause. In their zeal, they lost sight of
the ultimate objective—providing the best education for all chil-
dren. Before long, busing advocates were behaving as if they
thought black children simply could not learn unless they had
white children sitting next to them.

In Los Angeles, Judge Paul V. Egley said it in almost as many
words: He told the school district to get on with its busing pro-
gram and to “make the most efficient use of increasingly scarce
white students as possible.” Thomas Sowell calls this a new version
of the white man’s burden.”4’

Unlike affirmative action, school busing stirred up a great deal
of opposition. Neither whites nor blacks saw the point in shipping
children across town just to get the numbers right. In 1972 Presi-
dent Richard Nixon urged Congress to pass a bill to limit the
powers of the courts to order busing. A filibuster by northern
liberals killed the bill. President Nixon, however, was acting on the
will of the people. A Gallup Poll taken the next year showed that
only 4 percent of whites and 9 percent of blacks approved of bus-
ing.748

Many white parents have given up on public school and now
send their children to private, fee-charging schools. Many black
parents do exactly the same thing. There are now more than three
hundred private schools run by and for blacks, and fully half of the
students in urban private and parochial schools are black.”#® To-
day only 3.3 percent of American white children are educated in
the decaying urban school systems.”>?

What has been the ultimate effect of busing? One student of
civil rights describes it this way:
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[It] set into motion a perpetual, vicious cycle of doom and
despair; the school district diverts scarce resources into social
engineering at the expense of educational quality; individuals
who can afford to do so leave, resulting in further racial im-
balance; resulting in more judicial intervention; resulting in
more efforts to attain numerical parity, resulting in yet addi-
tional defections. . . . [E]ducational opportunity is extin-
guished for everyone. In a perverse sense, the revisionists
[who have abandoned the original goals of equal rights] can
at this point in the process be said to have attained their
elusive equality in result, for everyone is equally ravaged.’>!

This author could have been describing practically any big-city
school system, but Boston’s is a good example. It was integrated in
1975, with a court-ordered busing plan that stirred up great re-
sentment. Thirteen years later, the school district was about ready
to give up. Although it was spending more than $7,000 a year per
pupil (the national average is $3,752),7°2 40 percent of all ninth-
graders were dropping out before graduation. Middle-class stu-
dents had steadily left the schools, and white attendance had
dropped from 60 percent in 1972 to only 22 percent in 1990. With
so few whites left, students had to be bused for crazy distances to
achieve racial balance. So many children came from poor families
that 80 percent of Boston grade-school students got free or cut-
rate lunches.”3 The president of the Boston Schools Committee,
who had been a supporter of busing, called it a process of “shuf-
fling black children across the city to a mediocre school to attend a
school with other black children.””3* Boston is finally considering
giving up busing.

Curtis Wells, a black man who is a veteran of the Boston public
schools system and who is now principal of Hyde Park High
school, says this:

To go through such a traumatic process, to lose 40,000 stu-
dents in the school system, to lose teaching staff, to lose the
reputation of an education system that Boston has never
regained, was it worth it? My judgment is no.”53
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As noted above, Florida has rolled busing and housing into a
package deal. In Boca Raton, Florida, school officials and the
owners of a proposed 160-unit apartment complex reached an
agreement that would make the complex more attractive to
whites. As long as at least 10 percent of the apartments were set
aside for black tenants, the children of white tenants would be
excused from busing and could attend the neighborhood schools.
The owners of the complex figured they could attract black ten-
ants by knocking $155 a month off of rents that would, for white
people, be $600 to $1,000 per month.”>6

Of all American cities, it may be Kansas City, Missouri, that has
taken the most contortionist approach to busing. According to a
court-approved integration plan, magnet schools and veluntary
busing are supposed to keep schools from being any more than 60
percent black and any less than 40 percent white. However, white
students have been reluctant to take the bus to magnet schools in
black neighborhoods. In June 1989 there were 3,436 black chil-
dren waiting to get into these magnet schools, but to admit them
would tip the ratio past the 60:40 limit. The school board virtually
begged whites to enroll, but only 79 accepted. This meant a few
more blacks could be taken, but it still left thousands out in the
cold. There were places in magnet schools going begging, but since
integration was seen as more important than education, black chil-
dren could not have them.”®? Just as Oliver Brown did in 1954,
black parents filed suit because they were being kept out of good
neighborhood schools on account of their race.”>®

Federal judge Russel Clark decided that he would solve the
problem single-handedly. He ordered the people of Kansas City to
spend $500 million to $700 million to make the magnet schools
the best in the entire country—so good that whites would have no
choice but to attend. There would be courses in everything from
cosmetology to robotics. There would be a twenty-five-acre farm
and a twenty-five-acre wildlife preserve, and fifteen personal com-
puters in every classroom. There would be broadcast-quality
movie and television studios, and even a Model United Nations
wired for simultaneous interpretation. There would be a two-thou-
sand-square-foot planetarium, a thirty-five-hundred-square-foot,
dust-free, diesel mechanics room, Olympic-size swimming pools,



206 ® Paved With Good Intentions

etc. Judge Clark even had a way to pay for all this: He ordered a
doubling of property taxes.

Kansas City fought this ruling clear up to the U.S. Supreme
Court. The citizens argued that it was their elected representa-
tives, not an appointed judge, who had the power to levy taxes. In
an astonishing, 54 decision, the Supreme Court upheld Judge
Clark. If it was to foster racial integration, it ruled, a federal judge
had the right to bypass the democratic process and raise revenues
entirely on his own, like a medieval monarch.”>®

The great pity of school integration is that in spite of court
orders, busing, and terrible dislocations, it has done very little to
improve classroom performances of black children. In 1983, the
_research arm of the Department of Education could not find a

single study that showed black children were learning appreciably
" better after the switch to integrated schools.”? In Mecklenburg
County, North Carolina, for example, schools were integrated by
court-ordered busing. Just before busing, the black/white gap in
reading achievement for sixth-graders was the equivalent of 1.6
school grades. In 1978-81, after ten years of busing, the gap was as
high or higher, and the children had now attended integrated
schools all their lives.”6!

Gary Ofrfield of Harvard, who is perhaps the nation’s leading
scholar of desegregation, has found that nothing, integration not
excepted, has been found that significantly reduces the differences
between black and white test scores.”®? In fact, when specially
enriched instruction is used to raise the achievement level of all
children in a class or school, the gap between white and black
scores widens. Thus, to the extent that schools are under pressure
to narrow the gap between black and white school performance,
they actually have an interest in watering down school curricula. If
little is taught and standards are low, the black/white gap is likely
to be narrower.”3 This may be one of the reasons why the Califor-
nia Achievement Test has been gaining in popularity. It is not
unusual for most of the whites and a good number of the blacks to
get perfect scores. School administrators can then claim to have
raised black performance closer to the white level.”64

Thus the white children, whose presence was supposed to help
black children get a better education, may have gotten worse edu-
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cations than before, while the performances of black children
scarcely changed. The 1970s, the period during which schools were
most disrupted by busing, was also the time when school perfor-
mances dropped sharply, while real spending on schools grew by
more than 25 percent.”%’

But the greatest irony of all is that desegregation of schools was
supposed to be about removing racial barriers. In 1954, Linda
Brown won the right not to be excluded from a school because of
her race. Now a child cannot escape from a school because of his
race. What was meant to be a freedom is now a constraint. It was
forgotten long ago that the 1954 decision explicitly rejected the
idea of making children go to specific schools to correct a racial
imbalance.”66

A restaurant or movie theater is considered integrated when
anyone, regardless of race, can go there if he wants. If movie
theaters operated the way our schools do, moviegoers would be
forcibly shipped all over town to make sure that all audiences had
the right racial mix. People could be prevented from going to a
theater that was just down the street.

Early in 1991, the Supreme Court finally decided that forced
busing may be doing more harm than good. It ruled that formerly
segregated school districts could be released from mandatory bus-
ing if they had “complied in good faith” with a court order and
had done everything “practicable” to end segregation. The court
recognized that if blacks and whites lived. in different parts of
town, there were limits to what a school district could do to bring
the races together. At the time, some eight hundred school dis-
tricts were still under court decrees,’®” and many were expected to
bring mandatory busing to an end.”68

However, the end of busing for students may not mark the end
of a similar but less known practice. Teachers can be pushed
around because of race, just like students. In Prince Georges
County, Maryland, for example, teachers can be transferred invol-

767 Few people realize how expensive busing has been. In 1990, the state of California
alone was spending a staggering $500 million a year on integration; as a staffer at the state
legislature put it, the state pays for “anything a judge will sign for.” Tim Ferguson, “Califor-
nia Seen Wasting Away and Needing a Tax Gulp,” The Wall Street Journal (May 29, 1990), p.
A15. Many school districts spend a quarter or even more of their budgets on transporta-
tion. “Busing’s Reality Recognized” The Wall Street Journal (January 21, 1991), p. Al0.
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untarily to ensure that each school has at least 35 percent but not
more than 50 percent minority staff.”¢?

The rationale for these transfers is that minority students need
role models of the same race. Minority teachers, who have always
been in short supply, are therefore wooed from school district to
school district, just like minority college professors. In California,
where more than half of all public-school children are nonwhite,
the competition is particularly fierce. However, the state’s Com-
mission on Teacher Credentialing is not optimistic about getting
more. It notes that minorities who have the qualifications to teach
are “in great demand” for better-paying jobs in industry,”’? not
exactly what one would expect from a racist society. School dis-
tricts all over the country are not only fighting each other for
minority teachers but also must compete with all the private com-
panies that are trying to get more blacks on the payroll.””!

But no matter how strenuously everyone denies it, race-based
hiring inevitably means lower standards. As Americans begin to
wake up to the poor quality of their schools, a few states have
begun to test teachers to see if they are up to snuff. Teachers’
unions resist this for obvious reasons, as do “civil rights” organiza-
tions. In the California teachers’ examination in 1983, 76 percent

>%\of the white teachers passed, but only 26 percent of the black
. teachers did. In a Florida exam the same year, 90 percent of
A whites but only 35 percent of blacks passed.”’? In the case of the
National Teachers’ Examination, 84 percent of whites passed it but
¥ only 33 percent of blacks.””> Are lower standards a legitimate
- price to pay for “role models”? Even if black children were some-
how helped by this, it is difficult to see what good such role models

can do for white children.

Of course, it is minority students who suffer the most at the
hands of unqualified minority teachers. In New York City, where
many schools have lost virtually all their white students, schools
have scrambled to hire proper racial “role models,” even if they
are not competent. A study by Susanna Pflaum, the dean of
Queens College School of Education, shows that as a result, New

772 National Research Council, 4 Common Destiny, Blacks in American Society (Washing-

ton, D.C.: National Academy Press, 1989), p. 363. For pass rates by race in several other
states, see Andrew Hacker, Two Nations (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1992), p. 173.
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York City school districts with the most minority students have the
most uncertified and inexperienced teachers.”7*

From all the clamoring for role models, one would think some-
one had proven that black children cannot learn from white teach-
ers. In fact, there is no hard evidence to suggest that students
learn better from teachers of one race rather than another. Schol-
ars can point to no conclusive studies. Yet, as Thomas Sowell
writes, even to ask for evidence that students need teachers of
their own race is to be branded as “insensitive.” He points out that
Japanese-American schoolchildren have done marvelously with-
out an Asian teacher in sight and that Jewish immigrants to New
York did brilliant work under Irish Catholic teachers.”’> School
districts across the country are turning their staffs inside out, at
great trouble and expense, in the name of an unproven theory that
could well be wrong.

School systems in Detroit and Atlanta, for example, have
switched their teaching staffs from almost all-white to almost all- /-
nonwhite to match the racial shift of their students. Black student
performance has not improved as a consequence. In New York
City, School District 16 is in Bedford-Stuyvesant, one of the most
blighted parts of Brooklyn. Almost all its students are nonwhite, as
are three quarters of its teachers and principals. It ranks sixteenth
among the city’s thirty-two school districts. District 5, in Harlem,
has almost an identical racial profile, yet ranks last.”’¢ What black
students need is exactly what white students need: good teachers.
Nevertheless, as recently as May 1990, federal judge Arthur Gar-
rity ordered the Boston school system to increase the proportion
of its black teachers every year.””’” No doubt he believed that this
would help black children learn, even if it meant that they get less-
qualified teachers.

It has begun to dawn on a few people that a logical extension of
the role-model theory would be the reestablishment of “separate
but equal” schools, segregated by race. Dr. Edmund Gordon, a
professor of psychology at Yale, says that although there are no
studies to prove it, many people insist that black people have some
kind of special capacity to teach black children. Such people, says
Dr. Gordon, point to segregated schools, which “had a reputation
for doing a decent job with black kids.” In Dr. Gordon’s view,
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success was probably due not to race but to the close ties that rural
black teachers developed with students’ families.””8

“Separate but equal” has become an awkward issue for the “his-
torically black colleges.” Plenty of blacks oppose integrating them,
claiming that this would halt the special nurturing they give blacks.
Unlike white colleges, they have therefore not been forced to inte-
grate. The state of Louisiana appointed a commission to study the
problem and came up with a plan for integration. Virtually all-
black Southern University promptly went to court to fight the
plan. It is not as though Southern was going to be swamped with
whites; the plan required that it set aside 10 percent of its openings
for whites.””? Another solution the commission has studied would
be the merger of black colleges with nearby white colleges. One
commission member, a black New Orleans lawyer named Norbert
Simmons, says that black students would find the postmerger envi-
ronment “devastating.”’80

The Failure of Affirmative Action

Though there is still much pressure on whites not to be open
about their resentment of affirmative action, its manifest unfair-
ness is moving more and more people to brave the accusations of
“racism” and to-denounce it. Even its proponents have begun to
argue that it would be more palatable if it were less explicitly race-
based. The latest theory is that programs should be recast as bene-
fits for the poor; a disproportionate number -of beneficiaries would
still be black, and the abandonment of explicitly racial criteria
- would be welcomed by taxpaying whites.

For the most part, this is an empty distinction.. Affirmative ac-
tion comes on top of the hundreds of billions of dollars a year’8!
that government already spends on poor people (see Chapter
Eight). Furthermore, although to say so is to invite a mighty
chorus of indignation, American society is already structured to
help the poor in crucially important ways.

Public education is the most powerful engine of “affirmative
action” ever devised. All across the country, the children of the
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poor attend schools that others pay for. The quality of schools
differs enormously, but a child who applies himself will get a free
education. Public, state-supported universities continue the ideal
of free or virtually free education to the very highest levels. Even
the most expensive and exclusive private universities pride them-
selves on seeking out talented but poor students and giving them
scholarships. This, too, is “affirmative action.”

The graduated income tax—first proposed by Karl Marx—is an-
other form of “affirmative action” for the poor. Even with loop-
holes, the rich pay vastly more tax than do the poor, despite the
fact that the rich usually consume far fewer public services. All of
these mechanisms, which are so familiar that we take them for
granted, are designed to equalize chances in life. They are part of
what has kept America from developing rigid social classes.

Race-based preferences for minorities are yet another array of
benefits, inducements, and advantages. Partly because they come
on top of a system that is already designed to recognize and re-
ward effort, affirmative action has made a real difference for only
a small number of blacks. The majority of people who have bene-
fited from it are well-qualified people who would have gotten good
jobs anyway. The only difference is that they can now charge a
premium for the fact that they help meet hiring targets. Other,
less-qualified blacks have been thrown into positions for which
they were not prepared and that they otherwise might not have
reached.

Some blacks who were marginally employable may have gotten
jobs because of affirmative action, but others have clearly been
hurt by it. This is because affirmative action has made it very hard
to fire minorities. The same guidelines that make bosses explain in
detail any failure to hire a minority make them explain in equal
detail why they fired one. Furthermore, blacks who are fired might
sue their bosses for racism. This means that a company will be
afraid to take a chance on hiring a doubtful black in the hope that
he might work out. Employers have bid up the wages for smart,
hardworking, sure-bet blacks, but they may be more hesitant than
ever to risk hiring the marginal cases that affirmative action is
presumably supposed to help.

Some of the most powerful critics of affirmative action are
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thoughtful blacks. Thomas Sowell says this: “While doing little or
nothing to advance the position of minorities and females, it cre-
ates the impression that hard-won achievements of these groups
are conferred benefits. Especially in the case of blacks, this means
perpetuating racism instead of allowing it to die a natural
death. .-. .”782 Racism can hardly die a natural death when the
policies that are supposed to end it are explicitly racial.

Mr. Sowell also points out that the whites who are the victims of
affirmative action are likely to be struggling, recent immigrants
who can hardly be blamed for the sins of the past. As he puts it,
“those who have protested their losses all the way up to the Su-
preme Court have not been named Adams, Cabot, or Rockefeller,
but DeFunis, Bakke, and Weber.”’8* The people who have im-

posed affirmative action on the country—judges, legislators, uni-

versity provosts, partisan editorialists—are middle-aged white men
with established careers, who will never suffer from racial prefer-
ences. The people they are punishing are young white men who
are trying to get a start in life—young whites who certainly never
practiced the evils that affirmative action allegedly corrects.

Another black, Shelby Steele, argues that affirmative action en-
courages blacks to invest in their status as victims, because it is as
victims that they reap the benefits. of race-based preferences.
Power comes from portraying oneself as “oppressed,” not from
work or achievement. “When power itself grows out of suffering,”
he writes, “blacks are encouraged to expand the boundaries of
what qualifies as racial oppression, a situation that can lead us to
paint our victimization in vivid colors even as we receive the bene-
fits of preference.”’84

Of course, this is heresy to mainstream “civil rights” leaders
whose understanding of the word “equality” is different from that
of the rest of us. Benjamin Hooks, former head of the NAACP,
calls people like Mr. Sowell and Mr. Steele “a new breed of Uncle
Tom.” He adds that they are “some of the biggest liars the world
ever saw.”785

Unlike such men as Mr. Hooks, who claim to speak in their
names, most blacks understand perfectly well that reverse racism
is still racism. According to one national survey, while 77 percent
of black leaders favored special treatment in jobs and college ad-
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missions, 77 percent of all blacks were against it. In the same
survey, 66 percent of all blacks thought they were making progress
in society, but 61 percent of the leaders thought blacks were going
backward. This is especially interesting, since 59 percent of the
leaders had household incomes over $50,000 in 1984, while only 3
percent of the people whom they claim to speak for did.”8¢

A tiny handful of fair-minded minorities has rejected affirma-
tive action, even to their own hurt. When Shelby Steele was an
English professor at San Jose State University, he decided not to
apply for any more minority research grants. He wanted to make it
on his own. Kirk Dunham, president of the Denver Black Police%
Officers Association, is incensed that blacks need not score as high "
as whites on examinations to be promoted. All questions of fair-
ness aside, he fears for his life if he is made to serve with incompe-
tent officers. Freddie Hernandez, a Hispanic fire fighter in Miami,
turned down an affirmative action promotion to lieutenant and
spent three extra years working to get the job on pure ability. “I
will stick to merit,” he says.”®” Eugene Allen owns a mini-con-
glomerate of three companies, but refuses to take advantage of
special breaks for minority companies. “This set-aside stuff is a
bunch of garbage,” he says: “I’'m not a minority vendor. I'm an
entrepreneur who happens to be black.”788

Alas, only a few lonely black voices are raised in the call for self-
reliance. Newspaper columnist William Raspberry writes, “En-
forcement of civil rights can ensure us only a place in the starting
gate. What is required for victory is that we run like hell.”78°
Clarence Pendleton of the U.S. Civil Rights Commission says that
race-based privileges are demeaning to blacks and calls those who
favor them “the new racists.””°? Of all genuinely prominent black
leaders, the only one who seems to preach black self-reliance with
any consistency and fervor is Louis. Farrakhan, whose black na-
tionalism and criticism of Jews have discredited him among most
whites. Malcolm X had nothing but contempt for handouts from
whites, and whatever one may think of the Black Muslims, they do
a good job of helping people get a grip on their lives. Unarmed
Muslim patrols have virtually eliminated drug dealing and drug
violence from some of Washington, D.C.’s, most blighted housing
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projects.”! We might learn something from the pride, respectabil-
ity, and self-reliance the Muslims seem able to bring to the ghetto.

Quotas and special treatment were the last things that Amer-
ica’s first black leaders expected. Frederick Douglass scorned the
idea. At the turn of the century, some blacks even viewed Jim
Crow laws as a challenge to work hard and surpass whites. The
president of the Nashville Negro Business League, Rev. Richard
Boyd, claimed that “[t]hese discriminations are only blessings in
disguise. They stimulate and encourage rather than cower and
humiliate the true, ambitious, self-determined Negro.”79?

Such a sentiment is almost shocking today. It fills us with a
strange nostalgia for what one author calls “the vanishing Negro,”
the black for whom we stripped away legal barriers to success, the
fine fellow we hoped to encourage when we passed civil rights
laws.”93

What would Rev. Boyd’s true, ambitious, self-determined Negro
have thought of minority set-asides, quotas, and reverse discrimi-
nation? Is it possible that they might have weakened his ambition
and self-determination?

It is ironic that the very meaning of “civil rights” has been per-
verted. The term first appeared in American law in 1866, and
referred to the rights of individuals that government must not be
allowed to violate.”®* It was used during the campaign for racial
equality to mean the rights denied to blacks but permitted to
whites: employment, public accommodations, voter registration,
housing, etc. These rights were established as soon as they ceased
to be violated. To call the forcible redistribution of benefits along
racial lines “civil rights” is a cruel mockery of the term for which
so many worked so hard.

The real civil rights struggle led to decisive victory in 1964. As
one black puts it, “[it’s] over—for the same reason that World War
II is over: we won it.”7%5 Now what pass for civil rights are what
cynics call “snivel rights.” Martin Luther King once said: “I have a
~ dream that my four little children will one day live in a nation
where they will not be judged by the color of their skin but by the
content of their character.” For a brief, glorious moment, it
seemed that Dr. King’s dream would come true.

Someday the entire edifice of race-based preferences will be
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torn down. On that day, someone will cite Plessy v. Ferguson, the
1896 U.S. Supreme Court ruling that first established the concept
of separate but equal. In a dissent, Justice Harlan wrote:

In respect of civil rights, common to all citizens, the Constitu-
tion of the United States does not, I think, permit any public
authority to know the race of those entitled to be protected
in the enjoyment of such rights. . . . Our constitution is
color-blind, and neither knows nor tolerates classes among
citizens.”?6






Double Standards

IVIL RIGHTS LAWS AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION WERE SUPPOSED TO
narrow and eventually eliminate the gaps between black
and white America. The great disappointment was that
they did not work. Black crime, illegitimacy, and unem-

ployment rose during the very period when the color bar was com-
ing down. Since America was not prepared to abandon the whites-
are-responsible theory of black problems, white racism now had to
explain not just a lack of achievement but crime and social irre-
sponsibility as well. If necessary, white racism could even excuse
for blacks what, for whites, was the worst possible offense: racism
itself. A host of double standards took root in America, with the
result that blacks could be excused for a great deal, simply because
they were black.

There are now many things that whites may not do but that are
tolerated and even encouraged among blacks. We have double
standards in politics, in school, at work, in the press, even in our
speech. Many Americans are reluctant to acknowledge these
double standards.

One of the simplest governs the language we use. Whites are
held to a system of “sensitivity” requirements that do not apply to
blacks. This concerns, first of all, the terms by which blacks are

217
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called. Over the years, they have asked that they be called various
things: colored, Negro, black, now African-American. Most whites
have been willing to abandon terms they may have used for years
if that is what blacks want. That so many, including President
George Bush, have dropped the monosyllabic “black” in favor of
something seven times as long shows a remarkable willingness to
please.”’

The Methodist Church is just as worried about language. In its
recently revised hymnal, goodness must no longer be represented
by colors. Thus a line from “Nothing but the Blood of Jesus” has
been changed to read, “make me as bright as snow.”7%8

Whites are even willing to tinker with the past to avoid giving
offense. In the 1938 edition of Bartlett’s Familiar Quotations, there
is a reference to an 1849 essay by Thomas Carlyle called “Occa-
sional Discourse on the Nigger Question.” In the 1955 and 1968
editions, Carlyle’s essay is about “the Negro Question.””®® Per-
haps later editions will update it further.

Some critics of the language seem to be working overtime. An
Education Commission set up by the state of New York recom-
mended in 1991 that the word “slave” in school textbooks be re-
placed with “enslaved person.” Otherwise some readers might not
realize that the status of a slave was involuntary and something
different from that of a cook, say, or farmhand.3%

Our speech has already been battered by the tortuous course of
the struggle for equal treatment. “Civil rights” now means special
treatment for blacks, the meaning of “equal opportunity” has
been neatly reversed, and “affirmative action” is a euphemism for

797 Not everyone is pleased with “African-American,” which has been most strongly
promoted by Jesse Jackson. Recent immigrants from Africa are surprised to discover that
people who do not have relatives in Africa, speak no African language, and have never
been to Africa wish to call themselves African-Americans. Perry Lang, “New Name Ties
Blacks to Homeland,” San Francisco Chronicle (September 27, 1990), p. Al. Nelson
Mandela, leader of the African National Congress, must have been amused when a befud-
dled reporter referred to him during a trip to New York as an “African-American.” Debo-
rah Wright, “American, Not African-American,” The Wall Street Journal, (October 30,
1990), p. 18. Curiously, a 1991 survey by a black organization, the Joint Center for Political
and Economic Studies, found that only 15 percent of blacks wished to be called African-
American, while 72 percent preferred to be called black. It concluded that the new term
had caught on only among certain elite, outspoken blacks but that a large number of whites
had adopted it out of deference to what they thought were the wishes of blacks. Associated
Press, “Poll Says Most Blacks Prefer ‘Black’ to ‘African-American,” ” The New York Times
(January 29, 1991.)
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officially sanctioned racial discrimination. This kind of word fraud
has gotten to the point where Newsweek can print the following
sentence with no apparent irony: “Some employers have tried
harder than others to make integration work by aggressively
recruiting qualified blacks and by making the workplace as color-
blind as possible.”®0! Aggressive recruitment of blacks is, of
course, the very opposite of a colorblind hiring policy.

The city of St. Paul, Minnesota, went farther than any other in
America in regulating what lawyers call “symbolic speech.” Until
the U.S. Supreme Court struck down the city’s ordinance in June
1992, it was against the law to burn a cross anywhere within the
city limits.8%? Thus one could burn the flag on the steps of the St.
Paul courthouse, but one could not burn a cross even in the pri-
vacy of one’s own backyard.

Whites, especially publicly visible whites, must be constantly vig-
ilant about what they say. On a 1988 television program, Robert
Michel, the House minority leader, expressed regret that minstrel
show humor and the television show Amos 'n’ Andy were no
longer acceptable in America. He also compared the removal of
the word “nigger” from song lyrics to Soviet attempts to rewrite
history. He was immediately attacked by Benjamin Hooks, who
called his remarks “shocking.”803

Congressman Michel apologized lavishly, but a few days later,
The New York Times published an op-ed piece by a black congress-
man, Floyd Flake, who accused him of a “callous and dangerous
philosophy” and said he should consider resigning so as to “dem-
onstrate that there is no place for bigotry and racial insensitivity in
our country.”8% Mr. Michel had been in Congress for thirty-two
years without the slightest racial taint, yet he was suddenly “cal-
lous,” “dangerous,” and a symbol of “bigotry.” Congressman
Flake is not known to have called for Gus Savage’s resignation
from Congress for having repeatedly called people “white
motherf——rs.”

Whites can lose their jobs because of a single word. Dan
Landes, a bureau chief in the Kings County, New York, district
attorney’s office, was fired after he complained to colleagues that
his office was tied down with work because of a large number of
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“schvartze burglaries and robberies.” Schvartze is a Yiddish word
that means black and is considered derogatory.89°

It is instructive to compare his fate with that of Hazel Dukes, a
black friend of New York’s mayor David Dinkins, and appointee
to a $110,000-a-year job in his administration as head of the Off-
Track Betting Corporation (OTB). One of the first things she did
was to fire more than half a dozen executive-level whites and re-
place them all with blacks, but that caused hardly a ripple.8%¢ In
the fall of 1990, she complained in a radio interview about hotel
waiters “who not only aren’t black, but can’t even speak English.”
When it was suggested to her that this sounded anti-Latino, Miss
Dukes replied that she wasn’t referring to Latinos. “I'm talking
about another nationality,” she said. “Latinos can speak English.”
Asked what nationality she had in mind, Miss Dukes thought for a
moment and said, “Ecuadorans. I don’t know what they are [but] I
know they’re not Hispanic.”

There was considerable hooting from New York’s Hispanics, but
Miss Dukes remained securely in her job,807 thanks to protective
coloring. Any white city official who said anything so “insensitive”
on the radio, and then replied to questions with such colossal
ignorance, would be very quickly gone. Later Miss Dukes went on
to give raises only to certain black employees of OTB, despite a
citywide wage freeze. She claimed, without substantiation, that
they had suffered racial discrimination under the previous admin-
istration—which had already been out of office for more than a
year.808

In this age of heightened sensitivity, newspapers must also be
careful about how they write about blacks. The School of Journal-
ism at the University of Missouri has published a dictionary of
terms to be avoided if a writer does not wish to offend. Along with
the derogatory expressions that no journalist would ever use, here
are some of the words that are out of favor.

Burly: “An adjective too often associated with large black men,
implying ignorance, and considered offensive in context.”

Lazy: “Use advisedly, especially when describing nonwhites.”

Shiftless: “As a description for blacks, highly objectionable.”
Whites, presumably, may be described as shiftless.

Fried Chicken: “A loaded phrase when used carelessly and as a
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stereotype, referring to the cuisine of black people. Also applies to
‘watermelon.’ ”

The journalism school did not bother to include pejorative ex-
pressions for white people:89°

Another compilation, known as the Dictionary of Cautionary
Words and Phrases, was compiled in 1989 by a group of profes-
sional journalists. It urges writers not to call blacks “articulate,”
because to do so implies that they usually are not.810

Meanwhile, as whites worry about whether they are using the
socially acceptable race words, blacks can call whites anything they
like. No one has ever been reported to have gotten into trouble
for talking about whitey, crackers, rednecks, honkies, buckra, or
white trash. The same double standard has emerged in the fact
that many familiar ethnic jokes that were once told about non-
whites have been recirculated as jokes about blonds. They can be
insulted with impunity.8!!

Occasionally black parents have books such as Huckleberry Finn,
which uses the word “nigger,” removed from libraries or reading ,;é
lists.812 Any whites who wanted to take a violently antiwhite writer *
such as LeRoi Jones off the shelves would be accused at least of
censorship, if not of racism.

What, on the other hand, is to be made of the fact that many
blacks refer only to each other as “brothers” and “sisters”? Is it
not the current theory that in America brotherhood is supposed to
cross racial lines? Any group of whites that called only other
whites brothers and sisters would surely be called racists.

T-shirt slogans hew to their own double standard. “Black is
Beautiful” and “Black Power” have been replaced by the perhaps
more ominous “Fight the Power” and “By Any Means Necessary.”
“Black by Popular Demand,” “Too Black and Too Strong,” and
“It’s a Black Thing . . . You Wouldn’t Understand” are also pop-
ular. A T-shirt that extolled the virtues of being white would be
thought, at the very least, to be in bad taste.

Some blacks take it for granted that whites should adjust to
them rather than vice versa. The young black film director Mario
Van Peebles suggests that it is racist for whites to want blacks to sit
quietly during a movie. Whites must “get hip to the extroverted
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reactions by black audiences to what they are seeing on the
screen,” he explains.813

In 1979 and 1980, the National Survey of Black Americans
asked blacks whether they felt closer to black people in Africa or
to white people in America. Fifty-six percent said they felt closer
to Africans, 20 percent said neither or both, and only 24 percent
said they felt closer to white Americans.8'* This means that more
than twice as many blacks say they feel closer to people they have
never met and with whom they have nothing in common but race,
than they do to their fellow American citizens. This does not seem
to bother anyone, but it is not hard to imagine the hand-wringing
over any poll showing that a majority of American whites felt
closer to Danes or South African whites, say, than to American
blacks.

Perhaps this is all part of what is known as “black pride.” But
just what is black pride? Are blacks supposed to be proud of their
color or of their accomplishments? Jimmy “the Greek” Snyder
lost his television job for saying that blacks were, by nature, better
athletes than whites, and that some may have been bred for size
and strength during slavery. Whites are not supposed to speculate
about a possible black superiority in athletics because to do so
could be construed as a suggestion that blacks may also have a
natural inferiority in other areas. The tennis champion Arthur
Ashe, however, is allowed to think blacks may be specially tal-
ented at running®'® because he, himself, is black.

Brooks Johnson, a black who coached the U.S. women’s
Olympic track team, disagrees with Ashe. He thinks that white
racism, not biology, makes blacks such good sprinters. He says
that instant gratification appeals “to a people who are subjugated
or oppressed.”816

Except for the occasional lost job or public humiliation, these
black/white double standards probably do not do much harm.
Language conventions are a practically unnoticed part of Ameri-
can life. However, there is a point at which double standards begin
to reflect self-deception, and to ignore them is to hide the truth.

Congressman Michel was not far off the mark when he com-
pared the bowdlerizing of song lyrics to the rewriting of history.
The Jefferson Memorial in Washington, for example, falsifies the
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third President’s views of blacks. Inscribed on one of the interior
walls are these words: “Nothing is more certainly written in the
book of fate than that these people [the Negroes] shall be free.”
When Jefferson wrote those words, he did not end them with a
period, but with a semicolon, after which he wrote: “nor is it less
certain that the two races, equally free, cannot live under the same
government.”®!7 Thomas Jefferson believed that slavery was
wrong, but he did not believe in racial equality. He wanted to send
blacks back to Africa.

President Abraham Lincoln is likewise falsely portrayed, pre-
sumably to salve white consciences and to mollify blacks. He is
extolled as the Great Emancipator who wanted to set up the freed
slave as the equal of his master. He was certainly opposed to
slavery, but he did not want free blacks living in the same society
as whites. As President he asked Congress several times to appro-
priate money to send them to Africa, and even argued for a Con-
stitutional amendment for this purpose.318

Slanting the News

Today, our media present a deliberately slanted picture of race
in America. The eighty-eight daily newspapers of the Gannett
chain are under strict orders to look for articles and photographs
that show minorities in a favorable light. In stories that are not
specifically about minorities, editors are under orders to include
them in photographs and quote them as sources. Editors who do
not practice “affirmative action” journalism feel it in their pay-
checks,81? and they get points for hiring and promoting minorities.

USA Today is one of the best-known Gannett papers. Every day
it runs four photographs on the top half of page one. At least one
photograph must be of an ethnic minority. Al Neuharth, who es-
tablished the rule, had a standard reply to anyone who objected
that the news was being forced to fit an ideology: “Don’t tell me
the f——ing news of the day doesn’t justify that ’cause that’s the
formula.” Over one two-month period, about a third of the time
there were two or more nonwhites on the front page. According to
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Gannett’s policy, minorities are essentially black; in that two-
month period they accounted for 92 percent of the front-page
nonwhites. One result is that USA Today puts a great many sports
stories on the front page that other newspapers would put in the
sports section.820

Other papers may not have such specific policies but are still
selective in their reporting. The New York Times, for example, re-
cently ran a front-page, thirty-column-inch story about how rival
drug gangs, the Bloods and the Crips, have branched out from
their home territory in Los Angeles to places like Nebraska, Mis-
souri, and Kansas. Although they might stand out in a place like
Nebraska because of their race, the Times only hinted that all
members of these drug gangs are black.32!

In another thirty-inch story, The Times wrote about Washington,
D.C's, losing battle against drugs. It mentioned that the city has

*’the highest drug-related arrest rate of any major American city,

that its crime rates have increased five times as quickly as those in

~ other cities, that the number of murders has doubled in the past

- two years, and that our national capital has proportionately more

people in prison than virtually any other part of the country.?22 In

_this welter of statistics, not once did The Times mention that at

* over 65 percent, Washington also has a larger proportion of blacks
than nearly any other major American city.

Recently, the San Francisco Chronicle ran a special report on
crack cocaine, which filled several pages. It was full of terrifying
facts and statistics, but not once did it mention that crack use is an
overwhelmingly black problem. In fact, the paper gave the oppo-
site impression by its choice of photographs of crack victims: one
baby of indeterminate race and several white children.3?3

However, one of the most striking—and destructive—examples
of the way the media handle news about race was the Rodney
King affair. It is not an exaggeration to say that the coverage of
this incident was so slanted as to be a major cause of the riots that
later rocked Los Angeles.

Rodney King is a convicted felon with a long criminal record.
On March 3, 1991, he was out of jail on parole, and driving reck-
lessly and at great speed through residential streets of Los Ange-
les. It was later determined that despite parole conditions that
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forbade him to use alcohol, he was thoroughly drunk—there was
two and a half times the legal limit of alcohol in his blood, and he
had marijuana in his system. An officer saw him driving recklessly
and flagged him, but he refused to stop. He then led police on a
chase at speeds up to 115 miles per hour, running through stop
signs and red lights.

When he was finally forced to a stop, police approached his car
with great caution. There is no telling what a man may do if he has
just put his own life in danger by trying to outrun the police. A
policewoman approached Mr. King when he got out- of the car,
but he grabbed his right buttock and shook it at her. He would not
let himself be frisked, spat at the police, laughed maniacally, and
danced about when told to stand still. Mr. King is six feet, three
inches tall, weighs 250 pounds, and was acting dangerously
crazy.82* He refused to lie face-down on the ground so that police
could safely handcuff him, and when police approached him, he
started flailing his arms wildly, hitting one officer in the chest. The
police decided to force him down.

Their first attempt was with a twenty-five-thousand-volt elec-
tronic stun gun. One shot of this device will knock a person down
80 to 90 percent of the time. The officers hit Mr. King twice with
the gun but he still resisted arrest, and managed to knock one
officer off his feet. The police began to think that he was on PCP,
a drug that can cause psychotic behavior and give a person almost
superhuman strength.825 The best way to take Mr. King down
might have been with a choke hold, but the city of Los Angeles
banned choke holds in 1982 after a few drug users died from the
hold 826

The only way to tackle Mr. King was with nightsticks, and the
police clubbed him repeatedly.827 They later testified that this was
because they were afraid Mr. King would attack them and try to
grab a gun. Mr. King refused to stay on the ground, and every time
he tried to get up, he was clubbed again. An amateur video cam-
eraman recorded the lengthy beating, which was later broadcast
on television.

The video is eighty-one seconds long. It shows Mr. King re-
sisting arrest, lunging at an officer, and repeatedly attempting to
get to his feet after he was told to stay down. Virtually all televi-



226 @ Paved With Good Intentions

sion stations chose to show only the last twenty seconds, in which
Mr. King was on the ground and was being pounded in a way that
appeared—and may very well have been—excessive. A careful
study of the entire tape suggests that the beating was provoked by
Mr. King’s resistance, and stopped when Mr. King did as he was
told and kept still.328

Three of the policemen who clubbed Mr. King were white and
one was Hispanic. The media consistently described them as all
white and immediately concluded that the beating was an unjusti-
fied racial attack. Television stations showed the tape so often that
there must be scarcely anyone in America who has not seen it. As
it happens, Mr. King was not badly hurt. The paramedic who
treated him said she saw only minor injuries, the worst of which
was a cut on his face. She said there was gravel in the cut, which
suggested to her that he had gotten it from rolling on the ground,
not from being beaten. On the way to the hospital, he laughed,
used obscenities, and struggled with the medics when they tried to
take his pulse and blood pressure.’?°

What would have been different if Mr. King had been white?
For one thing, the -media would have taken the trouble to look
into the reasons for the beating. However, since Mr. King is black,
the media had a ready-made explanation for it: racism. They
scarcely mentioned that Mr. King was drunk and that he had re-
sisted arrest. They ignored the fact that Mr. King had two com-
panions with him in the car, both of whom were black, both of
whom did what the police told them to do, both of whom were
unharmed (though months later one claimed he had been roughed
up).230 Both Mr. King and the police department’s largest black
organization said they did not think race had anything to do with
the beating, but the media brushed this aside. (Later, Mr. King
changed his story and claimed that the police shouted racial epi-
thets as they beat him.)83! Thus the media took an ambiguous
case of police brutality and blew it into a coast-to-coast case of
white racism.

The policemen were charged with assault and their trial opened
a year after the beating. The defense methodically analyzed the
entire videotape, described the dangers the officers faced, and
convinced the jury that three of them were not guilty on all counts,
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and the fourth not guilty on all but one count. The jury could not
agree about the officer who had struck the most blows, and he was
to be retried. Members of the jury later explained they did not
think the Rodney King arrest was ideal police work, but they were
not convinced that the officers were guilty of the serious crimes of
assault with a deadly weapon and assault under color of author-
ity.832

By the time of the verdict, the media were so committed to a
“racist” version of events that they had little choice but to call the
jurors—none of whom was black—“racist.” Jurors themselves ex-
plained that they did not think about race, nor did they believe the
police did, either. As one said, “Had the man been white, had he
been . . . Oriental . . . , had he been anything and acted as
Rodney King did, he would have been given the same treat-
ment.”833

The jury heard twenty-nine days of testimony334 and deliber-
ated for seven days.835 The nation saw twenty seconds of video-
tape. The nation, misled by slanted news reports, convinced itself
the officers were guilty long before the jury reached its verdict.
This presumption of guilt, combined with the constant messages
blacks receive about white racism and social injustice, primed
them to act exactly as they did when the verdict was announced.

Had the media reported the full circumstances of the beating, it
is possible that the violence would have been much less severe or
might not even have occurred. Instead, in Los Angeles, rioters
burned more than 5,300 buildings and caused the deaths of 58
people. More than 2,300 people were injured—227 of them criti-
cally—and property damage was estimated at more than $750 mil-
lion.836 There were smaller-scale outbreaks of violence in San
Francisco, Las Vegas, Atlanta, and many other cities.?37

Although white racism, both by the police and by the jury, was
said to be the sin that prompted the riots, the media were remark-
ably restrained about the many acts of racist violence committed
by blacks against whites. The best known was an- attack on a truck
driver, Reginald Denny, who was pulled from his tractor-trailer by
blacks, who beat him mercilessly and smashed his face with a fire
extinguisher. Other blacks ran up to kick the barely breathing Mr.
Denny and dance little jigs of glee. Doctors said the man’s injuries
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were like those of someone who had been in a sixty-mile-per-hour
car crash without seat belts. The only reason Mr. Denny is well
known is that a helicopter TV crew happened to tape the at-
tack.838 : ,

Few people heard about Matt Haines, a thirty-two-year-old
white man who, with his nephew, was riding through South-Cen-
tral Los Angeles. A gang of about fifteen blacks knocked them off
their motorcycle and beat them. One.of the blacks shot Mr.
Haines in the head and shot his nephew three times in the arm.
When the gunman held the pistol to the nephew’s face, the
weapon did not fire. Mr. Haines died; his nephew survived.’3°

Howard Epstein was driving.to his South-Central Los Angeles
machine shop to protect it and its employees when three black
men shot him. After his car crashed to a stop, looters stripped him
of valuables and ransacked the car.840

A gang of blacks smashed the car windows of Jeff Kramer, a
white reporter for the Boston Globe. They tried to drag him out
onto the street, but his seat belt held him in. One youngster then
pulled out a gun: and shot him three times. Mr. Kramer had the
wit to pretend to be dead, and this probably saved his life.84!

Blacks attacked whites in Richmond, California; San Jose, Cali-
| fornia; Atlanta; Las Vegas; New York City, and elsewhere.342 A
. careful search of news reports did not reveal a single instance of
retaliatory violence by whites against blacks for any of these at-
tacks.

How many of the whites who died in the riots—nine men and
one woman—were Kkilled simply because they were white? How
many of the badly injured were, like the truck driver and the re-
porter, attacked simply because they were white? We will probably
never know. The media, which made a national incident of it when
a black criminal was beaten with nightsticks, have an entirely dif-
ferent perspective on racial murder of whites by blacks. It would
be hard to think of a more spectacular example than the Rodney
King affair and the Los Angeles riots of the slant the media give to
news about race.
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A Skewed Picture

Black reporters come under particular pressure to slant the
news about blacks. Juan Williams has been attacked for what he
thought were honest, factual stories about Jesse Jackson, Coretta
King, and Spike Lee in the Washington Post. As he says of one
critic who called in to a live television show, “It seems to me that
caller knew what he wanted from black journalists; he wanted
them to lie.”843

School textbooks present a skewed picture of America. Guide-
lines from publishers practically forbid illustrations of blacks as
janitors or waiters; they must be shown in responsible, white-collar
jobs. Black contributions to every field must be sought out and
recognized, even if it takes some straining to find any. Here is
what the rules from the Macmillan Publishing Company say about
how to write science texts: “Because of the societal roles that have
been traditionally assigned in our culture to women and minority
people, white males are credited with most of the significant
achievements in science.” Nevertheless, illustrations in science
texts “should depict women and minority people at least 50 per-
cent of the time, avoiding sexual and racial stereotypes.”44 In-
struction in our schools is rigorously “inclusive” and “multicul-
tural”; the correct image is more important than accuracy.

Television dramas commonly present a carefully race-sanitized
version of America. ABC’s vice president for motion pictures and
television, Bruce Sallan, explains that blacks are-almost never cho-
sen as bad guys. Instead, it is white businessmen who commit the
on-screen wickedness because they never complain about stereo-
types. “Almost every villain you see is a WASP,” says Mr. Sallan.
“I think we should be able to show that there are bad blacks as
well as good blacks.” In a typical casting decision, Mr. Sallan notes
that although the vast majority of people on death row are black, a
white was made the subject of a movie about a man awaiting
execution. “In their desire to avoid stereotyping, I think broadcast
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standards and practices sometimes go to an absurd extreme,” he
says.343

Blacks have long complained about “negative stereotypes,” but
movies bend over backward to give them a positive image, both in
the present and in the past. Glory, which claimed to be a histori-
cally accurate account of the formation of a black regiment that
fought in the Union Army, is a good example. Most of the black
soldiers were recruited in the North and had always been free
men, but in the movie they are escaped slaves who bravely go into
battle against their former masters. Their white regimental com-
mander demanded that they be paid as much as white Union
soldiers, but in the movie it is blacks themselves who agitate for
“civil rights.” Other elements that demean whites or glorify blacks
are purely fictional: a racist quartermaster refuses to issue shoes'to
the black soldiers, a black who goes AWOL is brutally flogged, a
learned black soldier quotes Emerson.346

Anyone who has read the Tom Clancy novel Hunt for Red Octo-
ber and seen the movie version will notice a difference. In the
book, the brilliant sonar operator who saves the day for the U.S.
Navy is white. In the movie he is black. A similar change has been
made in the movie version of Tom Wolfe’s Bonfire of the Vanities.
At the last minute, the script was rewritten so that a major, sympa-
thetic character could be played by a black rather than a white?4’
—in spite of the fact that Mr. Wolfe deliberately set out to make
his characters into realistic racial portraits.

When real events are made into “docudramas,” it is common to
make changes that improve the images of blacks. Marla Hanson
was an aspiring model living in New York in 1986. She got into a
dispute with her landlord, Steve Roth, over a security deposit and
because Mr. Roth wanted to have sex with her. Mr. Roth hired
two black men to slash Miss Hanson’s face with razor blades so as
to ruin her modeling career. He and the thugs were caught and
went to jail. In real life, the man who defended the blacks was
Alton Maddox, a black lawyer who was later barred from practic-
ing law because of his role in promoting the Tawana Brawley hoax.
Although no one had made race an issue in the case, Mr. Maddox
submitted Miss Hanson to an insulting cross-examination in which
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he tried to portray her as a slut and as a racist who had pinned the
crime on his clients only because they were black.

In the television version, the lawyer behaves almost as offen-
sively as Mr. Maddox did, but he was made into a white. Other
race changes include a white policeman who played an important
role in catching the thugs; he is now black. Likewise, the sympa-
thetic prosecutor on whom Miss Hanson depends was changed
from a white Hispanic to a black. The changes-are consistent: An
unattractive character is changed to a white, and attractive charac-
ters become black.848

The Howard Beach killing (see Chapter Two) was made into a
two-hour television docudrama that twisted the facts at every turn
to discredit whites. In its depiction of the original face-off between
the whites and blacks, the blacks do not walk in front of the car,
do not flash a knife, do not spit in anyone’s face, do not say “F—
— you, honky”’; in fact, they do not do anything at all. The whites
deliberately try to run them down, and shout “Get out of the
neighborhood, niggers,” a line invented purely for television.

White brutality is deliberately exaggerated. For example, in real
life, the black who was beaten needed five stitches; on television
he gets a concussion and needs sixty-seven stitches. The thesis of
the TV version is that blacks merely had to find themselves in the
Howard Beach neighborhood in order to be attacked. In fact, the
bowling alley across the street from where the attack took place
has a black bowling league.

One of the white defendants has an ex-girlfriend who is black.
She is furious about what she calls the TV version’s “horrendous”
distortions. Apparently scriptwriter Steve Ballo and producer Ken
Kaufman were not even trying to be truthful. They were making
propaganda about racist white people.84° No one, of course, is
planning a film about the death of Danny Gilmore, the white man
who was run over with his own truck, even though the story has all
the -elements of high drama: a brutal killing, a big-city newspaper
that covers up the facts, a brave black reporter who fights for
truth, a streetwise .detective who sees through the lies. If only
whites had killed a black man, this would be the perfect Holly-
wood plot.

A recent television “docudrama” of the 1965 Los Angeles Watts
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riots strikes the same themes of white wickedness and black her-
oics. The Wall Street Journal described the program as “unremit-
tingly silly, when it is not vicious, in its stereotyping of whites.” Its
reviewer went on to conclude: “It is also guilty, in its treatment of
whites, of something normally called racism when such stuff is
directed at blacks.”

Alan Parker directed the recent film Mississippi Burning, which
is based on the murder of three civil rights workers in 1964. Not
even The New York Times’s reviewer, who says the film “literally
crackles with racial hate,” was comfortable with the film’s exagger-
ated and fictionalized white perfidy. Mr. Parker explained that he
wanted his treatment to “cause them [the viewers] to react to it
viscerally, emotionally, because of the racism that’s around them
now. And that’s enough of a reason, a justification, for the fiction-
alizing.”85% Today’s racism apparently justifies an exaggeration of
yesterday’s racism. Perhaps since he is British, Mr. Parker knows
more about American racism than we do. No white, much less a
foreigner, would think of making a movie that exaggerated black
racism. -

None of this stops one white writer from bemoaning the “in-
credibly deft racism” of today’s movie industry,83! apparently be-
cause all the heroes are not yet black nor all. the villains white.
Perhaps “incredibly deft” racism is as damaging to blacks as the
“unconscious” racism that zealots have detected in the laboratory
(see Chapter One).

A determinedly favorable presentation of blacks in newspapers,
on television, and in movies may have contributed to some curious
voting patterns during Jesse Jackson’s campaign for the Demo-
cratic nomination. Mr. Jackson got the highest proportion of white
votes precisely in those states with the smallest numbers of
blacks.852 »

It should not be surprising that whites who get their impressions
about blacks only from television should be more favorably dis-
posed toward them. A study conducted in 1980 showed that at 10
to 12 percent, there are about as many black characters in televi-
sion dramas as there are in the American population. However,
instead of committing 46 percent of the violent crime, as they do
in real life, they commit only 10 percent. That is to say that they
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are 4.6 times less likely to commit murder, rape or assault than in
real life.353

In real life, less than half of the people arrested for murder in
the United States are white. In television dramas, 90 percent of
the people arrested for murder are white.3* Jesse Jackson himself
must not watch television. He says that it stirs up “antiblack fer-
vor.” When whites watch television, he said recently, “[they] see us
projected as less hardworking than we are. . . . They see us as
more violent than we are.”833

Some blacks, of course, will be dissatisfied no matter how they
are portrayed. In a long article in The New York Times, a black
professor at Cornell complains that when blacks are portrayed as
different from white people, that is stereotyping. When they are
portrayed as successfully middle class it suggests, dangerously, that
racism might not be such a horrible obstacle to them after all.3>¢

Unacknowledged Double Standards

The less obvious double standards are rarely pointed out, and
we have grown so used to others that we hardly notice them. A
widespread one was on display when a black comedian, Eddie
Murphy, was a guest on a talk show hosted by a black woman,
Oprah Winfrey. Miss Winfrey asked Mr. Murphy if there was a
particular kind of woman he especially liked to date. Mr. Murphy
replied that, yes, he preferred to date black women. Miss Winfrey
applauded and the studio audience applauded. If a white actor
had told Miss Winfrey he preferred to date white women, there
would surely have been much clucking about white bigotry.

Over the years, Al Campanis, Jimmy “the Greek” Snyder, and
Andy Rooney have been publicly humiliated, and punished by
their employers for saying (or allegedly saying) things their em-
ployers thought might be unflattering to blacks. With just a few
words, all three men became national news. In 1985, black trum-
peter Miles Davis said, “If somebody told me I only had an hour
to live, I'd spend it choking a white man. I'd do it nice and
slow.”837 1t caused hardly a ripple. John Singleton is a successfu