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Introduction 
This book began with my puzzlement about a number of influential 

writings, mostly by black authors, about different kinds of racial disparity. 
Why was the work by Ibram X. Kendi, Robin DiAngelo, Ta-Nehisi Coates, 
Richard Delgado, Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, William Darity and others, based as 
it is largely on faulty logic and empirical fallacies, so influential; and why was 
criticism so muted?  

One obvious reason is that contemporary white academics are unwilling 
to criticize black authors, a practice that benefits neither authors nor critics. 
But further inquiry revealed a more fundamental problem. One party, headed 
by Kendi, started from the obviously wrong premise that everyone is the same, 
and not just morally or in terms of legal rights. Kendi claims that all have the 
same repertoire of talents, which is a denial of human variation and basic 
biology. But, conveniently, if this premise is true, existing inequalities must 
reflect widespread racial discrimination — racism. Obviously, racism is bad 
and must be eliminated, which usually requires some form of compensation. 
This is Kendi’s antiracism. All must be made equal, probably by state action.  

But another party, headed by social-justice advocates such as political 
philosopher Michael Sandel and behavioral geneticists such as Kathryn Paige 
Harden, are happy to accept the reality of individual and group differences in 
cognition and behavior. Nevertheless, they were able to come to the same 
conclusion as Kendi. Although differential outcomes may be a result of 
differential natural talents, social justice requires compensatory changes: all 
must be made equal. Social differentials may often be ‘just deserts,’ bad 
behavior leading to poverty, good behavior to social success, and so on. 
Nevertheless, the social-justice faction still insists on equal outcomes. For 
Harden and Sandel, essentially every human attribute is an accident of birth, 
the outcome of a lottery, and the idea of ‘just deserts’ is fundamentally unjust.  

In other words, both groups, arguing from different premises, came to the 
same conclusion. In Kendi’s case the premise, the essential identity of all 
people, is wrong. In Sandel’s case the premise of human variety is correct. 
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The “all should be equal” equalitarian conclusion is derived from another 
premise, based on the “last shall be first” ethics of moral philosopher John 
Rawls.  

This book digs deeper into these issues, looking carefully at influential 
writings by popular authors and trying to disentangle the sometimes 
incoherent philosophy that underlies them. I conclude that human variation is 
real. It is not to be denied or eradicated. Instead the variety of human talent 
should welcomed and exploited.  

Variation 
All species vary. Dogs, especially, show a huge range of variation, not 

just in their form, from Chihuahua to Great Dane, but in their instincts and 
capacity to learn.1 Much the same has happened with many other 
domesticated animals, from cattle to goldfish. Many of these phenotypic 
changes have taken place within just a few hundred years of artificial 
selection. Human beings are no different. Humans are obviously less 
physically variable than dogs and are subject to slower, natural selection, but 
they nevertheless display a wide range of talents. This behavioral variation is 
both useful and inevitable. It is useful because it makes species better able to 
adapt to changes in their environment. It is inevitable because the tendency to 
vary is built in to the genotype. We are not all clones. 

Artificial selection worked very quickly on dogs. There is debate about 
the rate and the extent of natural selection on human beings. In an influential 
book, Guns Germs and Steel (1997), Jared Diamond accepted the reality of 
changes in appearance and some physiological characteristics during human 
evolution.2 Populations that have evolved in tropical environments look 
different from other populations that have evolved in less sunny climes and 
also differ in some aspects of their physiology. But Diamond firmly resisted 
the idea that these changes were accompanied by any change in behavioral 
propensities (e.g., cognition). Paradoxically, he does allow for the possibility 
that the ‘soft’ environments of modern civilization as compared with the more 
rigorous conditions under which ‘primitive’ tribes live, may have allowed 

 
1 Breed Differences in Dog Cognition Associated with Brain-Expressed Genes and 
Neurological Functions. https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC7608742/ 
2 Diamond, Jared. Guns, Germs and Steel: A short history of everybody for the last 
13,000 years. (Chatto & Windus, 1997) 
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some of them to not only catch up intellectually but even to overtake the white 
West.3  

Either way, it seems obvious that if natural selection has acted on physical 
characteristics such as skin color, hair texture disease-resistance and many 
others, it would be improbable, to say the least, that selection had no affect 
whatsoever on the brain. Any such effects may well be subtle and difficult to 
measure. But they can hardly be ruled out. 

Environmental Change 
As the environment changes, the success ranking also changes. Genotypic 

variants that did well in the old environment do less well in the new, and vice 
versa. Some variants do better than before, others worse. These shifts can 
cause tensions. So it is in the US with racial variants. The major change in the 
US began with the importation of African slaves to service cotton and tobacco 
plantations in the Caribbean and the American South, a business model 
widespread elsewhere in the world at the time and facilitated by African and 
Arab intermediaries and British shipowners.  

The shipowners were stopped in 1807, by the Slave Trade Act of 
Parliament which prohibited transportation of slaves anywhere in the British 
Empire.4 British slaves were freed in 1838, after their owners received 
compensation.5 Abolition took longer in the United States because slavery 
was integral to the Southern plantation economy and compensation of 
slaveowners, never mind the slaves, was never a serious possibility. 
Eventually, after a bloody civil war, US slavery ended in 1865, allowing 
integration with the US majority-white population to begin. The process was 
necessarily slow. Evolved for the most part in hunter-gatherer environments 
without written language and only primitive technology, African slaves were 
initially less able to adapt to Western civilization than other immigrant groups. 
Integration was further retarded by years of segregation and discrimination 

 
3 https://quillette.com/2024/11/12/evolved-brains-in-evolved-bodies-human-biodiversity -
genetics/ 
4 John M. Ellis (2024) A Short History of Relations Between Peoples: How the World 
Began to Move Beyond Tribalism. Encounter Books. 
5 https://beta.nationalarchives.gov.uk/explore-the-collection/explore-by-time-period/ 
georgians/1833-abolition-of-slavery-act-and-compensation-claims/#:~:text=In%20 
August%201833%2C%20Parliament%20passed,owners%20over%20the%20compe
nsation%20process. 
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under Jim Crow.  

This is a controversial topic, but the overwhelming evidence is that there 
were, and to an extent still are, substantial cognitive/behavioral differences 
between the African populations from which American slaves came and the 
European/American population. This paper by Rinderman6 was retracted-
without-substantive-justification by the journal, not the author. It contains 
many useful conclusions and references. The paper documents the 
surprisingly large cognitive disparities that still exist between Western nations 
and Africa. A telling sentence reads “in white children an IQ of 70 or less is 
caused by a severe neurological disability leading to general mental 
retardation, in black children the low IQ [typical of many African nations] is 
due to a more normal deviation from the mean.” In other words, a deficiency 
in cognitive/analytical ability need not be accompanied by any other obvious 
behavioral problems. 

Legal race discrimination has been abolished now for many decades in 
the US. Interbreeding means that genetic differences between black and white 
US populations are probably less than they used to be. Culture has adapted 
with passage of time. Blacks and whites are much more similar in their range 
of talents than they were two hundred years ago. Nevertheless, some 
behavioral differences remain. No doubt there are segments of the ‘white’ 
population that are as ill-adapted to modern America as some blacks. 
Fortunately for them, they don’t look too different from the white majority. 
Not so for African Americans. They do look different and so any behavioral 
differences are readily associated with their appearance, leading to 
stereotyping and the unfortunate history of racial discrimination.7 

For many years, society’s reaction to these racial differences was racist: 
the majority society, at first legally and then in less obvious ways, 
discriminated against blacks. But recent decades have seen an equally 
destructive reversal. Blacks are favored. The 2023 SCOTUS decision to block 
affirmative action has slowed this trend, but the diversity, equity and inclusion 

 
6 H. Rindermann (2024) Surprisingly low results from studies on cognitive ability in 
developing countries: are the results credible? Discover Education, 2024, № 1. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s44217-024-00135-5#change-history; to 
which the author responded: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/384324296 
_Comment_on_the_retraction_of_the_article_Surprisingly_low_results_by_Discove
r_Education 
7 Stereotyping as stimulus generalization: https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog 
/adaptive-behavior/201907/no-offense 
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(DEI) movement, which explicitly favors blacks as well as some other 
minorities — not to mention women, who are not a minority — lives on, 
especially in federal regulations and government itself. Racially neutral tests 
where blacks do worse than whites can lead to legal action from the 
Department of Justice forcing unnecessary and probably damaging “dumbing 
down.”8 In the scholarly world, black intellectuals and their white allies can 
continue to make slanderous allegations and pen social-science nonsense with 
little pushback. They get some criticism from black scholars who are often 
ignored by the wider intellectual community.9 But white critics have been 
silent until very recently, fearing the ever-ready charge of racism.  

Elite hostility directed not just at criticism, but to people who show 
insufficient loyalty to ‘antiracist’ dogma, was particularly extreme in the years 
following the death of George Floyd in Minneapolis in the summer of 2020. 
In the immediate aftermath of the killing many people were “canceled,” lost 
their jobs or otherwise suffered for innocuous comments that were seen to 
violate ‘antiracism.’ For example, in his 2021 book Woke Racism: How a New 
Religion has Betrayed Black America, black linguist John McWhorter 
described several such incidents, commenting: 

All of these cases occurred because of the influence of a frame of mind 
we could term Third Wave Antiracism, a movement whose adherents are 
more often termed “social justice warriors” or “the woke mob.”… But I 
write not as something happening to a few unlucky people, but operating 
within the warp and woof of society. No one can know just when or how 
Third Wave Antiracist proselytizing may blindside them while they’re 
going about their business. It is losing innocent people their jobs, it is 
coloring academic inquiry detouring it, and sometimes strangling it like 
kudzu. It forces us to render a great deal of our public discussion of 

 
8 For example, a firefighter case in Durham, NC, one of the least racist towns in the 
country:  https://abc11.com/post/durham-fire-dept-pay-black-applicants-failed-test-
hiring-process-doj-settlement/15406112/ A simple and racially neutral job test was 
condemned by DOJ simply because black applicants did less well on it than white 
(more on “disparate impact” later). Here are some other examples where tests that do 
not mention race or gender are nevertheless deemed “racist” by the DOJ: https://www. 
justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-secures-agreement-maryland-department-state 
-police-resolve-allegations; https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-sues-
south-bend-indiana-discriminating-against-black-and-female-police; 
https://www.dailywire.com/news/doj-tells-four-police-fire-departments-that-its-racist 
-to-expect-employees-to-know-basic-math 
9 https://www.persuasion.community/p/john-mcwhorter-the-neoracists 
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urgent issues in double talk any ten-year-old can see through. [emphasis 
added] 

McWhorter is right: academic inquiry about group differences has been 
“strangled.”10 This book is an attempt to loosen the rope, to level the playing 
field, to treat all commentators, black as well as white, by the same standards, 
in the hope of arriving at a more honest account of racial disparities in 
America.  

Social Science, Black and White 
Think of it this way: There are social scientists who are black and there 

are black social scientists. The former do science, the latter exploit their 
identity. This book focuses on the latter and their allies, because the sensitivity 
of the race issue has largely protected them from criticism. Absence of 
criticism is the death of science, especially social science. In the race 
discussion, toleration of error has led to general acceptance of ideas that are 
either illogical, factually wrong or even absurd. In this book I try to evaluate 
the work of some salient figures who have written on these sensitive topics, 
black and white, all by the same criteria.  

The book is an attempt to provide a dispassionate, rational, scientific 
account for human variation and group disparities. Because of America’s 
history, the most contentious now are the disparities between self-identified 
blacks and whites. I say self-identified because the book says nothing about 
genetic factors, for two reasons. First, because we don’t know enough about 
how genes affect behavior to say anything helpful. And second, because what 
matters is how people are, how they behave, now. Genes matter but they are 
not as yet a subject for public policy and, because of the emotion the topic 
arouses, any mention of genetics is a huge distraction. So if, for brevity and 
familiarity, I use the word race it refers only to a self-identified group, not a 
group defined by genotype or lineage.11 More on IQ and the often misleading 
concept of heritability in the Appendix.  

Chapter 1 provides a Humean philosophical basis for the work. Fact is 
separate from passion. A fact has but one attribute, truth. According to the 

 
10 https://www.wsj.com/opinion/the-economics-of-political-correctness-scholars-need-
incentives-to-find-truth-not-hide-it-263c7aa1?mod=panda_wsj_digest 
11 https://www.vox.com/the-big-idea/2017/5/18/15655638/charles-murray-race-iq-sam 
-harris-science-free-speech?ref=quillette.com 
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methods of science, a factual claim may be true, false or “don’t know” and 
the conclusion will always be subject to revision as new facts come to light. 
A value judgement, and correspondingly motivated action, is appropriate only 
if a factual claim is true. Failure to keep fact and value separate has had 
especially bad effects on the race issue. 

Chapter 2 is a philosophical inquiry into the meaning of the over-used 
term social justice. Social justice is about asset redistribution rather than 
actual justice. It attempts to reconcile two incompatible ideas: that individuals 
differ and that everyone is really the same (equalitarianism). Since outcomes 
are not all the same, the latter version of social justice sees racism as the 
reason, while the former blames society for giving an unfair advantage to 
exceptional ability (merit). Both versions see a need for wealth redistribution 
even though they are based on contradictory premises.  

Chapter 3 discusses a popular fallacy in discussions of race relations: 
systemic racism. SR cannot be measured, but a careful examination shows that 
it is in effect just a label for all the ways that the African-American population 
is below the majority: in income, wealth, health, family structure, interests 
and some cognitive abilities, etc. Each of these disparities may or may not 
relate to one or more of the others — a paucity of black engineers may be 
related to lower quantitative IQ, racial discrimination or lack of interest in 
engineering. Unfortunately, in recent decades, systemic racism has been 
reified as the cause of any and all racial disparities, effectively blocking search 
for their real causes.  

The early history of African Americans is unfortunate not so say tragic. 
But it is impossible to trace causality from the slave era to the present day. It 
is impossible to prove that present-day black-white disparities are a legacy of 
slavery — especially as many other potential causes are available and some 
disparities have actually increased in recent decades. Yet that is what Ta-
Nehisi Coates tried to do in an influential article on reparations, which is the 
subject of Chapter 4. Reparations are inappropriate for an obvious reason. 
Neither the payer nor the payee is alive: the white majority now, who must 
pay, were not slavers nor is the present black minority, which will get the 
payment, enslaved. A less obvious reason is that contemporary African 
Americans as a group are probably better off than if American slavery had 
never existed and they had grown up in Africa. Reparations compensate for a 
harm, but in fact it is likely that contemporary US blacks, just like 
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contemporary US whites, have benefited from slavery. Reparations are 
unnecessary because there is no harm to repair.  

Chapter 5 deals with two books that have been very influential in driving 
identity politics and the social-justice cause: Ibram X. Kendi’s How to Be an 
Antiracist and Robin DiAngelo’s White Fragility. Neither is academic social 
science, but both make claims that require scientific justification. The books 
are flawed, for overlapping reasons. Kendi’s book is illogical and 
counterfactual. He presents epigraphic tautologies as definitions: “RACIST: 
One who is supporting a racist policy…” He ignores individual and group 
differences in talents and interests, which allows him to blame any and all 
group disparities on racism. He inverts the language of racism itself: “The 
language of color blindness — like the language of “not racist” — is a mask 
to hide racism.” This theme, “you (white people) are all guilty, especially if 
you say you’re innocent” is also the starting point for DiAngelo’s book. 
Kendi’s book is simply illogical and factually flawed, DiAngelo’s is 
unscrupulously manipulative, persuading her readers that they are guilty of 
“whiteness” a claim that at another time would have been recognized for what 
it is: racist.  

Sociologists dominate the study of race differences. But sociology 
touches on many other sciences — psychology, economics, anthropology, etc. 
Defining it in a way that makes it self-sufficient is an almost impossible task. 
Nevertheless, the founders did a pretty good job. But soon, along with other 
social sciences, sociology split into dozens of sub-disciplines which had little 
to say to one another. Chapter 6 describes the descent by many of them into 
politically driven non-science.  

One example of non-science, not to say nonsense, is the topic of Chapter 
7, which is the concept of “color-blind racism,” an example of racist 
“newspeak.” “Color blind” is a metaphor. Of course people notice color. The 
point of color blindness is that a person is not treated differently because of 
her color. Yet, somehow, according to the academics that write on this topic, 
ignoring color in this way is itself racist. The argument is self-contradictory: 
“If you don’t pay attention to color, you will not notice the ways you are 
discriminating…on the basis of color.” Yet color-blind racism is still a 
popular slogan.  

Chapter 8 looks at the allegation that statistics was somehow a tool of 
racism. A review of the history of statistics and what people knew about other 
races in the early period concludes that the originators of statistics were not 
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obsessed with ‘primitive’ races nor were their judgments based on pre-
existing biases. And slavers were surprisingly sophisticated in their judgments 
of character. Nineteenth century race scholars were, admittedly, more 
interested in the pinnacles of intellectual achievement than the situation of 
those at the bottom. Now, for the most part, the opposite is true.  

Chapter 9 discusses Critical Race Theory, an obscure topic, obsessed with 
racial disparities, that originated in legal studies. It belongs in this book 
because many of its claims rest either on the idea that all individuals are 
basically the same, at least as far as their behavioral propensities and cognitive 
abilities are concerned — or on the idea that judgements of merit are 
necessarily unfair. This fallacious equalitarianism underlies many of the 
claims by CRT and other movements discussed in the book. 

Chapter 10 describes a movement in economics which not just ignores 
(like systemic racism) but explicitly excludes endogenous causes of black-
white wealth disparities. All disparities reflect external (exogenous) forces. 
None are due to the behavior of individuals (endogenous causes). Encouraged 
by its success, stratification economics was soon expanded into a much more 
expansive, and expensive, claim for racial reparations. With generous support 
from private and public sources, SE has become a major player in the racial 
rent-seeking movement.  

Social science is in trouble as I pointed out earlier. But anything that looks 
“sciency” has prestige. Chapter 11 describes how weak science soon weighed 
in to provide an endogenous cause, not in the ‘victims’ of racial discrimination 
but in the alleged perpetrators: unconscious racism, measured by something 
called the implicit association test (IAT). Science can find racism even in the 
apparently innocent color blind. But, lo and behold, it turns out that the IAT 
is neither valid nor reliable. Yet it persists as part of the Soviet-style DEI 
“trainings” that are still required in many American organizations.  

In Chapter 12 I argue that human variety exists and is a good thing. 
Sensible policies should recognize and celebrate it. Existing policies that act 
to downplay merit and dumb down difficult educational subjects should be 
reversed. Increased opportunity will benefit all, but evolutionary biology and 
economic data also suggests that even as the lowest level is elevated, a richer 
environment is likely to increase not decrease disparities. But there is also 
empirical evidence that increased inequality is often accompanied by 
improvements at the bottom. The rich may become richer, but often the poor 
become less poor.  
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Some influential scholars label talent as “unjust” and attack merit as 
“unfair,” perhaps because socialistic redistribution is their ultimate goal. This 
strikes me as wrong for both practical and ethical reasons. If practiced 
consistently, it leads to a boring universal mediocrity. It is morally wrong 
because, as I explain in Chapter 2, it undermines the idea of just deserts: a 
greater contribution does not deserve a greater reward says social justice. It is 
hard to imagine a successful society based on that principle. It is a mistake try 
to reduce humanity to a dull common denominator. Embrace diversity — not 
racial diversity but diversity of talent. Above all, celebrate excellence. 
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Chapter 1: 
 

Science, Facts and Values  
The study of race differences alarms some people. This chapter lays the 

philosophical groundwork for scientific study of this incendiary subject by 
differentiating between scientific facts and the emotions that they sometimes 
arouse. Separating facts and values is essential if social science is to advance.  

Not everyone agrees. Some postmodern writers think that “to state the 
fact and to ring the bell is one and the same thing,”12 that fact and value are 
inseparable. Some scientists think that values can in fact be derived from 
science: “Philosophy consists largely of the history of failed models of the 
brain” said eminent biologist and chronicler of sociobiology E. O. Wilson, in 
a 2009 interview, although he later softened his position a little, urging 
scientists and humanists to cooperate.13  

Both these views are mistaken: Facts and reason must be kept separate 
from values if science is to advance; and no, values cannot themselves be 
derived from scientific facts. The rest of this chapter is about the first 
proposition. The second has been discussed elsewhere.14  

David Hume’s Conclusion 
Scottish philosopher David Hume, perhaps the most perceptive figure of 

the 18th century Enlightenment, famously separated “ought,” the dictates of 
morality, from “is,” the facts of science. Facts and reason are value-neutral, 
Hume argued:  

 
12 A well-known quote from French philosopher Bruno Latour. https://www.nytimes. 
com/2022/10/12/books/bruno-latour-dead.html?searchResultPosition=2\ 
13 Winter-Spring 2023: https://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-evolutionary 
-ethics-of-e-o-wilson 
14 Staddon, J. E. R.(2004) Scientific imperialism and behaviorist epistemology. 
Behavior and Philosophy, 32, 231-242. 
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It is not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world 
to the scratching of my finger. It is not contrary to reason for me to chuse 
my total ruin, to prevent the least uneasiness of an Indian or person 
wholly unknown to me.15 

He goes on to point out that, 

Since a passion [motive, desire] can never, in any sense, be called 
unreasonable, but when founded on a false supposition, or when it chuses 
means insufficient for the designed end, it is impossible, that reason and 
passion can ever oppose each other, or dispute for the government of the 
will and actions. The moment we perceive the falshood of any 
supposition, or the insufficiency of any means, our passions yield to our 
reason without any opposition. I may desire any fruit as of an excellent 
relish; but whenever you convince me of my mistake, my longing ceases. 
I may will the performance of certain actions as means of obtaining any 
desired good; but as my willing of these actions is only secondary, and 
founded on the supposition, that they are causes of the proposed effect; 
as soon as I discover the falshood of that supposition, they must become 
indifferent to me [emphasis added]. 

In other words, reason is just the link between facts and passion (will, 
motivation), between what is known and what should be done about it. Reason 
may lead you to want to buy a certain stock because it is sure to rise in value. 
But if you encounter new information that proves the contrary, your desire 
evaporates. “Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of the passions, and can 
never pretend to any other office than to serve and obey them.” Without 
passion, the facts established by reason are impotent. The findings of science, 
which are based on reasoning about empirical facts, are neither moral nor 
immoral, according to Hume.  

Hume’s distinction between “is” and “ought” is not a distinction between 
doing science and doing religion. It is a distinction between fact and volition, 
between existing and acting.  

Not everyone agrees. New atheist Sam Harris makes a misleading point 
about relation between science and values:16 “The very idea of “objective” 
knowledge (i.e., knowledge acquired through honest observation and 
reasoning) has values built into it, as every effort we make to discuss facts 
depends upon principles that we must first value (e.g., logical consistency, 

 
15 David Hume Collection: A Treatise of Human Nature. (1738-40) Kindle Edition. 
16 Sam Harris, The Moral Landscape: How Science Can Determine Human Values 
Free Press, 2010. 
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reliance on evidence, parsimony, etc.).”  
That the pursuit of science involves values, is of course, correct. The 

reason is that, as Hume argued, any action requires some kind of motivation, 
some kind of value. Hence, the fact that doing science requires scientists to 
believe in “logical consistency, reliance on evidence, parsimony, etc.,” not to 
mention honesty and curiosity, does not invalidate Hume.17 Neither does the 
fact that pursuing science requires faith in a fixed, hence discoverable, nature. 
The stability of natural law is not self-evident, like a syllogism or arithmetic. 
In order to seek, a scientist must believe, or act as if he believes, there is 
something to be found.  

To do science requires values; but the facts thus obtained are not 
themselves values. Nevertheless, some facts cause some people to react 
emotionally. The facts that men are on average taller than women, or that 
African-Americans have lower average IQ than white Americans, are equally 
value-neutral. But, human nature being what it is, the second fact is likely to 
elicit much stronger emotions than the first, even though both are just facts. 
Neither one impels us to action, unless we feel, as a value, that some race 
differences are a bad thing which, unfortunately inclines many people. even 
many scientists, to avert their eyes — to avoid the whole topic. With truth 
blocked, ideology fills the void. 

Human Differences — a Forbidden Zone 
ChatGPT is a pretty reliable source of conventional wisdom. In answer to 

the following question GPT essentially refused to give an answer: 
Do black and white Americans differ in average running ability?  
Its long response began “When comparing running ability among 

different racial or ethnic groups, it’s important to consider both genetic and 
environmental factors” even though the question was simply “Is there a 
difference?” not about the supposed causes of the difference.  

A touchier question, Do black and white Americans differ in average 
cognitive ability? made GPT even more nervous: “The question of cognitive 
ability differences among racial or ethnic groups is highly sensitive and 
complex. It’s crucial to approach this topic with a thorough understanding of 
the scientific, ethical, and social considerations involved.” “Crucial” really? 

 
17 See Staddon Scientific Method: How Science Works, Fails to work and Pretends to 
work, 2024 Second edition (Routledge) Chapter 1, for more on the “faith of science.” 
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We just want an answer, yes or no. Instead, after several paragraphs, ending 
with a section on ethics, GPT concludes with a moral injunction: 

The scientific consensus is that cognitive ability is influenced by a 
complex interplay of genetic, environmental, and social factors. There is 
no evidence to suggest that inherent cognitive abilities differ 
significantly between racial or ethnic groups. The focus should be on 
understanding and addressing the social determinants that contribute to 
observed differences in test scores and cognitive outcomes, rather than 
attributing these differences to race. 

Basically, GPT is telling us that we shouldn’t really even be asking the 
question. Instead, it suggests we ignore genetic factors and look at social 
causes, even though my question was about differences not their causes. The 
focus should be on “understanding and addressing the social determinants that 
contribute to observed differences in test scores and cognitive outcomes.” 
which follows a sentence that has already reached the conclusion that “There 
is no evidence to suggest that inherent cognitive abilities differ significantly 
between racial or ethnic groups” even though it then concedes that there are 
“observed differences in test scores and cognitive outcomes.” What a mess! 

So GPT is not exactly wrong, but it makes clear that race-difference 
question is more a political than a scientific one — crucial to take into account 
the ethical and social factors, etc. But for science, all that matters is whether 
something is true or not. Only after truth is established is it proper to look at 
social implications. First truth, then emotion.18 

Despite its confusion, GPT has captured the prevailing attitudes about 
what I term endogenous racial differences, that is, observable behavioral 
characteristics of individual white and black Americans.  

 
18 Unfortunately, this ordering has been completely forgotten by many scientific 
institutions, such as the major journals Nature and Science: https://dailysceptic.org/ 
2022/07/02/the-ideological-capture-of-nature-and-why-it-matters/. “Merit-Based 
Science Is Effective and Fair”: How Such a Banal Idea Has Become Controversial. 
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://substack.com/app-link/post?publication_id=6189 
70&post_id=151884583&utm_source=post-email-title&utm_campaign=email-post-
title&isFreemail=true&r=984u9&token=eyJ1c2VyX2lkIjoxNTQ5NjA2NSwicG9zd
F9pZCI6MTUxODg0NTgzLCJpYXQiOjE3MzQyNjc3MjYsImV4cCI6MTczNjg1O
TcyNiwiaXNzIjoicHViLTYxODk3MCIsInN1YiI6InBvc3QtcmVhY3Rpb24ifQ.bz93
5SJ_7Y9sLP8g5Hh6Meq04yChnp3BSyg5zUe31dA__;!!OToaGQ!vNxLjD_PsmMg
S1noF2S99q5ftNG3Kg7Wze-fkOC4eKvkKau5Vw2g03gfPRhHgCygUKyPYf5qyjy 
obg$ 
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Causation in Historical Systems: 
Endogenous and Exogenous  
Much of physical science is ahistorical and deals exclusively with 

efficient causes and their effects. Ideally, an efficient cause is something that 
can be manipulated by an experimenter. Experimental control is generally not 
possible in social science so causation must be inferred from a regular pattern 
of correlations. I will give many examples in what follows. The cause-effect 
relation in physical science is also more or less invariant. Hit a rock tomorrow 
you will get the same response as today. What you do to a rock or a crystal or 
a chemical will have the same effect no matter when you do it. The rock will 
be in the same state all the time, unless you do something to it. Its history 
doesn’t matter. 

Social causation is different. It matters not just what you do but when you 
do it; history does matter. It is essential to be clear on causation in a historical 
system like a society or a human being. The state of a historical system, like 
a human being or indeed any living organism, constantly changes. When an 
event occurs, the state of the system matters. 

In addition to efficient there are also final causes. Examples of efficient 
causes are the air puff that makes you blink, or the increased pressure in closed 
vessel that causes temperature to rise. Final cause is a trickier notion, rarely 
sought in science but often unavoidable when the subject is human behavior. 
Examples: a man buys a boat in order to sail it; a shop owner buys a product 
in order to profit from it; sailing and profit are final causes. The mental and 
physical means by which the man makes these choices involve proximal or 
efficient causes; the objective is the final cause.  

In the present context I distinguish between causes external to the system 
under study, usually an individual or a group, and those internal to the subject. 
Aristotle recognized a distinction between these two kinds of cause: Efficient 
Cause is the immediate stimulus for any action. You see a bird on a branch in 
front of you. You think “catbird” or “what is that bird?” The fact that you 
think anything at all is due to your nervous system, which is the material cause 
of your response. No brain, no response: the bird is the stimulus, the efficient 
cause of your response; the nervous system is the material cause.  

In this book, I use broader terms for material and efficient causes: an 
exogenous cause is the external factors affecting behavior; endogenous 
cause is the constitution of the human individual that allows those exogenous 
causes to have their effects. For example, the Ishihara test reveals whether 
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someone is color blind or not. It is an exogenous cause of his response, whose 
endogenous cause is his visual system.  

It matters not in this usage whether the subject is an individual or a group; 
whether the effect is a measurable behavior or some social average like 
income or wealth.  

Endogenous differences 
Endogenous differences exist; individuals are not all the same. These 

differences play a role in other aspects of life such as health, wealth, athletic 
and academic performance and so on. What should we think about any 
supposedly scientific analysis that ignores these factors? Obviously it will 
often be wrong. In place of truth, it will advance error; error that may have 
bad social and political effects. 

Consequently, the facts about the contentious issue of endogenous group 
differences, including differences in cognitive abilities, must come first before 
we let emotion intrude. Once the facts are established, emotion may well 
demand action. But the action now has the benefit of facts, facts that respect 
the real diversity of human nature. Men19 are not all equal and this is actually 
a good thing. The variety of human talents has allowed humanity to populate 
even the most inhospitable regions of the planet. Diversity of environment 
combined with diversity of talent has produced geniuses as well as idiots: 
inequality is not all bad! But perfect equality, usually achieved through 
poverty and ill-education, is all bad. Equality as a final cause is a dismal 
prospect.  

The fact-value issue should have been settled by David Hume in 1740. 
The following chapters are about fact and reason. The last chapter looks at the 
facts and how they should guide us in light of our values.

 
19 I.e., people, mankind  
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Chapter 2: 
 

What is Social Justice? 
Social justice belongs in this book because it is used to justify the 

allocation of resources to groups. A popular SJ theory argues for extreme 
equalitarianism, the idea that in a perfect world, all would be equal, have equal 
status and equal resources. Is the existing order unjust? What is justice and is 
it the supreme value? What other factors might be taken into account in 
designing an ideal society? Answers to these questions will affect our 
judgement about current group disparities. 

Justice is about righting a wrong, but not just any wrong. If a woman is 
robbed and the thief caught, restitution and punishment are due. Justice can 
be served. But if a man is struck by lightning, justice is not involved. No one 
is to blame, except, perhaps, the man himself for going outside in the middle 
of a storm. These cases involve individuals, which is usual in law, even if the 
“individual” is sometimes a corporation, legally, albeit questionably, treated 
as a person. Social justice is not like that, as we will see.  

Another example; imagine that you have a vacation house built next to a 
stream. Imagine further that one day there is a prolonged rainstorm and the 
stream that runs by the house overflows and the house is swept away. Who, 
what, is at fault? Well, it depends on answers to a few questions: 

1. What was the cause of the river overflow? Was it just accumulated 
rainfall, or did the dam upstream of your house break? Who is 
responsible for the dam?  

2. Was the storm unprecedented? Did you know the area was a flood 
plain when you bought the house? Should you have known the site 
was risky? 

3. How flood-resistant was the house? Did your house float away 
because the foundation was weak, or because the flooding was 
irresistible?  
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The answers to these questions reveal what or who can be blamed for the 
event and whether the outcome was unjust or just unfortunate. In some cases, 
the blame can be attached to a person or an institution. For example, suppose 
the problem comes from a dam break. Who built the dam? Some blame 
attaches to them. What about the house itself: was it well or shoddily built? If 
the latter, then some blame attaches to the builder. If the area was a known 
flood plain, the owner must accept some blame. But if the house was solid, 
the land considered safe, no dam broke and the storm was unprecedented, the 
tragic outcome was unlucky, not unjust.  

These questions can also tell us if the harm suffered was caused by an 
identifiable agent or was simply bad luck. A harm has occurred: was it unjust, 
or just unfortunate? Or is bad luck itself unjust?  

What is a group? 

Very often the idea of injustice is attached to almost any bad situation. 
This is easier to do when the issue involves not an individual but groups. 
That’s where the “social” bit of “social justice” comes in. Social justice 
doesn’t deal with individuals but with collectives, with categories, usually 
defined in rather arbitrary ways. But unless a group acts in a self-consciously 
unitary way, by voting or through elected representatives, it cannot 
meaningfully be treated as a whole.  

For example, a widely cited example of social injustice is the fact that 
women are paid less than men for the same job. But this is obviously not true 
for all women and without knowing the causal role of other disparities — 
differential work hours, work flexibility, ability and interest differences, type 
of work, etc. — it is impossible say whether existing average pay differences 
are just or not. In short, and this is a message that cannot be repeated enough, 
group-average differences are generally uninterpretable ipso facto. Group 
disparities can pose questions. They never provide answers. This fact is widely 
ignored. 

The definition of social justice 
So how is social justice actually defined? Here is an encyclopedia 

definition1 just to show how fluid the concept is: 

 
1 https://www.britannica.com/topic/social-justice 
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Social justice, in contemporary politics, social science, and political 
philosophy, the fair treatment and equitable status of all individuals and 
social groups within a state or society. The term also is used to refer to 
social, political, and economic institutions, laws, or policies that 
collectively afford such fairness and equity and is commonly applied to 
movements that seek fairness, equity, inclusion, self-determination, or 
other goals for currently or historically oppressed, exploited, or 
marginalized populations….In theoretical terms, social justice is often 
understood to be equivalent to justice itself, however that concept is 
defined. Many somewhat narrower interpretations conceive of social 
justice as being equivalent to or partly constitutive of distributive justice 
— that is, the fair and equitable distribution of social, political, and 
economic benefits and burdens. According to some interpretations, 
social justice also encompasses, among other conditions, the equal 
opportunity to contribute to and to benefit from the common good, 
including by holding public office…Other interpretations promote the 
stronger goal of equal participation by all individuals and groups in all 
major social, political, and economic institutions.  

Another set of definitions of social justice emphasizes the institutional 
conditions that encourage individual self-development and self-
determination — the former being understood as the opposite of 
oppression and the latter as the opposite of domination. A related concept 
of justice…is that a just society fosters the capabilities of individuals to 
engage in activities that are essential to a truly “human” life … Still other 
accounts define social justice, or justice itself, in terms of broad 
categories of human rights, including the entire range of civil and 
political rights (such as the rights to personal liberty and to participation 
in government), economic and social rights (such as the rights to 
employment and to education), and solidarity or group rights (such as 
the rights to political independence and to economic development). 
[emphases added] 

Social justice is not a well-defined concept. Definitions range from legal 
— equal opportunity — and the practically contradictory equal participation 
— to psychotherapeutic: self-development, self-determination — to frankly 
political: distributive justice.  

Some definitions are self-contradictory. For example, people vary. Some 
are smart some are not, some are conscientious, others not so much. 
Consequently, equality of opportunity will not generally lead to equality of 
outcome (equity). The reality of human difference also means that inclusion 
is a silly goal. Yes, qualified people should not be excluded from any skilled 
occupation. By the same token, unqualified people should not be included. A 
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Parkinson’s sufferer should not be a brain surgeon. As for distributive justice, 
that is not so much a matter of justice as, to quote a familiar political slogan, 
“to each according to his need,” a famous Marxist credo.2 In other words, 
distributive justice is about politics, not justice. 

So no, social justice is not “equivalent to justice itself.” 
Why is it such a popular phrase? Because it combines the prestige of the 

law with the emotional appeal of a social cause. It is a rhetorical device. But 
perhaps crypto-Marxists are not the best people to consult for a rational 
defense of the idea. Let us look, therefore, at the work of some distinguished 
scholars who specialize in the topic. 

Rawlsian Ethics: Inequality is Unjust 
In his bestseller Justice: What’s the right thing to do? (2009) Harvard’s 

Anne T. and Robert M. Bass Professor of Government, Michael J. Sandel 
(named “most influential foreign figure of the year” in China3), mentions the 
word justice more than 300 times but never really defines it. Instead he 
provides readable example-laden accounts of the views of notable 
philosophers such as Aristotle, Kant and fellow Harvard professor John 
Rawls. Sandel defines reason very differently from Hume (Chapter 1) calling 
Hume’s motive-free version instrumental reason. Sandel’s reason is much 
broader than Hume’s and does not separate logic and value, which makes it 
harder to see just what values he holds. But Justice, together with his 
provocatively entitled book The Tyranny of Merit, allows us to discern a kind 
of consensus4 relevant to the theme of the present book.  

At the heart of this “Harvard position” is a conflation of luck and justice: 
bad luck and good luck are both unjust. Rawls’ “justice as fairness” in fact 
amounts to an unprovable, and deeply impractical, axiom, that equality of 
outcome is the ideal, the telos of justice. I begin with a summary of Sandel’s 
version of Rawls, then go on to discuss Rawls’ influential difference principle.  

Social justice is about the distribution of wealth in society and across 

 
2 See, for example, eminent black scholar Cornell West: "West's analysis of the 
exploitative aspects of capitalism has been shaped the Marxian philosophical outlook 
which he employs to advance the cause of social justice.” Floyd W. Hayes (2004) 
Essay Review: Cornel West on Social Justice. Journal of African American History. 
Winter, 2004, Vol. 89, No. 1 (Winter, 2004), pp. 75-79.  
3 https://scholar.harvard.edu/sandel/home 
4 https://literaryreview.co.uk/the-harvard-supremacy 
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groups. Sandel discusses many approaches but clearly inclines to the a 
Rawlsian view. They agree on some extraordinary starting points. For 
example, that an individual’s abilities and interests should not determine his 
station in life. Sandel repeatedly points out that meritocracy  

[S]till permits the distribution of wealth and income to be determined by 
the natural distribution of abilities and talents…Distributive shares are 
decided by the outcome of the natural lottery; and this outcome is 
arbitrary from a moral perspective. There is no more reason to permit the 
distribution of income and wealth to be settled by the distribution of 
natural assets than by historical and social fortune.5 

The last sentence is fundamental: apparently it is no more just for the 
clever and industrious to get ahead than for the children of the rich to start at 
the top. Sandel assumes that since an individual is not responsible for his 
talents, which are the product of a “birthright lottery,” he does not deserve any 
special rewards that they yield: 

As Rawls reminds us, “no one deserves his greater natural capacity nor 
merits a more favorable starting place in society.”6 Nor is it our doing 
that we live in a society that happens to prize our particular strengths. 
That is a measure of our good fortune, not our virtue…. Rawls argues, 
the distribution of income and wealth that results from a free market with 
formal equality of opportunity cannot be considered just. …. No one 
deserves his greater natural capacity nor merits a more favorable starting 
place in society….Whether or not our work ethic is our own doing, our 
contribution depends, at least in part, on natural talents for which we can 
claim no credit…. We do not deserve our place in the distribution of 
native endowments, any more than we deserve our initial starting point 
in society [emphases added]. 

And so on, over and over again proclaiming that natural talents and 
inherited wealth alike do not justify an elevated position in society. 
Apparently it is wrong that society “[S]till permits the distribution of wealth 
and income to be determined by the natural distribution of abilities and 

 
5 Sandel, Michael J. Justice: What's the Right Thing to Do? (p. 154). Farrar, Straus 
and Giroux. Kindle Edition. 
6 A Theory of Justice Revised Edition John Rawls (1971/99). https://giuseppe 
capograssi.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/rawls99.pdf. Rawls’ Harvard 
colleague Robert Nozick publish a thoughtful libertarian-leaning critique of A theory 
of justice a few years later: Anarchy, State, and Utopia (Basic Books, 1974). Nozick’s 
book was well received, but Rawls’ view soon became dominant. Liberty lost to 
equality. 



22 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 

talents.” In other words, according to Sandel and Rawls it is simply unjust for 
a smart chap to exploit his gifts and become successful, which reminds me of 
George Orwell’s comment “There are some ideas so absurd that only an 
intellectual could believe them.”  

These are extraordinary pronouncements. What on earth can justify a 
claim like: “We do not deserve our place in the distribution of native 
endowments, any more than we deserve our initial starting point in society.” 
In one sense, Sandel is obviously correct. We do not deserve our talents, any 
more than the lilies of the field deserve their beauty or a diamond its hardness. 
What is wrong is the word deserve. Talent, beauty and hardness just are. To 
assign them moral value is simply a category error.7 Deserve doesn’t belong 
to attributes like natural talents, or the possession of ten fingers or the hardness 
of a diamond. Justice applies to issues that might be settled in a court of law. 
It is a concept that applies to the behavior of an agent, either human or divine. 
An accident, like losing your wallet, is unlucky; it would be unjust only if it 
was stolen. 

Rawls himself is less direct than Sandel. But although he writes: “We do 
not deserve our place in the distribution of native endowments, any more than 
we deserve our initial starting place in society” he also qualifies it by saying: 

The natural distribution is neither just nor unjust; nor is it unjust that 
persons are born into society at some particular position. These are 
simply natural facts. What is just and unjust is the way that institutions 
deal with these facts.8  

So, “natural distribution” is, quite properly, in Humean fashion, “neither 
just nor unjust.” Rawls nevertheless deplores the fact that society treats the 
natural distribution unjustly, favoring the pretty over the ugly and the smart 
over the stupid — a distinction without a difference one might say. Either 
way, Rawls and Sandel give “natural distribution” no credit as a legitimate 
basis for social standing.  

If talents were assigned by some agent then we might accuse him of 
injustice, giving too much beauty to one person or too little intelligence to 
another. Of course, beauty and talent are not assigned by anybody, except, 
possibly, the almighty, but I don’t suppose that Sandel and Rawls mean to 
accuse Him of injustice. (On other hand, Sandel is Jewish and John Rawls 

 
7 https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/category-mistakes/#BrieHistTopi 
8 John Rawls A theory of justice. (revised edition, Belknap Press, 1999)  
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once thought of becoming a Christian priest, so perhaps both retain sufficient 
remnants of a Judeo-Christian faith that it intrudes where it does not belong?) 
Otherwise, this error seems to be a consequence of Sandel’s departure from 
Hume’s more precise definition of reason, a departure he shares with Rawls 
who writes:  

Just as each person must decide by rational reflection what constitutes 
his good, that is, the system of ends which it is rational for him to pursue, 
so a group of persons must decide once and for all what is to count among 
them as just and unjust.  

Hume would surely argue, and I would agree, that “the good” is a matter 
not for “rational reflection” — reason — but faith.9 It was Rawls’ genius that 
by many pages of ingenious argument he was able to sideline Hume and 
convince a receptive scholarly community that value is after all amenable to 
reason.  

Inherited wealth is different from inborn talent because it is the result of 
human agency. You got the wealth from your father (say), was that a moral 
choice? Was the wealth fairly earned? Does the child deserve to live in 
idleness? And so on. Inherited wealth may be just, unjust or neither depending 
on how it was acquired: just if honestly earned, unjust if a product of fraud or 
theft, neither if the winnings of a lottery. Likewise for inheritance: unjust if 
bestowed for bad behavior, just if given for good, neither if awarded by virtue 
of a blood relationship. But inherited talent just is, 

The word “luck” occurs only six times in Rawls’ 561-page opus and just 
the same number in Sandel’s Justice. Both fail to distinguish between 
situations that involve luck and situations where a judgment about justice is 
appropriate. As in the example I gave at the outset, the difference is in the 
causality. A man inherits his abilities; he can choose to exploit them or not, 
but in the first instance they just are. A talented person is just lucky. Which is 
neither just nor unjust. Judging their status by a moral standard is simply 
inappropriate. On the other hand, if two men are equally diligent, both doing 
the same job, yet one is paid much more than the other then unless there are 
mitigating circumstances (one is repaying a debt, for example), there is an 
injustice. But it is exactly this kind of “just desert” that Rawls and Sandel 

 
9 Except of course if we are debating the actions necessary to achieve a moral goal. 
But the desired goal is not itself the result of reflection, although the instrumental 
means to reach it may, indeed usually will, be rational.  
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dismiss from their account. 

The Difference Principle 

Rawls and Sandel don’t believe in rewarding merit. It is not right, they 
say, for someone who is smarter or more conscientious than another to get 
more of the collective pie. The idea of just deserts is no part of Rawlsian 
philosophy. But the practice persists, despite their best efforts. To mitigate its 
‘unjust’ effects. Sandel writes: 

Rawls rejects moral desert as the basis for distributive justice on two 
grounds. First… my having the talents that enable me to compete more 
successfully than others is not entirely my own doing. But a second 
contingency is equally decisive: the qualities that a society happens to 
value at any given time also morally arbitrary.  

As we will see shortly, behavioral geneticist Kathryn Harden takes this to 
the next level by claiming that not just talent, but voluntary behavior such as 
energy and tenacity are also to some extent (Harden is a bit vague about this) 
“genetically determined” hence “accidental” and worth no moral points. 

Rawls’ came up with an alternative to the idea of just deserts, the idea of 
“justice as fairness,” by which he means his famous difference principle:  

Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are to 
the greatest benefit of the least advantaged10… 

which Sandel also favors. In other words, if a rich man adds to his income a 
poor man, or men, must somehow gain more.  

This axiom raises an obvious question: why should those at the bottom 
(however defined) be favored over everyone else? Rawls justifies his position 
mainly by arguing that it is superior to a utilitarian position such as The 
“Greatest Good For The Greatest Number.” But by implication he seems to 
favor a naïve version of utility theory, as follows. Assume first that for 
everyone subjective marginal utility declines with amount of a good. The 
more you have of something, the less value you place on each added 
increment, the more pizza you have the less urgent your desire for more. 
Second assume that this function is the same for everyone. It follows that an 
increment in wealth will add more utility to a poor person, low down on a 
steep part of the curve, than to a rich one, at the flatter high end. Consequently, 

 
10 https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/original-position/difference-principle.html 
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a society devoted to maximizing utility should be arranged so that any 
increment in general wealth should benefit the poor more than the rich — the 
difference principle.  

But “Interpersonal comparisons of utility… are known to be scientifically 
impossible in economics” according to a recent survey article.11 Behavioristic 
psychology is in agreement.12 The difference principle cannot be defended in 
this way. It is in fact a matter of faith, faith in equalitarianism.  

Rawls does justify the difference principle by a hypothetical vote,13 

...by the idea that, in a hypothetical situation where individuals choose 
societal structures without knowing their own social position (“the 
original position”), they would select a system where any inequalities 
benefit the least advantaged members of society, as this would maximize 
their own potential well-being in a scenario where they could end up 
being among the least fortunate; essentially, it’s a principle of 
maximizing the welfare of the worst-off in order to achieve a just society. 
[emphasis added] 

There are at least two problems with Rawls’ claim. First, it is not obvious 
that everyone would select his option. Different groups, different societies, 
might well vote differently. Some might prefer a society in which he would 
have the chance to excel, even if that also means a chance to fail. Second, why 
should a moral principle be settled by a vote, especially a hypothetical one? 
This custom is rarely endorsed either by ethical scholars or any existing 
society. 

Rawls is vague on the practical means by which his aim should be 
achieved. The difference principle provides no mechanism, no process, just a 
final cause: “It basically requires that a society is to institute the economic 
system that would make the least advantaged class better off than they would 
be in any other feasible economic system...”14  

Despite these problems, when A theory of Justice was published the 
difference principle was generally admired and Rawlsian views soon 
prevailed among the scholarly elite  

The difference principle, applied across time, will tend to equalize wealth. 
If every increment to the rich is divided among the poor in some way, 

 
11 https://www.econlib.org/interpersonal-comparisons-of-utility/ 
12 E.g., Staddon, J. The New Behaviorism 3rd edition. (2021, Routledge). 
13 Google AI. 
14Plato.Stanford op. cit. 
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inequality will be reduced. How quickly and by how much depends on the 
means of redistribution. Is equality Sandel’s goal? He doesn’t say so, but there 
are definitely hints of Kurt Vonnegut’s science-fiction short story Harrison 
Bergeron about a world in which equalitarianism is forcibly imposed, by 
elevating the incompetent but equally by suppressing the able. Sandel 
contrasts the enforced equality of Bergeron’s world with Rawls’ difference 
principle, even though the latter implies a process that if conscientiously 
applied converges on total equality: 

Although the difference principle does not require an equal distribution 
of income and wealth, its underlying idea expresses a powerful, even 
inspiring vision of equality.  

Why is it inspiring? Many will not want to live in a world of complete 
equality, if only because its level is likely to be low: better some chance of 
success than a guaranteed mediocrity. Who will patronize rare geniuses like 
René Descartes or Leonardo da Vinci if all are equal? As I point out later, both 
economic data and biological argument suggest that some hierarchy is 
necessary to ensure reasonable prosperity at the bottom without sacrificing 
excellence at the top. The difference principle doesn’t just elevate poverty, it 
devalues genius. 

At one point Sandel quotes egregious income disparities, supporting his 
case for equality: 

Consider these wage differentials: The average schoolteacher in the 
United States makes about $43,000 per year. David Letterman, the late-
night talk show host, earns $31 million a year. 

John Roberts, chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, is paid $217,400 
a year. Judge Judy, who has a reality television show, makes $25 million 
a year. Are these pay differentials fair? 

None of these four is desperately poor. Is it unreasonable to wonder if 
Sandel is not so much compassionate for the poor as envious of the rich? 

The Genetic Lottery 

Rawls’ ideas have been taken to their logical conclusion by behavioral 
geneticist Kathryn Paige Harden in her widely reviewed15 book: The Genetic 

 
15 https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC9804450/; https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/ 
articles/PMC9313868/ 
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Lottery: Why DNA Matters for Social Equality.16 Unlike many on her side of 
the political aisle, Harden acknowledges the reality of human difference: 

The eugenicist ideology is to claim that genetic differences are 
insurmountable barriers to equality; too often, the response to eugenicist 
ideology is to pretend that genetic differences do not exist at all. 

Not sure she is fair to eugenicists, if indeed any such remain. Many people 
accept the reality of human differences without having a eugenic agenda. If 
there is a “barrier to equality” it is the phenotype not the genotype. The genetic 
backdrop is essentially irrelevant, since Harden has no plans to manipulate 
genes. But it is clear that she wants equality for everybody, no matter how 
limited their abilities. In other words, a utopia in which the idea of “just 
deserts” is abolished. No longer is an exceptional contribution to get an 
exceptional reward or, presumably, exceptional harm to get exceptional 
punishment.  

What matters is what I have been calling endogenous variables, the talents 
and motivations that every adult brings to the table. It is this human 
constitution that responds to incentives, a word that does not appear in 
Harden’s book (and only six times in Rawls’). Yet incentives drive much of 
human behavior. A book that ignores them cannot reach any kind of valid 
conclusion. It simply is not possible to take seriously even a 500-page opus 
whose only value seems to be a hatred of inequality, however caused. There 
is much more to be said on this complex issue than I can cover here. A free-
market society seems to allow numerous obvious if not injustices at least 
unfairnesses. But then, so does every society that has ever existed. All we can 
conclude from this brief discussion is that these ills are not be solved by a 
simple rule that ignores everything but an conceptually flawed equalitarian 
view of justice.  

* * * 

So, what is social justice? It is social in the sense that it deals with ill-
defined and non-homogeneous groups. It is about averages not individuals. It 
is just in the Marxist/Rawlsian sense that those who have more must provide 
for these who have less. It provides a justification for redistributionist policies, 

 
16Princeton University Press, 2021. Lottery, luck, or legacy. A review of “The Genetic 
Lottery: Why DNA matters for social equality” https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles 
/PMC9313868/#evo14449-bib-0040 
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racial and otherwise, so it gives a boost to the equalitarian imperative even 
though it recognizes the reality of human difference. The difference principle 
assumes human difference, hence unequal outcomes which must be 
compensated for. In contrast, the traditional idea of just desert implies that 
individual should be rewarded or punished in proportion to his positive or 
negative contributions to society. Not so, say Rawlsians, because society is 
“arbitrary” so its rewards and punishments cannot be trusted. Either way, the 
rich must pay and the poor receive. Sandel assumes that people are unequal in 
their talents and some kind of handicap is necessary to eliminate the inequality 
that might otherwise result. Other progressives assume all are really equal and 
existing inequality is due to racism. Either way, compensation is in order.  

Given their contradictory premises, it is fair to speculate that in both 
cases, all-are-equal egalitarianism and Rawlsian’s all are-not-equal-so-
fairness-demands-that-we-make-them-so equalitarianism, their convergent, 
“inspiring vision of equality,” may have preceded the search for premises to 
support it. 
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Chapter 3: 
 

Systemic Racism: 
Red Flag — or Red Herring?  

Systemic racism,1 sinister phrase, in effect just means racial disparities: 
Here is an example from an Editorial in the prestigious journal Science entitled 
“Systemic racism persists in the sciences”:2  

[R]ecent developments show that despite the best efforts, racial 
disparities persist in the health care system even when they are 
unintentional…. Systemic racism refers to the well documented fact that 
most of our institutions … are fundamentally organized according to 
assumptions and policies that work to the disadvantage of communities 
of color, and Blacks in particular. 

In other words, if blacks do worse than the average (“racial disparities 
persist”) it is systemic racism: organizations “Work to the disadvantage” of 
blacks. This claim is especially ludicrous in STEM3 which, in my experience, 
is rigidly meritocratic: either you solve the equation or not. Yet sociology 
professor Adia Wingfield considers no other explanation: racism is all.  

What other explanations might there be? 
Racist attitudes of whites towards blacks have become socially 

unacceptable in America, although the reverse, racism of a minority directed 
at the white majority (especially males), is on the rise and encouraged by law.4 
Individual racism, racist actions by the white population, has declined to a 
negligible level in recent decades. On the other hand, statistical racial 
disparities persist. African Americans, as a population, continue to display 

 
1 The terms institutional and structural racism are also used. 
2 Adia Harvey Wingfield SCIENCE sciencemag.org • July 2020 VOL 369 ISSUE 
6502 
3 Science, Technology, Engineering and Math. 
4 Jeremy Carl The unprotected class: How anti-white racism is tearing America apart. 
(Regnery, 2024) 
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income, wealth, crime and incarceration-rate, health, housing and family-
structure deficits by comparison with the rest of the population.  

These disparities cannot easily be attributed to overtly racist behavior by 
whites: the disparities have either increased or remained the same while 
individual racist behavior has declined.5 What, then, is their cause? There are 
two possibilities: causes within individuals — endogenous (material) causes 
— or external, exogenous (efficient) causes.  

Endogenous Causes of Black-White Disparities 
Endogenous causes were in fact the first ones to be studied, with 

unfortunate results. Bigots stigmatized the entire black ‘race’ as ‘inferior’ 
because of poorer academic performances, lower average scores on cognitive 
tests and so on. Blacks’ under-performance in terms of social status, health, 
income, etc. was then comfortably attributed to their built-in racial inadequacy. 
Many of the facts available at that time were true. What was wrong was 
interpreting them in derogatory, racist terms. Some people are shorter than average; 
that doesn’t make them inferior. The same goes for behavioral characteristics. 

“Intelligence” is a contentious word, but cognitive/analytical skill, as 
measured by IQ, is a factor for success in some professions. Questions are 
raised about the meaning of IQ: Does it really measure intelligence? Perhaps 
there are several types of intelligence (in addition to general intelligence, g, 
“multiple” and “triarchic” are two popular suggestions). These discussions 
just muddy the waters. The practical issue is this: IQ is just a score on a test, 
but it is a score that has predictive value and cannot be much altered by later 
experience. Pretraining for an IQ test is relatively ineffective.6 In other words 
IQ is both reliable and valid. Just as a high blood-pressure number predicts a 
risk of stroke, so a low IQ predicts a risk of failure in academic and some other 
environments.7 Blacks, as a self-identified group, do in fact have substantially 

 
5 For example, the proportion of single-parents in white and black populations was 
similar and roughly constant from 1930 to 1965. Thereafter both rates increased, but 
the black much more than the white. https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/ articles/PMC4 
850739/. The 1964 Civil Rights act separates these two periods.  
6 Robert Sternberg (2008) (Increasing fluid intelligence is possible after all.) reviews 
studies showing modest effects of pretraining, but many questions remain, such as 
how persistent are the effects? Does IQ elevated in this way predict as well as IQ’s 
obtained from untrained subjects? 
7 https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/beautiful-minds/201110/intelligence-is-
still-not-fixed-birth 
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lower average IQ than whites. But there are career paths such as sport, 
entertainment, art, writing and politics, where a stellar IQ is not required 
because other skills dominate.  

The genetic basis for IQ is a hot topic but also a distraction. The fact is 
that group-average IQ differences exist. Whether they are heritable or not 
(most traits are heritable to some extent) is pretty irrelevant. All that matters 
for public policy is that these differences exist.  

It is unfortunate that the intellectual climate in the US has for many years 
been strongly opposed to the idea that there are stable behavioral traits like 
math ability or musical talent, or that individuals may differ in this respect. 
There is a reluctance to recognize exceptional talent, much less genius (unless 
by “genius” you mean “celebrity”). Best-sellers like Malcolm Gladwell’s 
Outliers claim that persistent hard work — the “10,000-hour rule” — will 
propel anyone to success, with the implication that there is no such thing as a 
natural gift. Respected scholars at Harvard and Yale write books condemning 
the idea of merit because, really, we are all the same, or should be (much more 
on merit in Chapters 2 and 12). Apparently, almost anyone could compose 
like Mozart, given enough enthusiasm and the right environment.8 This denial 
of natural talent is false, even absurd; natural talent, of many kinds, exists — 
as does its opposite. There are both geniuses and fools. 

The playing field of the cognitive group-differences debate is not level. 
Honest writers on the topic have been attacked and their employment threatened 
by unfair attacks on purely academic, non-ideological writing. Moderate, 
evidence-based views — IQ is a product of nature as well as nurture, ‘racial’ 
groups score differently on IQ tests — are caricatured as racist extremes: “blacks 
are inferior to whites” and so on. The view that IQ is genetically fixed, like an 
instinct, is in fact held by none of the leading researchers in this field. Yet it has 
been used to stigmatize distinguished scholars such as Linda Gottfredsen and 
Charles Murray. Philosopher Michael Levin9 was called an “unabashed white 
supremacist” following the publication of his 1997 book Why Race Matters.10 

 
8 Common sense, and the data, indicate otherwise: Practice Does Not Make Perfect: 
No Causal Effect of Music Practice on Music Ability. Miriam Mosing et al., 
Psychological Science, 25(9) 2014.  
9 https://www.splcenter.org/fighting-hate/extremist-files/individual/michael-levin 
10 The initial print run for the book was small and soon sold out. The author was 
savagely criticized, so the publisher apparently declined to print any more. The book 
was re-published in 2005 by a company that has itself been attacked as racist, 
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His crime was to take seriously the fact that blacks and whites as groups differ 
when it comes to IQ test results and possibly other socially relevant 
psychological measures, and that these differences should be taken into 
account in evaluating other racial disparities. Data and arguments were buried 
under a hailstorm of ad hominem attacks. 

Fear of treatment like this from the Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC) 
and other propaganda groups with no interest in understanding the complex 
issues involved has in effect shut down research on endogenous racial 
differences as a cause of other racial disparities. We still do not understand 
the causes and effects of differences in IQ and other racially differentiated 
personality characteristics. Never mind genetics, what is the role of the 
childhood environment and social factors, such as family structure? The little 
research on the topic suggests that cognitive differences are sometimes quite 
stable and not easily alterable by experience.11 How do these individual 
differences interact with the social environment to bring about the disparities 
that so dismay many social scientists? Research on endogenous causes is 
lacking because of the anxiety it arouses.  

Exogenous Causes of Racial Disparities 

 
 

rendering the project tainted. The book was written not because race mattered to 
Levin, but because it had become so important to public policy. 
11 See, for example, Roland G. Fryer, Steven D. Levitt, The Black-White Test Score 
Gap Through Third Grade, American Law and Economics Review, Volume 8, Issue 2, 
Summer 2006, Pages 249–281, https://doi.org/10.1093/aler/ahl003 
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With endogenous causes off the table, all that is left to account for racial 
disparities is exogenous causes, especially racial discrimination. But 
everyone admits that discrimination by individuals has massively declined in 
recent decades. Figure 1 shows the results of a University of Illinois survey12 
which concluded that “One of the most substantial changes in white racial 
attitudes has been the movement from very substantial opposition to the 
principle of racial equality to one of almost universal support.” 

The absence of discriminatory attitudes doesn’t mean the playing field 
has been completely leveled, of course. A past bias may persist long after the 
world has changed. Robert Moses’ racist-inspired building practices in New 
York leave their mark today.13 It’s not hard to point to lingering effects of past 
racism on parents, children and neighborhoods.  

These effects act in complex ways. Proving their existence, much less 
measuring them with precision, is almost impossible. Many effects are 
delayed, different individuals vary in their reactions, and allegedly 
discriminatory actions are often unintentional.14  

The problem is that these complex and little-understood effects have been 
used to ‘explain’ the disparities, even though the supposed explanation is just 
a label:  

Systemic Racism  
The word racism is thrown around a lot these days, but a precise definition 

is hard to find. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy passes. Wikipedia 
comes up with “Racism is the belief in the superiority of one race over 
another…” Other definitions add reasons for racism. Particularly popular is 
the idea that ‘inferior’ races have unchangeable (‘genetically determined’) 
attributes that render them less able than the favored (usually ‘white’) race. 
But a cause is unnecessary. Basically, racism is intentional discrimination 
against a race for no reason at all: you just think white people are better than 

 
12 The link to this graph is now broken and I have failed to find the survey on the U. 
of Illinois site. Figure 1 is the clearest graph I could find, but here are some similar 
data: Interracial Marriage in "Post-Racial" America | Origins (osu.edu); https://human 
progress.org/trends/declining-racist-attitudes/ 
13 https://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/06/nyregion/thecity/06hist.html 
14 Not that “intention” matters: “Most people don’t set out to maintain racial 
disparities, but do so inadvertently, and the scientific community is not exempt.” 
writes Adia Wingfield, op. cit. Disparities are always the fault of someone else, 
according to the equalitarian imperative.  
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black people (or vice versa) and so whites and blacks should be treated 
differently. Preference by itself — you prefer to spend time with members of 
your own race, say — is not ipso facto racist. Only if you think that a person 
should be treated better or worse, just because of her race, does it qualify as 
racist. 

By none of these definitions can the complex, lagged effects of past 
discrimination be termed racist. The effects I will discuss are not intentional 
— if they were, they would be individual racism not systemic. They are not 
based directly on race, for the most part. If a black child fails to get into a good 
college because she scored poorly on the SAT, she fails because of her score 
not her race — even if her low score might be traced to poor rearing conditions 
that are a legacy of segregation or past discrimination. Effects like this are, 
possibly, effects of racism in the past. They are not racism now, systemic or 
otherwise, by any reasonable definition. Failure to acknowledge this 
distinction has unjustly stigmatized white people and is a cause of needless 
conflict. Here are some examples of the problems with the pernicious concept 
of systemic racism. 

A 2017 review paper in the respected medical journal The Lancet, 
authored by several public-health researchers, looks at the health implications 
of what they term structural racism.15 This is just one example of many 
academic articles along the same lines. They refer to the “rich [actually, 
largely worthless16] social science literature conceptualizing structural 
racism,” emphasizing that the idea goes beyond “unfair treatment as 
experienced by individuals.” Yet in the next paragraph they say “Any account 
of structural racism within the USA must start with the experiences of black 
people…” This inconsistency is never resolved: are the individual experiences 
of racism by African-Americans relevant or not? Apparently not, as the paper 
goes on to discuss average racial disparities as evidence of structural racism. 
In fact, emphasis on group averages is essentially universal in discussions of 

 
15 Zinzi D Bailey et al. (2017) Structural racism and health inequities in the USA: 
Evidence and interventions. https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS 
0140-6736(17)30569-X/abstract 
16 See, for example, Alexander Riley’s devastating account of the breakdown of 
contemporary sociology: The warped vision of contemporary sociology. Academic 
Questions Summer 2024, 37(2) pp. 16-23; more in Chapter 6. See also Lee Jussim’s 
careful analysis of the errors in contemporary psychology: ~75% of Psychology 
Claims are False. https://unsafescience.substack.com/p/75-of-psychology-claims-
are-false 
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systemic racism. Much less attention is paid to the experiences and behavior 
of individuals.  

One disparity that always gets attention is this: “The legacy of these 
[ostensibly race-neutral] policies is that the annual rate of incarceration of 
black men is 3·8–10·5 times greater than that of white men, across all age 
groups…” which is obviously unfair, hence racist. Unfair — unless the rate 
of offending is also skewed. Men notoriously commit more crimes, especially 
violent crimes, than women; we do not cry “sexism” when more males than 
females wind up in prison. Is disparity in incarceration rates between black 
and white men another example of racism? Or do black men in fact commit 
proportionately more crimes than white?  

The Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC), a non-profit which is 
“unwavering in confronting racism in all its forms” has weighed in17 on this 
issue, citing a relevant report from the U.S. Bureau of Justice Race and 
Hispanic Origin of Victims and Offenders, 2012-15. They headline the report:  

White supremacists’ favorite myths about black crime rates take another 
hit from BJS study: Vast majority of most crimes are committed by a 
person of the same race as the victim, Bureau of Justice Statistics reports,  

going on to say that,  

White supremacists… claim that … African-Americans are far more 
crime-prone and the source of most violent crime against whites.  

Either willfully, or because the writer doesn’t understand the issue, the 
headline misses the point of the BJS report. First, the U.S. population is 65% 
white and 12% black. It is likely, therefore, that more crimes can be attributed 
to whites than to blacks. No surprise there. And it has been known for many 
years that most violent crimes are intra- not inter-racial: blacks are the victims 
largely of black criminals, whites of white.  

The real issue is “crime-proneness,” which depends both on the number 
of black and white perpetrators and on the sizes of the black and white 
populations. There are fewer blacks than whites in the U.S., therefore we can 
expect fewer black than white perpetrators. But how many fewer? Well, if we 
include population figures (not mentioned by the SPLC but available in the 
BJS report), we see that there are 5.3 times as many whites as blacks in the 

 
17 https://www.splcenter.org/hatewatch/2017/10/23/white-supremacists-favorite-myths 
-about-black-crime-rates-take-another-hit-bjs-study 
The SPLC is notoriously guilty of that of which it accuses others, namely hate.  
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US. So, the real question is, are there 5.3 times as many white as black 
criminals? Well, no: From Table 1 in the BJS report, 43.8% of perpetrators 
are white and 22.7% are black, so the ratio of white to black criminals is just 
1.93. In other words, blacks are 5.3/1.93 = 2.79 times as likely to be 
perpetrators as whites. Blacks are indeed more violent-crime-prone than 
whites, contrary to the SPLC claim. A disparity in criminality may have 
something to do with the incarceration disparity, although, it may not be the 
whole story.  

Again, these data need to be unpacked to understand what is really going 
on. Young males are more likely to act violently than older ones. The black 
population tends to be younger than the white. Does controlling for age reduce 
the black-white disparity? No doubt other relevant variables should be 
examined. The point is that the incarceration disparity may have a non-racial 
cause. Absent a lot more research, it should not be blamed immediately on 
racism. This point should be obvious; it has been made by black writers 
Thomas Sowell, Coleman Hughes and many others.18 Group disparities are a 
tricky variable: they raise questions; they never provide answers. And when 
groups differ in many ways — family structure and culture, and crime 
proneness, as well as wealth and income and the distribution of natural talent 
— the SPLC is simply dishonest to focus only on some and exclude others 
that may play a causal role.  

The BJS report deals with all violent crime, a measure that is imprecise 
for several reasons: definition of “violent” varies from one person to another, 
there may be differences in reporting between black and white communities 
— blacks may be more (or less) reluctant to report crimes than whites, for 
example. Murder statistics are necessarily more certain than reports of non-
lethal crimes. Here, the data are unequivocal. The Centers for Disease Control 
(CDC) in a 2017 report concludes: “the homicide rate among African-
Americans is nearly quadruple that of the national average” and some eight 
times the rate for whites.19  

So, there is a non-racial basis for the apparently racist fact that blacks are 
incarcerated at a higher proportion than whites. Blacks are also more likely to 

 
18 For reviews see Heather Mac Donald  
https://www.city-journal.org/article/on-race-and-crime-a-counterfactual-narrative  
and many other places. Sowell’s position is also discussed in Chapter 9. 
19 https://www.acsh.org/news/2017/08/10/african-american-homicide-rate-nearly-
quadruple-national-average-11680 
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commit violent crimes, and much more likely to commit murder, than whites. 
Of course, the details of the causality — in particular, the possible links 
between black criminality and racism suffered in the past — are not at all 
understood. But what should be understood is that this disparity is not 
evidence for contemporary racism. Much the same argument applies to racial 
profiling: racial disparities in police ‘stop-and-search,’ for example. If an 
identifiable group is much more likely to be guilty of crime than average, then 
stopping members of that group more than average makes total sense. How 
much more requires a little thought, but a fair balance is possible.20  

Incarceration rate is a clear case where a racial disparity can be traced to 
a non-racial cause. The Lancet article goes on to list other examples of 
supposed structural racism:  

One key example, with ongoing intergenerational effects, is the historic 
Social Security Act of 1935, which created an important system of 
employment-based old-age insurance and unemployment compensation. 
The Act also, however, deliberately excluded agricultural workers and 
domestic servants — occupations largely held by black men and women.  

Again, the law as criticized as racist not because it said anything at all 
about race, but because different races are not proportionately represented in 
different professions. So, the law is not racist, although the lawmakers might 
be. But that requires proof. None is offered. The authors themselves attribute 
the act to an attempt “to secure the votes of Democrats in the South” a practice 
that is common, questionable, but not directed at blacks because they are black 
but because of the way they vote. Yet the law is termed racist — in 
anticipation of Ibram Kendi’s absurd claim that anything associated with 
racial disparities is by definition racist (see Chapter 5).  

Redistricting to restrict black voter participation; ‘racial gerrymandering,’ 
is often cited as another example of systemic racism. But in both these cases 
the aim is to secure votes, not exclude black people because they are black. If 
the African-American population changed its preferences from Democrat to 
Republican, no doubt gerrymandering practices would adapt accordingly. The 
point is that these practices are not aimed at black people because of their race, 
but because of the way they vote. Gerrymandering is sleazy, but it is not racist 
— systemic or otherwise. This kind of sloppy thinking is almost universal in 

 
20Fair Profiling. Journal Article. Staddon, JER https://scholars.duke.edu/publication/ 
1323230 
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discussions of systemic racism. It is both inflammatory and false.  
Another example that seems clearly racist is hiring by private companies. 

The Lancet article quotes “in one study that used identical résumés, which 
differed only in the name of the applicant, hiring managers called back those 
with traditionally white names (eg, Brad or Emily) 50% more often than those 
with traditionally black names (eg, Jamal or Lakisha).” Is this racism? We 
don’t know the hirer’s previous experience. Perhaps she had had bad 
experience with black hires, or people with ‘black-sounding’ names, in the 
past? Or perhaps she is racist; but in any case, this is individual not systemic 
racism.21 

This kind of muddle infuses the Lancet article and many others like it. 
But the fact remains that there are certainly lingering effects of past racism. 
How should they be understood? Labeling them as systemic racism is not 
helpful, because it suggests a single cause for what are in fact multiple 
interacting causes, most of them non-racial. One solution has been to invoke 
systems theory as a way to model a complex situation. Systems theory cannot 
be accused of excessive precision. A system is “An organized entity made up 
of interrelated and interdependent parts.” The basic idea is that no part can be 
considered in isolation because all are connected. An action on one part will 
have effects on many others. Systems thinking has been successfully applied 
to collective phenomena such as flocking in birds, schooling in fish and feats 
of construction by ants and termites, explaining collective behavior by 
leaderless groups in terms of simple rules followed by each individual group 
member. In this case the emergent, coordinated behavior can be measured 
precisely, and hypothetical rules can be rigorously tested by computer 
simulation.  

But systems theory has been invoked much more widely, in areas from 
political economy to social work. A paper22 by sociology professor Barbara 
Reskin begins with this: “An example of an emergent property is wetness. 
Neither hydrogen nor oxygen alone has or can produce wetness; wetness 
occurs only in a chemical system that includes both hydrogen and oxygen in 
the correct proportions.” The problem is that the sociological equivalents of 

 
21 See Lee Jussim (2024) (79) The Discrimination Paradox - by Lee Jussim - Unsafe 
Science for a careful analysius of studies like this.  
22 Barbara Reskin (2012): The Race Discrimination System. https://www.annual 
reviews.org/content/journals/10.1146/annurev-soc-071811-145508 
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the elements hydrogen and oxygen can neither be accurately identified nor 
independently manipulated.  

A paper that seems to have influenced contemporary thinking in 
sociology is Thomas Schelling’s 1971 “Dynamic Models of Segregation,” 
which has as one conclusion: “In some cases small incentives, almost 
imperceptible differentials can lead to strikingly polarized results.”23 This is 
an early version of the “tipping point.” This idea has appeal to students of 
racism, because it allows the possibility that even small vestiges of racism 
may be amplified by a complex “race discrimination system” to produce what 
Barbara Reskin has called über racism. It’s certainly possible: chaos theory 
has given us the butterfly effect, after all. But large effects from small causes, 
or even from large but mostly unrelated, non-racial, causes, are the exception 
rather than rule. Über racism requires much more convincing proof than the 
kind of qualitative, even impressionistic, accounts offered by researchers in 
this area.  

There are two other problems with this approach. The first afflicts all of 
sociology. There is much discussion of “causal models.” But since experiment 
is generally impossible, all that is available are correlations. If these 
correlations are sufficiently compelling,24 perhaps causality can be inferred, 
but in fact they rarely are. The second problem is that in the racism area there 
are almost no quantitative correlations at all. What is offered are not so much 
models as visual metaphors. For examples, check out one labeled: “The race 
discrimination system and emergent discrimination” from the paper by 
Reskin, and another from a paper by Nancy Krieger on racism and health.25 
No doubt other researchers have other diagrams. These visual metaphors paint 
plausible but completely untestable, hence unscientific, ‘proofs’ of how 
historical racism and its contemporary after-effects might work together to 
produce disparate racial outcomes. Yet they are used to justify the concept of 
systemic racism.  

Summary: Endogenous vs. Exogenous 
Asian Americans land much higher in the socioeconomic ladder than 

 
23 Thomas C. Schelling Dynamic models of segregation. The Journal of Mathematical 
Sociology (1971) 1(2), p. 143-186. 
24 https://www.researchgate.net/publication/312256571_Causality_in_Economics_and_ 
Econometrics 
25 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3484783/ 
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African-Americans.26 Why? All-knowing-all-seeing ChatGPT summarizes 
the received view thus: 

The different historical experiences, immigration patterns, educational 
opportunities, community support structures, and forms of 
discrimination faced by Asian-Americans and African-Americans have 
contributed to the socioeconomic disparities observed today. Addressing 
these disparities requires a nuanced understanding of these factors and 
targeted policy interventions to promote equity and inclusion. 

In technical terms, it waffles. But notice first that all the factors that are 
mentioned are exogenous. Potential differences in the interests and abilities of 
the two groups go unmentioned. And second, not all are independent 
variables, i.e., potential causes. For example, “educational opportunities” are 
largely under the control of the child’s parents. “Community and family 
structures” are largely determined by the community, which is composed of 
the people whose fate we are examining. And third, there is no hint of 
individual agency. This is not a defect of GPT, it is an accurate reflection of 
the kind of research that is done on this topic. Whether consciously or 
otherwise, all accept the equalitarian imperative, the idea that there are no 
endogenous differences between groups. Blacks, whites, Asians even men and 
women, all must have the same array of talents and interests.27 Yet, as we will 
see, accumulating evidence, not to mention common sense, increasingly 
points to the conclusion that these self-identified groups, white, black, Asian, 
are far from identical in their endogenous talents.  

* * * 

Systemic racism is a bad idea. First, it is almost impossible to prove, 
because racism is discrimination without any reason other than race. To prove 
discrimination, all other possible reasons — like differential ability, interests, 

 
26 This article gives a quickie summary of the many ways in which Indian-Americans 
lead African Americans: J.D. Vance and the Indian-American Dream: This immigrant 
group has prospered without quotas or grievances. https://www.wsj.com/articles/j-d-
vance-and-the-indian-american-dream-2024-election-usha-81ddedd0?mod=hp_opin 
_pos_3#cxrecs_s 
27 Sergiu Klainerman has labeled this idea the radical equality dogma: 
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-review/article/universalism-of-
mathematics-and-its-detractors-relativism-and-radical-equalitarianism-threaten-stem 
-disciplines-in-the-us/078F01971468ECE15A7AD8ACE9C5949F?utm_source=sub 
stack&utm_medium=email 
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criminality, etc., as in the examples I gave earlier —must be eliminated. Does 
the tech industry discriminate against women? Does the nursing profession 
discriminate against men? Or are men more interested in tech and women 
more interested in nursing? It’s not rocket science. To show racism, which is 
differential treatment for no other reason than race, other reasons for 
disparities must be eliminated. But in practice not only are they not eliminated, 
efforts to explore these other causes are actively suppressed.28  

So, the second, and perhaps most important, problem with the charge of 
systemic discrimination is that it deflects attention from the actual causes, 
endogenous as well as exogenous, of the racial disparities that led to its 
invention. Disparities — racial, ethnic or gender-based — are not proof of 
anything. Disparities raise questions about their cause. Absent further 
information, a racial disparity does not favor one answer over others. To say 
that “When I See Racial Disparities, I See Racism” (Ibram Kendi’s rallying 
cry) is misguided, not say absurd.  

The proper name for the after-effects of past racism is racism’s after-
effects or something equally catchy. Accurate enough, but a poor choice from 
a political point of view, for two reasons. First, it implies that the racist 
perpetrators are all in the past; there is no one around now to blame. Second, 
‘after-effects’ can be expected to dissipate over time as indeed they seem to 
have, until recently (see Figure 1 and footnote 5, Chapter 2). The beauty of 
‘systemic racism’ is its air of permanence. Racism’s after-effects may wither 
away, but systemic racism is here forever, and its victims must be 
compensated in perpetuity.  

In a world infected by systemic racism, freedom from prejudice is a 
mirage that constantly retreats as we approach. Systemic racism has become 
the elusive and inexpugnable cause of all the ills of people of color. It implies 
racism without end, a virus that can never be eradicated. And it provides an 
endless supply of ammunition for those whose careers depend on the belief 
that racism is always with us.29 It has become a cause of racial division rather 
than part of the cure. It should be abandoned. 

 
28 Carl, N. (2018) How Stifling Debate Around Race, Genes and IQ Can Do Harm. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s40806-018-0152-x 
29 https://www.wsj.com/articles/why-the-left-cant-let-go-of-racism-1503868512 
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Chapter 4: 
 

REPARATIONS: Cui Bono? 
Ta-Nehisi Coates is one of the most revered African-American 

intellectuals of the 21st century,1 although his reputation has take a hit 
recently.2 He currently holds the Sterling Brown Endowed Chair in the 
English Department at Howard University, plus a MacArthur Award. He first 
came to prominence as a national correspondent at The Atlantic. To illustrate 
his stature and his position on race differences, here is some dialogue from a 
leaked editorial meeting in 2018.3 The discussion is between Coates and 
Atlantic editor Jeffrey Goldberg: 

Coates: But you know, a huge swath of Americans, like 30 or 40 percent 
[of Republican voters] believe that black people are not as smart as white 
people. Or believe black people are somehow more criminally inclined. 
That’s a lot of people…And obviously that’s out of bounds for us. 

Goldberg: No, we’re never running shit like that, obviously. 

After a long discussion about his role as an “avatar” Coates says: 

Coates: He’s saying [referring to a prior question from a black staffer], 
in the course of this debate, when people want to define what is tolerable 
for The Atlantic or what The Atlantic is willing to do, I’m brought up as 
evidence of it. 

To which Goldberg eventually responds: 

Goldberg: Can’t I just express my love for you? What’s so bad? What’s 
so wrong? 

 
1The Beautiful Power of Ta-Nehisi Coates: https://www.vanityfair.com/style/2019/08 
/ta-nehisi-coates-jesmyn-ward-interview  
2 https://thespectator.com/topic/deity-ten-years-america-enslaved-race-recrimination-
ta-nehisi-coates/ 
3 https://www.huffpost.com/entry/leak-the-atlantic-had-a-meeting-about-kevin-
williamson-it-was-a-liberal-self-reckoning_n_5ac7a3abe4b0337ad1e7b4df 
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Coates: Can I just say — and I would only say this sitting in this room 
— but that was a very white response. 

Goldberg: I’m very white! Why was it white? 

Coates: Because you’re going to this question of, I’m trying to prove, 
you know, I’m a good ally. I’m part of this. 

So, Coates can say obviously racist things — “very white” — and 
caricature his white editor as a posturing “ally,” while at the same time, the 
editor is happy to defer to Coates’ willful ignorance about well-documented 
black-white differences: “we’re never running shit like that…”  

Coates’ hostility to any attempt to look objectively at racial differences 
has a history. In 2014, for example, he wrote a long piece excoriating an edited 
collection of writing from the liberal journal The New Republic for, among 
other things, having too few “writers of color,” concluding “it would be 
impossible to avoid the conclusion that black lives don’t matter much at all.”4 
Coates was especially exercised by a TNR issue devoted to Herrnstein and 
Murray’s 1994 book The Bell Curve, an issue that contained twice as much 
criticism as defense.5 “Howard University…taught me that writing was war,” 
writes Coates. Unfortunately, in war lies are not only permitted, they are 
common. But apparently Coates learned his Howard lesson well.  

More recently Coates has returned to prominence with a collection of 
essays, The Message (2024). A reviewer6 commented “Coates’s overarching 
themes are familiar: the plundering of black wealth by the Western world, the 
hypocrisy at the heart of America’s founding ideals, and the permanence of 
white supremacy.” Much of the book is devoted to a one-sided attack on Israel 
which prompted a CBS interviewer, Tony Dokoupil, in an otherwise 
sympathetic interview, to ask Coates an obvious question: 

Why leave out that Israel is surrounded by countries that want to 
eliminate it? Why leave out that Israel deals with terror groups that want 
to eliminate it? Why not detail anything of the first and second 
intifada. . . the cafe bombings, the bus bombings, the little kids blown to 
bits? 

Coates’ answer was simply to say that there was plenty of media 

 
4 https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2014/12/the-new-republic-an-appreciation 
/383561 
5 https://dish.andrewsullivan.com/2014/12/22/excuse-me-mr-coates/ 
6 https://www.thefp.com/p/ta-nehisi-coates-the-message-israel-hamas 
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discussion “on the other side.” He acknowledged his bias but thought it was 
just fine.  

This incident should have led to criticism of Coates, but in fact the 
opposite happened: Tony Dokoupil was admonished by CBS in response to a 
staff meltdown.7  

So much for “Teflon” Ta-Nehisi, who can say outrageous things like his 
criticism of a journalist for “the elevation of factual complexity over self-
evident morality.” It is as if Coates had just seen a clip of the knockout punch 
in a boxing match and confidently proclaims it an act of unprovoked violence 
by the victor. Coates inverts Hume; for him, moral judgement comes first, 
facts later, maybe. Not to mention getting pats on the back for blaming whites 
for every black ill.  

Reparations: Cui bono, really? 
Reparations is the idea that a group wronged in the past should get 

compensation now. The proposal that African-Americans now should be 
compensated by the living for wrongs done to African slaves more than a 
century and a half ago by people long dead seemed absurd to many. 
But reparations got a huge boost in June 2014, when Coates wrote an eloquent 
article for The Atlantic arguing that the terrible history of blacks in the United 
States required compensation.8 Despite initial skepticism, critical reaction was 
mild. Now, the issue is widely discussed, California has appointed a Task 
Force,9 there is a National African American Reparations Commission and 
the UN has made a recommendation that the US pay reparations.10 

Conservative commentator Kevin Williamson, writing in the National 
Review, disagreed with Coates’ proposal but was impressed with the 
“beautifully written monograph,” describing the prose as “intelligent and 
sometimes moving.” In his muted critique, Williamson gives little weight to 
the faulty logic and fundamental injustice of Coates’ proposal. Williamson 

 
7 How Is CBS Marking October 7? By Admonishing Tony Dokoupil: https://www.the 
fp.com/p/cbs-marks-october-7-by-admonishing-tony-dokoupil?utm_source=substack 
&utm_medium=email 
8 https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2014/06/the-case-for-reparations/36 
1631/ 
9 https://oag.ca.gov/ab3121 
10 https://reparationscomm.org/reparations-plan/; https://ccrjustice.org/home/press-
center/press-releases/un-committee-report-presses-us-slavery-reparations-first-time 
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was not alone. Other writers, like David Remnick of the New Yorker and 
media critic Jay Rosen esteemed Coates as a public intellectual, perhaps the 
public intellectual of our time. “The more radical Coates’s critique of 
America, the more tightly America embraces him,” comments Carlos Lozada 
in a mildly critical appraisal in the Washington Post. With few exceptions, the 
reaction of intellectuals to Coates’ tendentious essay has been rapturous. Even 
conservative critic Rod Dreher finds moving Coates’ account of his difficult 
and race-overshadowed early life.11 I think I see what these critics admire, but 
personally I find Coates’ writing emotional even manipulative, unimpressive 
as any kind of reasoned argument. 

In all this commentary, careful review of what Coates is saying, its logic 
and empirical basis, is almost absent. Coates’ understandable passion, his 
eloquent accounts of suffering — his own and others’ — has obliterated 
almost all critical evaluation of what he is actually saying. But passion should 
not displace reason. We should take Coates’ proposal seriously.  

What did John Locke actually say? 
Coates begins the Reparations article with a quotation from 

Deuteronomy, which says that a freed slave should get something in return for 
the bondage he has suffered. He continues with another quotation, from 17th 
century philosopher John Locke’s Second Treatise on Government, which 
runs in part: 

[T]here is commonly injury done to some person or other, and some 
other man receives damage by his transgression: in which case he who 
hath received any damage, has, besides the right of punishment common 
to him with other men, a particular right to seek reparation. 

My own knowledge of Locke is far from complete. I was curious, 
therefore, to read a little more of what he wrote on this topic. Coates gives no 
page number, but I found a similar passage, which continues as follows:  

In the latter case, the person who has been harmed has, in addition to the 
general right of punishment that he shares with everyone else, a 
particular right to seek reparation from the person who harmed him. 
(Second Treatise, Chapter 2, para 10. emphasis added) 

Locke affirms two principles: that a freed slave deserves recompense, and 

 
11 https://www.theamericanconservative.com/reading-ta-nehisi-coates/ 
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that the recompense should come “from the person who harmed him.” The 
latter phrase is omitted in Coates’ version. 

The rest of Coates’ article goes on to violate both these principles, since 
he claims that 21st-century white people, who were not party to the crime of 
slavery, should make reparations to 21st-century black people who were not 
victims of it. Whatever the plight of modern of African Americans, if those 
responsible are dead, why should the living, most of whom are not even 
descendants of the oppressors, pay? The rest of Coates’ piece is an attempt to 
persuade modern white Americans of their guilt. 

But how guilty are they? In fact, the situation of African-Americans today 
is quite possibly better than it would have been had their ancestors remained 
in Africa — or so says journalist Keith Richburg. In Out of America: A Black 
Man Confronts Africa (2009),12 Richburg writes:  

[E]xcuse me if I sound cynical…it’s Africa that has made me this way. I 
feel for her suffering…But most of all I think: Thank God my ancestor 
got out, because, now, I am not one of them. In short, thank God that I 
am an American.13 

In other words, in Richburg’s opinion, African-Americans now, for all 
the tragedy suffered by their ancestors, are better off than if those ancestors 
had remained in Africa.  

He is correct and the logic is straightforward: 

1. Before the civil war, slavery benefitted whites in the North as well as 
the South.  

2. Although these benefits were surely diminished by the huge costs of 
the civil war in blood and treasure, nevertheless, in the 21st century, 
the residual contributions of slavery now benefit both black and 
white.  

3. Hence Richberg’s reflection that American blacks today are better off 
than if their ancestors had remained in Africa. 

4. Further evidence that the US today is better for blacks than much of 

 
12 Keith Richberg Out of America: A black man confronts Africa. (Basic Books, 
1997/2009). 
13 https://www.amazon.com/Out-America-Black-Confronts-Africa/dp/0465001882/ 
ref=as_li_ss_tl?ie=UTF8&qid=1508943288&sr=8-1&keywords=Out+of+America& 
+A+black+man+confronts+Africa&linkCode=sl1&tag=intelltakeo0d-20&linkId=71 
2cab8bf4f036bfe6536e5cfc085d6f 
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Africa today is contemporary net in-migration of Africans to the US. 
Many more Africans wish to enter the US than African-Americans 
wish to return to Africa. (Mr. Coates is not seeking residence in 
Burundi, or even long-independent Haiti, despite his distaste for 
America). 

So, if American blacks are not in fact worse off than they would have 
been absent slavery, why reparations? Coates’ demand for reparations fails on 
grounds of justice, fact and logic. What are his other arguments? 

Coates’ arguments 
He begins the piece with a sad account of one Clyde Ross, a bright lad, 

apparently, born in rural Mississippi in 1923, one of 13 children. Life was 
tough for Clyde. His parents were “robbed of the vote…through the trickery 
of the poll tax and the muscle of the lynch mob” in the 1920s. His illiterate 
father lost his land because he could not pay back taxes. Clyde lost his horse 
in a sale forced by a white buyer. We are not told why his father agreed to the 
sale nor why a poll tax is ‘trickery’ rather than just something with which 
Coates disagrees. “It was in these early years that Ross began to understand 
himself as an American — he did not live under the blind decree of justice, 
but under the heel of a regime that elevated armed robbery to a governing 
principle.” Strong charges, but without proof. Did America, even in 1923 
really “elevate armed robbery to a governing principle”? Were the practices 
Coates describe really widespread? Some statistics would help, although 
numbers would certainly reduce the persuasive power of Coates’ rhetoric.  

Coates admits partway through his essay that the lives of black Americans 
have improved since the Jim Crow era, but he takes no comfort from the fact 
because the black-white wealth and income gaps remain large. When a black 
man does well it’s because he is twice as good: “Barack and Michelle Obama 
have won. But they’ve won by being twice as good — and enduring twice as 
much.” Perhaps Coates has seen Barack Obama’s still unreleased Harvard 
transcript? Is it better (which would support Coates’ thesis) or worse than 
average? Is there other evidence that the Obamas have endured “twice as 
much”? 

Coates emphasizes that for every white contribution there is a white racial 
sin: “If Thomas Jefferson’s genius matters, then so does his taking of Sally 
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Hemings’s body.” (Did it happen or was Jefferson’s cousin responsible? How 
did he treat her? How did Sally feel about it? We don’t really know.14) 

And so the article goes on, alternating heartbreaking anecdotes and 
frequent allusions to slavery with depressing statistics to illustrate the current 
plight of blacks and the planful racism of whites. 

How fair is Coates’ attack on American whites? Every society able to do 
so has owned slaves at one time or another. Many countries in various parts 
of the world, including Asia and Africa, still do. Indeed, the US was very 
much a minor player, even in the transatlantic slave trade. Some 338,000 to 
400,000 slaves were shipped to N. America, out of some 10-12.5 million 
overall shipped to the western hemisphere in the period before the Civil War.  

But the British abolished slavery on their own, without compulsion.15 
They get zero credit from Coates. Some 620,000 Americans died in a war that 
abolished American slavery. Coates gives them no credit either. I know of 
none other than the Anglo-American race that has done so much to abolish 
slavery. Coates ignores these facts.  

“This country was formed for the white, not for the black man,” says 
Coates, quoting John Wilkes Booth. But it is absurd, not to say dishonest, to 
use Abraham Lincoln’s murderer as a representative of the white race. A more 
credible source for Coates’ thesis would be John Jay in Federalist #2 (1787), 
who wrote:  

With equal pleasure I have as often taken notice that Providence has been 
pleased to give this one connected country to one united people--a people 
descended from the same ancestors, speaking the same language, 
professing the same religion, attached to the same principles of 
government, very similar in their manners and customs, and who, by 
their joint counsels, arms, and efforts, fighting side by side throughout a 
long and bloody war, have nobly established general liberty and 
independence. 

Jay mentions “descended from the same ancestors” but only as one 
element of a common culture, in the American case the Christian culture of 
England, as an invaluable binding force for the new nation. In any event, we 
can be pretty sure that Jay was much less conscious of his “whiteness” than is 
Coates of his affiliation with blacks.  

 
14 https://www.tjheritage.org/works-jefferson-hemings-controversy-image 
15 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slavery_Abolition_Act_1833; see also Nigel Biggar’s 
Colonialism, a moral reckoning. HarperCollins, 2023. 
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The fundamental illegality of America is a theme that runs through the 
article, even though many of the incidents that Coates recounts do follow law. 
It’s just that the law always seems racist to Coates. It is the same story with 
home ownership, a topic that makes up the bulk of the article. In the early 
twentieth century, “black people across the country were largely cut out of the 
legitimate home-mortgage market through means both legal and extralegal. 
Chicago whites employed every measure…” Redlining meant that “[n]either 
the percentage of black people living there nor their social class mattered. 
Black people were viewed as a contagion.” The entire mortgage industry was 
“rife with racism.” The result is that neighborhoods like Lawndale in Chicago 
are now poor and crime-ridden. 

Redlining is the practice of denying people access to credit because of 
where they live, even if they are personally qualified for loans. 
Historically, mortgage lenders once widely redlined core urban 
neighborhoods and Black-populated neighborhoods in particular.16 

Redlining was advertised as simply a way to estimate credit risk, but in 
fact it denied credit to some minority people who would have qualified. Racial 
housing discrimination was outlawed by the Fair Housing Act of 1968, but 
“By then the damage was done,” writes Coates. Not according to economist 
Thomas Sowell, who has pointed out that real discrimination would mean that 
loans made to blacks should be on average more profitable for banks than 
loans made to other groups. In other words, black borrowers should be held 
to higher credit standards than others. But over the past several decades, loans 
to blacks are not in fact more profitable than average nor were they held to 
higher standards.17 None of this is discussed by Coates who rejects all 
evidence that racial discrimination has diminished. Indeed, it is no longer just 
discrimination. White supremacy is the problem now. 

Evidence for this is found in the exodus of whites from urban areas. 
“When terrorism ultimately failed, white homeowners simply fled the 
neighborhood,” writes Coates, implicating every white who leaves an 
integrated neighborhood as complicit in a failed terror plot. “The traditional 
terminology, white flight, implies a kind of natural expression of preference. 
In fact, white flight was a triumph of social engineering, orchestrated by the 

 
16 https://www.federalreservehistory.org/essays/redlining 
17 Discrimination, Economics, and Culture, Thomas Sowell: https://www.hoover.org/ 
sites/default/files/uploads/documents/0817998721_167.pdf 
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shared racist presumptions of America’s public and private sectors. [emphasis 
added]” 

What is the proof? Who were the engineers? What were their “racist 
presumptions”? The attribution of evil motives to whites seems to be a 
leitmotif of Coates’ narrative. Are there other possible explanations? 

Of course there are, but Coates ignores them. He does quote a white 
homeowner who in fact suggests one. The man objected to a potential new 
African-American neighbor, saying, “Bill Myers was ‘probably a nice guy, 
but every time I look at him I see $2,000 drop off the value of my house.’” 

It’s true that if predominately black neighborhoods develop bad 
reputations, people likely will be more resistant to racial integration (see 
Lawndale, above). That is self-protection, not racism — unless the black 
neighborhoods have been wrongly stigmatized. But Coates himself quotes 
statistics that make the neighbor’s point. Black neighborhoods are statistically 
more crime-ridden than comparable white ones. White flight is not social 
engineering, but prudence — loss aversion. 

Coates ends his long article with Germany. If any country owed 
reparations, it is surely Germany after the Second World War. Survivors of 
the Holocaust were still living and so were many of the murderers of their co-
religionists. Locke’s criteria were well met. In the end, the Germans paid 
modest amounts to Israel and other Jewish causes. 

But the Germans had good reason to hesitate, despite the overwhelming 
case against them: the ruinous reparations they were forced to pay after World 
War One.18 The effort to cope with the depredations of war combined with 
enormous debt led to hyperinflation and economic collapse in the next decade. 
Growing national resentment at the unfairness of the treatment imposed on 
them eventually found its outlet in Adolf Hitler and the Nazi party. Germany’s 
WW1 reparations were not paid off until 2010. 

The case for U.S. reparations is infinitely weaker than Germany’s. The 
victims are dead, as are the perpetrators of the ancient evils of slavery. 
Evidence that American blacks now are in fact better off than they would have 
been if their ancestors had remained in Africa is pretty conclusive. Why else 
would so many Africans be seeking to immigrate if life in the DRC, say, is 
really better than here? Keith Richburg is undoubtedly right. If blacks now are 
better off than they would have been absent slavery, what exactly are they to 

 
18https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_War_I_reparations#:~:text=Amongst%20thos
e%20stating%20that%20it,money%20as%20the%20currency%20collapsed. 
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be compensated for? Perhaps modern American blacks should in fact 
compensate white descendants of American slaveholders?19 An absurd idea, 
but hardly less absurd than its opposite. 

Coates’ real beef is that modern African-Americans as a group are less 
well off than whites. But there are many contemporary non-racial reasons for 
those disparities, all of which Coates ignores. 

Tracing historical causation, as Coates does so confidently, is dodgy. 
Whites cannot escape responsibility by “disavowing the acts of one’s 
ancestors, nor by citing a recent date of ancestral immigration,” says Coates. 
But why not? Most admit the innocence of those “dreamer” kids brought to 
this country by their illegal immigrant parents. Most people absolve them of 
the sins of those who brought them. In exactly the same way many white 
Americans will reject responsibility for the sins of their slave-owning 
ancestors. Indeed, most white Americans have no slave-era ancestors. “But all 
have benefited from the prosperity driven by slavery!” Coates might say. Yes, 
“all,” contemporary blacks as well as whites.  

The first German reparations had disastrous global consequences. It is not 
unlikely that the reparations Coates demands from white America would 
cause resentment and division almost as destructive to this country. 

* * * 

Following the example of Marxist historian20 Howard Zinn, Coates 
interprets each bad thing that happened to black Americans as engineered by 
whites. When whites do something that benefits blacks, Coates sees it as an 
unintended consequence. No win for whites! Nor does he worry about the 
divisive consequences of a program that many will feel is unfair. If Coates 
really does think that writing is war it is surely fair to ask, what would victory 
look like? The answer seems to be (to use a favored word): black hegemony. 
In other words, Coates’ writing is aimed at boosting black power not exposing 

 
19 Not that they were unique or even the major owners of slaves. Many more African 
slaves went to South America than to the American colonies. Slavery was worldwide 
and mostly run by “people of color:” Arabs in the Ottoman Empire, and Africans. A 
smaller number of American and British whites were involved until the British and 
later other European countries voluntarily abolished slavery early in the 19th century. 
20 See Mary Grabar’s book Debunking Howard Zinn: Exposing the Fake History That 
Turned a Generation against America: https://www.amazon.com/dp/B07NL GWS6F 
/ref=dp-kindle-redirect?_encoding=UTF8&btkr=1 
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truth. And yes, “Truth is the first casualty of war.” 
Some readers may be content to take Coates’ essay as prose poetry well-

laced with emotional triggers. But he should not be trading on a misplaced 
white guilt as a way to get power for his favored group. A little less emotional 
anecdote and much more respect for facts and reason would be a more honest 
way to proceed. In the meantime, his article makes a strong case not for 
reparations but for changing the subject.



54 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 



 Chapter 5 55 
 
 
 

 

Chapter 5: 
 

ANTIRACISM: Kendi’s Fallacies 
and DiAngelo’s Trick 

How to be an Antiracist, by Ibram X. Kendi (Penguin/Random House, 
2019) and White Fragility: Why It’s So Hard for White People to Talk 
About Racism, by Robin DiAngelo (Beacon, 2018) 

These two books became bestsellers and now provide chapter and verse 
for the armies of diversity, equity and inclusion apparatchiks that inhabit 
government, businesses, colleges and universities and indeed almost every 
large organization in the United States. They both have an explanation for 
racial disparities, so it is worth examining what they say, its factual basis and 
the reasons why they became so influential.  

I begin with the popular1 How to be an Antiracist (HBA) by Ibram X. 
Kendi, who is a professor, director of the generously endowed Center for 
Antiracist Research at Boston University, and a MacArthur awardee. The 
Center is now in disarray after its finances collapsed and half the staff were 
let go.2 The reasons are many and most are beyond the scope of this chapter. 
But one ingredient is surely the incoherence of Kendi’s ideas.  

Antiracism: Are humans really all the same? 
Human beings are not all the same. Some are tall some are short some are 

blonde some are brunette some have light skin some have dark skin and of 
course (despite uncertainty in some quarters) there are men and women. 
People differ in essentially any dimension you care to measure: in strength, 

 
1See, for example John McWhorter’s (2021) review of HBA, The Better of the Two 
Big Antiracism Bestsellers: Kendi’s analysis lacks subtlety but beats White 
Fragility. Education Next, 21(1), 90-92. 
2 For an assessment of the status of Kendi’s Center in 2024, see https://www. 
nytimes.com/2024/06/04/magazine/ibram-kendi-center-for-antiracist-research.html 
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size and beauty, in cognitive abilities such as intelligence and verbal and 
mathematical ability, personality type, ability to defer gratification,3 musical 
ability and so on.  

Every teacher has had to deal with the wide range of abilities among his 
pupils. Andrew Doyle, once a teacher now a writer and comedian, recounted 
his failed effort to teach a child how to use apostrophes. After twenty minutes, 
he gave up.4 I had a similar experience at the college level, trying explain to a 
freshman seminar student the difference between his score on the test and his 
letter grade, the one absolute and other relative (he got an A in the test but 
scored only 75 numerically; which was apparently not what he was used to). 
He could not grasp the difference between the two, even after a lengthy 
discussion. I can remember myself in high school physics struggling with the 
concept of internal resistance (of a battery), something which now seems 
obvious. Face it, some kids are smarter than others. From a biological point 
of view this variation is good and contributes to humans’ ability to thrive in a 
wide variety of environments. Diversity of talents, which is not the same as 
diversity of racial/ethnic identity, is indeed a strength.  

Individual differences are often correlated. Sometimes this is a problem, 
sometimes not. For example, on average short people tend to have a slightly 
lower IQs than tall people.5 Nobody really knows why this is the case and nor 
has it caused any social problems — “tall” and “short” people don’t usually 
identify themselves by their height so the average IQ difference goes 
unremarked. On the other hand, skin color and IQ are also correlated: people 
who identify as “black” tend to have substantially lower IQs6 than people who 
identify as “white” or “Asian.” That might not be a problem either, except that 
blacks and to some extent whites, are identified by their race, and IQ is also 
correlated with some serious things like wealth and health. What causes what 
is always uncertain, these are just correlations, but there is no doubt that IQ-

 
3 As measured experimentally, e.g., Waiting for the better reward: Comparison of delay 
of gratification in young children across two cultures: https://journals.plos.org/ 
plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0256966 
4 Andrew Doyle podcast: https://x.com/seanbwparker/status/181932133377317307 
7/photo/1 
5https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Height_and_intelligence#:~:text=Across%20studies%
2C%20the%20correlation%20coefficient,weak%20but%20still%20statistically%20s
ignificant. 
6 Facing Reality: Two Truths about Race in America by Charles Murray Encounter, 
2021.  
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smart people tend to be richer, and higher-status than the not-so-smart. Are 
endogenous differences like this one reason for black-white social disparities?  

Differences in average wealth, health, social level etc., between whites 
and Asians as compared to African-Americans are a recurring theme which 
should have led to research for other kinds of differences that might explain 
them. For example, in addition to IQ differences, differences in childhood 
environment, education, culture and biology, etc. Perhaps some talents are 
complementary: are people bad at math and logic better at art, or writing and 
speaking, for example? Did Dizzy Gillespie have a high IQ? Who cares, he 
was a brilliant musician. Influential civil-rights leader and powerful orator 
Martin Luther King in his youth scored poorly on the GRE verbal test.7 He 
was a successful preacher, but would probably have made a poor English 
professor. Many talents contribute to success in life. Most cannot be easily 
measured.  

Ibram X. Kendi is interested in none of these questions8 because he has a 
single exogenous answer to all of them: racism. Racism is the cause of all 
black-white disparities.  

Is Kendi’s claim true? Yes, it must be true — but only if you accept the 
fallacy of equalitarianism, which Kendi calls antiracism: 

An antiracist idea is any idea that suggests the racial groups are equals 
in all their apparent differences — that there is nothing right or wrong 
with any racial group. Antiracist ideas argue that racist policies are the 
cause of racial inequities. [emphases added] 

Kendi’s whole book rests on this equalitarian imperative which, in one 
sense, most people would agree with, but is obviously wrong scientifically. 
Even Michael Sandel, who as we saw in Chapter 2 agrees with Kendi’s equal-
outcomes aim, acknowledges the reality of human difference. Most would 
agree that “there is nothing right or wrong” in a moral sense with any racial 

 
7 Ethan Bronner, “Colleges Look for Answers to Racial Gaps in Testing,” New York 
Times, November 8, 1997, pp. A1, A12. “The verbal aptitude score of a man [MLK] 
who is now viewed as among the nation’s greatest orators ever was in the third 
quartile, or below average. His quantitative score was in the bottom 10 percent, and 
he was in the bottom quarter for tests in physics, chemistry, biology, social studies and 
the fine arts.” 
8 https://www.nas.org/academic-questions/34/2/intellectual-affirmative-action 
Alexander Riley dissects the illogic of Kendi’s arguments and the falsity and lack of 
relevant statistics in Kendi’s modestly titled book Stamped from the Beginning: The 
Definitive History of Racist Ideas in America.  
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group. All are, to use an older phrase, “Children of God” and have equal legal 
rights and equal moral standing. But moral equality, which is conferred by 
religion and law, does not translate into equality in personal dimensions: 
ability, cultural background and interests and other personality traits many of 
which play a role in life success. Kendi’s claim that all individuals, hence all 
groups, are equal in these characteristics is absurd. 

Why advocate an obvious falsehood? The italicized sentence explains: if 
all groups are really the same, then any differences we can observe, wealth, 
health, incarceration rate, etc., must be due to “racist policies.” By assuming 
that all groups are the same, not just morally and legally, but also as far as 
interests, abilities, culture, etc. Kendi is able to justify an equality-of-
outcomes, crypto-Marxist agenda that would otherwise be rejected as both 
destructive and unjust.  

Yet How to be and Antiracist was hugely successful. The reason is that 
once readers have been induced to abandon both facts and logic, the field is 
open to persuasive rhetoric, which is Kendi’s main talent.  

HBA is tough to analyze.9 Even though the book is quite readable it is 
also a muddled, an odd mixture of sentimentality, tautology and self-
contradiction — an engaging mix of autobiographical anecdote, on the one 
hand, and weighty pronunciamientos on the other. The anecdotes keep you 
reading. Chapters begin with a story that is interrupted by a long ideological 
digression which you must get through to reach the story’s denouement at 
chapter’s end.  

HBA has 18 chapters, ranging from Definitions, through Dueling 
consciousness, Power, Biology, Ethnicity, Body, Culture, Behavior, Color, 
White, Black, Class, Space, Gender, Sexuality, Failure, Success. The last 
chapter, Survival, is a moving account of Kendi and his wife’s ultimately 
successful battles with cancer. 

 
9 One widely ignored attempt I have found is DM Schwartz’s small self-published 
book Critical Race Theory, Ibram X, Kendi and his book How to be an Antiracist, a 
fictional interview in which Schwartz adds context to Kendi’s quotes from Thomas 
Jefferson to Justice Harlan (a dissenter in the Plessy vs. Ferguson case) and others that 
usually reverse or debunk Kendi’s claims. He also identifies a number of 
contradictions and baseless allegations in Kendi’s book. Critical analysis along these 
lines is not be found in the mainstream. A self-published critique of DiAngelo is Jim 
Hanson’s The Myth of White Fragility: A Field Guide to Identifying and Overcoming 
the Race Grifters. https://www.amazon.co.uk/Myth-White-Fragility-Identifying-
Overcoming/dp/B08FKW1XTV 
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The book begins in a way that has become fashionable for antiracists, with 
a confession. Kendi bemoans his early infatuation with the self-improvement 
messages of black icons — the Rev Martin Luther King Jr. and sociologist, 
historian and civil-rights activist W.E.B. Du Bois — when he gave a speech 
to his high school: “I REMEMBER THE MLK competition so fondly. But 
when I recall the racist speech I gave, I flush with shame.” Young Kendi’s 
“racist speech” criticized black culture: “[Blacks] think it’s okay not to think” 
and “[Blacks] think it’s okay to climb the high tree of pregnancy!” Kendi goes 
on to repent his error in following the color-blind self-improvement ideas of 
MLK and Du Bois. But now, he celebrates how clear his mind has become 
since his “it’s all racism!” epiphany. 

So what is Kendi’s “racism”? Each chapter begins with an epigraphic 
definition, usually for a type of racism and antiracism. Chapter 1 is typical:  

RACIST: One who is supporting a racist policy through their actions or 
inaction or expressing a racist idea.  

ANTIRACIST: One who is supporting an antiracist policy through their 
actions or expressing an antiracist idea. 

Both these definitions are tautologies. Kendi could as well have written 
“A sphere is a spherical object” or “An exorcist is one who does exorcisms.” 
(What is an exorcism?) What else would a racist be but someone who does 
racist things?  

Why do empty claims deserve to head chapters? Why did reviewers, not 
to mention Kendi’s editor, ignore this obvious absurdity? Perhaps it is a signal 
to a susceptible reader: “Abandon Reason all ye who Read on”? In any event, 
these definitions set the ex-cathedra tone of the book.10  

 
10 To be fair to Kendi, although he is consistently inconsistent about racism — 
sometimes it’s bad sometimes is not, or not much, or not at all — he does provide 
definitions in unexpected places. For example: Chapter 4 is headed:  
“BIOLOGICAL RACIST: One who is expressing the idea that the races are 
meaningfully different in their biology and that these differences create a hierarchy of 
value. BIOLOGICAL ANTIRACIST: One who is expressing the idea that the races 
are meaningfully the same in their biology and there are no genetic racial differences.” 
“Race” is not well defined, but doesn’t need to be since all races are, allegedly, the 
same. The second part of the first definition does not follow from the first, and the 
second definition (Biological Antiracism) is factually incorrect — see for example, J. 
Coyne & L. S. Maroja The Ideological Subversion of Biology, Skeptical Inquirer, 
47(4), 2023.  
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So what are “racist policies”? This takes a bit of searching and the result 
is not quite what you might expect. Kendi begins not by defining the term but 
by showing how to recognize a guilty party. He relies on the fact that people 
already have an idea of what racism is (even though he questions it later in the 
book). But, for now, “Denial is the heartbeat of racism…” OK, so people 
know racism is bad and therefore deny it (this is also DiAngelo’s theme). But 
denial does not mean guilt, which is “affirming the consequent” another 
logical error: “Racists deny their racism, ergo all who deny their racism are 
racists.” What nonsense! 

But what is racism, exactly? Wait, first accept a false dichotomy: Either 
racist policies or Black ‘inferiority’ explains why white people are wealthier, 
healthier, and more powerful than black people today: “There is no neutrality 
in the racism struggle…One either believes problems are rooted in groups of 
people, or locates the roots of problems in power and policies…” Why not 
both? Are black people putty in the hands of bad institutions? Kendi concludes 
with a frequently repeated accusation: “neutrality is a mask for racism.” 
Always? Sometimes? How do you know?  

Obviously, black-white wealth differences depend on several things: yes, 
racist policies, but also behavioral differences between groups. The fact is that 
white-black disparities are not an “either-or” proposition,11 not entirely caused 
either by racism (“racist policies”) or interests and abilities (“Black 
inferiority”). Nevertheless, Kendi’s false dichotomy seems to have worked. 
Perhaps because decent people don’t want to be accused of racist framing, of 
calling one race “inferior” to another, even though the real issue is about 
differences not positions in a moral hierarchy. Nevertheless, guilt-ridden 
whites have been scared into accepting the absurd premise that all racial 
groups are not just the same morally, but identical in every other respect. This 
fallacy is Kendi’s definition of antiracism.  

Back to racism: How about color-blindness, does that at least qualify as 
antiracist? Well, no as Kendi and some other ‘race scholars’ argue (more in 
Chapter 7): “The language of color blindness—like the language of ‘not 
racist’ is a mask to hide racism.” Again the oft-repeated claim that neutrality 

 
11 Thomas Sowell has discussed this issue at length, e.g. Discrimination and 
disparities (Basic Books, 2019). Work by this distinguished black scholar is ignored 
by Kendi and most other advocates for racial preferences (see Chapter 9 for a critique 
by an eminent critical race theorist.) 
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is the same as racism. Again, no proof is offered for a slanderous and illogical 
charge. 

After a few more pages, Kendi does offer something approaching a 
definition: 

Racism is a marriage of racist policies and racist ideas that produces and 
normalizes racial inequities. Okay, so what are racist policies and ideas? 
We have to define them separately to understand why they are married 
and why they interact so well together.  

It looks as if we are about to get an actual definition. But no, here Kendi 
does what I have seen in other books in this tradition, he sidesteps. His next 
sentence is “In fact, let’s take one step back and consider the definition of 
another important phrase: racial inequity.” So, still no definition of racism, 
but here’s a new concept “racial inequity”: 

Racial inequity is when two or more racial groups are not standing on 
approximately equal footing…An example of racial equity would be if 
there were relatively equitable percentages of all three racial groups 
living in owner-occupied homes… 

So, “inequity” just means unequal results — disparity — on some 
measure, no matter how caused. Is there “gender inequity” in crime-
proneness, “race inequity” in the NFL? More absurdity. 

Disparate Impact 
On to racism, or at least racist policy: 

A racist policy is any measure that produces or sustains racial inequity 
between racial groups. An antiracist policy is any measure that produces 
or sustains racial equity between racial groups…There is no such thing 
as a nonracist or race-neutral policy. [emphases added] 

This is a very strong claim: to Kendi it matters not whether a policy 
actually mentions race. If a policy coexists with some kind of statistical 
disparity, then it is a racist policy: “There is no such thing as a nonracist or 
race-neutral policy.” 

Kendi’s doctrine resembles the legal concept of disparate impact: a 
policy that doesn’t mention race may nevertheless be illegal if it affects races 
differentially. In case of the firefighter example discussed in the Preface, a 
simple test was ruled illegal not because it mentioned race but simply because 
a smaller proportion of blacks than whites succeeded in passing it. In fact, 
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Kendi goes well beyond disparate impact since no causal relation is required. 
Blacks tend to do worse than whites on tests like the SAT, but there is least a 
causal relation between taking the test and obtaining a score. But by Kendi’s 
“sustains racial inequity” standard, if any disparities exist they can be blamed 
on any policy with which they coexist. Presumably, a leash law for dogs 
becomes racist if blacks own more dogs than whites.  

Disparate-impact law, though weaker than Kendi’s antiracism, is itself 
flawed. For example, an SAT score may not be used to choose between 
applicants for a job for which a good SAT score is unnecessary.12 But using 
SAT scores to filter college applicants is acceptable, because (at least in 
theory) a highish score is necessary for academic success. (Kendi’s SAT 
“barely cracked 1000” which put him around the 50th percentile; nevertheless, 
he graduated) Of course, every lower-level job has the possibility of 
promotion: are the prohibited employment tests irrelevant for that? And a 
college degree is necessary to get, but not to do, many jobs.13 Yet a degree 
requirement is not subject to disparate impact law. Why the inconsistency? 
And how does a court know what qualifications are necessary for a profession 
in which the justices are not themselves trained? Disparate-impact doctrine 
looks very much like judicial overreach. 

Unsurprisingly, Kendi is not a fan of ‘objective’ tests: “The use of 
standardized tests to measure aptitude and intelligence is one of the most 
effective racist policies ever devised to degrade Black minds and legally 
exclude Black bodies.” Tests are presumably “racist” because average black 
and white scores are not identical. By this definition, essentially any 
phenotypic measure is “racist.” A test that does not mention race cannot be 
‘racist.’ 

Disparate-impact law labels some racially neutral policies as racist, which 
poses its own problems.14 But Kendi’s definition is much broader, to the point 
of self-contradiction. For him, any and all policies that have disparate impact 
are racist. It is racist to call “standardized tests that produce racial inequities 

 
12 See, for example, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Griggs_v._Duke_Power_Co. And 
how do judges know “what is necessary” for employment? Disparate impact is not 
explicitly mentioned in HBA.  See Jeremy Carl’s book The unprotected class (op. cit.) 
for more on the baleful effects of disparate impact rulings.  
13 https://www.vox.com/policy/23628627/degree-inflation-college-bacheors-stars-
labor-worker-paper-ceiling 
14 https://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/the-dead-end-of-disparate-
impact 



 Chapter 5 63 
 
 
 

 

‘race neutral.’” It is even racist to call “affirmative action policies that succeed 
in reducing racial inequities ‘race conscious’”— even though they are 
explicitly race-conscious. Kendi goes on to affirm, yet again, that “There is 
no such thing as a nonracist or race-neutral policy.” Apparently it is not the 
process that is racist or not, but the outcome: equity, (i.e., equal outcomes), 
rules, semantic contradiction be damned. To quote again: 

The only remedy to racist discrimination is antiracist discrimination. The 
only remedy to past discrimination is present discrimination. The only 
remedy to present discrimination is future discrimination.15 

So, finally we get to the heart of Kendi’s Alice-in-Wonderland definition 
of racism: 

A racist idea is any idea that suggests one racial group is inferior or 
superior to another racial group in any way. Racist ideas argue that the 
inferiorities and superiorities of racial groups explain racial inequities in 
society…. An antiracist idea is any idea that suggests the racial groups 
are equals in all their apparent differences — that there is nothing right 
or wrong with any racial group. Antiracist ideas argue that racist policies 
are the cause of racial inequities. [emphasis added] 

A very odd view that intentionally conflates moral worth (all equal) with 
abilities and interests (all unequal) — but convenient. If all racial groups are 
identical, then any disparities, indeed any “apparent differences,” must be due 
to racist policies. Kendi is willing to accept that blacks are generally darker 
than whites, but says nothing about other biological differences such as their 
greater susceptibility to sickle-cell anemia and lesser to cystic fibrosis. People 
and hence groups are different. Many of these differences are irrelevant to 
social factors like wealth and criminality. Others are not.16 But Kendi has 
effectively persuaded America to rule out individual and group differences as 
a cause of essentially anything of social importance. Antiracism is based on 
the equalitarian imperative, which is a fallacy. Kendi’s position is crypto-
Marxist nonsense: he rejects both racism and capitalism and refers to them as 
“conjoined twins” for example. Like Lysenkoist Marxism, for Kendi the 
environment is everything and individual differences nothing. It is the blank 
slate redivivus.  

 
15 Not exactly Supreme Court Justice Roberts’ version: "The way to stop 
discrimination on the basis of race is to stop discriminating on the basis of race."  
16 Charles Murray Facing Reality: Two Truths about Race in America (Encounter, 
2021) 
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The book affects stylistic oddities which sometimes make it difficult to 
extract the message. What’s with the body business, with its faint whiff of 
slavery? It is never black people who are suffering, but “Black bodies”; it is 
not white people in an arena but “thousands of White bodies.” “The White 
body defines the American body.” Beyoncé < Taylor Swift, really? And why 
“spaces” when something like “area of study” or “school “would suffice, as 
in: “After Brown, the integrated White space came to define the ideal 
integrated space where inferior non-White bodies could be developed” — 
meaning, an integrated school. It is hard not to get impatient with Kendi’s 
constantly spinning a racial top.  

Assimilation, as proposed by black scholar W.E.B. Du Bois, is 
unacceptable to Kendi: “Assimilationist ideas are racist ideas” says Kendi. At 
the same time, he rejects the idea of biological race. If there are no biological 
races, why not assimilate, unify? But no “if we stop using racial categories, 
then we will not be able to identify racial inequity.” But if racial categories 
are abolished and if all races are the same in every respect, there should be no 
“inequity,” should there? This one is a puzzle.  

Following cherry-picking Marxist17 historian Howard Zinn, 
recommended for his “honest history of capitalism,” Kendi freely attributes 
evil motives: Henry the Navigator voyaged in order to create the transatlantic 
slave trade:  

THE FIRST GLOBAL power to construct race happened to be the first 
racist power and the first exclusive slave trader of the constructed race 
of African people. The individual who orchestrated this trading of an 
invented people was nicknamed the “Navigator”... The only thing he 
navigated was Europe’s political-economic seas, in order to create the 
first transatlantic slave-trading policies. Hailed for something he was not 
(and ignored for what he was)—it is fitting that Prince Henry the 
Navigator, the brother and then uncle of Portuguese kings, is the first 
character in the history of racist power. 

Yes, Henry planned and organized exploration but did not travel much 
himself. Slavery was never a major part of his work and indeed, the only 
reference his involvement in the slave trade in his Wikipedia entry is this: 
“Henry was 21 when he, his father and brothers captured the Moorish port of 

 
17 Mary Grabar (2019) Debunking Howard Zinn: Exposing the Fake History That 
Turned a Generation against America ; and see https://www.city-journal.org/article/ 
an-fbi-history-of-howard-zinn 
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Ceuta in northern Morocco. Ceuta had long been a base for Barbary pirates 
who raided the Portuguese coast, depopulating villages by capturing their 
inhabitants to be sold in the African slave trade.” In other words, he acted to 
suppress slavers not become one. No doubt he, like almost every other big-
time 15th century trader, had some involvement with slavery, which was just 
part of business at that time.  

Capitalism, racism, all one to Professor Kendi: “Prince Henry’s Portugal 
birthed conjoined twins—capitalism and racism—when it initiated the 
transatlantic slave trade of African people.” 

Capitalism is always bad, but socialism gets a pass when it adopted 
segregationist programs “in order not to alienate racist White workers.” 
Slavery gets a frequent mention; unmentioned is its voluntary renunciation by 
white Europeans.  

The bottom line is that Professor Kendi has written a masterpiece of 
illogic whose morality is questionable and whose fundamental thesis is false. 
The book repeatedly claims that all racial groups are really the same — not 
just morally and legally the same — but the same in every dimension: culture, 
strength, beauty, talents, interests and abilities — which is nonsense, but 
allows him to blame all existing differences on “racist policies,” by which he 
means any policy that is associated with disparate racial outcomes. Those 
policies must be identified and overturned, even if that means abolishing 
objective tests, strengthening affirmative action and whatever other race-
conscious, ‘antiracist’ measures are necessary. At the same time, he resists 
calls for “assimilation,” which seems to leave voluntary self-segregation18 as 
his preferred social arrangement. But it is “segregation with benefits,” one 
might say, because all disparities must be remedied. Reparations are never 
mentioned directly, but they don’t need to be. The book is in effect a push for 
reparations in perpetuity. It is hard to imagine a scheme further from MLK’s 
“I have a dream” than Kendi’s “antiracism.”  

Whiteness is Evil, All are Guilty. 
Robin DiAngelo’s White Fragility is based on similar premises and with 

a similar conclusion to HBA. But her approach is quite different. Her style 
 

18 Actively encouraged by universities, https://www.nytimes.com/2022/06/11 
/us/hbcu-enrollment-black-students.html and as Peter Wood has amply documented 
https://americanmind.org/features/inclusive-exclusion/ See also https://www. 
chronicle.com/newsletter/race-on-campus/2022-07-19 
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resembles a novel, anecdotes in which white people are brought to understand 
their racist ‘whiteness’ and the thoughts and desires of all participants are 
known to her. She begins by assuming white guilt and proceeds from there. 

The introduction, by distinguished black academic Michael Eric Dyson,19 
echoes DiAngelo’s anti-white bias: “whiteness is at once the means of 
dominance, the end to which dominance points, and the point of dominance, 
too, which, in its purest form, in its greatest fantasy, never ends.” Not crystal 
clear, but sounds…racist?  

What exactly is whiteness? Dyson continues,  

…true — it’s not a biologically heritable characteristic that has roots in 
physiological structures or in genes or chromosomes. But it is real, in the 
sense that societies and rights and goods and resources and privileges 
have been built on its foundation. 

Okay, so we’re not talking about actual white skin, which is in fact 
“biologically heritable.” In fact, what Dyson seems to mean by “whiteness” 
is just science and logic and other products of the European Enlightenment 
(see Chapter 8). But, like Kendi’s racism, DiAngelo’s whiteness is an 
unmeasurable, omnipresent and sempiternal oppressor inevitably associated 
with…white people. Like Kendi’s racism, we are constantly reminded how 
bad it is. This quote is typical: 

Whiteness repels gossip and voyeurism and instead demands dignity. 
Whites are rarely without these “protective pillows”20… 

From a scientific point of view, this is nonsense: a color repels (how?) 
gossip and voyeurism (meaning what?) and demands dignity (how?). White 
people (“whiteness”) are slandered without evidence. It turns out that some 
white people are upset, which just proves their fragility, says DiAngelo. What 
a great strategy! First you slander people then when they get upset you tell 
them that it proves you were right! This trick is the essence of White Fragility.  

DiAngelo, has been well-paid for running what are euphemistically called 
“training sessions” for many years. Her website proclaims that  

Racism is the foundation of Western society; we are socialized into a racial 
hierarchy. All of us are shaped by the forces of racism; no one is exempt.”  

 
19 https://ibw21.org/editors-choice/michael-eric-dyson-warned-us/ See also Chapter 9 
for more on CRT.  
20 R. DiAngelo (2011) White Fragility. International Journal of Critical Pedagogy, 
3(3), pp 54-70. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/277069107_White_Fragility 
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Her training is basically clever indoctrination whose basic premise she 
never questions. She has honed her persuasive methods so as to answer, or at 
least, address, every objection. In effect, she says, “Does discussing race upset 
you? Why of course, my dear, you are white and fragile and just coming to 
grips with the inevitable racism that is part of whiteness. But if you just 
recognize it you will still be racist but you’ll feel better for acknowledging it.” 
The book is full of novelistic interactions in which DiAngelo persuades her 
listeners first of a “whiteness” that goes beyond skin color and then of the 
inevitable racism that is attached to it.  

DiAngelo’s commitment to identity politics and hatred of whites, is front 
and center:  

[A] a positive white identity is an impossible goal. White identity is 
inherently racist; white people do not exist outside the system of white 
supremacy. 

Her book begins, as such books usually begin, by recounting the horrible 
things that white Americans did to native peoples, how they racially 
discriminated and delayed female suffrage and how white men were always 
the ones in power. The critical role of whites in ending slavery and of non-
whites in facilitating it is totally ignored, as is the fact that most of Western 
civilization, its goods as well as its bads, was mostly created by white men, 
with white women in support roles. This cherry-picked history is only 
tangentially relevant to conditions now, but it starts the guilt process and lets 
us know that white men always misbehave.  

Like Kendi, she self-flagellates: 

When I began this work, I dreaded getting feedback from people of color 
on my racist patterns and assumptions. Now I welcome this feedback… 
Because I will never be completely free of racism or finished with my 
learning, what are some things I can do or remember when my white 
fragility surfaces? 

She freely admits that she herself was, and is, guilty of racial sins — yes 
sins: the book is a an incredibly annoying, not to say offensive, combination 
of sermonizing and therapeutic indoctrination.21 

Throughout DiAngelo uses a story-telling rhetorical method that seems 

 
21 What one critical reviewer called “a barrage of psychological manipulation 
techniques…Not only are DiAngelo’s methods devious, but her agenda is extremist.” 
See also Matt Taibbi’s critique: https://taibbi.substack.com/p/on-white-fragility 



68 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 

to be accepted in the educational community. See, for example, (Chapter 12, 
below) how teachers are taught that elementary math is a “Struggle for 
Justice” via creative analysis of video clip of a couple of black kids trying to 
solve a problem. Every comment by the teacher is interpreted in a racialized 
way: the speaker repeatedly reminds her audience that math is dominated by 
whites and Asians. A teacher’s quite reasonable comments are “positioning” 
the student as a “troublemaker” and that they “contribute to the perpetuation 
of marginalization and oppression.” None of this story-telling refers to 
anything factual, anything that could be verified by the methods of science — 
and nothing that could help kids learn math. But its effect on a susceptible 
audience is undeniable.  

DiAngelo condemns a straw-man version of what she calls 
“individualism.” (Racial-) group membership is all that matters. For example,  

Individualism is a story line that creates, communicates, reproduces, and 
reinforces the concept that each of us is a unique individual and that our 
group memberships, such as race, class, or gender, are irrelevant to our 
opportunities. 

Again a false dichotomy: it’s either group membership or the individual: 
how about both? 

I could go on, but the point is just that this very influential book is 
basically racist propaganda that relies on the good will of white audiences who 
feel guilty for what other whites have done in the past (never mind the guilt 
of other races, much less the good that whites have done). DiAngelo uses 
white guilt to persuade white people that their intentions are irrelevant. Even 
if they have not acted in racist ways, their very existence as white people 
makes them complicit in everything that went before. If they will just admit 
this guilt they may at least feel a bit better. But the guilt of the white race must 
remain. It is a load white people must carry for the rest of their lives. It is sin 
with no possibility of redemption.  

Treating people as individuals is wrong, she says; group membership — 
meaning membership defined by immutable characteristics plus class — is all 
that matters. All fault lies with whites. Intention is irrelevant. When a black 
woman is upset by an interaction with a white, the fault is always on the white 
side; it she who must readjust. No obligation on part of the black lady at all. 
This is demeaning to both parties: the white is permanently guilty and the 
black always a helpless victim. White Fragility is a dishonest, divisive and 
destructive work of indoctrination.  
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DiAngelo was the subject of a controversy in 2024 about alleged 
plagiarism.22 A revealing interview in a very successful satirical 
documentary,23 Matt Walsh’s Am I Racist? has probably damaged her 
reputation.24  

*** 

White Fragility and How to be an Antiracist both abandon elementary 
logic in favor of emotional brainwashing. The styles are a bit different: WF is 
loaded with psychological and quasi-religious references while HBA simply 
appeals to racial guilt and white people’s distress at the idea of comparing 
races in any way. Both agree in dismissing ‘objective’ tests and indeed any 
idea of objectivity at all: Kendi quotes approvingly a teacher who says, “It is 
impossible to be objective.” When he asks for an alternative, she says “Just 
tell the truth.” (Well, that’s settled then!) DiAngelo agrees, claiming that we 
are deluded to believe we can be objective. “We must distinguish between 
sharing your beliefs so that we can identify how they may be upholding racism 
and stating your beliefs as ‘truths’ that cannot be challenged.” Not that a 
dissenter is claiming infallibility; he’s just raising a possibility. But for 
DiAngelo, truth is irrelevant; all that matters is whether or not a belief (true 
or not) supports racism: incredible! 

Kendi and DiAngelo both seek to divide the races rather than unite them, 
Kendi explicitly with his attack on assimilation, DiAngelo by implication 
when she insists on the permanence of white racism: “White identity is 
inherently racist.” 

The great mystery is why these bizarre books, one logically and factually 
flawed the other a mass of slanderous allegations against white people, have 
been so successful. The main reason is probably the basic decency of white 
Americans and what remains of a sense of sin in what used to be a 
predominantly Christian nation. Whites may get upset at DiAngelo’s anti-
white accusations but in the end they are willing to see things her way and 
admit to being if not the bad guy (that would be ‘individualist,’ hence 

 
22 https://www.nytimes.com/2024/09/16/books/robin-diangelo-plagiarism-charge-
dismissed.html 
23 https://www.amiracist.com/ 
24 https://www.nationalreview.com/news/robin-diangelo-addresses-humiliating-matt-
walsh-movie-i-had-been-played/ 
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verboten) at least a white recipient of unearned privilege.25 As for Kendi, well 
he is black so deserves some slack. Sure, his racism-antiracism dichotomy 
doesn’t make much sense and his is equalitarian view of humanity is 
obviously false, but, well, I as a white person have inherited the benefits of 
slavery and so on, so I better listen! 

Yes, do listen — to reason! Individuals are different in their talents, 
inclinations, and motivations. They also differ in inherited assets, wealth, 
stable parenting and the like. If individuals differ so will groups. Even in a 
completely fair society, identity groups will not be distributed proportionately 
in all professions. It is nonsense to expect every group to be proportionately 
represented in every profession. It is nonsense to say “racial equity would be 
if there were relatively equitable percentages of all three racial groups living 
in owner-occupied homes.” It’s not discrimination against women that leads 
to male domination is engineering. It is also not discrimination against 
African-Americans that makes them a minority in physics and math. Kendi’s 
philosophy denies these facts, just as DiAngelo’s obsession with ‘whiteness’ 
denies the fact that justice must deal with individuals not racial groups. 
Individualism, individual rights not group rights, is at the heart of Western 
civilization, yet both books condemn it, which should condemn them both.  

These books are intellectually flawed and morally bankrupt. Don’t be 
fooled, look at the data,26 which shows that race relations enormously 
improved until about ten years ago when the likes of Kendi and DiAngelo saw 
their followers defecting and mounted a counter-attack. It’s time to return to 
common sense color-blindness — of course you “see” color, you just don’t 
pre-judge — and yes, individualism. Try to judge each person on how they 
act rather than how they look. It’s not an “individualist storyline,” it’s reality. 

 
25 https://www.race2dinner.com/ 
See, for example, this cringeworthy ‘struggle session’ with a bunch of professedly 
color-blind middle-class white women being willingly gulled into admitting their 
racism.  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KV0DdDoGKyY  
26 Staddon, J. (2020) What’s Really Wrong with America. Academic Questions, 33(4), 
586-591. https://www.nas.org/academic-questions/33/4/whats-really-wrong-with-
america 
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Chapter 6: 
 

The Corruption of Social Science 
Kendi and Coates are to some extent byproducts of a trend. Social science 

has divided and subdivided since the early twentieth century providing many 
isolated niches where ideologues can huddle safe from independent criticism.1 
Increased specialization in ‘soft’ social science fields has led to fragmentation, 
incoherence and, ultimately, scientific nonsense. Some of it is imaginative 
literature, some simply incomprehensible jargon that either translates into 
something obvious or something absolutely absurd. Sometimes, you can’t tell.  

Some Science History 
This fragmentation is a relatively recent development.2 At the dawn of 

science practitioners were few and all had some acquaintance with every 
branch. In the original Royal Society of London (founded 1660), for example, 
papers were presented before the whole group and everyone felt free to 
comment. There were no well-defined subdisciplines. Most importantly, 
science — natural philosophy, as it was called — was a vocation, not a 
profession, like law or medicine. The vocation of science is a search for truth, 
defined by the scientific method: hypothesize then test, revise and test again.3 
When science became a profession, however, other motives began to intrude. 
A professional must above all impress his superiors; his superiors, in turn, 
need a measure of merit. But merit in basic research consists in real discovery, 
discovery which is often the result of many years of failure, of asking the 

 
1 https://www.amazon.com/Cynical-Theories-Scholarship-Everything-Identity_and/ 
dp/1634312023?asin=1634312023&revisionId=&format=4&depth= 
2 https://www.amazon.com/Science-Age-Unreason-John-Staddon-ebook/dp/B09M 
DK17GK/ref=sr_1_1?crid=NP5600G62S9T&keywords=Science+in+an+Age+of+U
nreason&qid=1668008884&sprefix=science+in+an+age+of+unreason 
3 See, for example, Staddon, J. Scientific Method: How Science works, Fails to work 
or pretends to work Second edition. (Taylor & Francis, 2024) and references therein.  
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wrong questions. Hence, administrators must either put their faith in 
individuals and allow the future to play out, which will include failure as well 
as success. The neater alternative is to fund and evaluate projects.  

Judging scientists by their project proposals makes sense in applied 
science and engineering, where the objective is set in advance, to make an 
engine or design a plane. It is completely inappropriate in basic science where 
the main task is to discover the right questions to ask. If the choice is to support 
individuals, science overall may advance but many investigators will fail and 
supervising administrators will look bad. So individual support, which was 
part of the National Institutes of Health grant program in its early years, was 
soon phased out in favor of project support, which was both more 
‘democratic’ and easier for administrators to handle. The result is a huge waste 
of time by investigators who must write 100+ page proposals4 describing a 
series of experiments which have either already been done (but not published) 
so that all reviewers’ potential questions can be answered, or else describe 
experiments which, if the work is properly guided by new findings, may never 
be done at all. Or, and this is the worst outcome, they will be done so that the 
investigator (or team of investigators, which is now preferred by granting 
agencies) can tell reviewers they have done what they said they would do, so 
please renew my 3- or 5-year grant. Either way, neither investigator nor 
granter has time for failure. Darwin’s almost twenty year delay between 
thinking of natural selection, amassing evidence for it and, finally, publishing 
would be impossible under the present regimen. Einstein (8 years to get from 
Special to General Relativity) or Mendeleev (10 years to put together the 
Periodic Table) would also have had problems.  

In the early days, most scientists did serious work in many areas: Isaac 
Newton (RS President 1703-1727) did mathematics, optics, astronomy — and 
astrology and alchemy, not to mention slightly heterodox theological studies 
— as well as what is now termed “physics.” Christopher Wren, architect by 
profession, was also an anatomist, physiologist, geometer, astronomer and 
physicist.5 Edmund Halley, of “comet” fame, made contributions in 
mathematics and optics as well as astronomy. Halley could comment 
competently on an analysis of the credibility of human testimony or a 

 
4 An example: https://www.niaid.nih.gov/sites/default/files/1-R01-AI121500-01A1_ 
Gordon_Application.pdf  
5 See, for example, Christopher Tinniswood’s excellent His Invention So Fertile: A 
Life of Christopher Wren (Oxford U. P. 2001) 
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perceptual phenomenon like the moon illusion.6 There was ample opportunity 
for any interested party to criticize or comment on any piece of work. None 
could be dismissed as inexpert or a non-specialist. 

The British Association for the Advancement of Science (later the British 
Science Association: BSA), founded in 1831, had already by 1873, divided 
into several sections: Chemistry and Geology, Zoology, Physiology and 
Geography. In the 1880s, Engineering, and two somewhat-social sciences, 
Economic Science and Statistics, and Anthropology, were added. But 
originally, all of physics and mathematics was in one Section A, which 
covered a wide range of subjects: “I have heard a discussion on spaces of five 
dimensions and we know that one of our committees … reports to us annually 
on the rainfall of the British Isles” remarked one commentator.  

The diversity of topics led to suggestions that Section A be subdivided. 
But even in 1873 there was resistance “…instancing the danger of excessive 
specialization, and claiming that the bond of union among the physical 
sciences is the mathematical spirit and mathematical method…”7 
Nevertheless, by 2018 the BSA had developed 17 sections.8 

Social science, restrained neither by a common theory nor a common 
method, has proliferated much more. The American Psychological 
Association, for example, was founded in 1892 with but a single division. 
After WWII it merged with other psychological organizations and created 
nineteen divisions. By 2007 this number had expanded to 54, despite the facts 
that in the meantime, a competing entity, the Association for Psychological 
Science (APS), emphasizing the basic science aspects of psychology, had split 
off from the APA, and APA Division 25 had itself given birth to an 
independent organization of its own, the Association for Behavior Analysis. 
An APA competitor, smaller in membership (ca. 13,000 vs. 70,000+) but 
almost equal in number of sections, is the American Sociological Association.  

The stated reason for this fissiparousness was that increases in the amount 
of expertise required specialization. But the major reason was 
professionalization. As science became a profession, the need to find a niche 
in which to excel has played an increasing role. As the number of scientists 

 
6 Examples from a Royal Society publication, Miscellanea Curiosa, of 1708 that also 
contains several mathematical contributions from Halley. 
7 Past years: An autobiography, by physicist Oliver Lodge, Hodder and Stoughton, 
1931. 
8 https://www.britishscienceassociation.org/scientific-sections 



74 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 

increased, it became necessary to find a subarea within which one could stand 
out (see an example in Chapter 10). So the field subdivided according to both 
approach and subject matter. In psychology, for example, behaviorists and 
cognitivists could not agree on the right way to understand behavior (the 
behaviorists) or mind (the cognitivists). The result, APA Division 25 and 
ABAI, for the behaviorists and many other divisions of APA and most of APS 
for the cognitivists. Now the two groups could pursue their different 
approaches without conflict and, most importantly, with little hope of 
resolution.  

Similar divisions have occurred in other areas of social science. In 
sociology, for example, there are more than 50 “Sections,” such as “Altruism, 
Morality, and Social Solidarity” and “Political Economy of the World 
System.” Well, Altruism etc. is part of human nature and so also part of 
Political Economy: why does it need a separate Section? Why, indeed, is it 
not just Psychology? And so on for most of the other subdivisions. It is as if 
Quantum Mechanics were to have a separate Physics section apart from, say, 
Nuclear Physics. Luckily physics began with unifying theories and “the 
mathematical spirit and mathematical method” which prevented destructive 
subdivision. Social science, alas, has yet to find that way.  

New Disciplines 
Universities are subject to political pressure. Early on, activists pointed to 

a dearth of black professors. The “pipeline” was restricted and hiring the few 
available candidates did not satisfy demand. The solution, in line with the 
fissiparousness of the “soft” science disciplines, was to found new 
departments: African-American Studies, Gender Studies etc.9 These enclaves 
allowed for a huge expansion of books and articles on would otherwise have 
been fringe subjects. Without these new entities, African-American topics 
would have been covered in History, Sociology and Anthropology, women in 
Biology, Anthropology, English, etc.10 In this case, the work might have been 
less biased and less ideological because of broader critical input. That was not 

 
9 https://blackpowerchronicles.org/cool_timeline/creating-a-black-studies-department-at-
federal-city-college-udc-1968-1969/ 
10 I remember when an interdisciplinary concentration in Women’s Studies was created 
years ago in my own institution. Since the concentration was avowedly 
interdisciplinary I expected that biology would surely be one of the departments 
represented. It was not. 
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to be, with the results we see: a proliferation of disconnected disciplines 
increasingly immune from robust criticism. The process was accelerated by 
increasing activism: the aim was to change society rather than understand it 
(see Chapter 10 for an example). The isolation of these “studies” programs 
allowed for the further degradation of academic standards so that faux 
academics like Ibram Kendi and Ta-Nehisi Coates could be honored for fitting 
a political need, rather than rejected for their weak scholarship.  

As practical applications began to emerge from science during the 
nineteenth century, resources, private and public, began to flow into the 
scientific enterprise. First biological and then social topics began to be studied 
from a professedly scientific point of view. As the number and diversity of 
practitioners and professional sub-divisions increased, so also did the numbers 
of scientific publications. Each scientific society had at least one journal and 
usually several. Now, the number of scientific journals has increased to the 
point that no one seems to be sure of their precise number, except that it is 
very large indeed. The best estimate as of 2018 is between 25 and 40 
thousand.11 The number of published papers each year is of course larger still, 
with an increasing number being fake or corrupt in other ways.12 

An unintended consequence of this multiplication of sub-disciplines has 
been a weakening of criticism. Technical languages — mostly jargon13 — 
have evolved and, like natural languages, isolate speakers from non-speakers, 
immunizing research from truly independent criticism. The result: a flowering 
of a wide range of new specialties, a few that are truly creative but many others 
that are not science at all — and many studying similar subject matter but 
under different names, using different jargon and often widely different 
methods.  

In social science, especially, each sub-division developed its own cluster 
of journals. A finding in one area that might have little or no credibility in 
others, can nevertheless find a sympathetic home in its own publication 
bubble. A paper in gender studies, for example, will never be scrutinized by 

 
11 https://scienceintelligence.wordpress.com/2012/01/23/how-many-science-journals/ 
12 ‘The situation has become appalling’: fake scientific papers push research 
credibility to crisis point. https://www.theguardian.com/science/2024/feb/03/the-
situation-has-become-appalling-fake-scientific-papers-push-research-credibility-to-
crisis-point 
13 Jargon is defined here as terms that have no measurable referent. An example is 
“embedded social reality”; more below. 
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an experimental psychologist or a biologist. Results could be supported by 
citations drawn just from a sympathetic group of like-minded researchers.  

First I summarize the creation and evolution of sociology as a separate 
science. Then in later chapters I describe how unchecked subdivision and 
political pressure led sociology to create a subfield called race and ethnic 
studies and soon thereafter to acceptance of a self-contradiction called color-
blind racism. 

Sociology as a Science 
Sociology originated in a self-consciously scientific way: Émile 

Durkheim (1858-1917), one of the founders, explained his purpose:14 

[O]ur main objective is to extend the scope of scientific rationalism to 
cover human behaviour by demonstrating that, in the light of the past, it 
is capable of being reduced to relationships of cause and effect, which, 
by an operation no less rational, can then be transformed into rules of 
action for the future. [my emphases].  

Cause-and-effect and rational analysis, the basics of science, were to be 
at the heart of this new social science. But also rules of action — an apparent 
afterthought by Durkheim that has turned out to be far from benign. 

Durkheim was well aware that sociology touched on many other fields, 
from psychology to history, economics and anthropology. Hence, he sought 
to define what he called social fact, a kind of fact that lies outside the facts of 
any other social science. He first acknowledges the difficulty of the problem:  

[The term ‘social fact’] is commonly used to designate almost all the 
phenomena that occur within society, however little social interest of 
some generality they present. Yet under this heading there is, so to speak, 
no human occurrence that cannot be called social. Every individual 
drinks, sleeps, eats, or employs his reason, and society has every interest 
in seeing that these functions are regularly exercised. If therefore these 
facts were social ones, sociology would possess no subject matter 
peculiarly its own, and its domain would be confused with that of biology 
and psychology. 

Durkheim goes on to claim that in fact “there is in every society a clearly 
determined group of phenomena separable, because of their distinct 

 
14 https://monoskop.org/images/1/1e/Durkheim_Emile_The_Rules_of_Sociological_ 
Method_1982.pdf 



 Chapter 6 77 
 
 
 

 

characteristics, from those that form the subject matter of other sciences of 
nature” and gives an example: 

When I perform my duties as a brother, a husband or a citizen and carry 
out the commitments I have entered into, I fulfil obligations which are 
defined in law and custom and which are external to myself and my 
actions…Considering in turn each member of society, the foregoing 
remarks can be repeated for each single one of them. Thus there are ways 
of acting, thinking and feeling which possess the remarkable property of 
existing outside the consciousness of the individual. 

These are the facts of sociology, outside the individual consciousness but 
affecting people nevertheless: moral rules, the language spoken, the legal 
currency, the mode of dress “a category of facts which present very special 
characteristics: they consist of manners of acting, thinking and feeling 
external to the individual, which are invested with a coercive power by virtue 
of which they exercise control over him.” Durkheim laid out a subtle path for 
his new science, related to, but separate from, all other human sciences. The 
next chapter shows how sociology has deviated from the path that Durkheim 
laid out. 
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Chapter 7: 
 

Race and Ethnic Studies: 
Color-blind Racism  

I excelled at all academic subjects, except for biology, physics, 
chemistry, economics, history, religious studies, computing and 
mathematics. Titania McGrath1 

The last chapter traced the unfortunate history of social science, which 
has fragmented into dozens of mutually incomprehensible and incompatible 
sub-disciplines. Increased specialization has led to fragmentation, 
incoherence and, ultimately, nonsense. This chapter describes a nonsense 
example: color-blind racism (CBR), which is the idea that treating people 
according to the content of their character, not the color of their skin, is itself 
racist.2 Or, to put it more simply, treating people without paying attention to 
their race is, in fact, racist. Race consciousness is good; race indifference 
is…racist.3  

The most popular criticism of color blindness is that “The idea of a color 
blind society, while well intentioned, leaves people without the language to 
discuss race and examine their own bias.”4 Ibram Kendi, in How to be an 
Antiracist says something similar: “the color-blind individual, by ostensibly 
failing to see race, fails to see racism and falls into racist passivity.” In other 
words, judging people as individuals rather than by skin color means that you 
don’t attend to skin color, which is bad because you can’t pay attention to the 

 
1 McGrath, Titania. Woke: A Guide to Social Justice. Little, Brown Book Group. 2019. 
2 https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/09/color-blindness-is-counterp 
roductive/405037/; but see black author Coleman Hughes’ book The End of Race 
Politics: Arguments for a Colorblind America (2024) 
3 . “Color blindness is white supremacy” https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jDq-
BiVc7z0 
4 Hube, 2020: The Problem with Color Blindness and How It Upholds Racism 
(oprahdaily.com) 
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bias that, if you really are color blind, you don’t have — which seems to be 
self-contradictory. It looks as if the opponents of color blindness want to use 
their color to gain some advantage. Which is not really racist, but does qualify 
as rent-seeking (see Chapter 10). 

So, what does Kendi actually mean? Here is an example: Imagine you are 
really blind, so you can’t see and don’t remember eye color or indeed, any 
color at all. Suppose a careful observer were to watch you over days and 
weeks and is able to report that you in fact tend to treat blue-eyed people 
differently from brown eyed. Would he conclude that that you discriminate 
on the basis of eye color, which by definition is not possible, or that you are 
reacting to other differences between blue- and brown-eyed people? Well, the 
latter, obviously. In the same way, if a racially color-blind person in fact treats 
blacks and whites differently, it will be because of non-racial differences 
between the two groups. His behavior may be fair or unfair, justified or not, 
but what it will not be is guided by color. He is not a racist.  

So, if blacks and whites fare differently in a largely color-blind society it 
is quite likely because of something other than their color. Maybe there are 
“content of their character” differences between blacks and non-blacks that 
cause them, as groups, to land up in different places in society. Maybe it is 
this prospect that causes Kendi and his congeners to perform the mental 
somersault that is color-blind racism. 

Causes and Social Facts 
Social facts in Durkheim’s sense are very hard to find. Identifying causes 

is even more difficult. Nevertheless, most contemporary sociologists maintain 
lip-service to Durkheim’s scientific ideal. In fact, Durkheim’s criteria have 
been almost abandoned. In their place are supposedly causal analyses that 
advance a political goal. For example, Distinguished Professor of Sociology 
at Duke University Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, a leader in the color-blind racism 
(CBR) movement, in the fourth edition of his landmark book Racism without 
Racists,5 cites approvingly a “biting critique of statistical racial reasoning,” 
by the exotically named Tukufu Zuberi6 leading the reader to expect a 

 
5 Racism without Racists: Color-Blind Racism and the Persistence of Racial Inequality 
in America Fourth Edition Rowman Littlefield 2014. 
6 Zuberi’s birth name is Antonio McDaniel; Ibram Xolani Kendi’s is Ibram Henry 
Rogers, Molefi Kete Asante’s is Arthur Lee Smith Jr., etc., etc., but Ta-Nehisi Coates’ 
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sophisticated analysis of social causation.7 Indeed, Zuberi’s article affirms, in 
a roundabout way, that statistical correlation is not the same as causation. But 
then he quotes approvingly another author who says “the schooling a student 
receives can be a cause, in our sense, of the student’s performance on a test, 
whereas the student’s race or gender cannot” — a defense, presumably, 
against charges of group-average intellectual black-white differences as a 
possible cause of, for example, college performance disparities. 

Zuberi’s claim ignores the difference between efficient and material 
causes, a distinction known at least since Aristotle as I pointed out in Chapter 
1. When you turn on your TV, a picture appears. The switching-on was the 
efficient cause. But the machinery of the TV set and the whole transmission 
network is hardly irrelevant: it constitutes the material cause. So, both race — 
biological constitution — and educational history can be a material causes of 
performance on an IQ test, the test itself being the efficient cause. In practice, 
of course, experiments are almost never done, so that what we are left with in 
both cases is just correlation: race and education are both correlated with IQ 
and college performance.  

The point of this rather obvious example is simply to show how in 
sociology, politics can infect supposedly scientific judgement — and how, in 
a racialized context, some sociologists can get away with it. Politics says that 
black-white differences are caused by the educational deprivations of blacks 
and not by any endogenous group differences between blacks and whites 
(what I called causes in Chapter 2). Any test which implies otherwise is simply 
taboo, not to be discussed.8 So, what should have been a straightforward 
causal analysis is replaced by falsehood.  

What about Durkheim’s elusive social facts? Perhaps the best-known 
candidate is a contribution of his equally famous contemporary Max Weber’s 

 
is Ta-Nehisi Paul Coates. There are individual reasons for these choices. But there is 
no doubt that the “Africanization” of European names does serve to protect, and to 
some extent segregate, black from non-black scholars. See also https://scholar. 
harvard.edu/files/fryer/files/the_causes_and_consequences_of_distinctively_black_n
ames.pdf 
7 Deracializing Social Statistics: Problems in the Quantification of Race. Zuberi et al. 
(2000). https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/000271620056800113 
8 Even in the prestigious and supposedly scientific journal Nature: 
https://www.nature.com/articles/502026a. See J. Coyne and L. Maruja, The 
Ideological Subversion of Biology (2023) for the full story: https://skepticalinquirer. 
org/category/feature-article/ 
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idea of the Protestant (work) Ethic as an engine of capitalism. Weber’s 
argument is closer to economic history than the kind of subtle social analysis 
envisaged by Durkheim. But Weber also analyzed bureaucracy in terms of its 
structure (division of labor), regulatory hierarchy and meritocratic hiring 
practices. These factors seem to closer to Durkheim’s idea, being both 
measurable as well as extra-individual.  

Things are different now. I first got an inkling of this more than three 
decades ago. Sorting through some old papers I found this quote, from an 
unnamed British sociologist speaking at a meeting in 1986: “Theories in 
science are not constrained in any way by empirical facts.” I noted that most 
of those listening agreed with him. Facts are at risk in modern sociology.  

The sociologist’s quote is absurd — or at least raises a question: if 
theories are not constrained by empirical facts, what are they constrained by? 
As I will try to show, the answer seems to be that theories in “race and ethnic 
studies” (RES) sociology are not so much constrained as guided by the 
political opinions prevailing in that community.9 These values are passionate 
but sometimes unexpressed: Sociologist Christian Smith’s exposé, The 
Sacred Project of American Sociology, identifies a narcissistic social-justice 
imperative behind much sociology, and there are other candidates.10 

Identity Defines Truth in Race 
and Ethnic Studies – and Science magazine 
An odd contradiction in RES sociology is that different races are assumed 

to be essentially identical — the equalitarian imperative — yet factual 
findings and even reasoning are assumed to be determined by an individual’s 
ethnicity and social position. If, as the ‘white logic’ folk seem to believe (see 
below), whites and blacks reason differently, the equalitarian axiom must be 

 
9 See Alexander Riley’s The Warped Vision of Contemporary Sociology (Academic 
Questions, Summer 2024, pp. 16-23) for some vivid examples.  
10 Christian Smith The Sacred Project of American Sociology Oxford U. P. 2020, 
which identifies the underlying creed of modern American sociology as the facilitation 
of a totally self-centered epistemology: “feelings über alles,” as it were: “[E]xposing, 
protesting, and ending through social movements, state regulations, and government 
programs all human equality, oppression, exploitation, suffering,…” In other words, 
social justice, broadly construed. This is not science but politico-religious activism. 
See also https://www.jamesgmartin.center/2024/09/its-time-for-a-liberty-loving-
sociology/ 
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wrong: In general? Only if you follow ‘white logic’? What do the leaders of 
this movement say? 

Editors Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva, in a book called White Logic, White 
Methods: Racism and Methodology. (2008) write:  

Most White sociologists, reflecting their dominant position11 in the 
discipline, have complained that sociologists of color are ‘biased’ and 
thus do not take seriously their work or their criticisms. Conversely, 
many sociologists of color, reflecting their subordinate position in 
sociology, have doubted the research findings by white sociologists to 
explain the standing of people of color in America.12  

This passage is just one of many casting doubt on the idea of objectivity. 
Indeed, in another article,13 Bonilla-Silva scorns the very idea, speaking of the 
“devil of ‘objectivity’” (with scare quotes). And he is not alone. Fellow black 
intellectual Michael Eric Dyson often refers to “the spurious objectivity and 
transcendence of this so-called enlightenment tradition” and “this spurious, 
mythical notion of objectivity and universality.”14 

Without the possibility of objectivity, there is no science. Truth may be 
elusive, it cannot be a personal preference. Have some parts of sociology 
become then just political activism? To some extent, yes. Zuberi and Bonilla-
Silva continue:  

The aim is to attain epistemic liberation from White logic…We see this 
edited volume as part of the long march of resistance to White 
domination in society and in academe. 

The Maoist allusion is probably not accidental. As Christian Smith 
argues, it is quite consistent with a political aim, the elimination of “White 
domination.” The implicit assumption that logic is racial shows a complete 
misunderstanding of what logic is. Or perhaps just the authors’ confidence in 
their ability to promote absurdity to a willing academic audience.  

By the end of the book Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva have backtracked 

 
11 Bonilla-Silva’s supposedly subordinate position was in fact to be President of the 
American Sociological Association in 2018. 
12 Tukufu Zuberi, Eduardo Bonilla-Silva (Eds.) White Logic, White Methods: Racism 
and Methodology. Rowman & Littlefield (2008). 
13Eduardo Bonilla-Silva (2017) What We Were, What We Are, and What We Should 
Be: The Racial Problem of American Sociology. Social Problems, Volume 64, Issue 
2, May 2017, Pages 179–187. 
14 Michael Eric Dyson Keynote Address Howard Law Journal, 2014 Vol. 57 No. 3. 
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slightly. They give a nod to objectivity, while accusing whites of being 
ethically biased:  

Rather than leading to a science of objectivity, White logic has fostered 
an ethnocentric orientation…however, scholars of color are potentially 
much closer to being objective… 

This will surely leave many readers puzzled about where the truth lies: in 
objectivity or in color. The idea of “white logic” is just one those ideas that is 
so absurd that it is readily accepted by a community that also has no difficulty 
believing in a multiplicity of sexes and an imminent climate apocalypse. 
Everything is racial and gendered, even architecture and the countryside,15 so 
why not truth? More on white logic in a moment. 

Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva attempt to clarify their identity-based version of 
truth by quoting Jamaican philosopher Charles W. Mills:  

[H]egemonic groups characteristically have experiences that foster 
illusory perceptions about society’s functioning, whereas subordinate 
groups characteristically have experiences that (at least potentially) give 
rise to more adequate conceptualizations.  

So apparently “subordinate” groups (e.g., people of color) see things more 
clearly than “hegemonic groups.” No proof is offered.16 Since Mills 
presumably considered himself a member of a subordinate group (even 
though he was a distinguished professor of philosophy in the CUNY Graduate 
Center) his claim of subordinate epistemic superiority invites the Mandy Rice-
Davies response17 “Well, he would say that, wouldn’t he?” The elevation of 
“felt experience” over third-party-observable behavior is an anti-scientific 
error that the various forms of behaviorism have criticized for more than 100 
years.18 The third-party criterion is accepted by all non-social science.19  

Claims of “subordination” and victimhood are common even among very 

 
15 https://uclpress.scienceopen.com/hosted-document?doi=10.14324/111.444.amps.2 
019v15i3.001; https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2024/02/07/british-countryside-racist-
white-space-charities-claim/ 
16 Nor could there be any, since there is no single truth (except this one?). Another 
puzzle.  
17 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mandy_Rice-Davies 
18 For some history see, for example, J. Staddon The New Behaviorism Third Edition 
(2021) Routledge Press.  
19 See, for example, J. M. Ziman (1969) Public Knowledge: An Essay Concerning the 
Social Dimension of Science. Cambridge U. P.  
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successful intellectuals in this area. For example, Bonilla-Silva in his Racism 
without Racists writes “at every step of the way, I have encountered people 
who have tried to block my path one way or another.” Yet a little later he lists 
dozens of people who have in fact helped him and then later writes: “How can 
I, after been elected president of the American Sociological Association 
(ASA), be talking about the salience of race in our business? Isn’t my election 
proof positive that race is ‘declining in significance’)?” Well, yes, quite 
possibly, but somehow the victim theme persists.  

Here are some other ideas that are generally accepted by the RES 
movement as social facts (although the idea of truth is itself questioned from 
time to time, as we have seen).  

White logic  

is the idea that white people think differently than ‘people of color’ and 
that this is “the structure that generates racism.” So write editors Bonilla-Silva 
and Zuberi in White Logic, White Methods. A reviewer concludes that 
“Ultimately, what connects all authors is their view of academia as ‘a form of 
[White] cultural and political hegemony.’”20 (Hegemony is a popular term in 
this literature. Translated, it seems to mean “influential ideas I think are 
wrong;” more about hegemony in Chapter 9)  

That there are differences between whites and blacks as groups may well 
be true, although not, I hasten to say, about something like logic. Mathematics 
and logic are not different for black and white. Hopefully, 2 + 2 = 4 is true for 
all. On the other hand, it may well be that the cognitive abilities of some black 
scholars are so dominated by, let us say, the power of language, metaphor and 
affect, as to make it especially difficult for them to reason logically, or perhaps 
just to acknowledge the force of reason. They may understand a logical 
argument but, unlike David Hume, refuse to accept that if the premises are 
true, logic must always win. Example: Premise 1: There are cognitive/ 
behavioral differences between self-identified groups. Premise 2: Cognitive/ 
behavioral traits affect socioeconomic status. Conclusion: Group 
socioeconomic differences cannot be automatically attributed to social 

 
20 Anna-Esther Younes, review of Tukufu Zuberi and Eduardo Bonilla-Silva (eds). 
2008. White Logic, White Methods: Racism and Methodology. Lanham: Plymouth, 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. https://gjss.org/sites/default/files/issues/chapters/ 
bookreviews/Journal-09-01--05-Younes.pdf 
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discrimination (i.e., racism). This conclusion is rejected even by many who 
accept the premises. 

Is it just “feelings first, logic after” so to speak, just like Ta-Nehisi Coates’ 
willingness to condemn Israel while admitting that he doesn’t understand all 
the issues (Chapter 4). Or is it just “many white scholars argue that truth is 
independent of the observer. I don’t really understand what they are saying. 
So it must be some kind of “white logic.”” 

The attempt by a group of mostly black scholars to equate “logic” with 
“white logic” is consistent with the hypothesis that they represent a 
community of highly articulate but logically challenged individuals (recall 
Ibram Kendi’s mediocre SAT score) who have found a way to disguise, and 
thereby overcome, their cognitive limitations. If you, as a person of color, 
have trouble with math, label it as “white logic.” This suggestion, that a subset 
of social science scholars, black as well as their white allies, are shaky on 
math and logic, would be labeled racist coming from a white person. But here 
are Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva, both “persons of color,” saying essentially the 
same thing. The success of these scholars in giving credibility to the fallacy 
that logic is somehow racially defined is a tribute to their rhetorical skills, 
admittedly deployed in a favorable cultural climate.  

Bonilla-Silva and Zuberi acknowledge that many readers will find this 
whole topic distasteful:  

“Why did you folks write a book on White logic and methods?” They 
will likely be incensed…The methodologically inclined will say 
“Methods are objective research tools beyond race, gender and class.” 
They will argue that “social science methodology, like genetics, can be 
applied impartially regardless of the racial background of the individual 
conducting the investigation.”  

Well, yes they will, so what is the authors’ response? “Before we address 
these burning questions, we need to explain our motivations for editing [this] 
book.” They distract the reader. In fact, we never get an answer to these 
questions. Just as the authors seem about to define a term or justify a claim, 
the football is pulled away, to be followed by repeated assertions about links 
to colonialism (always bad) or white feelings of superiority (pervasive). So 
we never really find out what is wrong with the idea that the methods of 
science are for everybody and what matters is what is done, not who does it.  

Bonilla-Silva has heavyweight allies for his claim that it matters who does 
science. Indeed that is the title of an article by Science Editor-in-Chief Holden 
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Thorp who in 2023 wrote:21 

Scientific research is a social process that occurs over time with many 
minds contributing. But the public has been taught that scientific insight 
occurs when old white guys with facial hair get hit on the head with an 
apple or go running out of bathtubs shouting “Eureka!” That’s not how 
it works, and it never has been....Science has had enormous trouble 
building a workforce that reflects the public it serves. [emphasis added] 

Never mind the sneers at Newton and Archimedes, science for Thorp is 
“a social process” which is true in the sense that a finding should be inter-
subjectively verifiable but not in the sense that that science is a team effort. 
On the contrary, great advances usually come from the insights of one or two 
individuals, like Isaac Newton, Charles Darwin and Alfred Russel Wallace, 
Dmitri Mendeleev, Watson and Crick, B. F. Skinner, Jean Piaget or Albert 
Einstein and his buddy Michele Besso. Many people are needed to verify a 
potential advance, but the first step usually comes from one or two individuals.  

The last sentence of this quote reveals Thorp’s commitment to the same 
identitarianism that bedevils Bonilla-Silva, who also probably agrees that 
science should “reflect the public it serves” – or at least contain an appropriate 
proportion of “people of color.” This objective is both damaging to science 
and insulting to the people it is supposed to be supporting. Damaging to 
science because it ignores the reality of human difference: there is no way to 
be sure that the proportion of willing-and-able scientists in the black 
population will match the proportion of blacks in the general population. 
Insulting because it presumes that blacks cannot be trusted to make their own 
career choices.  

* * * 

The problems of sociology have been apparent for many years. As long 
ago as 1986 British philosopher Roger Scruton penned a London Times op-ed 
called “The Plague of Sociology:” 

Auguste Comte [1798-1857], the father of sociology, was a naive and 
shallow thinker. But he had a concern for truth and a nose for problems. 
Under his tutelage sociology did not remain an academic dream, but 
established itself as a science. Comte was followed by four great men — 
Marx [1818-83], Durkheim [1858-1917], Pareto [1848-1923] and Weber 

 
21 https://www.science.org/content/blog-post/it-matters-who-does-science 
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[1864-1920] — each of whom provided concepts and observations 
indispensable to a full understanding of the modern condition…Why 
then does sociology have the reputation that it has acquired? Why is it so 
often regarded as ideology, indoctrination and pseudoscience? Why does 
the mere mention of academic sociology serve to conjure images of an 
ignorant rabble lost in jargon, fired by doctrine and profoundly hostile to 
all forms of authority and power?  

How did sociology lapse from Durkheim’s high standard? Political forces 
are always present. In the “harder” sciences they are restrained by rigorous 
methods of experiment and theory that are universally accepted. Sociology 
began this way, but differences soon led to many divisions, with each new 
branch accepting a different set of standards for what constituted valid data 
and acceptable methodology. This separation reduced the variety and force of 
criticism. Soon, everyone in the new RES-sociology bubble agreed that 
anecdote is okay, story-telling and lived experience are as scientific as 
chemical analysis, unsupported allegations are fine so long as they are made 
by the right kind of person, truth is personal, capitalism is to be condemned, 
activism is scholarship and the perverted Christianity of “wokism” is received 
truth.22 

Color-blind racism, whiteness, white logic and white supremacy are one 
result of this spontaneous combustion of sociology. Ironically, the CBR folk 
also provide support for the very thing they deplore, black ‘inferiority’: the 
fact that there seems to be a vocal, articulate community of “scholars of color” 
who are in fact deficient in the kind of logical analysis that is essential to 
science. The problem isn’t “white logic,” the problem is, like Titania 
McGrath, they don’t get it.  

 
22 See Matthew 20:16: “So the last shall be first, and the first last” and many other 
Bible quotes. See also Science in an age of unreason, op. cit., Ch. 1. 
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Chapter 8: 
 

Statistics, Eugenics and Sinister Motives 
RES scholars are not happy with quantitative disciplines, especially 

statistics. For example, Professor of Sociology and Africana Studies at the 
University of Pennsylvania, Tukufu Zuberi responded to the hypothetical: 
“Are you suggesting social scientists practice racism when they use 
statistics?” by saying that “The founders [of statistics] developed statistical 
analysis to explain the racial inferiority of colonial and 2nd class citizens in 
the new imperial era. [emphasis added]” This is a silly allegation with zero 
supporting evidence.1 Based on my own reading, “colonial…citizens” were 
of very minor interest to statistical pioneers Karl Pearson, Charles Spearman 
and Francis Galton. Child-prodigy and polymath Galton, Darwin’s half-
cousin, was much more interested in evolution and criminology and he clearly 
enjoyed statistics for its own sake. As we will see in a moment, Galton had 
other reasons for attempting to measure human talent.  

Zuberi goes on to claim that Galton, “[W]as obsessed with explaining 
racial hierarchy in social status and achievement.” Well, yes, Galton was 
interested in what made for success in life. He assumed that individuals can 
be ranked according to their talents. He coined the nature-nurture distinction, 
and recognized that it is tough to separate the two, as it still is even after major 
advances in genetics and molecular biology.2 Galton was interested in the 
aspects of human nature that have advanced human civilization and why 
civilization has flourished in some regions and with some people and not with 
others. He was, in other words, an unashamed elitist, an admirer of 
accomplishment, as were most intellectuals of his era and as are very few in 
our own. Now the intellectual zeitgeist is obsessed with those at the bottom of 
the intellectual heap and embarrassed by those at the top (cf. Chapter 2). In 

 
1Tukufu Zuberi and Eduardo Bonilla-Silva (Eds.) Rowman & Littlefield, 2008. White 
Logic, White Methods Racism and Methodology. p. 5. 
2 https://nobaproject.com/modules/the-nature-nurture-question 
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Galton’s time, focus was on the top. The former sees universal equality as the 
ultimate goal — equalitarianism; the latter can live with hierarchy so long as 
there is civilizational advance and great men3 at the top.  

In his 1869 book Hereditary Genius4 Galton wrote that “the negro race” 
is an ‘inferior race’ but he also thought that “the average ability of the 
Athenian race is, on the lowest possible estimate, very nearly two grades 
higher than our own — that is, about as much as our race is above that of the 
African negro.”  

Galton was uncomfortable with the word “genius,” as he explained in his 
foreword to the 2nd edition:  

The fault in the volume that I chiefly regret is the choice of its title of 
Hereditary Genius, but it cannot be remedied now. There was not the 
slightest intention on my part to use the word genius in any technical 
sense, but merely as expressing an ability that was exceptionally high, 
and at the same time inborn. It was intended to be used in the senses 
ascribed to the word in Johnson’s Dictionary, viz. ‘Mental power or 
faculties.’ 

He also said that “There is nothing either in the history of domestic 
animals or in that of evolution to make us doubt that a race of sane men may 
be formed who shall be as much superior mentally and morally to the modern 
European, as the modern European is to the lowest of the Negro races.” Which 
is probably true. 

Aptitudes available in some 
form or other of high civilization 
If Galton was racist he was even handed and by no means biased in favor 

of modern Europeans. And in every case, he made a coherent argument based 
on the best evidence available to him. His focus was on “those 
aptitudes…such as are available in some form or other of high civilization.” 
In such a comparison, obviously the African races were at a considerable 
disadvantage. The Greeks had the works of their great philosophers, artists 
and architects; but black people, many just come from rural, tribal, illiterate 
cultures showing little art or architecture and lacking any but an oral history, 
had much less to offer.  

 
3 I.e., people. 
4 Francis Galton Hereditary Genius: An inquiry into its law and consequences. 
(Macmillan, 1892)” 
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Galton had a fourfold method for evaluating a race.  

1. By its ability to produce exceptional men. He writes: “the negro race 
has occasionally, but very rarely, produced such men as Toussaint 
l’Ouverture,” giving negroes a low score.  

2. By the ability of its members to engage in productive labor: “the 
negro race is by no means wholly deficient in men capable of 
becoming good factors, thriving merchants, and otherwise 
considerably raised above the average of whites…” A medium score. 

3. By comparison: “Thirdly, we may compare, but with much caution, 
the relative position of negroes in their native country with that of the 
travellers who visit them… I have often discussed this subject with 
competent persons, and can only recall a few cases of the inferiority 
of the white man…” A lower score. 

4. He also had some personal experience:5 “Fourthly, the number among 
the negroes of those whom we should call half-witted men, is very 
large. Every book alluding to negro servants in America is full of 
instances. I was myself much impressed by this fact during my travels 
in Africa. The mistakes the negroes made in their own matters, were 
so childish, stupid, and simpleton-like, as frequently to make me 
ashamed of my own species…” 

And Galton was not the only intelligent well-meaning eighteenth or 
nineteenth-century writer to think in this way. Thomas Jefferson, rather 
reluctantly, commented:6 

as a suspicion only, that the blacks, whether originally a distinct race, or 
made distinct by time and circumstances, are inferior to the whites in the 
endowments both of body and mind. It is not against experience to 
suppose, that different species of the same genus, or varieties of the same 
species, may possess different qualifications. 

Galton’s language may seem appallingly racist to modern ears but 
“racism” is not the scientific point. The point is: were his data accurate? Were 
his inferences correct? First, both Galton and Jefferson were in no doubt that 
black and white were members of the same species. As for Galton’s judgment 

 
5 Hereditary Genius, op. cit. p 339. 
6 T. Jefferson. Notes On The State Of Virginia 143 (W. Peden ed. 1787, reprinted 
1954). 
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of their behavior, and given the faults of modern social science,7 we can at 
least say that his methods were no worse than much contemporary wisdom. 
And of course the “negroes” he encountered were very different from the 
better-educated, mixed-race modern black population in the US. His methods 
are worth a look, but his conclusions may not apply. On the other hand, his 
attitude wasn’t at all “white supremacist.” If Galton was guilty of anything it 
is not his elevation of whites but his devotion to a late-Victorian view of high 
civilization. Galton was interested in the very best men. Contemporary 
scholars, on the other hand are obsessed not so much with the worst as with 
groups they feel have been disadvantaged, such as women and blacks. The 
one thing on which they all agree is that this disadvantage is always unjust, 
always imposed by oppressors, never a reflection of endogenous differences, 
which is a premature a priori assumption. 

It is worth mentioning that all “primitive” races were not viewed in the 
same way in the 19th century. In 1830 Captain Robert FitzRoy of Charles 
Darwin’s Beagle8 brought three young Fuegian natives (who were not 
negroid) from a primitive hunter-gatherer society at the end of S. America to 
England. He intended to convert them to Christianity, and make them 
missionaries he could return to Tierra del Fuego, which is not something one 
would try to do for sub-humans. His mission was not a success, but that he 
attempted it at all attests to the respect he had for the potential of the young 
Fuegians.  

Europeans regarded other colonized races, such as Indians and Chinese 
as “clever” or “crafty” rather than “stupid.” And blacks were not regarded 
uniformly by slavers. They represented “product” after all, and quality was 
important. Eric Williams in his well-known book Capitalism and Slavery 
comments.9 

The purchase of slaves called for a business sense and shrewd 
discrimination. An Angolan Negro was a proverb for worthlessness; 

 
7 See, for example, L. Jussim, 2024 op. cit.; C. Ritchie, Science Fictions: How Fraud, 
Bias, Negligence, and Hype Undermine the Search for Truth. Henry Holt (2020); and 
Cynical theories How Activist Scholarship Made Everything about Race, Gender, and 
Identity―and Why This Harms Everybody, Pluckrose and Lindsey (Pitchstone, 2020) 
8 https://www.amazon.co.uk/Voyage-Beagle-Charles-Researches-Classics/dp/01404 
3268X 
9 Eric Williams Capitalism and Slavery. U. N. Carolina Press, 1944. Williams has been 
criticized for overestimating the economic role of slavery in 19th century industrial 
Europe. But his accounts of slavery are generally accepted.  
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Coromantines (Ashantis), from the Gold Coast, were good workers but 
too rebellious; Mandingoes (Senegal) were too prone to theft; the Eboes 
(Nigeria) were timid and despondent; the Pawpaws or Whydahs 
(Dahomey) were the most docile and best-disposed. 

There was no tendency to stereotype all subject races in the same way. 
European views did not need statistical justification nor was statistics devised 
to sustain colonialist prejudice, which could fly quite well on its own. It is 
simply ridiculous to claim that “current statistical methodologies … continue 
to reflect the racist ideologies” of the eugenics movement (although they may 
reflect Zuberi’s own analytical limitations). People who had actually to deal 
with the “subject races” were, unsurprisingly, much more likely to notice 
differences in their behavior than contemporary equalitarian ‘antiracists.’10 

As for eugenics — for his interest in which Galton is banished from most 
of social science — eugenics is a political not a scientific matter. As Galton 
says, there is no doubt that the human race, like the race of any animal, could 
be changed, even improved, by selective breeding. But whether this should be 
attempted and if so how, by whom, and under what authority — not to mention 
the definition of “improved” — all this involves judgments that are ethical 
and political not scientific (see Chapter 1). As is well known, many 
progressive figures, American as well as English, thought eugenics was a 
sensible social policy before the Nazi genocide made the idea abhorrent.11  

Whiteness and the Jargon Wilderness  
‘Whiteness’ is not a color. It seems to be a label for the kinds of 

knowledge that the writer finds hard to understand: logical analysis, abstract 
thinking of certain sorts. Or perhaps it is something more mysterious related 
to the “black body,” as in  

The history of the black body in North America is fundamentally linked 
to the history of whiteness, primarily as whiteness is expressed in the 
form of fear, sadism, hatred, brutality, terror, avoidance, desire, denial, 

 
10 Contrary to popular opinion, most stereotypes are broadly accurate: Stereotype 
(In)Accuracy in Perceptions of Groups and Individuals. L, Jussim et al, (2015) Current 
Directions in Psychological Science, 24(6). 
11 U.S. Scientists' Role in the Eugenics Movement (1907–1939): A Contemporary 
Biologist's Perspective 
Steven A. Farber,  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2757926/ 



94 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 

solipsism, madness, policing, politics, and the production and projection 
of white fantasies.12 

Lot of emotion in this account from a leader in the field of whiteness 
studies, George Yancy, philosophy professor at Emory University, whose 
interviews appear frequently on the pages of the New York Times. 

White logic is a subspecialty of ‘whiteness studies.’ Yancy described13 his 
own work as follows:  

His current work has focused on the theme of whiteness and how it 
constitutes a site of embedded social reality and a site of opacity. He 
links these two foci to such themes as white subject formation, white 
epistemic ways of knowing/not knowing, privilege and hegemony, and 
forms of white spatial bonding as processes of white solidarity and 
interpellation. He is also interested in how such forms of white epistemic 
bonding constitute sites of white intelligibility formation. Yancy also 
explores the theme of racial embodiment, particularly in terms of how 
white bodies live their whiteness unreflectively vis-a-vis the 
interpellation and deformation of the black body and other bodies of 
color. Within this context, his work also explores Black Erlebnis or the 
lived experience of black people, which raises important questions 
regarding Black subjectivity, modes of Black spatial mobility, and 
embodied resistance….  

Many readers will find this account hard to follow. For example, translate 
the following: “site of embedded social reality,” “white epistemic ways of 
knowing/not knowing” or “white intelligibility formation.” Yancey’s 
dependence on jargon — embedded reality, opacity, subject formation, 
epistemic bonding, interpellation and several others — is characteristic of this 
sub-discipline. The terms are almost never defined, but serve at least two 
purposes: they convey expertise — technical competence — while at the same 
time they effectively impede outside scrutiny.  

Whiteness and reason are linked according to black professor and 
preacher in the College of Arts and Science and in the Divinity School at 
Vanderbilt University, Michael Eric Dyson. In an extraordinary statement he 
proclaims: “Reason itself is a servant of the white world and endorses white 

 
12 George Yancy Black Bodies, White Gazes: The Continuing Significance of Race in 
America 2nd edition, November 2, 2016.   
13 This original entry seems to have vanished; here is the 2024 version. 
https://www.georgeyancy.com/bio.html?ref=quillette.com 
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experience.”14 It is not too strong to say that in this Professor Dyson betrays 
both extreme ignorance and a mild paranoia. Arithmetic and logic are factual 
and, as I argued in Chapter 1, a fact has no political motive. To be sure, a critic 
might use reason to defend a position with which Dyson disagrees, but the 
proper response is to rebut the argument not show your ignorance by attacking 
reason.  

Fans of color-blind racism defend their position mainly through slightly 
paranoid attacks on whites. For example, associate professor of sociology at 
Skidmore college Jennifer C. Mueller writes  

I argue from this position: more vexing than structurally induced habit, 
whites’ persistent colorblindness is sustained by a vested commitment to 
defending the ideological buffer of ignorance. My investigation 
illuminates colorblindness as a culturally recursive accomplishment 
grounded in an epistemology of ignorance (Mills 1997, 2007) — that is 
a process of knowing designed to produce not knowing surrounding 
white privilege, culpability. and structural white supremacy.15 [First 
emphasis added] 

This is just a series of obscure (“culturally recursive”?16), incoherent 
(“knowing designed to produce not knowing”) and largely unprovable, 
allegations about the sinister motives of white people. It does not belong in a 
supposedly scientific journal.  

Obscurity and jargon, not mention activism disguised as scholarship, are 
not restricted to racial issues. They also find a home in gender studies as well. 
Here is an example. The jargon-filled abstract is from an article by Jennifer 
Randles, Chair of Sociology at California State University, Fresno, entitled 
““Manning Up” to be a Good Father: Hybrid Fatherhood, Masculinity, and 
U.S. Responsible Fatherhood Policy” in which she presents a supposedly 
scientific critique of government policy:17  

Drawing on theories of masculinities, I analyze how a U.S. government 
funded “responsible fatherhood” program utilized a political discourse 
of hybrid masculinity to shape disadvantaged men’s ideas of successful 

 
14 Michael Eric Dyson Entertaining race: Performing blackness in America. St. 
Martin’s Press (2021), 
15 Jennifer C. Mueller.  (2017) Producing Colorblindness: Everyday Mechanisms of 
White Ignorance. Social Problems, 64, 219–238. 
16 According to ChatGPT it basically just means “cultural”…I think.  
17  Jennifer Randles “Manning up” to be a good father. Gender and Society Vol. 32, 
No. 4 (August 2018), pp. 516-539. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26597096 
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fathering. Using data from three sources that uniquely traces how this 
discourse traveled from policy to program implementation … I theorize 
hybrid fatherhood. As a discourse of paternal involvement that 
incorporates stereotypically feminine styles such as emotional 
expressiveness, hybrid fatherhood discursively reconfigures patriarchy 
by drawing distinctions between mothering and fathering and dominant 
and subordinate forms of masculinity as they relate to men’s parenting. 
I analyze how the promotion of hybrid fatherhood for poor men of color 
legitimates and sustains gender, race, and class inequalities through U.S. 
welfare policy. 

As science, this study is unconvincing. Key terms like “emotional needs” 
are undefined; the reality of multiple genders (“theories of masculinities”) is 
assumed as is the equivalence of motherhood and fatherhood. What does 
“theorize fatherhood” mean? Are men and women really interchangeable as 
Randles seems to assume? 

Prof. Randles’ beef is that the government is trying to “reshape men’s 
gender identities in line with a type of hegemonic masculinity focused on 
well-paid work and family breadwinning,” in other words the traditional 
father role in a two-parent family. She argues: “programs should focus on 
teaching that children benefit when they have access to multiple caregivers of 
any gender committed to meeting their emotional, practical, and financial 
needs.” [my emphasis] Do children benefit from this kind of family? Where 
is the evidence? Does a term like should belong in a scientific article? One 
may agree or disagree with the traditional family, but the political agenda of 
this supposedly scientific article is impossible to miss. Randles’ article is 
pretty typical of gender-studies sociology. Like color-blind racism, it is 
activism, not scholarship and conceptually not unrelated to RES sociology.  

Academical obscurantism is not new. Thomas Hobbes in Leviathan 
(1651) complains about “names that signifie nothing; but are taken up and 
learned by rote from the Schooles, as hypostatical, transubstantiate, 
consubstantiate, eternal-Now, and the like the canting of School-men.”18 
Theological writing is perhaps clearer now, but the obscurity of the School-
men has not been lost. 

 
18 Leviathan (Oxford World’s Classics, 1998, I.5, p. 31. 
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Subjective experience  
– private feeling, Erlebnis — also known as qualia,19 is obviously very 

important to modern sociology and even in legal studies (Chapter 9). The 
problem is: qualia can be spoken about, but cannot be measured by a third 
party. I don’t know what red looks like to you, although we both can agree 
that orange is more similar to red than to green. That is a scientific datum; the 
“felt experience” of red and green are not. Subjective experience can be shared 
through drama or literature — or simply storytelling, which is a major part of 
RES literature.20 But qualia are not part of science because they cannot be 
independently verified.  

Privilege  
is a favored term in RES sociology. From a logical point of view privilege 

is just the flip side of discrimination: to discriminate against A is to privilege 
not-A. The term is therefore redundant. It originated with black sociologist 
W. E. B. Du Bois but has recently been revived. A New Yorker interview21 in 
2014 with Peggy McIntosh, a women’s studies scholar at Wellesley, describes 
how McIntosh in 1988 circulated a list of 46 ‘privileges’ accorded to white 
people. The piece, entitled “White Privilege: Unpacking the Invisible 
Knapsack” turned out to be a hit. It included questions such as “I can if I wish 
arrange to be in the company of people of my race most of the time,” “I can 
turn on the television or open to the front page of the paper and see people of 
my race widely represented,” “I can be pretty sure that if I ask to talk to the 
‘person in charge,’ I will be facing a person of my race” “I can take a job with 
an affirmative action employer without having my co-workers on the job 
suspect that I got it because of my race,” and many more of the same sort.  

A less tendentious interpretation is that most of McIntosh’s ‘privileges’ 
are just matters of luck. Privilege implies a need for legal redress, luck is 
just...luck. Being in a visible minority is sometimes unlucky. Sometimes no 
redress is necessary: “I can turn on the television or open to the front page of 
the paper and see people of my race widely represented.” That just goes along 

 
19 https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/qualia/ 
20 See, for example, The New Behaviorism Third Edition, Chapter 18. 
21 https://www.newyorker.com/books/page-turner/the-origins-of-privilege; for a 
critique, see also https://quillette.com/2018/08/29/unpacking-peggy-mcintoshs-
knapsack/ 
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with being a minority. Why should the TV-watcher even care? Does it really 
require affirmative action for TV appearances? Similarly for several of 
MacIntosh’s “privileges.” As for the “affirmative action employer,” the 
problem is with racially discriminatory promotion policies, not white 
privilege.  

Obviously, the questions don’t all point to racism. Many simply reflect 
the fact that blacks are a minority in America, others are a by-product of pro-
black affirmative action, some reflect housing segregation, voluntary and 
otherwise. Some even imply that segregation might be a good thing: “I can if 
I wish arrange to be in the company of people of my race most of the time” 
— lot easier to meet folk who look like you if the neighborhood is segregated. 
All the questions make tacit assumptions about the equivalence of blacks and 
whites in terms of both interests, abilities and even appearance.  

Basically what McIntosh is saying is that blacks have to think about their 
race and whites do not, which is probably true for most minorities, linguistic 
and religious as well as racial, but is not ipso facto racist. The “knapsack” 
document made provocative reading for some guilty whites, but as science, or 
proof that privilege is something other than the flip side of racial 
discrimination — or just confusing bad luck with racial discrimination — it 
fails. Nevertheless, the term has become popular and McIntosh has found a 
receptive audience of sympathetic white people, perhaps for the same reason 
that DiAngelo’s exploitation of white guilt was so successful.  

Systemic Racism and CBR 
Systemic racism (Chapter 2) and color-blind racism are intimately 

related. There seem to be two popular definitions of systemic racism, neither 
very informative. A hand-waving definition is that “racism is, more than 
anything else, a matter of group power; it is about a dominant racial group 
(whites) striving to maintain its systemic advantages and minorities fighting 
to subvert the racial status quo” (my emphasis) from Bonilla-Silva’s Racism 
without Racists. Once again, evil motives are alleged without proof. Who, 
exactly, is striving and how can it be demonstrated. This is not a definition but 
an unsupported allegation.  

Equally vacuous is the claim,22 by Ashley (“Woody”) Doane, Professor 
of Sociology at the of the University of Hartford, that “[systemic] racism is 

 
22 Found through a weblink now vanished.  
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embedded in the social and political institutions of the United States.” An 
example is “the disproportionate impact of mortgage lending upon blacks and 
Latinos” (see Chapter 4 for more on mortgages).  

Racial disparities in mortgage lending, income, wealth, housing crime 
and incarceration, etc. provide, for CBR theorists, an objective definition of 
systemic racism. “As an anti-racist, when I see racial disparities, I see racism” 
writes Ibram X. Kendi, which is either foolish or mendacious, foolish if he 
doesn’t recognize that there are other possible reasons for racial differences 
and mendacious if he does but blames all on racism anyway. Not all, or even 
most, racial disparities are due to racism. Racial disparities will always exist. 
The reason, of course, is that individuals differ. They have different histories, 
different interests and different abilities. If individuals differ so, probably, will 
groups. Under relatively free conditions, and with no prejudice at all, some 
will rise more than others. Hence, even in a society totally free of 
discrimination, there will always be some disparities. Chanters of “systemic 
racism” simply ignore this reality. They also ignore logic as I showed in 
Chapter 5. 

Or, to put the same thing slightly differently, so long as there is at least 
one potential neutral, non-racial cause of discrimination, a disparity cannot be 
equated to discrimination. In footraces between men and women, men will 
usually win. This is not sexism. The reason for male superiority in this case is 
obvious. But if women on average earn less than men the reason not obvious. 
There are non-sexist reasons nevertheless, and if they cannot be dismissed the 
disparity is uninterpretable. It is just a distraction. Until the causes for any 
disparity are clear, we should be silent.  

* * *  

In summary, statistics, logic, reason are factual and facts are neither racist 
nor antiracist. They are true, false or “don’t know.” “Whiteness,” as used by 
“whiteness studies” and “white logic” advocates, seems to be a label for 
reason, which gives undue credit to white people and denigrates thoughtful 
blacks. Privilege is just another name for racial discrimination and most of the 
examples offered are not even that. Systemic racism is a label for disparities 
many if not all of which have nonracial causes. 
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Chapter 9: 
 

What is Critical Race Theory? 
The term “critical theory” originated with the “Frankfurt School,” a group 

of philosophers and social theorists based at the Institute for Social Research 
in Frankfurt, Germany, in the 1920s. Their emphasis was Marxist, on “power 
relations” in capitalism. “Critical theory” was widely adopted by a variety of 
left-wing movements, most notably Critical Legal Studies (CLS), which 
developed in the United States during the 1970s.  

“CLS adherents claim that laws are devised in order to maintain the status 
quo and codify its biases against marginalized groups”1 such as African-
Americans and women says Wikipedia. This is a teleological not a causal 
account, “in order to maintain” not just “maintains.” A teleological 
explanation involves purpose, a goal. Who has that goal, in other words, who 
is responsible for this plot against black people? Or is the whole system 
somehow goal-directed? How could this be proved? A causal, hence less 
questionable description might be “laws have the effect of biasing against 
marginalized groups” which is at least a potentially testable hypothesis. But 
CLS practitioners seem unaware of the distinction between causal and 
teleological accounts. 

A CLS pioneer was black civil-rights lawyer Derrick Bell (1930-2011), 
who spent the latter part of his life in academe, including some ten years at 
Harvard Law. He was a passionate advocate for race- and gender-based hiring. 
At Harvard, he threatened to resign if a minority woman was not hired. She 
was not hired and eventually he did resign, but his departure prompted a group 
of students to struggle with the dean over the curricular marginalization of 
race, in particular “the dearth of minority law professors.”2 Bell’s fealty to 
identity over merit was termed “principled” by the Harvard Crimson.3 He 

 
1 Wikipedia “Critical Legal Studies” 
2 Crenshaw, Kimberlé Williams. "The First Decade: Critical Reflections, or A Foot in 
the Closing Door." UCLA Law Review, vol. 49, no. 5, June 2002, p. 1343-1373. 
3 https://dev.thecrimson.com/article/1993/6/10/bell-keeps-a-record-of-principled/ 
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repeated his Harvard threat and resignation at the University of Oregon, this 
time in favor of an Asian-American candidate.  

Bell believed that America is designed to ensure white dominance: 

The commonly held view of racial advancement as a slow but steady 
surge forward is wrong … in this country, civil rights are gained and lost 
in response to economic and political developments over which African 
Americans exercise little or no control. As a result, advocates of racial 
equality appear trapped in a giant, invisible gyroscope. Even their most 
powerful efforts can divert that gyroscope only a few degrees from its 
pre-planned orientation toward dominance by whites over blacks.4 

Which is a way of saying the relatively lower social status of blacks vs. 
whites is a stable equilibrium which resists attempts to disturb it. Bell 
attributes this negative feedback to the legal system, but of course it might 
also reflect endogenous black-white differences. CLS conscientiously avoids 
any kind of causal account, so does not consider this possibility. 

Critical Race Theory (CRT) is an offshoot of CLS which emphasizes 
racial grievance and discounts endogenous differences: 

critical race theory (CRT), [an] intellectual and social movement and 
loosely organized framework of legal analysis based on the premise that 
race is not a natural, biologically grounded feature of physically distinct 
subgroups of human beings but a socially constructed (culturally 
invented) category that is used to oppress and exploit people of colour.5 

CRT has a place here because its chief concern is the “constant, if not 
increasing, socioeconomic disparity between the races,” a major theme of this 
book. It does not matter for this issue whether “race” is a biological reality, 
defined by self-identity, or by a superficial characteristic like skin color. 
Differences exist and are a social problem. The job of social science is to 
understand their cause.  

The history of CRT and its propulsion via student activism through 1977 
is described by leading legal scholar and CRT proponent Kimberlé Crenshaw, 
Isidor and Seville Sulzbacher Professor of Law at Columbia University, in her 

 
4 Derrick Bell, Foreword: The Final Civil Rights Act. : California Law Review , May, 
1991, Vol. 79, No. 3, Symposium: Civil Rights Legislation in the 1990s (May, 1991), 
pp. 597-611. 
5 https://www.britannica.com/topic/critical-race-theory 
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“The First Decade” article.6 Crenshaw blames racial disparities partly on 
intrinsically inadequate civil-rights law and not at all on endogenous racial 
differences:  

Antidiscrimination law, she argues, has largely succeeded in eliminating 
the symbolic manifestations of racial oppression, but has allowed the 
perpetuation of material subordination of Blacks. Professor Crenshaw 
concludes by demonstrating the importance of exposing the racist nature 
of ostensibly neutral norms7… 

“Material subordination” seems to mean the “socioeconomic disparity 
between the races,” which Crenshaw assumes is due to oppression by whites. 
“[E]liminating the symbolic manifestations of racial oppression” seems to 
mean legal equality, and why is legal equality “symbolic”? 

Illogic 
CRT claims that facially race-neutral laws, laws that make no mention of 

race or even assert racial neutrality, are color blind, are in fact racist. 
Crenshaw also embraces logical fallacies that are popular with other writers 
in this area:  

This belief in color-blindness and equal process, however, would make 
no sense at all in a society in which identifiable groups had actually been 
treated differently historically and in which the effects of this difference 
in treatment continued into the present. If employers were thought to 
have been influenced by factors other than the actual performance of 
each job applicant, it would be absurd to rely on their decisions as 
evidence of true market valuations. Arguments that differences in 
economic status cannot be redressed, or are legitimate because they 
reflect cultural rather than racial inferiority, would have to be rejected; 
cultural disadvantages themselves would be seen as the consequence of 
historical discrimination. One could not look at outcomes as a fair 
measure of merit since one would recognize that everyone had not been 
given an equal start. Because it would be apparent that institutions had 
embraced discriminatory policies in order to produce disparate results, it 
would be necessary to rely on results to indicate whether these 
discriminatory policies have been successfully dismantled. [emphases 
added] 

 
6 Crenshaw, Kimberlé Williams. "The First Decade: Critical Reflections, or A Foot in 
the Closing Door." UCLA Law Review, vol. 49, no. 5, June 2002, p. 1343-1373.  
7 Kimberlé W. Crenshaw, Race, Reform, and Retrenchment: Transformation and 
Legitimation in Antidiscrimination Law, 101 HARV. L. REV. 1331 (1988). 
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This is an artful piece of writing full of fallacies. For example, “If 
employers were thought to have been influenced by factors other than the 
actual performance of each job applicant, it would be absurd to rely on their 
decisions as evidence of true market valuations.” A market value is just that; 
its causes are irrelevant. What she seems to mean is that market price, in this 
case the wages of black workers, do not reflect their true value. In which case 
she needs an independent measure of that value. Otherwise this is just a 
roundabout way to allege racial discrimination. 

Crenshaw begins by arguing that “color-blindness and equal process, 
however, would make no sense at all in a society in which identifiable groups 
had actually been treated differently historically and in which the effects of 
this difference in treatment continued into the present.” Which seems to mean 
that if there was discrimination in the past its effects must continue into the 
present. Historical data are not consistent with this. Discrimination against 
women was relaxed years ago and they now dominate in many professions. 
Why should blacks be any different? 

There are other problems. Crenshaw claims that “cultural disadvantages” 
(endogenous differences) are themselves entirely a result of past 
discrimination. Well yes, on the one hand, slavery did little to educate African 
slaves. But on the other, enslaved people were not a random sample from the 
black African population. Likely they were the slower and less successful, the 
ones that were captured and then enslaved (usually by Arabs or other blacks; 
rarely by whites). Selection bias makes a difference. For example, recent 
Nigerian immigrants, who chose to come to the US, have median salaries 
above the US average.8 Slaves were not a representative sample of African 
blacks, so that current black-white differences cannot be blamed entirely on 
slavery. Obviously also, the current US black population descends from 
whites and post-slavery black immigrants as well as slaves, in an unknown 
mixture. It is impossible to measure the contribution of slave ancestors to 
present interests and abilities.  

“[I]t would be necessary to rely on results to indicate whether these 
discriminatory policies have been successfully dismantled” says Crenshaw. 
So, discrimination produces disparate results. Ergo, disparate results prove 
discrimination? This is just the equalitarian imperative, which is obviously 

 
8 https://www.cfr.org/blog/nigerian-conundrum 
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wrong: disparate results can be caused in many ways, of which discrimination 
is just one.  

Reparations and equality of results rule for Professor Crenshaw. And did 
institutions really “embrace discriminatory policies in order to produce 
disparate results”? Strong claims, no evidence. 

Of course, as the rest of this book shows, endogenous differences exist, 
between white and black and within both groups. The average, for some 
abilities, tends to favor whites, for others, blacks. 

Theory and Story-Telling 
Critical Race Theory claims that laws are devised to maintain the societal 

status quo and thereby codify its biases against marginalized groups. As we 
have already seen many times, race scholars almost invariably attribute an 
undesired result to evil motives on the part of white people. These claims have 
an emotional appeal, but they are always tough to justify from a scientific 
point of view.  

Theory in science means a testable hypothesis, but theory in this area 
means a hypothesis that is often unstated and almost never testable. As one 
CRT scholar confessed: “I too used to tell stories. Now they tell me that I write 
theory.”9 She is not alone. The tradition seems to have started at Harvard with 
Derrick Bell who wrote a story, published in the Harvard Law Review in 
1985, to make a satirical case for legal licensing of racial discrimination. 
Story-telling took off from there. 

CRT star Richard Delgado, much-cited distinguished professor at the U. 
of Seattle University School of Law, became a prolific story-teller. Some of 
the history of the movement is summarized here in this footnote to his story-
telling legal article Rodrigo’s eighth chronicle:10  

black crime, white fears-on the social construction of threat Essay, 80 
Va. L. Rev. 503 (1994): “See Richard Delgado, Rodrigo’s Chronicle,” 
101 Yale L.J. 1357, 1357-59 (1992) [hereinafter Chronicle] (introducing 
Rodrigo Crenshaw, my fictional interlocutor and alter ego) (book 
review); Richard Delgado, Rodrigo’s Second Chronicle: The Economics 

 
9 Eleanor Marie Brown (2021) The Tower of Babel: Bridging the Divide Between 
Critical Race Theory and “Mainstream” Civil Rights Scholarship. The Yale Law 
Journal Vol 105, 513. 
10 chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://scholarship.law.ua. 
edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1052&context=fac_essays 
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and Politics of Race, 91 Mich. L. Rev. 1183 (1993) [hereinafter Second 
Chronicle] (reporting Rodrigo’s return to the United States and 
admission to the LL.M. program uptown). Rodrigo is the younger half-
brother of famed American civil rights activist Geneva Crenshaw. 
Geneva was created by Derrick Bell in Derrick Bell, The Supreme Court, 
1984 Term-Foreword: The Civil Rights Chronicles, 99 Harv. L. Rev. 4, 
13 (1985); see also Derrick Bell, And We Are Not Saved: The Elusive 
Quest for Racial Justice (1987) [hereinafter Not Saved] (recounting the 
story of Geneva Crenshaw). Further information about Rodrigo appears 
at various points in this article. See, e.g., infra notes 5, 7-9, 16, and 
accompanying text. 

As a non-lawyer I must confess that this storytelling is admittedly 
entertaining but also rather childish, addressing law students as if they are 
incapable of reasoned debate and, like children, need an entertaining story to 
get the point. All presented as legal scholarship. Storytelling may win cases 
but I doubt it boosts anyone’s faith in the stability, fairness and rigor of our 
legal system.  

Alleging Motive: Status quo as original sin 
Alleging motive, a final cause, teleology, is a standard claim — “in order 

to produce…” etc. in this area. In science, causes are proposed, rarely ultimate 
goals. Evolution may act to make a species better adapted to its environment, 
but natural selection (despite the “selfish gene” meme), unlike artificial 
selection (animal and plant breeding), has no aim, no final goal.11  

There are a handful of physical principles that can be expressed either 
causally or teleologically, but overall, causality dominates.12 In social science, 
dealing with humans in society, it is obviously reasonable to suggest a motive 
for some action. But the burden of proof is high. Just because someone does 
something, act A, and something else follows, B, does not mean that B was 
the intended outcome, the purpose, of A. Much more is needed to prove 
motive than the fact that B followed A.  

Things are different in CRT which makes sweeping claims about motive. 
For example “laws are devised to maintain the societal status quo.” Devised 

 
11 Evolution may of course have a goal as many religions claim. But such a goal is not 
part of a scientific account, mainly because it is unprovable by scientific means.  
12 See, for example,  Optics and Immanent Lawful Teleology. Jeffrey K. McDonough 
(2022) https://academic.oup.com/book/41492/chapter-abstract/352903466?redirected 
From=fulltext 



 Chapter 9 107 
 
 
 

 

by whom? Every law? Some laws? In one sense it is obvious, laws tend to 
maintain social stability, but is that why they are passed? Laws are also meant 
to be just and to solve particular problems. That is what they are devised for. 
Speed limits are intended to reduce traffic deaths and were introduced in ways 
that mitigated the changes caused by self-propelled vehicles. They were an 
attempt to restore a pre-automobile level of accidental deaths, the status quo. 
But a speed limit imposed on a previously limit-free stretch of autobahn 
disrupts rather than maintains the status quo. It depends on the law and the 
interpretation.  

What is meant by status quo and why is reinforcing it a bad idea? The rest 
of the sentence gives an answer: laws are intended to “codify its biases against 
marginalized groups.” Intended by whom (motive again)? What are the biases 
in a post-civil-rights era? How can a law that doesn’t mention race be racially 
biased? Only if the ‘races’ react differently. But then the bias is in the form of 
groups with different endogenous characteristics. The law is neutral, the 
people are not. This is presumably the basis for differential average scores on 
race-neutral tests. The tests are not biased, but the people are different.  

And what are these marginalized groups? Why and how are they 
marginalized? What exactly is meant by “marginalized”? Is marginalization 
always unjust? Is it OK to marginalize criminals, for example? Or, as 
Professor Sandel (Chapter 2) seems to suggest, should all be equal and none 
marginalized?  

Is there some notion of justice in CLS and if so what is it? Does it differ 
from the English-American common-law tradition? Or is justice in CLS in 
some sense just pragmatic, i.e., convenience or a product of social forces 
unrelated to any real idea of justice? Do the CRT folk follow Professor Sandel 
in conflating bad luck with injustice?  

CRT and Facts 
Finally, what is the method of legal reasoning: does CLS/CRT use the 

common law or does it use a different method? Qualia, in the form of “lived 
experience” are part of critical race theory,: “Critical race theorists thus seek 
to validate minority experiences as an appropriate grounding for thinking 
about law and racial subordination…”13 As we saw earlier, qualia are outside 

 
13 Crenshaw, Kimberlé Williams. "The First Decade: Critical Reflections, or A Foot in 
the Closing Door." UCLA Law Review, vol. 49, no. 5, June 2002. 
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of science because they cannot be validated by a third party: you say you are 
depressed/offended/feel unsafe, I say you’re lying/acting/mistaken: who shall 
decide? Law clearly doesn’t depend much on empirical test, it looks to 
founding documents and to precedents. But verdicts depend on evidence. 
What does CRT rely on? What constitutes a fact? 

Well, a CRT fact is not the same as a scientific fact, apparently: “Critical 
race theorists insist “on recognition of the experiential knowledge of people 
of color and our communities of origin in analyzing law and society. 
[emphases added]”” says Eleanor Marie Brown in the Yale Law Journal, 
quoting Mari Matsuda, a leading CRT theorist.14 What on earth is going on? 
What does “insist” mean in a scholarly journal? “Claim,” “propose,” many 
other less coercive words would be seem to be more appropriate. But “insist”? 
Is her claim irrefutable or must it just be accepted under social pressure? That 
this kind of language is permitted in an academic journal just shows how, in 
a racial context, normal scholarly standards can break down.  

“Experience” is just “experience,” it is subjective, it is not knowledge in 
the sense recognized by science.15Well, that’s OK, you might say, this is law, 
not science. But in law also, unless it is observed by a third party, an 
“experience” is just an uncorroborated witness statement. If you accept a 
statement as always true, then there will be no more “he said, she said” 
debates: “She said it, so that’s the fact” will prevail, which was a popular 
theme among the left for a while. The third-party-verifiable requirement 
holds, or at least held, in law as well as science. “Lived experience” is not 
evidence, except in CRT. 

Rights and Color-Blindness 
What about color-blindness, which most people take to be the ideal race-

neutral position? Color-blindness is the position of distinguished black scholar 
Thomas Sowell, discussed at length16 by Kimberlé Crenshaw, but now largely 
ignored by people with her point of view (many surely believe that she has 
decisively refuted Sowell). She begins from a “New Left” position that is 
frankly political, not to say revolutionary: 

 
14 Eleanor Marie Brown (2021) The Tower of Babel: Bridging the Divide Between 
Critical Race Theory and "Mainstream" Civil Rights Scholarship. The Yale Law 
Journal Vol 105, 513.  
15 See The New Behaviorism, op. cit.  
16 Crenshaw (1988) op. cit. 
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The position of the New Right, articulated by … neoconservative 
scholars such as Thomas Sowell,17 is that the goal of the civil rights 
movement — the extension of formal equality to all Americans 
regardless of color — has already been achieved. Therefore, the vision 
of a continuing struggle under the banner of civil rights is inappropriate. 
The position of the New Left, presented in the work of [CLS]scholars … 
also challenges the perception that the civil rights struggle represents a 
long, steady march toward social transformation. CLS scholars do not 
significantly disagree with the goal of racial equality, but assert only the 
basic counterproductivity of seeking that objective through the use of 
legal rights. Indeed, CLS scholars claim that even engaging in rights 
discourse is incompatible with a broader strategy of social change. They 
view the extension of rights, although perhaps energizing political 
struggle or producing apparent victories in the short run, as ultimately 
legitimating the very racial inequality and oppression that such extension 
purports to remedy. [emphases added] 

Some questions: Crenshaw does not significantly disagree with goal of 
racial equality. Her disagreement must then logically imply argument is favor 
of some degree of racial inequality. Her other writing makes clear that she 
means racial reparations (see Chapters 4 & 10 for more on reparations). 

She also makes it clear that civil rights law is only an expedient, a way-
station to social change. In short her aims, and the aims of CRT, are political 
not legal or scholarly. She seeks not truth, but a covert revolution. She 
represents a revived Fabianism, a movement which began in Britain in 1884 
through the work of Sydney and Beatrice Webb, playwright Bernard Shaw 
and others. Fabianism is a form of socialism which advocates gradual, 
reformist and nonrevolutionary means to achieve social change. It was an 
important contributor to the British Labour party and its various socialist 
reforms, such state-run health care and nationalization of private industry. 

CRT believes that current practices, including current legal standards, are 
not legitimate, so that using the law as a remedy always has the downside of 
legitimating it: 

Various scholars connected with the Critical Legal Studies movement 
have offered critical analyses of law and legal reform which provide a 
broad framework for explaining how legal reforms help mask and 
legitimate continuing racial inequality. The Critics [CLS] present law as 
a series of ideological constructs that operate to support existing social 
arrangements by convincing people that things are both inevitable and 

 
17 T. SOWELL, CIVIL RIGHTS: RHETORIC OR REALITY? (1984). 
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basically fair. Legal reform, therefore, cannot serve as a means for 
fundamentally restructuring society.18 

CLS/CRT is a revolutionary political movement for which rights law is 
just an expedient. As Crenshaw writes: “Critics have acknowledged the 
pragmatic value of rights rhetoric…” The only kind of justice the movement 
seems to recognize is social justice which, as I argue in Chapter 2, is not 
justice at all but simply enforced compensation for bad luck, at best, or 
incompetence, at worst. The problem is not that law legitimates racism, the 
problem is that law schools have legitimated CRT. 

Hegemony 

The Western democratic system depends on the idea that people know 
what they want. They may have desires that in fact go against their long-term 
best interests. Nevertheless, a person’s preferences are usually taken at face 
value. Not so in the world of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. The 
Encyclopedia of Marxism19 explains the term false consciousness, which is 
often associated with Marxism, thus:  

“False Consciousness” refers to ideology dominating the consciousness 
of exploited groups and classes which at the same time justifies and 
perpetuates their exploitation … “False Consciousness” is meant in 
contrast to an understanding which a subject is in a position to have, but 
through lack of reflection or sufficient information, has not attained. 

Apparently, Marx himself had some reservations about false 
consciousness. Nevertheless, the idea has gained new life in CRT, under the 
label of hegemony:  

In Gramsci’s view,20 hegemony consists of 1. the ‘spontaneous’ consent 
given by the great masses of the population [and] 2. The apparatus of 
state coercive power which ‘legally’ enforces discipline on those groups 
who do not ‘consent’ either actively or passively.21  

Gramsci’s two claims are either self-contradictory or obvious. Either 
consent is “spontaneous” or it is “coerced.” Surely the label “hegemony” is 

 
18 Crenshaw, 1988 op. cit. 
19 https://www.marxists.org/encyclopedia/ 
20 Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937), Italian Marxist philosopher who wrote his most 
influential work while imprisoned by Mussolini.  
21 Crenshaw (1988) op. cit.  
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only justified in the latter case. Presumably democracy is suspect because 
“‘spontaneous’ consent” comes from false consciousness. If the people 
‘wrongthink,’ the “coercive power” of the state is available to correct them. 
Critical Race Theory, a chapter in The International Encyclopedia of 
Communication Theory and Philosophy (2016),22 advocates state propaganda 
and censorship as cures for wrongthink: 

As a project, CRT assumes that the production, dissemination, and 
evaluation of knowledge is fundamentally political and as such, CRT 
researchers challenge objectivity, neutrality, and scholarly authority… 
[CRT] relies on “rhetorical” ideas as both its ideological base and 
methodology. Critical race theorists argue that speech acts cause racism 
and that solutions to problems resulting from racism require the use of 
language to reshape reality. [emphases added] 

Apparently for CRT there is no such thing as objectivity, either as a reality 
or even as something to strive for. The aim is just to persuade, to “reshape 
reality” via propaganda. This is an extraordinary barefaced advocacy of 
totalitarian control. Truth is what we say it is, full stop. 

The Marxist Tinge 

White race consciousness, which includes the modern belief in cultural 
inferiority, acts to further Black subordination by justifying all the forms 
of unofficial racial discrimination, injury, and neglect that flourish in a 
society that is only formally dedicated to equality. In more subtle ways, 
moreover, white race consciousness reinforces and is reinforced by the 
myth of equal opportunity that explains and justifies broader class 
hierarchies…Race consciousness also reinforces whites’ sense that 
American society is really meritocratic and thus helps prevent them from 
questioning the basic legitimacy of the free market [emphasis added].23 

“White race consciousness,” by which Crenshaw means whites’ 
perception of the “inferiority” of blacks is bad, not just in itself, but because 
it prevents them from seeing the evils of the free market. I’m tempted to write 
“Who knew?” but of course what this passage illustrates is the unquestioning 
allegiance of Crenshaw and her allies to Marx’s critique of capitalism. 
“Unquestioning” because I am not aware of any dispassionate or wide ranging 
economic analysis of markets, capitalist or otherwise, by CRT theorists. 

 
22 https://www.researchgate.net/publication/309394751_Critical_Race_Theory 
23 Crenshaw (1988), op. cit. 
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CRT Today 
The reader can get a feel for the current version of CRT through a few 

quotes from the fourth edition of Delgado and Stefancic’s of Critical Race 
Theory: An Introduction (emphases added). 

On Merit 

Some of the areas that drew attention are storytelling; the critique of 
merit, truth, and objectivity… 

Critical race theorists have launched a thoroughgoing attack on the idea 
of conventional merit and standardized testing. Conservatives make 
points by charging that affirmative action gives jobs or places in 
academic programs to individuals who do not deserve them. The public 
supposedly receives incompetent service, while better-qualified workers 
or students are shunted aside. This argument has resonated with certain 
liberals who equate fairness with color blindness and equal opportunity, 
rather than equal results. 

If the aim is not truth and objectivity, what is the point. CRT is an ideology 
not a legitimate social science discipline. If equal results is the aim, the 
ideology is totalitarian.  

MERIT: Conventional worthiness — a concept that critical race scholars 
call into question because they hold that it is unfair to rank people 
according to mechanical scales and to distribute valuable social benefits 
accordingly. 

If not by merit, how else should people be ranked? Or is ranking 
unacceptable? All must be equal is the consensus. 

As almost any book on philosophy of science and the scientific method 
will tell you, the CRT approach is the antithesis of science.24 Without 
objectivity as a goal and third-person confirmability as a process, science is 
impossible, and without accepting scientific rigor, law becomes capricious 
and harmful. Without some assessment of merit, challenging professions will 
be peopled by incompetents. Language cannot “reshape reality.” Attempts to 
do so make lying the norm.  

 
24 See, for example, Scientific Method (2024), op cit., Chapter 1.  
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On Biology 

A third theme of critical race theory, the “social construction” thesis, 
holds that race and races are products of social thought and relations 
…People with common geographic origins may share certain physical 
traits… But these constitute only an extremely small portion of their 
genetic endowment…and have little or nothing to do with distinctly 
human, higher-order traits, such as personality, intelligence, and moral 
behavior. That society frequently chooses to ignore these scientific 
truths, creates races, and endows them with pseudo-permanent 
characteristics is of great interest to critical race theory. 

Humans share 84% of their genes with dogs and almost 99% with the 
great apes. Conclusion: A crude measure of genetic similarity is no guide to 
behavioral and morphological similarity. But twin studies show that genotypic 
similarity is correlated with behavioral similarity.25 It is highly likely, 
therefore, that groups which show, across generations, persistent behavioral 
differences will also show genotypic differences albeit more subtle than 
simply number of shared genes.26 CRT absolutely denies this possibility See 
Appendix for more on heritabiity.) 

On Rights 

In our system, rights are almost always procedural (for example, to a fair 
process) rather than substantive (for example, to food, housing, or 
education). Think how that system applauds affording everyone equality 
of opportunity but resists programs that assure equality of results, such 
as affirmative action at an elite college… 

The concept of substantive rights is flawed, because it requires violating 

 
25 Genetics and intelligence differences: five special findings https://www.ncbi. 
nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4270739/ 
26 To compare two populations simply in terms of number of shared genes makes about 
as much sense as comparing two computer programs in terms of number of shared 
instructions. Obviously many different programs can be written with the same set of 
instructions; hence number of shared instructions tells us little about how similarly the 
programs may behave. Something similar seems to be true of genes.  A better, but still 
imperfect, index is the polygenic index — see The Genetic Lottery: Why DNA Matters 
for Social Equality, Kathryn Paige Harden, Princeton University Press, 2021, and for 
a different view, see Turkheimer (2012) op. cit.  
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the rights of one group (those who must provide food for the needy) in favor 
of another (the needy). Substantive rights usually require coercion. That is 
why philosophers such as Isaiah Berlin emphasize what he calls negative 
liberty, the freedom to be left alone. The CRT aim for “equality of results” 
implies a totalitarian system of government, which is unlikely to achieve its 
objective, since the leaders will not wind up down with the proles — and, as 
history shows, there will be much suffering along the way.  

Delgado and Stefancic conclude on an optimistic note: 

The narrative turn and storytelling scholarship seem well on their way 
toward acceptance, as does the critique of merit. 

They are happy to see the end of merit and the corruption of scholarship.  

* * * 

CRT is a poisonous anti-science ideology that seeks to abolish principles 
that underlie the civilizational advances of the Enlightenment: objectivity, 
merit, and discoverable truth that is the same for everyone. The aim of CRT 
is not justice but equity. Equity refers to fairness in treatment, access, and 
opportunity, but above all to equality of results. Unlike equality of 
opportunity, which emphasizes treating everyone the same, equity involves 
providing specific resources and support to ensure that everyone can achieve 
similar outcomes. 

Sounds nice, but equality of outcome can be justified in two ways:  

1. Marxist ideology, which accepts human inequality but claims that 
resources should be distributed according to need, so that wealth and 
social status will be as equal as possible.  

2. Belief in the equalitarian imperative: all are equal in ability, so in a 
merit-based society resources should be equally distributed.  

Point 1 eschews merit, Point 2 affirms it but denies the reality of 
individual differences. Both of these inconsistent beliefs seem to be part of 
the CRT ethos. Inconsistent because Marxism assumes that people have 
different interests and abilities, but should be made equal by the state, 
Whereas equalitarians say all are the same and different outcomes should not 
be permitted.  
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But equalitarianism is demonstrably false. Individuals differ in interests 
and abilities and so will groups, especially groups that are based not just on 
skin color but on shared skills and interests. Unfortunately, the CRT assault 
on merit has been very effective, via widespread DEI policies described 
elsewhere in this book.  

If that battle is won, if we accept the reality of human diversity and reject 
equalitarianism, all that is left to support CRT is a crypto-Marxist ideology. 

Why did CRT gain influence? 
The final question is, how did the CLS/CRT movement gain traction in 

the legal and social-science literature? The causes are surely many; sociology 
and law was already somewhat radicalized in the early 1960s. But the 
sideshow at Harvard Law does suggests an origin story. Storytelling rhetoric 
is now advocated by the ABA as a useful ingredient in legal argument27 but 
at the time it was relatively new and obviously incompatible with traditional 
legal reasoning. Granting standing to unsubstantiated subjective experience 
violates any kind of search for truth. Storytelling may help a client but, one 
suspects, at the expense of justice. Nevertheless, storytelling and offering 
subjective experience as evidence has become increasingly popular in recent 
decades.28 And the frankly stated objective of CRT was not scholarship but 
activism, not justice but social change. We don’t really know how these 
doctrines gained influence. But the story-telling pioneer Derrick Bell was the 
first black professor in the Harvard Law School. Pressure to indulge a 
privileged and forceful individual (recall his “principled” resignations and 
resultant student agitation) must have been strong. Why not allow him a little 
leeway, a harmless and transitory deviation from law-school norms? Except 
it turned out to be neither transitory nor harmless. The movement it spawned 
has now corrupted the entire legal profession not to mention important 
branches of society such as science and education. Reason was abandoned in 
favor of ill-judged tolerance for a movement that is not just intolerant itself, 
but destructive of legal norms that had existed for a hundreds of years in the 
West. Black scholars were to be judged by different standards than white, 

 
27 https://www.americanbar.org/groups/judicial/publications/appellate_issues/2022/ 
winter/storytelling-for-advocates-and-judges/ 
28 Toni M. Massaro, Empathy, Legal Storytelling, and the Rule of Law: New Words, 
Old Wounds?, 87 MICH. L. REV. 2099 (1989) 
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which does no credit to either race. Superficial benevolence and compassion, 
not to mention fear, are a poor guide to policy.
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Chapter 10: 
 

Faux Economics 
and REPARATIONS as Rent Seeking 

A first step in science is to identify the problem and the relevant variables. 
What are the effects of interest — accident rates, infections, financial 
disparities? What are their potential causes? Then, if possible, do experiments: 
manipulate putative causes to see if they have the predicted effects. 
Experiment is usually not possible when the subject is social, for practical and 
ethical reasons. What is left is correlation. A is hypothetically the cause of B: 
we can look at a range of A’s and see if they are followed by, or are in some 
way associated with, B’s? Is this true in different contexts? That’s the basic 
social-science method. This chapter is about an example from the economics 
of racial disparities where it has been intentionally abandoned. 

The process of identifying relevant variables should be as open and bias-
free as possible. Looking at a few variables that turn out to be irrelevant costs 
little and may even be a benefit if dead ends are eliminated. Missing out on an 
essential variable, however, will be fatal. A true cause may be ignored and 
trivial one elevated.  

This example illustrates the besetting sin of the entire field of “race and 
ethnic studies” that we encountered first in Chapter 3: a complete rejection of 
endogenous causes. A denial of human differences, a rejection of the idea that 
there are smart people and not-so-smart, and that people are good at different 
things. A rejection of human variety. It turns out that Stratification Economics 
is part of an activist movement that embraces all the social sciences,1 

 
1 Here, for example, is the response of a black keynote speaker at the Association for 
Psychological Science Annual DiverseCity Summit in 2022. In answer to the question: 
“What new or expanded research are you planning to pursue?  He responded: “I 
plan to focus more attention on identifying ways of building support for diversity, 
equity, and inclusion .” He is unabashedly looking for evidence to advance a cause, 
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presented as academic scholarship, but aimed at racial reparations. It is not 
science, but rent-seeking.2  

Stratification Economics 
In 2022, William Darity, a distinguished professor of Public Policy, 

African-American Studies, and Economics at Duke University, wrote, “On 
February 11, 2005, my presentation, in Charleston, South Carolina, of the 
Academy of Economics and Finance’s J. Anderson Davis lecture launched the 
subfield of stratification economics,”3 which sounds more like the first 
sentence of a Nobel lecture than an attempt to promote flawed social science.  

Stratification Economics is concerned with income and wealth 
differences between races. Superficially it might seem that SE belongs in the 
JEL-J sub-area of economics: Labor and Demographic Economics, but Darity 
and his congeners, embracing the endemic fissiparousness of social science, 
wanted their own bubble:  

It has been difficult to gain formal professional recognition of 
stratification economics as a subfield . . . [S]tratification economics was 
relegated to the final catchall area of the JEL classification scheme, “Z. 
Other Special Topics.” Next, it was buried under “Z1. Cultural 
Economics, Economic Sociology, and Economic Anthropology,” 
despite the fact that stratification economics rejects cultural determinism 
and despite the fact that stratification economics is not a subdivision of 
either sociology or anthropology, although influenced by both. 
[emphasis added] 

Darity describes the difficulty he encountered trying to publish an SE 
paper in the mainstream Journal of Economic Perspectives. The paper finally 

 
which is not science but politics — and the APS is all in with this. https://www. 
psychologicalscience.org/publications/observer/member-spotlight-derek-avery.html. 
Economics is less subject this kind of social activism than other social sciences; 
stratification economics is a notable exception. 
2 Rent-seeking is the act of growing one's existing wealth by manipulating the social 
or political environment without creating new wealth (Wikipedia). 
3 W. A. Darity, “Position and Possessions: Stratification Economics and Intergroup 
Inequality. Journal of Economic Literature 60, no. 2, (2022): 400–426, 
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20211690. See also Gregory N. Price, “The Emerging Field 
Of Stratification Economics: A Unified Social Science Theory of Race And 
Inequality?,” in Africana Social Stratification: An Interdisciplinary Study of 
Economics, Policy, and Labor, ed. James L. Conyers Jr. (Lexington Books 2017), 13 
– 20. 
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wound up in a 2017 book4 whose ten chapters seek to demonstrate how racial 
disparities of wealth, income, education, criminal justice, voting, and even 
health are all caused: 

[by] the web of rules and institutions that lead to unequal outcomes…In 
this book, we will show that racial rules…are the driving force behind 
the patently unequal life chances and basic opportunities for people of 
color and women. 

Essentially none of the “racial rules” actually mentions race, it turns out: 
“We argue that policies that purport to be colorblind frequently both have 
racialized origins and racialized consequences.” The focus is not on explicitly 
racial laws and rules, which are in notably short supply since 1964, but on 
unequal outcomes, disparate impact writ large. 

It is worth looking a little deeper into this rather arcane dispute to 
understand just what is going on with the social-science treatment of race 
differences. Stratification Economics aims to understand the reasons for the 
“significant and enduring disparities in income and wealth by social groups, 
particularly by race and gender, especially those associated with 
discrimination in labor and housing markets.” Fair enough: SE is concerned 
with the causes of racial group disparities.  

Wealth and income inequality has always been worrisome — particularly 

 
4 Andrea Flynn, Dorian T. Warren, Felicia J. Wong  and Susan R. Holmberg The 
Hidden Rules of Race: Barriers to an Inclusive Economy. (Cambridge Studies in 
Stratification Economics: Economics and Social Identity) Cambridge University 
Press:  15 September 2017. The book occasionally allows for behavioral differences 
such as education and family structure as a source of disparities, e.g., “White unequal 
educational outcomes and unequal access to educational opportunities certainly 
account for some share of wage disparities, they do not fully explain the gap.” But 
these factors are usually discounted as a historical product of racially discriminatory 
root causes: “But the focus on female-headed households ignores how economic 
forces. — along with other dynamics…have shaped family structure rather than the 
other way around.” The authors’ solution, here as elsewhere, is to invoke America’s 
unfortunate racial history. even though things were getting better for blacks, until the 
improvement reversed after the 1964 civil rights act: Origins of Post-1960 Black 
Family Structure An Interdisciplinary Analysis. Gerald David Jaynes Du Bois Review: 
Social Science Research on Race (2023), 20:2, 213–238, especially Figure 1, showing 
percent of one-parent families, black and white, by year, from 1880 to 2006. There 
was a sharp increase in black one-parent families following passage of the 1964 civil-
rights act: from an average of less than 20% to more than 50% in 2006.  
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wealth disparities between different racial groups.5 Nevertheless, some 
income inequality is justified: A man who works twice the hours of another 
should probably be paid twice as much. Someone who performs a valuable 
function that requires advanced education should be paid more than one who 
does simple physical labor: a surgeon should make more than a busboy. So 
before becoming alarmed at income or wealth inequality per se, we need to 
understand the source of the income: Was it earned/paid fairly or not?  

How are wealth and income determined? How does the process work? 
Given that the problem is racial-wealth disparity you look for the causes both 
external and internal (exogenous and endogenous). Exogenous causes are 
societal helps and hindrances, e.g., racism in its various mutating forms, and 
favoritism and privilege. Endogenous factors are the behavioral capacities of 
the individuals involved, e.g., their interests and abilities. Are they smart or 
not? Well-educated? Well-motivated? These questions need to be answered 
up front.  

SE has an activist aspect which seems to have impaired its scientific 
function. As Darity makes clear in several places, his ultimate goal is not just 
to understand the causes of the substantial black-white wealth gap but to 
eliminate it. But intervention is justified only if the wealth gap is the result of 
unfair practices, of discrimination, of what I have called exogenous causes. 
The case for elimination is not so clear if part of the problem is endogenous, 
wholly or partly the result of behavioral differences between the poor and the 
rich. If a group is poor partly because of its own limitations, it is not certain 
what kind of solution is needed. After the science is settled and the causes 
identified, the problem becomes a moral and political one. 

Bypass Surgery 

Which leads to SE’s unique claim. A key objective of SE, as Darity 
describes it, is that it intentionally omits endogenous causes from research 
relating to racial group wealth disparities: 

The objective [of SE] was to perform bypass surgery on the argument 
that groups in a subordinate position are so ranked because of their own 
deficiencies or self-defeating behaviors. The idea that group-based 
inequalities are due to defective cultural habits and practices on the part 

 
5 An older text gives an excellent non-racial historical perspective: Some Aspects of 
the Inequality of Incomes in Modern Communities, by Hugh Dalton, Routledge, 1920. 
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of the subaltern (or subordinated) community poses a conceptual 
occlusion that requires circumvention. [emphases added] 

In other words, SE explicitly excludes from its analysis of group 
disparities anything to do with the interests and abilities of the individuals 
involved — which would only be legitimate if those factors have been proven 
to be absolutely irrelevant to socioeconomic variables. They have not.  

The arrogance of Darity’s claim that he is simply going to ignore relevant 
independent variables is stunning. Like Derrick Bell and his storytelling law 
journal innovation, Darity was probably confident that his blatant discarding 
of an obviously relevant variable would be forgiven, as it was. With a few 
exceptions the economics community gave Darity a pass or even a cheer: 2023 
saw Cambridge U. P. publish a book by a U. Mass economist on SE with a 
shoutout to “structural racism.”6 Such is the power of racial Kryptonite that 
the best the economists could do by way of criticism was to deny Darity’s 
demand for a new JEL classification.  

If SE were a serious project, the first step would be to estimate the relative 
contribution of endogenous and exogenous factors. This is tough because you 
can’t do experiments with groups of humans the way you can with physical 
objects. The best you can do is look for correlations. For example, is there a 
correlation between the degree of racial discrimination experienced by a 
group and the group’s socioeconomic success? Is there a correlation between 
endogenous factors such as average IQ, deferred gratification,7 or other 
behavioral measures, and economic success? Is there a correlation between 
the criminality of a group — measured by its proportion of murders, arrests, 
convictions, etc. — and its economic success? No doubt there are other 
possibilities. And of course, there will be exogenous factors, such as 
discrimination and luck. Nor are these factors completely independent. An 
identifiable group that is prone to criminality, or is reliably less effective in 
the workforce, for example, will be discriminated against. It’s human nature. 

 
6 Patrick L, Mason  The economics of structural racism: Stratification economics and 
US labor markets. Cambridge U. P., 2023.  
7 The ability to defer gratification can be measured in various ways. See, for example, 
See, for example: Chen, L., & Yeung, W.-J. J. (2024). Delayed gratification predicts 
behavioral and academic outcomes: Examining the validity of the delay-of-
gratification choice paradigm in Singaporean young children. Applied Developmental 
Science. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2024. 
2307366 



122 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 

Well, Darity’s Stratification Economics is devoted to the wealth-disparity 
issue, but it doesn’t follow the challenging course I have outlined. SE 
arbitrarily simplifies a complicated problem by looking only at exogenous 
causes of racial wealth disparities, i.e., so-called ‘systemic racism,’ discussed 
in Chapter 2. It intentionally and explicitly ignores endogenous causes.  

Why the omission? It’s obvious that individuals differ in almost any 
psychological characteristic. It is almost certain, therefore, that different 
groups differ in these dimensions. This is all well known. Why, therefore, do 
the advocates of stratification economics insist that endogenous factors be 
totally discounted? Why should “bypass surgery” be performed so that a 
“conceptual occlusion” and “circumvention” of “self-defeating behaviors” 
can occur?8 Well, one answer is that SE thinks it has identified much a more 
important exogenous cause for racial wealth disparities. How strong is the 
evidence? 

Is Wealth Transfer the Key? 

Darity and his colleague Darrick Hamilton lay out their position in a 2017 
article9 which addresses  

…the mismatch between the political discourse around individual 
agency, education, and financial literacy, and the actual racial wealth 
gap. [We] argue that the racial wealth gap is rooted in socioeconomic 
and political structure barriers rather than a disdain for or 
underachievement in education or financial literacy on the part of Black 
Americans… 

In other words, the substantial wealth disparity between white and black 
Americans is to be explained entirely by external (exogenous) factors and not 
at all by “disdain for or underachievement in education or financial literacy,” 
as if these were the only alternative to an exogenous account.  

The idea that blacks “disdain” education or knowledge of finance 
unnecessarily disparages the broad hypothesis that endogenous factors may 
play a part in group disparities. In fact the complement to SE’s exogenous 
view is an endogenous view that encompasses a wide range of variables, from 

 
8 Position and Possessions: Stratification Economics and Intergroup Inequality, 
William A. Darity Jr. Journal Of Economic Literature vol. 60(2), June 2022. 
9 Darrick Hamilton & William A. Darity The Political Economy of Education, 
Financial Literacy, and the Racial Wealth Gap.   Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
Review, First Quarter 2017, 99(1), pp. 59-76. 
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IQ, upbringing and cultures to a range of inherited characteristics, disdain 
included (although disdain itself has a cause; it is an intermediate rather than 
an independent variable).  

The 2017 article is a defense of Darity’s fundamental premise that 
endogenous race differences are either non-existent or irrelevant. Since this 
idea is often just taken for granted — by Kendi, DiAngelo, CRT, etc. — it is 
worth looking at this effort to provide some proof. 

I begin with a couple of relatively minor errors, then on to inherited 
wealth, an exogenous variable which Darity believes to be the major cause of 
substantial black-white wealth disparities.  

Stereotype threat is often cited as a negative exogenous influence on 
black students: “There is also the well-documented evidence from 
experimental psychology … involving the phenomena of stereotype threat” 
Hamilton and Darity write.10  

Stereotype threat is described officially thus: 

Stereotype threat is an individual’s expectation that negative stereotypes 
about their member group will adversely influence others’ judgments of 
their performance and that a poor performance will reflect badly on the 
member group. This expectation may undermine the individual’s actual 
ability to perform well. In an academic setting, for example, it has been 
shown that African American students’ performance in tests of 
intellectual ability can suffer because of anxiety induced by thinking that 
they are expected to perform poorly…”11  

Stereotype threat may be well-documented and much-cited but it is not 
well understood. A critical article12 concluded that usual interpretation of ST 
is in fact wrong: 

C. M. Steele and J. Aronson (1995) showed that making race salient 
when taking a difficult test affected the performance of high-ability 
African American students, a phenomenon they termed stereotype 
threat… [T]his research is widely misinterpreted in both popular and 
scholarly publications as showing that eliminating stereotype threat 

 
10 Hamilton & Darity, op. cit. 
11https://dictionary.apa.org/stereotype-threat  
12 Sackett, P. R., Hardison, C. M., & Cullen, M. J. (2004). On Interpreting Stereotype 
Threat as Accounting for African American-White Differences on Cognitive 
Tests. American Psychologist, 59(1), 7–13. Because of the sensitivity of the subject, 
the abstract of the e-version of the paper https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2004-10043-
001 was expanded and spun in 2007 to sanitize the work. The main conclusion 
nevertheless remains unchanged. 
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eliminates the African American-White difference in test performance. 
In fact, scores were statistically adjusted for differences in students’ prior 
SAT performance, and thus, Steele and Aronson’s findings actually 
showed that absent stereotype threat, the two groups differ to the degree 
that would be expected based on differences in prior SAT scores. 
[emphasis added] 

In short, stereotype threat, and quite possibly other similar manipulations, 
further impairs black performance on academic tests, but its absence does not 
improve performance beyond the level predicted by an objective test. Darity 
and Hamilton wrongly cite it in support of their exogenous account for black-
white wealth disparities. On the other hand, they are obviously following the 
crowd in this respect, since the American Psychological Association website 
just says that ST causes anxiety which impairs performance, without pointing 
about the ST just increases existing B-W test score disparities, it does not 
eliminate them.  

Implicit Bias is listed along with stereotype threat as an exogenous factor 
that “may impact individual productivity and performance…” but no details 
are given. In fact, as I describe in Chapter 11, the test for implicit bias is 
neither reliable nor valid. It is also far from clear how an unconscious bias can 
have any effect unless it becomes manifest in observable action, which would 
then constitute a measurable conscious bias. Bad thoughts harm no one; bad 
unconscious thoughts are even more innocuous. This obvious objection is not 
discussed in the now extensive literature on unconscious bias.  

Teleology: For Darity, racism isn’t just spontaneous nastiness, it has a 
goal. He writes:13  

The goal of racism is to achieve a redistribution of resources from the 
subaltern group to the dominant group, while preserving and extending 
the latter’s relative advantage. 

and 

[S]tratification economics presumes a rationality of discrimination — 
that discrimination serves a functional role in maintaining social 
hierarchy and promoting the privileged group’s relative class status14 
[emphasis added]. 

Evidently SE is happy to eschew causal accounts in favor of teleological ones: 

 
13 Darity, 2022 op. cit. 
14 Hamilton & Darity, 2017, op. cit. 
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“presumes rationality.” How is that presumption justified, and how can 
discrimination have a goal? Racism isn’t a person. Do racists have goals? 
Possibly, but all the data show is that discrimination and social hierarchy 
coexist. To prove goal-directed purpose requires more than repeated 
allegations. 

Academic Success: Hamilton and Darity comment:15 

To compound the liability of debt, Black students are one-third less 
likely to complete their degrees, often because of the greater financial 
burden that precipitated student loan borrowing in the first place; 29 
percent of Black students and 35 percent of Latino students who leave 
college after their first year do so for financial reasons (Paul et al., 2014). 
[emphasis added] 

which raises three obvious questions: (a) How valid are students’ claims 
that they are leaving “for financial reasons” as opposed to academic 
problems? (b) What percentage of white students leave college “for financial 
reasons”? (c) If whites leave college for financial reasons at the same rate as 
black, what accounts for the fact that the black uncompletion rate overall is 
one third higher than the white rate?16 The obvious answer to (c) is that, on 
average, blacks admitted to college are less capable than whites. This is a 
complex issue. The point is that Darity’s account is incomplete.  

Inherited Wealth  

Hamilton and Darity’s aim is to explain black-white income and wealth 
disparities without recourse to group-racial behavioral disparities. Proving a 
negative — behavioral disparities are irrelevant — is tough. Excluding 
endogenous factors by fiat is illegitimate. Their solution is to find exogenous 
factors that are so obviously dominant that critics will see no need to look any 
further. The factor on which Darity places most weight is inherited wealth. (It 
is worth noting that even if Darity’s contention is true, inherited wealth is not 
a true independent variable, like health or IQ, since it depends on the behavior 
of one’s ancestors.) Darity dismisses endogenous causes for racial wealth 
disparities and justifies his “conceptual occlusion” by claiming that “When 
wealth is taken into account virtually every group-based disparity in behavior 

 
15 Hamilton & Darity, 2017, op. cit. 
16 Two citations in the text, Paul et al. (2014 and 2016), which might answer these 
questions, are not in the reference list. 
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customarily attributed to racial differences in cultural orientation 
disappears.”17  

But the data point in precisely the opposite direction. A 2023 study (which 
does not mention Darity’s work) by Thompson and Sabelhaus, “The Limited 
Role of Intergenerational Transfers for Understanding Racial Wealth 
Disparities” was summarized in an article18 on the Federal Reserve site of the 
Bank of Boston, as follows:  

Intergenerational transfers account for only 14% of the wealth disparity 
between white and Black families, according to the study. That’s when 
the analysis doesn’t include controls for lifetime earnings and other 
variables that further reduce the importance of inheritances and inter 
vivos gifts. The authors argue that the primary contributors to racial 
wealth disparities are lifetime earnings, pension assets — which 
accumulate with years of work — and what the authors refer to as 
“human capital factors,” such as education level. Together, these 
variables explain 80% of the white-Black racial wealth gap, according to 
the study.19 

In a 2024 follow-up piece20 Darity et al. referred to this as “the Fed view 
of the causes of the racial wealth equality gap,” but made no further 
comments, repeating that “the primary cause of the Black-White wealth gap 
is the gap in the capacity of Black and White households to transmit resources 
across generations.” The Fed, in addition to disproving the SE claim that 
inherited wealth is a major factor in B-W wealth differences, also recognizes 
the contribution from what it calls “human capital [i.e., endogenous] factors.” 
Darity, though well aware of the evidence contrary to his hypothesis, makes 
no effort to refute it, merely repeating his previous assertion. Equally 

 
17 Originally found here: https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1. 
1.953.215&rep=rep1&type=pdf, a link that has now vanished. 
18 https://www.bostonfed.org/news-and-events/news/2023/03/boston-fed-study-
inheritances-contribute-modestly-wealth-gap-white-and-black-
families.aspx#:~:text=Intergenerational%20transfers%20account%20for%20only,inh
eritances%20and%20inter%20vivos%20gifts. 
19 The Limited Role of Intergenerational Transfers for Understanding Racial Wealth 
Disparities by Johan Sabelhaus and Jeffrey P. Thompson. https://www.bostonfed.org/ 
publications/current-policy-perspectives/2023/the-limited-role-of-intergenerational-
transfers-for-understanding-racial-wealth-disparities.aspx.. 
20 Setting the Record Straight on Racial Wealth Inequality by Fenaba R. Addo, William 
A. Darity Jr., and Samuel L. Myers Jr. https://doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20241102. 
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puzzling, is the failure of Thompson and Sabelhaus to make any reference to 
Darity, whose claim their paper refutes.  

The bottom line is that SE has not made its case for ignoring endogenous 
causes for the black-white wealth gap. Stratification economics is based on a 
fallacy. No, wealth differences between blacks and whites cannot be 
accounted for by whites leaving more to their descendants than do blacks. On 
the contrary, most of the difference is accounted for work history and “human 
capital factors,” i.e., behavioral differences between the two populations.  

Acknowledging substantive racial differences is difficult even for some 
journalists — who are, after all, supposed to be objective or at least able to 
keep their politics out of their reporting. A few years ago I had a long email 
exchange with an education reporter who absolutely could not accept the idea 
that groups, especially if one of the groups is African-American, might 
differ21 in average IQ, a fact22 established beyond dispute.23 Indeed he termed 
this factual claim not just false but “racist,” an obvious violation of the 
fact/value distinction. In any event, a group of economists who feel this way 
have invented stratification economics, an academic sub-discipline from 
which behavioral differences have been expunged and whose conclusions 
about group differences cannot, therefore, be taken seriously. Nevertheless, 
other (presumably white) economists seem unwilling to confront Darity, 
despite the falsity of his claims, presumably because his race provides a 
degree of immunity.  

Unfortunately, SE is an example of something that has become almost 
universal in social science: the infusion of moral values and emotions into 
what should be scientific — causal, factual — analyses of social phenomena. 
In this respect, Darity seems to be following a trend, to turn economics from 
a science to a moral pseudoscience.24 

 
21 See Comparing the 1975 and 1996 APA statements on intelligence Aug 24, 2020, 
by Russell T. Warne, which shows how “official” views have changed: 
https://russellwarne.com/2020/08/24/comparing-the-1975-and-1996-apa-statements-
on-intelligence/ 
22 https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-black-white-test-score-gap-why-it-persists-
and-what-can-be-done/; It is worth emphasizing that the genetic basis for these 
differences is uncertain, and irrelevant to their socioeconomic effects. 
23 See review in Charles Murray’s Facing Reality, op. cit. 
24 See, for example, Hajnal, Z. (2021). Moral Economics – A Theoretical Basis for 
Building the Next Economic System. In: Róna, P., Zsolnai, L., Wincewicz-Price, A. 
(eds) Words, Objects and Events in Economics. Virtues and Economics, vol 6. 
Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-52673-3_5 
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With one bound, SE was free…to demand REPARATIONS 
It turns out that stratification economics is only the tip of the iceberg. The 

acquiescence of the academic world to their exclusion of endogenous factors 
as a cause of racial disparities has allowed Darity and his collaborator Kirsten 
Mullen to make an easy leap to a demand for reparations. If the environment 
is responsible, the environment must pay! And reparations not just for slavery 
(Chapter 4) but for every bad thing that has happened to blacks in the years 
since — and the amount demanded is not modest.25 They write, in the popular 
Economist magazine:26 

We begin the case for redress with slavery, but we extend it to include 
the near-century-long era of legal segregation and white terror 
campaigns that followed (best known, with blithe understatement, as the 
“Jim Crow” era27), and the atrocities that continue today: mass 
incarceration; police executions of unarmed black people; sustained 
credit, housing and employment discrimination; and the immense black-
white wealth disparity. Black American descendants of the enslaved 
have borne — and continue to bear — the undue burden of the 
cumulative effects of their country’s extended trajectory of racial 
injustice. 

They go on, in the accusatory tone: 

The federal government. It built the republic on a foundation of evil. It 
undertook a major investment in white wealth-building while conducting 
a major divestment in black wealth-building. It is the culpable party, and 
the only entity capable of meeting the debit. 

The Federal Government did not build the republic, it was created as a 
part of the republic, but no matter. It is of course the American people who 
are evil and must pay, not a money-printing abstraction in Washington DC. 

 
25 Economist proposes slavery reparations of up to $12TRILLION – equivalent to 
$800,000 per black household or more than half of the American GDP. August 13, 
2020. https://socialequity.duke.edu/news/economist-proposes-slavery-reparations-of-
up-to-12trillion-equivalent-to-800000-per-black-household-or-more-than-half-of-
the-american-gdp/; See also https://equitablegrowth.org/the-logistics-of-a-
reparations-program-in-the-united-states/ 
26 Race in America: Reparations William Darity and A. Kirsten Mullen on direct 
payments to close the racial-wealth gap. They are also morally necessary, and retire a 
debt 155 years overdue. The Economist May 2021. See also their From Here to 
Equality: Reparations for Black Americans in the 21st Century. UNC Press (2020). 
27“Jim Crow” is just a label, neither an over- nor an understatement.  
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The article concludes with a detailed prescription for how reparations should 
be distributed: how much, to whom, after what delay? “Only direct payments 
can close the wealth gap.” Which must be closed, evidently. Darity’s Samuel 
Dubois Cook Center on Social Equity demands equal outcomes for all: 
Equalitarianism, Kendi-style antiracism and Michael Sandel’s “inspiring 
vision of equality” rules.  

There are at least three problems with Darity and Mullen’s reparations 
thesis. The first is the facts. They rather casually allude to “the atrocities that 
continue today: mass incarceration; police executions of unarmed black 
people; sustained credit, housing and employment discrimination; and the 
immense black-white wealth disparity.” as if “we all know” that these are the 
result of racism. In fact, as Roland Fryer, Glenn Loury, Heather Mac Donald, 
Charles Murray and others have documented:28 

1. Black rates of violent crime are far in excess of rates for whites and 
Asians29 and see Chapter 3.  

2. ‘Mass incarceration’ is a consequence of many individual 
convictions. 

3. Convicted blacks do on average receive slightly longer sentences 
than whites.30 

4. But statistics on lethal shootings show no evidence of systemic racial 
police bias. 

5. Housing discrimination is illegal and the housing issue is complicated 
(see Chapter 4). 

Second, the contention that “The federal government…built the republic 
on a foundation of evil” is preposterous, even if by “evil” they just mean 
slavery, a practice widespread at the time, eventually abolished by the white 
West but still prevalent outside it, and deplored by most states of the Union 
even then. And, as I argue in Chapter 4, contemporary blacks, as well as 
whites, have benefited from the slavery of 150 years ago. The recent cost to 

 
28 For a brief review, see Heather Mac Donald: “The Myth of Systemic Police Racism: 
Hold officers accountable who use excessive force. But there’s no evidence of 
widespread racial bias.” Wall Street Journal,  June 2020. For an example, see Chapter 
2.  
29 Murray Facing Reality, op. cit. 
30 https://www.ussc.gov/research/research-reports/2023-demographic-differences-
federal-sentencing 
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whites of decades of affirmative action, race-based government programs and 
black crime also goes unmentioned. Darity’s rhetoric is pure propaganda 
intended to prey on the well-meaning, albeit misplaced, guilt of whites. It 
doesn’t belong in a supposedly academic article. but I suppose it fits well 
enough in The Economist. 

Third, Darity and Mullen refer to all the bad things that have happened to 
blacks in the post-civil-war era and want to hold contemporary Americans 
responsible. If it is legitimate to hold those now living for the sins of the dead, 
which they do, then they should at least be fair about it. They should list all 
the costs suffered by whites in the service of, or at the hands of, blacks: the 
600,000+ mostly whites dead in the civil war, and the race riots in the 1960s 
up to the deaths and physical destruction of the post-George-Floyd riots.  

They don’t even try to provide a balanced picture and perhaps they need 
not, for the whole notion of blaming the living for the unmeasurable sins and 
good deeds of the past, of arriving at a just assessment of blame for past goods 
and bads, is absurd. Such a proposal is no more than propagandistic rent 
seeking and does no credit to supposedly truth-seeking academics.  

Finally, what business has activist propaganda31 posing as academic 
work? Activism is perfectly acceptable for academic faculty in their private 
capacity. It is completely unacceptable when presented as an academic 
mission. Unfortunately, this is now the norm. Many elite universities proudly 
platform their center for climate activism or women’s rights and LGBTQ 
issues as well as the omnipresent racial-equity agenda. But popularity and the 
availability of cash is not the same as virtue. That these ideas are popular and 
well-supported doesn’t make them right, or appropriate as an academic 
mission. But, alas, many university administrators cannot tell the difference.  

Much of this destructive activity is supported by government diversity 
initiatives, by the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of 
Health.32 A program at my own university was in 2020 awarded almost $10 
million to get more women into computer science, with no evidence of 
discrimination against women or their special competence in the subject. The 
grantees begin by complaining that: “computer science (CS) is still 
overwhelmingly dominated by white and Asian, able-bodied, middle to upper 

 
31  W. A. Darity, A. K. Mullen & L. Hubbard (Eds.) The Black Reparations Project: A 
Handbook for Racial Justice (U. of California Press, 2023) 
32 https://socialequity.duke.edu/news/cook-center-granted-3-4-million-for-second-
phase-of-nascc-studies/ 
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class, cisgender men” as if this is ipso facto a problem, rather than just 
evidence for their own prejudices. Professor Darity’s Cook Center benefits 
from the same program — to “facilitate successful transition from junior 
faculty status to tenured associate professor for economists from 
underrepresented racial and ethnic groups (especially blacks. Latinos, and 
native Americans)” — albeit on a smaller scale. Similar race- and gender-
benefitting programs exist at many other institutions.33 It is this national, even 
international, movement that has allowed Professor Darity and his colleagues 
to engage in full-time activism and call it scholarship.  

* * * 

In summary, the campaign for reparations is just a natural outgrowth of 
the equalitarian imperative. All men, and women, are not equal in their talents 
and interests, and these inequalities cannot be completely expunged through 
social policy, no matter how extravagant. Indeed, efforts to do so weaken 
merit as a criterion and, in the end, make everyone poorer, less free and less 
trusting of a system that grows increasingly totalitarian.  

People differ. They have different interests and different talents. They can 
be changed through education, and indoctrination, but only up to a point. 
Random Joe Smith will never be Mozart, no matter how much music training 
he gets; most people will fail to pass George Orwell’s “2 + 2 = 5” test no 
matter how painful their “training.” On the other hand, most illiterates can 
learn to read, most children can learn to behave responsibly, most men and 
women can learn to work productively and support a family, and the 
wonderful range of human abilities allows people to thrive in an unmapped 
range of social and physical environments. Society must reject the fallacy of 
equalitarianism and embrace the reality of human variety if science is to 
recover and society is to flourish.

 
33 Lawrence Krauss: https://nationalpost.com/opinion/lawrence-krauss-government-
should-support-science-not-social-engineering, and https://www.mindingthecampus. 
org/2024/08/12/weiss-national-science-foundations-new-mandate-will-censor-
researchers/?utm_source=NAS+Email+General&utm_campaign=b4c242580a-
EMAIL_CAMPAIGN_2023_08_31_02_11_COPY_01&utm_medium=email&utm_t
erm=0_-bd36de006c-%5BLIST_EMAIL_ID%5D 
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Chapter 11: 
 

Unconscious racism: the ‘science’ 
The allegation that “we are all racist” is still believed by many innocent 

white Americans. In earlier chapters, I have tried to show that it is far from 
true. The “all racist” charge is based on illogical arguments, emotional 
rhetoric and an equalitarian view of human variety that is empirically false. 
But there is one more arrow in the equalitarian/antiracist/color-blind racism 
quiver: what if science can show that no matter what we believe about 
ourselves, no matter how we actually behave, racism still lurks within? Can 
psychological science show that we are unconsciously racist? How about a 
test for unconscious racism? 

Reliable and Valid? 
A psychological test must satisfy two criteria: the trait it measures must 

be independently verifiable. For example, intelligence tests measure 
something which can be independently assessed through academic 
performance. The correlation may not be perfect, other traits such as 
motivation are also involved in academic performance, but IQ measures have 
a clear target. IQ is a valid measure. A second criterion is stability, intelligence 
doesn’t fluctuate widely from day. IQ tests can be given repeatedly and they 
yield roughly the same answer each time. This is called test-retest reliability.  

A test for racist bias must satisfy both these criteria. It must be valid and 
it must show test-retest reliability. Validity is the first problem: we must have 
an independent measure of bias before we can even think of a test for its 
unconscious manifestation. If you look at a long sample (days or weeks) of a 
person’s behavior in wide variety of situations, you might be able to pinpoint 
occasions on which that person acted in a racially bigoted way. If the number 
is sufficient, you might characterize the person as “racially biased” and have 
something with which to compare his score on a test of unconscious bias. For 
ethical and practical reasons no such measurement has ever been made. A test 
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has been invented, nevertheless, and it is very widely used — and not just in 
the psychological laboratory.  

Welcome to the Implicit Association Test (IAT). According to Jesse 
Singal, author of the 2017 article The Creators of the Implicit Association Test 
Should Get Their Story Straight:  

The [IAT was] co-created by Harvard University1 psychology chair 
Mahzarin Banaji and University of Washington researcher Anthony 
Greenwald… Banaji and Greenwald claim that the IAT, a brief exercise 
in which one sits down at a computer and responds to various stimuli,2 
measures unconscious bias…Many social psychologists view the IAT, 
which you can take on Harvard University’s website, as a revolutionary 
achievement, and in the 20 years since its introduction it has become 
both the focal point of an entire subfield of research and a mainstay of 
diversity trainings all over the country.3 

The IAT measures reaction time, the time it takes the subject to make a 
choice between two alternatives, prompted by pictures on a screen. Heather 
Mac Donald describes how it works:4 

[O]n a computer screen the test-taker is shown a series of black and white 
faces. And you are supposed to categorize them into the white and black 
categories with two computer keys. And then you are shown a series of 
words that are positive and negative, like happy, or death, and you are 
supposed to categorize them into good words and negative words with 
the same two keys that you have used to categorize the faces. Then those 
sorting tasks are intermingled, and at one stage of the implicit association 
test you are supposed to sort a white face with the same key that you are 
going to sort a positive word and a black face with the same computer 
key that you sort a negative word, and then that’s reversed and you sort 
the black face with the key for a positive word, and a white face with a 

 
1 In the wake of recent DEI scandals in which then-President Claudine Gay figured 
prominently, it is hardly surprising that Harvard is the source of one of the major racial 
‘misinformations’ of our era. https://princetoniansforfreespeech.org/blogs/national-
free-speech-news-commentary-3/0-00-0-15-diversity-equity-and-inclusion-is-the-
path-to-hell-niall-ferguson-on-u-s-college-campuses 
2 For more details, see Heather Mac Donald The false ‘science’ of implicit bias. Wall 
Stret Journal, 10/10/2017 and psychologist  Lee Jussim’ s 12 Reasons to Be Skeptical 
of Common Claims About Implicit Bias | Psychology Today 
3 The Creators of the Implicit Association Test Should Get Their Story Straight  (2017) 
By Jesse Singal. The Creators of the IAT Should Get Their Story Straight 
(nymag.com) 
4 Heather Mc Donald (2017) https://www.city-journal.org/multimedia/the-science-
behind-implicit-bias 
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key for a negative word… It turns out that the majority of test-takers are 
faster by milliseconds in sorting white faces into the positive category 
than they are in sorting black faces into the positive category.  

This result, even though it was then and still is completely unconnected 
to actual, objectively measured bias in way I just described, is proclaimed as 
evidence for widespread unconscious racial bias by white people. But of 
course there are many other possible explanations for these small and quite 
variable reaction-time differences. Most importantly, they don’t reliably 
predict actual, observable behavior; they are not valid. And not reliable 
either, Mac Donald continues:  

Any individual test-taker’s scores on the implicit bias test can vary 
wildly from one taking to the next, so the test fails what is known in the 
social psychology literature as the measure of reliability.  

Despite these obvious flaws, the IAT has been incredibly successful. 
Thousands of people have taken the test on a Harvard University website5 (but 
of course, thousands of people consult palmists and other oracles with no 
pretensions to scientific credentials). In some respects the IAT resembles the 
famous Rorschach test. The Rorschach stimuli are intentionally ambiguous. 
The aim was to elicit biased interpretations from the observer. Typical results, 
from the IAT, variable but generally showing differential black-white-
stimulus results, make a perfect Rorschach for an academic environment 
primed to see omnipresent white racism. Success at Harvard was assured.  

An IAT-based business model 
In a 2023 Wall Street Journal article, “Why DEI Training Doesn’t 

Work—and How to Fix It” Harvard’s Banaji and sociologist Frank Dobbin 
claim, despite accumulating criticism, that the Implicit Association Test can 
discover unconscious racism. Diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) is a major 
industry6 in the U.S., so it makes sense for the business editor of the Journal 
to cover it. What makes less sense is an article that essentially ignores the 
scientific problems with the Implicit Association Test, not to mention the 
ethical7 problems of the DEI “trainings” based upon it. Despite its popularity, 

 
5 https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/takeatest.html 
6 https://hbr.org/2022/12/the-failure-of-the-dei-industrial-complex 
7 https://www.mindingthecampus.org/2024/01/09/early-warnings-were-ignored-dei-
trainings-and-social-pressure/ 
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the IAT is flawed both empirically and logically; DEI, which depends on the 
IAT, doesn’t work partly because the IAT is neither reliable nor valid.  

Unconscious Racism 

The real mystery is why a bad test has become so popular, not just at 
Harvard but throughout the business community. Banaji and Greenwald in 
their book Blindspot (2016) provide a hint: 

[G]iven the relatively small proportion of people who are overtly 
prejudiced and how clearly it is established that automatic race 
preference [as measured by the IAT] predicts discrimination… 
[emphasis added] 

Well, they are right in their first claim: the proportion of people who are 
overtly prejudiced is indeed “relatively small.” But the italicized phrase is 
simply wrong. Google reports “[T]he IAT cannot indicate whether a person is 
or is not prejudiced. . . .” Vox, a generally sympathetic source, said as long 
ago as 2017, “For years, this popular test measured anyone’s racial bias. But 
it might not work after all.” A 2021 academic article8 concludes: “IATs are 
widely used without psychometric evidence of construct or predictive 
validity.” Unlike IQ tests, the IAT is not reliable, people can show different 
results in repeated tests. And it is not valid: it doesn’t predict actual racist 
behavior. But given the fact that a “small proportion of people…are overtly 
prejudiced” and Banaji and Greenwald’s firm belief that prejudice is in fact 
widespread, something is obviously missing. 

The next sentence in the Banaji and Greenwald book shows why the IAT 
is popular: because it fills this gap:  

. . . it is reasonable to conclude not only that implicit bias is a cause of 
Black disadvantage but also that it plausibly plays a greater role than 
does explicit bias in explaining the discrimination that contributes to 
Black disadvantage. 

The IAT persists because “Black disadvantage” exists and there isn’t 
enough “explicit bias” to explain it. Endogenous differences are off the table, 
but “unconscious bias” can come to the rescue and prop up failing exogenous 
accounts.  

 
8 Ulrich Schimmack (2021) Invalid Claims About the Validity of Implicit Association 
Tests by Prisoners of the Implicit Social-Cognition Paradigm. Perspect Psychol Sci. 
2021 Mar; 16(2): 435–442. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC81679 21/ 
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The IAT, which looks like science, a prestigious activity that now for 
many takes the place of religious belief, seemed to fill the bill. Unfortunately, 
the IAT is not real science but what physicist Richard Feynman called cargo-
cult science, a flexible chameleon that looks the part, has all the right words 
and seems to follow the scientific method, but fails at the level of 
fundamentals.9 A true competitor for unconscious bias, an endogenous 
explanation, such as interest and ability differences between self-identified 
racial groups, has become taboo even though a ton of real evidence10 supports 
it. But this possibility is unacceptable11 to many, so an alternative that seems 
to prove people are prejudiced, no matter their protestations of innocence and 
with no evidence of racist behavior, lives on long after it should have been 
abandoned. 

If group differences exist, people will detect them and form stereotypes. 
The psychological process is a basic one called stimulus generalization,12 
shown by animals from people to pigeons. Even if stereotypes are accurate, 
and they usually are to some extent,13 in the current political climate they will 
be labeled “prejudicial” and provide fuel for the DEI industry — an industry 
that survives partly because of society’s refusal to face the facts about human 
difference. 

People, and groups, are not all the same. “Equal opportunity” does not 
mean (as Banaji & Dobbin seem to believe) proportionately equal group 
results (even the CRT people knew that!). Even in a perfect society, there 
would be more male than female engineers and more female than male social 
workers. If anything, true equality of opportunity often gives rise to greater 
disparities than a less free system: 

 
9 https://calteches.library.caltech.edu/51/2/CargoCult.htm For other examples of 
cargo-cult see Scientific Method: How science works, fails to work and pretends to 
work. Second edition. J. Staddon (Routledge, 2024). 
10 https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-black-white-test-score-gap-why-it-persists-
and-what-can-be-done/ 
11 https://www.mindingthecampus.org/2023/05/02/wikibias-how-wikipedia-erases-
fringe-theories-and-enforces-conformity/ 
12 https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/adaptive-behavior/201907/no-offense 
13 Jussim, L, Harber, K. & Cohen, F. (2009) The unbearable accuracy of stereotypes. 
https://www.google.co.uk/books/edition/Handbook_of_Prejudice_Stereotyping_and
_D/Oo55AgAAQBAJ?hl=en&gbpv=1&dq=are+stereotypes+accurate+Jussim&pg=
PA199&printsec=frontcover 
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Since the 1960s the Nordic countries have been renowned for their high 
level of gender equality as they have amongst the world’s highest 
employment and education rates for women. At the same time the Nordic 
countries also have greater horizontal segregation by sex than the rest of 
the EU, that is, most women work in different occupations than most 
men.14 

So what! The idea that people are identical in ability and ambition — all 
group differences are due to prejudice — is simply wrong. It would be much 
better to treat people as individuals not identity markers. Until we end this 
contemporary obsession with group disparities, race relations will deteriorate 
and DEI commissars can continue to play the shaman with the IAT and call it 
‘science.’

 
14 Gender segregation in the Nordic labour market: https://nordics.info/show/ 
artikel/gender-segregation-of-nordic-labour 
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Chapter 12: 
 

Education, Inequality and the Ideal Society  
It is not an accident that in an era where racial discrimination against 

individuals is at an historically low level, the focus of civil-rights activists is 
almost invariably is on group averages. The theme is collectivist, 
individualism is often explicitly attacked1 and some kinds of individualism are 
controversial. Individualism that gives total hegemony to personal identity for 
example, the kind of individualism that says “I am a woman” even though the 
individual is phenotypically male, has its critics as well as its proponents. 
That’s is not the issue here. The problem is with using data from groups to 
affect the treatment of individuals.  

There are indeed average differences in many behavioral traits. But 
individuals vary and so do groups, especially self-identified racial groups, and 
not just for racist reasons. The equalitarian imperative that all are equal, not 
just morally and legally but in every behavioral aspect, is false. Groups may 
differ for endogenous reasons — interests, talents, behavior — but too many 
influential figures continue to deny the fact, allowing them to blame every 
inequality on unmeasurable and undetectable systemic racism. Objective tests 
of ability are deemed racist and logic is considered “white.” It would be closer 
to the truth to acknowledge that math and logic are tough for some people2 
and that a test that doesn’t mention “race” is not, cannot be, racist. To call 
logic “white” is really just to say that you don’t get it. Not everybody does: 

 
1 https://www.cato.org/commentary/individualism-social-justice-issue; https://www. 
econlib.org/library/columns/y2024/klingracism.html 
2 Sergiu Lainerman (2023) The Universalism of Mathematics and its Detractors: 
Relativism and Radical Equalitarianism Threaten STEM Disciplines in the US. 
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-review/article/universalism-of-
mathematics-and-its-detractors-relativism-and-radical-equalitarianism-threaten-stem 
-disciplines-in-the-us/078F01971468ECE15A7AD8ACE9C5949F?utm_source=sub 
stack&utm_medium=email 
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individual differences in math ability, for example, are enormous.3 It is 
unfortunate that mathematical and analytic talent seems to be rarer among 
blacks than whites or Asians. But that is not racism, just the reality of human 
difference.  

In fact racism in America is trivial. Of course it exists, on all sides, black 
as well as white, but it’s not in fact a big deal. It need not, should not be, a 
major factor in public or policy or private judgement. So what are the real 
causes of group disparities? 

Education and Human Variation 
Education is not a leveler. If kids are all educated in reading, writing and 

elementary arithmetic, and nothing beyond those, all can be brought to 
roughly the same level. But if the scope of education extends to statistics, 
higher math, ancient languages, philosophy and quantum mechanics, many 
will fail. A population with wide access to every level of education will 
inevitably be less equal than a population where educational opportunity is 
limited. Higher education, far from being a panacea, will increase not decrease 
individual and group disparities.  

This obvious truth was ignored by the movement since WW2 towards 
universal higher education. In the UK, Prime Minister Tony Blair claimed that 
his goal was to college-educate 50% of the population. A few people 
questioned the number, but both in the UK and the US, the underlying 
assumption was that everyone could and should be educated to the college 
level. That assumption is clearly wrong. Unless the level of advanced courses, 
particularly in STEM, is drastically lowered, universal competence cannot be 
attained by everyone.  

The underlying equalitarian belief was simply that everyone can benefit 
from as much education as he can get. Since this belief is demonstrably false, 
the result has been a trend, at first covert but now overt, to dumb down 
curricula, or just to teach something else, call it “math,” say, but really just 
teach a kind of ideology. 

One arrow in the equalitarians quiver is the “we are all racist” dogma, 
which has already subverted the idea of merit and diverted many organizations 

 
3 For examples, see Galton’s Hereditary Genius (1892), M. J. Marr The Stitching and 
the Unstitching: What Can Behavior Analysis Have to Say About Creativity? The 
Behavior Analyst 2003, 26, 15-27 and many other accounts of the prodigious abilities 
of mathematical geniuses. Musical ability also varies widely. 
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from their intended purpose.4 Here is an example from K-12 math education. 
It shows how an organization supposed to be about education and how to 
improve it, has completely lost its focus. Racial equity is now its declared 
purpose.  

Kids need to learn the meaning of fractions, for example. Yet a leader, a 
onetime president of the American Educational Research Association, in a 
speech5 entitled “Confronting & Dismantling Threats to Our Struggle for 
Justice in Classrooms” is telling her audiences “our efforts to make change 
are still high risk for reproducing patterns of racism and marginalization.” She 
explains that things are more difficult now, apparently because the Common 
Core curriculum presents fractions in a rather abstract way using the concept 
of the number line. Fine, you might say, so if teaching fractions the CC way 
is difficult, why not go back to more direct methods involving, say, blocks or 
slices of pizza?  

Well, that is another subject and not one that Professor Deborah Ball is 
interested in. Instead, her whole talk is about videos of two black kids who 
have some difficulty with the number line approach. Instead of talking about 
other educational approaches, Prof. Ball focuses on how the (white) teacher 
talks to the kids. Almost everything she says is interpreted racially: “The class 
sees a Black girl as a ‘troublemaker’ and not contributing,”6 this in response 
to a mild admonition from the teacher: “You need to be a better listener Toni. 
Aniyah already explained why she picked one seventh…” The whole talk 
continues in this vein, with Prof. Ball telling us, in know-it-all DiAngelo 
fashion, not only what was said but how it is understood by everyone in the 
class; all with a racial emphasis. She tells her audience, I don’t have to tell 
you that remarks like this contribute “to the perpetuation of marginalization 
and oppression.”  

 
4 Here is an account of how equalitarianism, in the form of DEI, has corrupted 
medicine: Medical Education Is Infected with DEI Doctors and patients must fight 
to eliminate discrimination and lowered standards on medical campuses. 
https://www.jamesgmartin.center/2023/06/medical-education-is-infected-with-dei/  
See also https://nationalpost.com/opinion/leigh-revers-a-woke-takeover-is-coming-
for-canadian-physician-training#comments-area 
5https://www.jamesgmartin.center/2021/09/math-teachers-are-taught-that-
elementary-math-education-is-a-struggle-for-justice/ Essentially the same speech was 
given more than once. Here is one example. https://www.youtube.com/watch? 
v=0h9R_QCAWT4&t=142s 
6 As if learning math is a collective activity rather than an individual skill.  
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What on earth does this have to do with teaching kids math? Answer: 
absolutely nothing — well, no, that’s not quite accurate. The racial emphasis 
obviously detracts from and interferes with the teacher’s main task, which is 
teaching math. No matter the reason, the result is a demotion of merit and 
corruption of math education. Mathematically speaking, the effect of 
Professor Ball’s speech is negative, not zero.  

But math is not what is on the minds of the members of the AERA. What 
they are worried about is appearing to be racist. Why? Well, presumably 
because the toxic ‘antiracist’ rhetoric I have discussed in this book is 
pervasive. Perhaps because teachers know from their own experience that 
black kids have difficulty with math7 and they have been made to feel 
ashamed if their teaching reveals racial differences. And math education is not 
unique; similar things have happened throughout education from K-12 
through college.8 

Indeed, a few respected academics have gotten into trouble simply for 
noticing that black students often do worse than average.9 Distinguished law 
professor Amy Wax, for example has been persecuted for several years by the 
University of Pennsylvania for comments such as these, in a podcast 
interview:  

Take Penn Law School, or some top 10 law school... Here’s a very 
inconvenient fact... I don’t think I’ve ever seen a black student graduate 
in the top quarter of the class, and rarely, rarely in the top half ... I can 
think of one or two students who scored in the top half in my required 
first-year course… 

In another,10 she commented: 

If you look out in the world and see that, let’s say, you know, there are 

 
7 See, for example, Roland G. Fryer, Steven D. Levitt, The Black-White Test Score 
Gap Through Third Grade, American Law and Economics Review, Volume 8, Issue 2, 
Summer 2006, Pages 249–281, https://doi.org/10.1093/aler/ahl003 
8 See, for example, the massive changes proposed for K-12 education in California to 
‘disappear’ black-white performance gaps: https://www.jamesgmartin.center/2024/08 
/californias-black-serving-institution-designation-is-neither-excellent-nor-fair/; 
Homepage - Math Equity Toolkit; https://archive.md/JZfe7 
9 https://quillette.com/2023/03/06/amy-wax-and-academic-freedom/; https://www 
.newsweek.com/embattled-penn-law-professor-amy-wax-deserves-our-support-
opinion-1726100 
10 Stop Defending Amy Wax. https://www.chronicle.com/article/stop-defending-amy-
wax 
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relatively few Blacks in academic medicine or, you know, high-level 
science, more whites or more Asians, that just is the natural product of 
the fact that different groups have different strengths and weaknesses, 
and that is something our society should accept. 

We know that — and I’ll just come right out and say it — on average 
Blacks have lower cognitive ability than whites. That’s just a fact. 

The obsession with getting more Blacks into those areas and professions, 
I mean, that cannot help but impair and impede the medical research 
project. [emphasis added] 

I have noticed in the “softer” areas of social science not just a certain 
moral conformity, but also exquisite sensitivity to the way in which a thought 
is expressed. Wax’s chief sin is that she is direct. If instead of saying “I’ve 
ever seen a black student graduate in the top quarter of the class” she had just 
mused, sotto voce, “I am saddened by the apparent disparity in the 
performance of disadvantaged African-American students” probably no one 
would have noticed, because the thought is not so clear and because using the 
words “disadvantaged” and “disparity” (always a bad thing) she would have 
been waving an ideologically correct flag.  

She was also criticized for “disparaging her students” even though she 
mentioned none by name, and even though criticizing poor students in front 
others has been educational practice in many countries for generations. Read 
any biography of a scholar who went or Oxford or Cambridge before, say, 
1950, and you hear of a competitive atmosphere in which the performance of 
each student was seen by all and comparisons were made constantly. The tiny 
number of non-white students at the time surely suffered under the same 
regimen.  

One can quibble with Wax’s claim that “Blacks have lower cognitive 
ability than whites” which is correct if by “cognitive ability” you mean IQ. 
But there is more to behavioral talent that IQ, which may predict academic 
success but absolutely does not predict success in every other endeavor. 
Different individuals, and different groups, if you must talk about groups, are 
best suited to different lines of work. 

The Attack on Merit 
Antiracism has so successfully stigmatized the idea of merit that 

distinguished Ivy League professors, whose own success almost certainly 
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depended on merit, now write books condemning the idea.11 Harvard 
megastar Michael Sandel, whose work I discussed in Chapter 2, complains 
that someone who believes he has been selected on merit will show 
“meritocratic hubris.” Whether the Harvard meritorious will be less or more 
hubristic than a child of the aristocracy, or of the dominant political or 
religious class, or any child of privilege; whether this arrogance grows more 
from the institutional setting at Harvard than from selection itself, we do not 
know. I took college-entrance exams years ago in England when the merit 
barrier was very high. When I succeeded I felt relieved not arrogant. The 
arrogance of Harvard students cannot be blamed on selection for merit. And 
it wasn’t an equalitarian who came up with the phrase noblesse oblige. High 
social status is not necessarily bad. Sandel’s problem with arrogant students 
may have nothing whatever to do with merit. But merit takes the blame 
because that’s the ‘antiracist’ zeitgeist. 

Sandel is really unhappy with the bad luck — which he calls “injustice” 
— suffered by low scorers. He sees injustice everywhere. His view of justice. 
is all-encompassing. Being born too pretty or too smart is not “lucky” but 
“unjust.” “Luck” is neither just nor unjust, yet Sandel repeatedly treats them 
as one and the same.  

For Sandel “justice” is a superordinate value which, for him, just seems 
to mean “equality of outcome.” 

He seems to ignore other things, like virtue, talent, creativity, effort, even 
kindness and compassion. He writes about the “genetic lottery,” the ‘injustice’ 
of being born clever, or not, pretty, or not and so on — which is 
epistemological nonsense: “nature” is neither just nor unjust, nature just is. 
Justice only applies to situations that involve a human agent. Actions may be 
just or unjust but facts, of biology or circumstance — or a lottery — are lucky 
or unlucky. Having bad genes is unfortunate, it is not unjust. Confusing the 
two, and viewing society through the wrong end of a “justice” telescope, 
legitimizes Sandel’s destructive attack on merit. Justice is important, but its 
sphere is restricted: getting wet in a surprise thunderstorm is unfortunate; it is 
not “unjust.”  

Not that we should be indifferent to misfortune. Charity is a virtue just 
like justice: bad luck demands compassion, not justice. “Social injustice,” i.e., 
misfortune, invites compassion not legalistic intervention.  

 
11 Harvard’s “global professor” Michael Sandel wrote The tyranny of merit, Macmillan 
(2020). Yale’s law professor Daniel Markovits, The meritocracy trap (Penguin , 2019). 
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Daniel Markovits, Guido Calabresi Professor of Law at Yale Law School, 
has a different gripe in his book The Meritocracy Trap.12 He claims that the 
meritocratic elite, paradoxically, is self-reinforcing: “[M]eritocracy 
concentrates these vibrant wellsprings of creativity in a narrower and 
narrower elite, farther and farther beyond the practical and even the 
imaginative horizons of the broad middle class.” Of course, elites have always 
excluded outsiders; meritocracy was supposed to mitigate that, so why does 
Markovits oppose it? He is probably correct that IQ-type measures of merit 
miss some talented people. But the cure is to look at other characteristics as 
well as IQ and grades — which many colleges do. The point is that if your 
measure of merit is imperfect, make it better. Students will be selected in some 
way; if merit is excluded, much less desirable alternatives will take over.  

These two attacks on merit share a surprising omission: they don’t 
mention racism as a problem. They don’t blame merit selection for racial 
disparities. Well, of course not, because at the time of writing, affirmative 
action and DEI policies were (and to a large extent still are) in full swing, 
especially at Harvard and Yale. The wagon was already moving; they just 
added an extra push.  

The sensible solution to the racial disparities that so enrage some and 
depress others, is to acknowledge the reality of human difference. Some 
people are smart, others are not, or they are intelligent in different ways. 
Professor Kendi evidently had trouble with the SAT but, at least in the current 
climate, he is a persuasive writer; likewise for Mr. Coates whose logic is faulty 
but whose narrative has entranced a few critics. Many other black writers are 
equally persuasive. MLK had difficulty with the verbal GRE; perhaps he 
would not have done well as a literary scholar. Perhaps that deficiency 
contributed to his tendency to plagiarize.13 But his oratory moved millions. 
He was a preacher not a scholar. There are career paths for which test-taking 
brilliance is not necessary. But we should not confuse persuasive rhetoric with 
scientific truth or preaching with scholarship. Coates’ and Kendi’s arguments 
are terrible, but their writing resonates for many.  

 
12 Daniel Markovits, The meritocracy trap (Penguin, 2019). 
13 https://www.nytimes.com/1991/10/11/us/boston-u-panel-finds-plagiarism-by-dr-
king.html; https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Martin_Luther_King_Jr._authorship_issues 
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Will education reduce inequality? 
Human beings really are different and the differences cannot be 

completely overcome through education. Indeed, as I just argued, education 
may actually exacerbate differences.  

Interestingly evolutionary biology tells a similar story, more resources, a 
richer environment, civilization vs. hunter-gatherer, all increase the range of 
individual differences. In response to the question: “Does an enriched 
environment increase phenotypic differences?” ChatGPT4 concludes: 

In summary, an enriched environment can lead to increased phenotypic 
differences by enhancing gene-environment interactions, promoting 
neuroplasticity, inducing epigenetic changes, and amplifying individual 
differences. [emphasis added] 

So yes, an enriched environment can actually increase the variety in a 
population. This is true for human populations as well as nonhuman. The 
increasingly diverse environments created by civilization will likely increase 
inequality, even as they raise the floor for all.14 These same factors also allow 
the heritability of IQ, for example, to increase with age,15 which seems 
paradoxical because the older you are the more time for the environment to 
have an effect. The point is that every genotype has a range of possibilities for 
future development, a tree of phenotypic outcomes. Given a population of 
different genotypes, the richer the environment, the longer the life, the more 
of those possibilities can be manifested, hence the more variable a population 
can become. If the offspring population grows more variable as it ages, the 
correlation between that population and the (adult) parent population (i.e., 
statistical heritability) may well increase.  

Increasing levels of civilization go along with increasing variety — and 
hierarchy — in the population. It’s obvious when you think about it. 
Mathematical genius John von Neumann would probably not have stood out 

 
14 There is some contemporary evidence for this: Sociology and Classical Liberalism 
in Dialogue: Freedom is Something We Do Together Edited by Fabio Rojas and 
Charlotta Stern (2024) 
https://rowman.com/WebDocs/SociologyLiberalism.pdf#:~:text=Edited%20by%20F
abio%20Rojas%20and%20Charlotta%20Stern%20Open%20Access%20PDF; and 
Black wealth is increasing, but so is the racial wealth gap (2024) https://www. 
brookings.edu/articles/black-wealth-is-increasing-but-so-is-the-racial-wealth-gap/ 
15 https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/twin-research-and-human-genetics/article 
/wilson-effect-the-increase-in-heritability-of-iq-with-age/FF406CC4CF286D78AF72 
C9E7EF9B5E3F 
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had he been born into an illiterate hunter-gatherer society. How many of J. S. 
Bach’s talents would have shown up in an environment with neither 
instruments nor written music? It is a virtue of civilization that it allows the 
exceptional to flourish. It is inevitable that it also extends the hierarchy of 
talent. The difference between top and bottom may well increase as a 
civilization develops. Consequently, the only way to make equalitarianism 
come true is to reduce everyone to the same low level. This seems to be what 
activists mean by “decolonization.” 

Increased inequality can reduce poverty 
From these genetic abstractions we can nevertheless deduce a simple, 

counter-intuitive hypothesis: A richer human environment, more education, 
more varied life-experience for all, is likely to have the following effects: 

1. Increase the abilities of all, but  
2. Increase the variability of the population. 
3. Consequently, disparities between groups, including racial groups, 

are unlikely to be reduced by improving education, wealth, etc. They 
will more likely be increased. 

By coincidence, as I was writing this chapter, I got an email from a 
colleague who has looked at the relation between the “official” poverty rate 
and the Gini coefficient16 of income inequality (Gini of 1, means only one 
income, rest of population zero, is max inequality; Gini = 0, all have the same 
income: no inequality). For a set of countries it turns out that the US has a 
greater income inequality rate than any country in Europe, but it also has a 
lower poverty rate than most countries in Europe. Alan Silberberg writes:  

Using Meta AI as my collaborator I looked at the US and all the countries 
of Europe in terms of their Gini coefficients and their poverty rates.  
Available data shows  two definitions of poverty based on World Bank 
standards.  To sum up: the US has a greater income inequality rate than 
any of these countries, but it also has a lower poverty rate than any 
country in Europe.  

In short, Silberberg’s analysis fits the hypothesis that increased affluence 
is likely to increase rather than decrease income disparities at the same time 
as it reduces the poverty rate, elevates those at the bottom. Apparently the 

 
16 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gini_coefficient 



148 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 

Scandinavian countries don’t fit this scheme so well, but the overall pattern is 
clear. For many economies, a rising tide does lift all boats. 

So, education is certainly good, but it is not a panacea. It will not solve 
the made-up problem of group disparities that distresses so many. Disparities 
are real and, for the most part, not caused by racism — and not to be 
eliminated except by reducing everyone to the same low level. If SATs and 
advanced math courses are abolished, disparities will indeed be reduced, but 
at what cost? The solution is not to trash math education because some groups 
are bad at math. The solution is to recognize that different people are good at 
different things and arrange the education system accordingly. The 
extraordinary Michaela School in North London (a kind of UK charter school) 
is one model for how an ethnically and religiously mixed population of poor 
kids can be brought to a high level of competence.17 Discipline is strict, 
manners are emphasized, the school environment is rigidly controlled and kids 
are grouped by general ability at an early stage (which is a controversial 
practice in the US because it is “inequitable”18). Above all, committed parents 
have chosen the school. No doubt there are other models for other populations. 
The point is that a proper education must recognize the diverse reality of 
human talent. Everyone cannot be excellent at everything but, perhaps, 
everyone can be good at something.  

Diversity of talents is indeed a strength, but only if we acknowledge that 
some skills can be acquired only by a minority. Contra Kendi, Darity et al., 
we should ignore diversity of race but recognize and celebrate diversity of 
talent. Value a rich and varied society that allows genius to flourish but also 
allows everyone to find a place. Find a spot for everyone and recognize that 
not everyone either has the talent or desire to be Elon Musk or Henry Ford. 
Aristotle thought that some men are suited to be slaves.19 We don’t believe 
that now, but surely some people are happy to be dependent on others and 
engage in simple labor so long as they feel they are being treated fairly. A 
high civilization should afford a livable place for everyone.  

 
17 https://time.com/5232857/michaela-britains-strictest-school/; https://en.wikipedia. 
org/wiki/Michaela_Community_School 
18 See, for example: https://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2014/06/03/are-new-
york-citys-gifted-classrooms-useful-or-harmful/not-gifted-education-but-quality-
education-for-all, partially in reaction to moves to revive ability grouping: 
https://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/10/education/grouping-students-by-ability-regains-
favor-with-educators.html 
19 https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/aristotle-politics/ 
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But above all, celebrate excellence! Is this elitism? Perhaps, but 
civilization depends on an elite and if we suppress the above-average out of 
compassion for the below-average, all will suffer. It’s a poor tradeoff.



150 Inevitable Differences: An Inquiry into Human Variation  
 
 
 

 



 Appendix 151 
 
 
 

 

Appendix: 
 

Heritability and IQ 
A phenotypic characteristic, like eye color or height, is said to be heritable 

if the population of children matches the population of parents: tall parents 
have tall kids, and so on. This relationship is usually shown by a graph plotting 
the mother-father average against the value for the child. Do this for every 
parent-child pair for height and you might get a results like the figure:1 

 
Clearly, parents on the right of the graph are likely to have children that 

also fall in the right half: tall parents have tall children, although not in general 
as tall as they are (regression to the mean). h2 = 0.8 is simply the correlation 
coefficient, a simple statistic that measures how close the data distribution is 
to an absolute match — a straight line, h2 = 0, y =1.0x. If x and y are 
completely unrelated, then h2= 1 and there is no fitted line.  

 
1 Visscher, P. M., Hill, W. G., and Wray, N. R. (2008) Heritability in the genomics era 
– concepts and misconceptions. Nature Reviews, 9, p. 255. Springer Nature. Reprinted 
with permission. 
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This statistical definition misses a lot. For example, take a skill like 
language. Language is one hundred percent heritable by this definition: kids 
speak the language of their parents. Yet language is also one hundred percent 
learned. So, a trait that is highly heritable (by this measure) may also be highly 
modifiable by experience. What is left out of the definition, obviously, is the 
range of environments to which the population is exposed. Trans-national 
adoption studies, which look at the relationship between parents and adoptees, 
show at once that it is only the ability to learn a language that is inherited; 
language itself is learned.  

Heritability obviously depends on the range of environments to which the 
population is exposed. The fact that a trait is heritable does not mean it is 
unaffected by experience. A heritable trait can be learned. Even something 
very heritable and as obviously fixed in the adult as height can be modified 
during development. A population, of people or plants, that has developed in 
an impoverished environment will be stunted, differences in height will be 
less and not very heritable: heritability tends to increase the richer the 
environment.  

To clarify the heritability problem it is worth looking at how it could be 
solved by experiment. The following is an expanded version of the account in 
my book Scientific Method. 

An experiment 
What kind of experiment would be needed to prove that intelligence (as 

measured by IQ), which is statistically heritable (the parent-offspring 
correlation is between 0.6 and 0.8 in the populations studied),2 is in fact 
genetically determined? What would it take to establish rigorously the reality 
of genetic ‘hard-wired’ differences in IQ between races? Only a very 
elaborate, and in practice un-doable, set of experiments would suffice.  

We lack now a detailed understanding of how the human genotype 
produces the human brain, although baby steps are being made to unravel the 
puzzle using statistical techniques on the ever-expanding genetic data base. 
For example, a method called Genome Wide Association Study (GWAS) 
“correlates individual elements [called single nucleotide polymorphisms: 

 
2 E.g., Plomin, R. & I. J. Deary (2015) Genetics and intelligence differences: five 
special findings. Mol. Psychiatry, 20(1) 98-108. “Intelligence is one of the most 
heritable behavioural traits.” 
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SNPs] of the genome with some measurable characteristic of people from very 
large samples.”3 GWAS is a statistical method, it says nothing about how the 
brain works to produce human mind and behavior; it does not find mechanism. 
Its results also depend on the environment of the population studied.  

GWAS has found small correlations between IQ and a number of genetic 
elements. Does this mean that these elements determine intelligence? Well, 
no, for two reasons. First they are just correlations. No one has made actual 
genetic changes to see if IQ also changes. And second, the correlations 
themselves depend on the environment of the subject population: “A GWAS 
will pick up on any genes associated with educational outcomes regardless of 
what social mechanisms are responsible for creating that association.”4 A 
different population and environment yield different results, GWAS cannot 
be used to unscramble the cause of racial differences. Because of this and 
other weaknesses, some behavioral geneticists remain skeptical of GWAS as 
a ground-breaking new tool.5 

We cannot map out step by step, in detail, how genes-build-the-brain-
makes-behavior. Therefore, to fully measure the genetic determination of IQ 
we would be forced to resort to experiments with whole human infants. To 
address the black-white issue in a completely rigorous way, we would need to 
begin with two fetal genotypes, one ‘black’ and one ‘white.’ Next, we would 
need an indefinite number of identical copies — clones — of each genotype. 
Then, each clone would be exposed to a different rearing environment. (Have 
we tried out the full range – all relevant environments? How would we know?) 
Finally, perhaps 16 years later, we would give IQ tests to each child in these 
two populations. We would get a distribution of IQs for each genotype. We 
could then ask: how do these distributions differ? Are their means the same 
or different? Which is higher? Is one distribution more variable than the other?  

Suppose we find a mean difference? Does that settle issue? Well, no, not 
yet. We are talking about race differences here not differences between 
individual genotypes. A race is a population, a range of genotypes. So, we 

 
3 Harden, Kathryn Paige. The Genetic Lottery: Why DNA Matters for Social Equality 
(pp. 57-58).  
4 Harden, Kathryn Paige. op. cit. 
5 Turkheimer, E. (2012). Genome wide association studies of behavior are social 
science. In K. S. Plaisance & T. A. C. Reydon (Eds.), Philosophy of behavioral 
biology (pp. 43–64). Springer Science + Business Media. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
94-007-1951-4_3 
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need to repeat this impossible process with an indefinitely large sample of 
‘white’ and ‘black’ genotypes (there will, of course, be debate about which 
genotypes go into which group.). Only after we have this two-dimensional 
array of genotypes vs. IQ can we compare them and come up with a valid 
conclusion about race difference in IQ.  

The Wilson Effect 
A study of this magnitude is of course impossible. But what about 

adoption: adoptive infants learn the language of their adoptive parents; do 
adopted children acquire the IQ of their adoptive parents? There have been 
several studies along these lines. A landmark 1997 study (Plomin et al.) 
looked at 245 adoptions within a mostly white population. Their conclusion 
was unequivocal:  

Children increasingly resemble their parents in cognitive abilities from 
infancy through adolescence. Results obtained from a 20-year 
longitudinal adoption study of 245 adopted children and their biological 
and adoptive parents, as well as 245 matched nonadoptive (control) 
parents and offspring, show that this increasing resemblance is due to 
genetic factors. Adopted children resemble their adoptive parents slightly in 
early childhood but not at all in middle childhood or adolescence.6 

Notice that the italicized passage describes a result that is precisely 
opposite to that found for natural parents and children: 

Heritability of certain traits, like cognitive ability, tends to increase as 
people age, meaning that genetic factors play a larger role in individual 
differences in these traits later in life compared to earlier stages of 
development; this phenomenon is sometimes called the “Wilson 
Effect.”7 

The convergence of IQ between biological parents and children with age 
is also true of siblings, who grow more similar to their parents in many 
psychological measures well into adulthood, as the (statistical) heritability of 

 
6 Robert Plomin, David W. Fulker, Robin Corley and John C. DeFries (1997) Nature, 
Nurture, and Cognitive Development from 1 to 16 Years: A Parent-Offspring Adoption 
Study. Psychological Science, Vol. 8, No. 6 (Nov., 1997), pp. 442-447. 
7 The Wilson Effect: the increase in heritability of IQ with age Thomas J Bouchard; 
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/23919982/ 
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IQ increases substantially8 with age.  
The reason for the Wilson effect is that as children grow into adults they 

are able to show a wider range of behavioral (phenotypic) possibilities, now-
adult children, as a population, are therefore able to display many 
characteristics they could not show as children. It turns out that many of these 
characteristics are shared with their parents, hence the Wilson effect.  

These results are discouraging for advocates of ‘nurture’ vs. ‘nature’ as 
the separable sources of racial IQ differences. They also underline the 
importance of variation as opposed to averages, as the relevant genetic 
variable. Averages are almost always misleading.  

Plomin et al.’s study did not compare white and black kids. It is possible, 
therefore, that black kids will show less influence of parental IQ than white 
kids do. Trans-racial adoptions, black kids adopted by white parents, might 
well show more convergence on their adoptive parents than Plomin’s white 
kids did. The Minnesota Transracial Adoption Study9 follow-up cautiously 
concludes: “putative genetic racial differences do not account for a major 
portion of the IQ performance difference between racial groups.” Or, more 
directly stated: racial differences account for less than half the black-white IQ 
difference. Clearly the role of genetics in IQ differences is not negligible, as 
it seems to be for language learning, but neither is it the dominant factor.  

We don’t understand how genes affect the development of the individual 
brain and we cannot do the kind of experiments necessary to get a definitive 
answer to the genetic black-white-IQ-difference question. Adoption ‘natural 
experiments’ are necessarily flawed: Neither adoptees nor adoptive parents 
are randomly selected; age at adoption cannot be controlled: some children 
are adopted as infants, others as pre-teens or older. The impossibility of 
scientific proof has left the question wide open to other influences. 
Nevertheless, we can conclude: 

Heritability is not a fixed quantity. 

Heritability depends on the range of environments in which a population 
develops.  

 
8 R Plomin & I J Deary (2015) Genetics and intelligence differences: five special 
findings. Mol Psychiatry. Feb; 20(1): 98–108. 
9 Richard A. Weinberg, Sandra Scarr & Irwin D. Waldman (1992) The Minnesota 
transracial adoption study: A follow-up of IQ test performance at adolescence. 
Intelligence, 16(1), pp. 117-135. 
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Even a highly heritable trait may be modifiable during ontogeny.  

What really matters is not whether a trait is heritable, because heritability 
depends on the range of environments in which the population develops, but 
on its modifiability by environment; how sensitive is adult IQ to different 
rearing patterns? It is impossible to do the relevant experiment: trying out all 
conceivable environments on all possible kids, but available data are 
somewhat discouraging. For example, Fryer and Levitt10 report  

[B]asic facts regarding the Black-White test score gap over the first four 
years of school. Black children enter school substantially behind their 
White counterparts in reading and math, but including a small number of 
covariates erases the gap. Over the first four years of school, however, 
Blacks lose substantial ground relative to other races; averaging 0.10 
standard deviations per school year. By the end of third grade, there is a 
large Black-White test score gap that cannot be explained by observable 
characteristics. Blacks are falling behind in virtually all categories of 
skills tested, except the most basic. None of the explanations we 
examine, including systematic differences in school quality across races, 
convincingly explain the divergent academic trajectory of Black 
students. 

Perhaps unfortunately, IQ is one of the most reliable and valid 
psychological measures, and average IQ differs between racial groups. There 
are many other socially valuable traits that are not so easy to measure. Pretty 
obviously there are many black people who may well have lower average IQ 
than but excel in, for example, writing, politics, athletics, oratory, musical and 
dramatic talent and many others. This is a problem only if, like many 
academics, you believe that IQ is the Queen of Virtues with all others 
subordinate to her. She may be, but only for some lines of work: rigorous 
scholarship, science, engineering and other skills that require quantitative and 
logical skills. Society’s duty is not to pronounce moral judgments about 
intellectual matters but to arrange things so that everyone has a niche where 
his talents are exploited and his life can be a fulfilling one. Acknowledge the 
reality of human variation, accommodate — exploit — it. Don’t fixate on 
athletics at the expense of oratory, or IQ vs. dramatic talent. There should be 
a place for everyone. 

 
10 Roland G. Fryer, Steven D. Levitt, The Black-White Test Score Gap Through Third 
Grade, American Law and Economics Review, Volume 8, Issue 2, Summer 2006, 
Pages 249–281,  
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