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AMERICAN PIGEON
Mission Statement

We decided to begin from the inspiration of voices that have been all too often misunderstood, mischaracterized, 
and left to silence by the herd of self-righteous and deafened court of public opinion.

At a time no more politically severed than now, accurate, probing discourse has been submerged, and often it 
seems consciously subverted, underneath hysterics. The persistent issues of our time demand more than unchecked 
political assassinations, but examinations into the positions we take, ideological prejudices we hold, and into the 
throes of objectivity accelerating to a halt. 

It is up to a socially deafened generation, suffering from its own willful blindness, to break the feedback loop 
of our self-tailored feeds we bury our heads into, believing we are saving the world, at the expense of humanity. 
Always at the expense of life. 

The unreality of the ‘safe space’ is that within it is contained the small self-pitiful hope 
that social insulation will perpetually protect the essence of who we are, “whomever that 
might eventually turn out to be.”  What was initially a physical space has evolved into a 
digital world, answering why with whatever pathology we might bring to life. 

Developed from the desire to tailor everything to our preconceptions, is the chaos we 
now see as Americans tear their identity apart, and lose deference, friendships and family. 

I observed that despite our studies of culture and societies, we never asked why they perished; or, if we did, in 
the answers motive took precedence over truth. As a result, by our lack of historical orientation and gratitude, we 
manufacture the hatred brewed for our own civilization, allowing our students to actively aid her decadence.

Social conservatism derives from gratitude. When threatened with constant change, the fragile networks upon 
which social relations depend are upheld by a common moral and political criteria. That criteria can only remain 
free and valid when dissent is welcomed. 

In the era of 250 characters, and millions achieving their fix with a like, reblog, repost, and captioned rant, in-
duced with self-prescribed dopamine and “feel-good” politics, it’s within the American interest to put their pride 
aside and contend with truth—and truth is not something that is conveniently agreeable.

But as our social and cultural institutions crumble, families and friends split, sports and corporations becoming 
political appendages, schools and universities harboring political motives, inflated with power politics, discursive 
formations, language alterations, hate-promoted ideologies, historical revisions, and much else, we threaten not 
to succumb to tyranny, not autocracy, not media and establishment puppetry, but because of these, civilizational 
decadence.

Over a century ago, pigeons were the unsung heroes of World War I, delivering messages to commanders on the 
battlefield. At the time, technology was inept and unmatched by these feathered soldiers who proved more reliable 
than telephone and telegraph.

Today is an age where our communication is restricted and increasingly censored along ideological lines in the 
Information War. We are all pigeons in some way, flying around eating and defecating, eliciting only casual disre-
gard. 

It’s our mission to swing on our carrier bag and helmet, fly above the noisy feedback loops to carry back down 
what is most important. 

Let the truth stand on its own, as everyone else attempts to write history. 

—Jacob Yusufov, Founder & Editor in Chief

“Nobody made a 
greater mistake than 
he who did nothing 
because he could only 
do a little.”
—Edmund Burke
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THE DIVERSITY MYTH
By Jacob Yusufov

Understanding diversity and 
inclusion to be both a myth, in 
that it is fictitious, and super-
ficial, in that its proponents 

are seeking to advance ideological same-
ness masquerading as diversity, diversity 
and inclusion is also a lie; because absent 
its superficial function, human beings do 
not gravitate toward those who are differ-
ent than them.

Introduction

“Do Americans truly cherish diversity?” 
Pat Buchanan asked in his 2011 book Sui-
cide of a Superpower. “Why, then, when 
free to associate, do so many Americans 
separate and segregate themselves?” 

One needs only to visit a college campus 
to see the groups that form from a likeness 
of race, ethnicity, and heritage; or open 
up their Twitter and Instagram feed to see 
content specially tailored to their interests; 
or think of their friendships and why they 
have either fallen apart or stayed together 
to see that diversity is not a quality that is 
welcomed. 

Many reasons help explain why 2020 
was a divisive time, separating friends 
and family and dehumanizing the people 
we once shared meals with. One such 
reason is that we didn’t keep our eyes up 
and away from our phones enough. We 
were always a click away from bad news. 
The news today buzzes in our pockets, 
reminding us that the world is out to get 
us: the conservative Nazi homophobes 
have just made it harder to kill babies and 
the ideologically infested left are defend-
ing sexually explicit books being shown to 
children. 

As if we aren’t being constantly re-
minded from these outlets that there is 
a reason to hate those we disagree with, 
the government has also reinforced this 
division in the form of “public health” 
and “education,” where the “unvacci-
nated are the problem” and parents who 
speak out about their children’s educa-

tion are domestic terrorists. 

The irony in America’s political and 
social divide is that the calls to segregate 
society almost entirely seem to come from 
the left, save the fringe idea espoused from 
both sides who claim that balkanization is 
the answer. Yet the left is the political aisle 
that champions diversity and inclusion. 
What type of diversity and inclusion is 
supported? And how real is diversity?

There are two types of Diversity: the 
word, meaning a difference between 
things; and the political concept, the 
bureaucratic ambition to intentionally find 
and then integrate differences that exist 
between people. There are a multitude 
of differences that exist between people, 
but socially archetypal are racial, ethnic, 
religious and sex. Until recently, sexuality. 
This ambition is predicated on the assump-
tion that equal representation will bring 
about desirable outcomes and, ultimately, 
ensure harmonious social and institutional 
relations. 

What we see 
enduring in our 
civilization’s 
social identity 
are these above 
archetypal 
categories. To 
accompany 
them, groups 
have been built 
within a solid framework of language. 
Encompassing gay rights and transgen-
der rights, amongst a new swath of other 
recognitions, is LGBTQ+. Encompassing 
LGBTQ+ is progressivism. A derivative of 
progressivism being liberalism, where the 
latter devolves into the former properly 
understood. 

When we think of Diversity as a political 
concept, we see how it hides in the guise 
of “difference” while perpetuating differ-
ence, in order to justify its own ideologi-
cal existence; in effect, diversity’s social 
implementation subverts the true meaning 

of “diversity.” 

Therefore, Diversity is a political farce. 
Its program is predatory, effectively 
exploiting human differences and creating 
from them a sense of identity, to work for 
a Cause (its ideological ambition). One 
way it does this is by chaining groups of 
people to historical grievance, forever 
breeding the establishment’s complacent 
and emotionally ravaged useful idiots 
(also: social justice warriors). In oth-
er words, the fragmentation into tribes 
offers the powers that be the opportunity 
to leverage their interests; subsequently, 
coupling “marginalized peoples” with a 
host of other party demands.  

Still, tribalism is a natural disposition 
and response, especially along race and 
ethnicity. The 20th Century showed us all 
how lethal racial and ethnic division has 
been and can be. This is what made the 
American Experiment so great: it recog-
nizes this fact and answers it with national 

sovereignty and 
identity, and 
assimilation into 
a melting pot; yet, 
as a consequence 
of this American 
identity being lost, 
this experiment is 
going awry. Our 
diversity is tearing 
us  apart.

Though there are still the cultish chants 
that “Diversity is our strength,” it might 
be arguable that the decline in our nation-
al identity was a result of diversity, both 
superficially and programmatically, which 
led to the increase of tribal politics. What 
is the solution? Is it to integrate people 
of all different races, creeds, cultures and 
ethnicities? Is it to segregate them? Is it to 
allow them to self-segregate and become 
separatists? Or is it to forget that this prob-
lem exists at all, reject our nationality, and 
read a bit of critical race theory?

In summary, we’ll see that diversity is a 

“Diversity is a political farce. It 
chains groups of people to his-
torical grievance, forever breed-
ing the establishment’s compla-
cent and emotionally ravaged 
useful idiots (also: social justice 
warriors).”
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myth. It seeks to foster something that it is 
not and never will bring: equality and har-
mony. It is superficial, because it masquer-
ades itself as harmony. And it is a lie. The 
historians know this. The academics know 
this. The elites know it too. Devoid of a 
national umbrella, people begin to natu-
rally fragment themselves into their own; 
and even with the umbrella, in-groups and 
out-groups will always form as outgrowths 
of these categorical differences, including 
talent and wealth.

Self-Segregation & Safe Spaces

Diversity has always been a myth in its 
preconceived success for civilization. 
There is not one prosperous civilization 
in all of human history that has champi-
oned diversity; or rather, there is not one 
civilization that has championed diversity 
without subsequent decline. Diversity is a 
fictitious ideal, meaning it will never exist. 
In other words, a people can claim to be 
‘diverse,’ and to some extent, everyone 
is different from one another; but we are 
not, and never will be socialized to live 
amongst those who are wholly incompati-
ble with our culture, lifestyle, values, and 
beliefs, lest chaos and war erupts. 

In Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Re-
vival of American Community, sociologist 
Robert Putnam writes of the increasing 
disconnect of Americans from one anoth-
er, their relationships and social institu-
tions. In another 2007 paper, E Pluribus 
Unum: Diversity and Community in the 
Twenty-first Century, Putnam writes: 

“In the short run, however, immigration 
and ethnic diversity tend to reduce social 
solidarity 
and social 
capital. New 
evidence 
from the US 
suggests that 
in ethnical-
ly diverse 
neigh-
bourhoods 
residents of 
all races tend 
to ‘hunker 
down.’ Trust 
(even of one’s own race) is lower, altruism 
and community cooperation rarer, friends 
fewer.” 

On the flip side, Putnam contends that in 
the long run, “successful immigrant soci-
eties have overcome such fragmentation 
by creating new, cross-cutting forms of 
social solidarity and more encompassing 
identities.”

But the idea that in the “long run” this 
diversity will be overcome is contestable, 
as evidence shows self-segregation along 
racial lines in America, even half a century 
after the Civil Rights movement and a 
century of increasing immigration from 
South America. “Cross-cutting forms of 
social solidarity and more encompassing 
identities” may have been true of early 
America as immigrants primarily descend-
ed from European countries, with values 
compatible with that of America who 
herself is descended from European roots. 

In 2009, then Attorney General Eric 
Holder spoke at the Department of Justice 
for Black History Month. In his speech, 
he recognized the self-segregation of races 
in this country, despite becoming more 
racially conscious: 

“On Saturdays and Sundays America 
in the year 2009 does not, in some ways, 
differ significantly from the country that 
existed some fifty years ago. This is truly 
sad. Given all that we as a nation went 
through during the civil rights struggle it 
is hard for me to accept that the result of 
those efforts was to create an America that 
is more prosperous, more positively race 
conscious and yet is voluntarily socially 
segregated.” [emphasis added].

Arguably, becoming more racially con-
scious did not do a justice to race relations 

in this 
country, 
but the 
opposite. 
The more 
distinct 
from 
others a 
people see 
them-
selves, 
the less 
they will 
assimilate 

into a unified whole, as exemplified in 
America’s “melting pot,” where a peo-
ple assimilate under the umbrella that is 
American values and national identity.  

While the changing social fabric wrought 
by immigration is a significant topic to 
our time, as millions of illegal immigrants 
have invaded our nation this year alone, 
the fragmentation of Americans across 
political and cultural lines might be more 
pressing when concerned with our national 
identity. It’s only without a unified nation 
can immigration spiral out of control to no 
concern of the citizenry. 

Still, Putnam’s findings were a shock to 
the sociological world and still unspoken 
in the field. Upon his findings he was 
hesitant to publish them, as they were con-
trary to his own beliefs about the success 
of diversity, prompting him to go back to 
double check his research before publish-
ing his findings. 

As Americans have lost their sense of 
nationhood, they have tribalized into their 
own sense of solidarity. As colleges create 
“multicultural” spaces where whites are 
not welcome and friends and family split 
along political differences, Americans 
have begun to tailor their social lives as 
though it was just another social media 
feed. Is this anything new? Not quite. 

Back in 2008, Washington Post columnist 
Robert Samuelson began his article Polit-
ical Perils of a “Big Sort”? with “People 
prefer to be with people like themselves.” 

“For all the celebration of ‘diversity,’ it’s 
sameness that dominates. Most people 
favor friendships with those who have 
similar backgrounds, interests and values. 
It makes for more shared experiences, eas-
ier conversations and more comfortable si-
lences. Despite many exceptions, the urge 
is nearly universal. It’s human nature.” 

Human beings are innately tribal. Since 
the dawn of our conception we have 
formed tribes as a way to create distance 
from those who were “other.” In his 2018 
book, Suicide of the West, Jonah Goldberg, 
former writer for National Review, ex-
pressed this dilemma in our contemporary 
political sphere. 

“All that matters is ‘winning’ for my 
team or race or coalition. Following the 
rules or tolerating expression you disagree 
with has been redefined as surrender. Your 
enemies’ misfortune is your victory, and 
vice versa. Again, this is the only natural 
mies. All that was missing was an offering 

“As Americans have lost their sense 
of nationhood, they have tribalized 
into their own sense of solidarity. As 
colleges create “multicultural” spac-
es where whites are not welcome and 
friends and family split along political 
differences, Americans have begun to 
tailor their social lives as though it was 
just another social media feed.”
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way for humans to think about the world. 
It is consistent with our basic program-
ming. During Hurricane Harvey, legions 
of partisans took to twitter to cheer the 
fact that Texas was being punished for 
being a “red state” or for voting for Trump 
or simply for being Texas. Put the asinin-
ity of such expressions to one side. There 
could be no more human response than to 
think a terrible storm was sent to punish 
your enemies. All that was missing was 
an offering to Baal or Thor of a hundred 
oxen.” 

Today, universities have made it central 
to their mission to provide a space of “di-
versity and inclusion.” But that does not 
mean tolerance toward every thought or 
idea. Their mission can only be successful 
when it’s at the exclusion of ideas that do 
not conform to their own. Ideas that are 
against their notions of what it means to 
be diverse and inclusive are shunned as 
racist, bigoted, or ignorant (and this is 
being generous with the insults).

In his New York Times review of The Big 
Sort: Why the Clustering of Like-Minded 
America is Tearing Us Apart—a book 
by journalist Bill Bishop and sociolo-
gist Robert 
Cushing on 
Americans’ 
self-segrega-
tion—Scott 
Stossel 
wrote: 

“The 
three-net-
work era of 
mass media, 
which helped 
create a 
national 
hearth of 
shared references and values, is long gone, 
displaced by a new media landscape that 
has splintered us into thousands of insular 
tribes… Blogs and RSS feeds now make 
it easy to produce and inhabit a cultural 
universe tailored to fit your social values, 
your musical preferences, your view on 
every single political issue. We’re bowling 
alone—or at least only with people who 
resemble us, and agree with us.” 

Thirteen years have since gone by since 
Stossel wrote those words. The segrega-
tion of people along political lines has 

exacerbated with the help of the media, 
tailored to fit the audience whose narrative 
they wish to propagate. Our phones buzz 
to remind us that we are not the same and 
never will be. We go to college to learn 
that this country is brimming with hate 
and the only way to combat it is to purge 
the nation of those we find disagreeable. 
Friends unfollow friends for not posting 
black squares. Families are banning un-
vaccinated members from gatherings. 

The country is not becoming more 
“diverse,” it is becoming more tribal. 
There is no national identity that belongs 
to Americans anymore, and if there is it is 
becoming increasingly harder to identify 
it. The flag is now a symbol of oppression, 
but the pride flag is one of inclusivity 
(except for straight whites). The nuclear 
family is a symbol of privilege, but abor-
tion is laudable. Judeo-Christian values 
are bigoted, but don’t dare criticize Islam. 
Our founders are racist white men that 
must be torn down, but George Floyd is a 
hero. The Constitution and Common Law 
are founded in archaic systemic oppres-
sion, but the court of public opinion is just 
because it bows to the will of the people.

Diversity as Ideolog-
ical Sameness

Diversity is a su-
perficial concept. It 
is a myth and a lie. It 
does not mean to be 
ideationally different, 
it means to be racial-
ly different, sexually 
different, or any other 
preapproved “differ-
ent.” But this “diver-
sity” is contingent 
upon one common 
denominator: ideology. 

As we’ve seen, it matters not whether one 
is black, but whether one is black and a 
leftist. Otherwise, they are “uncle toms,” 
“race traitors,” or “the black face of white 
supremacy,” as the left called Larry Elder, 
or the “black mouth for white supremacy,” 
as they said of the new Virginia Lt. Gover-
nor Winsome Sears. 

Diversity and Inclusion has been a pro-
gram, now national, to “diversify” schools 
and workplaces with people who are con-
sidered marginalized. This is often based 
on race, successfully implemented with 

programs like affirmative action, which 
proffers preferential treatment according 
to skin color; however, diversity and inclu-
sion includes other marginalized groups 
as well based on one’s ethnicity, sex and 
sexuality. 

In this way, diversity is superficial. The 
concept cares not about merit but whether 
an institution is the right shade of brown, 
or the right amount of gay, or the right 
amount of female (even better if all three; 
and even better if a transgender), for all of 
these can be seen as points in the Oppres-
sion Olympics. 

These identities don’t really mean 
anything, insofar as merit is concerned. 
They are given preferential treatment for 
the superficial function of a space simply 
appearing diverse and inclusive. Diversity 
then ceases to be real; it becomes a front, a 
farce. It is constructed around the mythos 
that the more diversity is integrated in 
institutions, the stronger these institutions 
become, even if mere “representation” 
is the only arguable strength in the effort 
toward equality of opportunity, and even 
if the negative effect is fragmentation and 
self-segregation. 

Devoid of a national identity, identities 
along racial, ethnic, sexual orientation, 
gender, etc. begin to take precedence. 
What many of these marginalized identi-
ties have is their self-perceived marginal-
ization that falls within the same ideolog-
ical discourse to justify that marginalized 
status. This discourse legitimizes its social 
currency. This currency can be expended 
for preferential treatment, as exemplified 
in political policy—i.e. Affirmative action 
(which has been disadvantageous for 
whites and Asians), university acceptances 
and corporate quotas. 

But there is no performance metric by 
which we can see racially conscious (or 
sexually conscious) institutions improve 
on the basis of increased “representation.” 
The motto, “diversity is our strength” is 
meaningless, as it has no performative 
justification. In fact, it has proved to be 
detrimental to social harmony. 

As aforementioned, in Bowling Alone, 
Robert Putnam observed an increasingly 
isolated and distrustful America. In his 
five-year study seeking to understand why, 
E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Com-

“Diversity is superficial. The 
concept cares not about merit 
but whether an institution is 
the right shade of brown, or 
the right amount of gay, or the 
right amount of female (even 
better if all three; and even 
better if a transgender), for all 
of these can be seen as points 
in the Oppression Olympics.”
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munity in the Twenty-first Century, with 
over thirty thousand interviews conducted, 
Putnam found that people living in diverse 
communities tend to “hunker down,” trust 
each other less, support community activi-
ties less, and vote less.

Putnam found that in Los Angeles, 
“among the most diverse human habita-
tions in human history,” trust was lowest 
as compared with more homogenous 
areas. 

(The sociological literature has more 
to say about the cities compared to rural 
areas. There are other factors that are 
theorized to contribute to desensitivity and 
estrangement from others, which would be 
beyond the scope here).

Understanding diversity and inclusion 
to be both a myth, in that it is fictitious, 
and superficial, in that its proponents are 
seeking to advance ideological sameness 
masquerading as diversity, diversity and 
inclusion is also a lie; because absent its 
superficial function, human beings do not 
gravitate toward those who are different 
than them. Ask a black Democrat what 
he thinks of Republican Tim Scott, and 
the latter might be besieged with another 
barrage of racist insults. 

Diversity and Inclusion is a myth, it’s 
superficial, and a lie because it has nothing 
to do with the merit of ideas or performa-
tive improvement in conditions. However, 
it does have to do with “ideas,” but the 
right kind, and of the right discourse, 
aligned with the right political and worldly 
ideology. This is what Karl Mannheim 
called total ideology, as distinct from an 
individual’s worldview and psychology.

In other words, Diversity and Inclusion 
is not about an individual coming forward 
with his or her own life experiences and 
ideas and abilities; Diversity and Inclusion 
is about coming forward with experienc-
es that can be aligned and interpreted by 
leftist ideology for its own sustenance. 

Diversity is about sameness. When there 
is “true” diversity (dissonance to homoge-
neity), people seek sameness, self-segre-
gate, become more distrustful and isolated. 

Curse or Blessing 

“Curse or Blessing” is the last section in 

Buchanan’s eighth chapter, The Triumph 
of Tribalism. While there he focused on 
ethnonationalism (as a product of ethnic 
diversity), Buchanan paints an honest 
picture of human history in the face of 
tribalism and “the four horsemen of the 
coming apocalypse (religion, race, culture 
and tribe).” He asked an important ques-
tion that will define, build, and tear nations 
up for many more centuries to come: Is 
ethnonationalism a curse or blessing? 

“To many who lived through the twenti-
eth century, the poisonous fruit of eth-
nonationalism, the horrors it produced 
from Nanking to Auschwitz to Rwanda, 
answer the question with finality: eth-
nonationalism is a beast that must be 
chained. Yet ethnonationalism liberated 
the captive nations and brought down the 
‘evil empire.’ And with the rise of Solidar-
ity and its crushing by General Wojciech 
Jaruzelski on Moscow’s orders, America’s 
cry was ‘Let Poland be Poland!’ Ethnona-
tionalism gave birth to scores of African 
and Asian nations that came out of the old 
European empires. Many are prosperous 
and peaceful…”

“But let us give the last word to Profes-
sor Jerry Muller,” Buchanan concludes. 
“Americans find ethnonationalism dis-
comforting both intellectually and morally. 
Social scientists go to great lengths to 
demonstrate that it is a product not of na-
ture but of culture… But none of this will 
make ethnonationalism go away.” 

Here we are left with a chilling reality of 
the state of America as she splits apart into 
Left and Right; as black nationalism and 
white nationalism are on the rise with the 
long-time aid of racialist academics and 
politics; and as numerous more identities 
within the tribal umbrella of LGBTQ+ 
continues to grow. The Oppression Olym-
pics is the new national game for everyone 
who desires the advantages that come 
with minority, marginalized, oppressed, 
and victim status. The United States now 
has open borders, where immigrants are 
flooding through the southern border. 
The Michigan city of Hamtramck now 
has an all Muslim elected city council, an 
“historic first” according to the Detroit 
Free Press, as the city now reaches over 
fifty percent Muslim, displacing the once 
Polish majority. 

U.S. education is ever racially conscious, 

as university curriculum, and now ele-
mentary schools, are undergoing racially 
sensitive training, condensed from Critical 
Race Theory. Schools are also adopting 
“sexual diversity” where explicit materials 
are shown to children. 

As the American social fabric tears apart, 
the wicked nature of “diversity” is once 
again rearing its head, in the form of eth-
nonationalism, sexual liberation, secular-
ization, and tribalism.

THE BLITHERING ID-
IOCY OF DEMOCRAT-
IC REPRESENTATIVE 
MONDAIRE JONES
By Luke Lattanzi

The House Judiciary Commit-
tee met on Thursday to debate 
H.R. 7910, erroneously dubbed 
the “Protecting Our Kids Act.” 

While congressional Republicans certainly 
aren’t experts in good discourse, the Dem-
ocratic moralizing and the constant defer-
ence to the 19 dead kids—in which every 
Republican is a now suddenly a heartless 
conduit for the faceless, evil NRA-led 
conspiracy to hold guns in a higher regard 
than children—is utterly insufferable. 
However, of all the blatant dishonesty 
exhibited by Democrats in the House 
Judiciary Committee, nothing seems more 
striking than the blithering idiocy of New 
York Democratic Representative Mondaire 
Jones.

There is a particular sort of confidence 
associated with Jones’ remarks that accent 
his blatant dishonesty relative to the other 
Democratic committee members. Very 
rarely do we see a man so confident in 
what he is saying, and yet so very wrong 
while saying it.

Jones stated in the committee hearing 
that “The Second Amendment does not 
include a single word, not one word, about 
an individual right to own a gun. The 
claim that the Second Amendment protects 
an individual’s right to own a gun is so 
indefensible…”

Jones is among the many on the left to 
promulgate this misunderstanding of the 
Second Amendment of the United States 
Constitution, though few say it as loudly 
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as him.

A prevailing argument for Democrats 
pushing to pass H.R. 7910 is the notion 
that an individual’s right to own firearms 
was only recognized in the landmark Su-
preme Court decision, District of Colum-
bia v. Heller (2008). Of course, even disre-
garding the many absurdities of this—and 
we will address these in a moment—Mon-
daire Jones, in making the statement cited 
above, begins to immediately cite passag-
es from Justice Antonin Scalia’s opinion 
to support his argument. It becomes hard 
to wonder how one so declaratively states 
that the Second Amendment doesn’t guar-
antee an individual right to own a firearm, 
and then 
proceeds to 
cite a court 
decision 
that, while 
indeed 
introducing 
several 
caveats to 
the right 
of individ-
ual gun 
ownership, 
still nev-
ertheless 
held that 
the Second 
Amend-
ment protects an individual’s right to keep 
and bear arms.

But even without Heller, the meaning of 
the Second Amendment doesn’t change. 
To state that the Second Amendment 
only applies to a “well-regulated militia” 
completely slights the historical context in 
which the Second Amendment is situated. 
It is to ignore the two centuries worth of 
private gun ownership before 2008, or the 
fact that 45 out of the 50 states have the 
individual right to bear arms codified in 
their state constitutions—the earliest of 
these being Pennsylvania in 1776: “the 
people have a right to bear arms for the 
defence of themselves and the state.”

Of course, Mondaire Jones isn’t alone 
in making this argument. Amber Phillips, 
staff writer for The Washington Post, made 
the same claim:

“The interpretation that the Second 
Amendment extends to individuals’ rights 

to own guns only became mainstream in 
2008, when the Supreme Court ruled in a 
landmark gun case, District of Columbia 
vs. Heller, that Americans have a consti-
tutional right to own guns in their homes, 
knocking down the District’s handgun 
ban.”

This interpretation, also known as the 
“Collective Right” interpretation, is not 
only wrong but also plainly counterintui-
tive. If we continue to consider the context 
in which the Second Amendment was 
written, it is clear that the word “militia” 
pertains to an organized body of citizens 
who have taken up arms for the “security 
of a free State.” There is no reason why, 

given 
Americans’ 
rich history 
of private 
gun own-
ership, that 
the security 
of a free 
state would 
only pertain 
to foreign 
invasions, 
especially 
when we 
consider the 
American 
Revolu-
tion being 

widely viewed as a civil war between 
the colonists and their mother country, 
Great Britain. As far as the colonists were 
concerned, they were actively rebelling 
against their own government, which had 
shown a disregard for their God-given 
rights as Englishmen. In order to have a 
proper militia, you would need a citizenry 
empowered with the individual right to 
own firearms. 

The ridiculous notion that the Second 
Amendment does not contain within it a 
protection of private gun ownership is to 
slight almost all American history, and is 
rooted in a deeply intellectually dishonest 
analysis of the Constitution for the sake of 
partisan expedience. And it’s quite clear 
that Mondaire Jones shares this disdain for 
the Constitution when, in the House com-
mittee hearing on Thursday, he stated: “If 
the filibuster obstructs us, we will abolish 
it. If the Supreme Court objects, we will 
expand it and we will not rest until we 
have taken weapons of war out of circula-

tion in our communities.”

Jones, like many of his overzealous 
colleagues in Congress, presupposes a 
“national mandate” for the Protecting Our 
Kids Act, and because our constitutional 
system won’t give him the outcome he 
desires, we should immediately change 
the rules of that system to make it more 
favorable to his side.

But if the American people are truly as 
gung-ho for the Democratic agenda as 
Jones claims, then why do the Democrats 
enjoy the smallest congressional majority 
since World War II? Democrats in 2022, 
seem to have a bad habit of presupposing 
the existence of a national mandate for 
their policy agenda that simply doesn’t ex-
ist, even though the generic congressional 
vote polls show a reality far different from 
Mondaire Jones’ gun-grabbing fantasy. 

At this point, why refrain from stating the 
quiet part out loud? This isn’t just about 
semi-automatic rifles or “common sense” 
gun reform (the term “common sense” 
in this context has an inherently partisan 
characterization as it is); rather, there is a 
significant caucus within the Democratic 
Party that whole-heartedly believes in 
abolishing private gun ownership. And if 
you’re still skeptical, all one needs to do 
is watch the Thursday committee hearing 
to see that Mondaire Jones is not the only 
Democrat promulgating the egregious 
notion that the Second Amendment does 
not guarantee an individual right to bear 
arms. If you still don’t believe it after that, 
then look no further than the President 
of the United States attacking the private 
ownership of 9mm handguns.

The blithering idiocy of Mondaire Jones 
represents a growing trend within the 
Democratic Party that denotes a disdain 
for the Constitution, as well as a near-reli-
gious adherence to an anti-gun agenda. No 
one wants to see tragedies like the one in 
Uvalde continue to happen, but attacking 
Americans’ right to bear arms isn’t going 
to solve anything.

INCREASED FOREIGN OWN-
ERSHIP OF U.S. LAND POSES 
NATIONAL SECURITY RISK
By Rachel Brooks

“But if the American people are truly 
as gung-ho for the Democratic agenda 
as Jones claims, then why do the Dem-
ocrats enjoy the smallest congressional 
majority since World War II? Democrats 
in 2022, seem to have a bad habit of 
presupposing the existence of a national 
mandate for their policy agenda that 
simply doesn’t exist, even though the 
generic congressional vote polls show 
a reality far different from Mondaire 
Jones’ gun-grabbing fantasy.”



Lawmakers and agricultural 
specialists from both political 
leanings are warning against 
the lack of record-keeping on 

foreign entities acquiring U.S. land. In the 
House, bills have been drawn to propose 
changes to the sale and record of foreign 
land parcel purchases of U.S. farmland. 
Agriculture professionals, who spoke with 
ABC 13 in January, warned that lack-stan-
dard data in U.S. agricultural records chal-
lenges the nature of property ownership in 
the U.S. 

The House Delibrates; Data Transpar-
ency Stands In Question 

Bills to limit foreign ownership of U.S. 
land include the Republican sponsored 
H.R. 6383, “National Security Moratorium 
on Foreign Purchases of U.S. Land,” and 
H.R. 3847, “Securing America’s Land 
from Foreign Interference Act,” and H.R. 
4502. Recent laws would seek updates of 
older, regarded-as-outdated legislation, 
such as the Agricultural Foreign Invest-
ment Disclosure Act of 1978. Lawmakers 
moved to enforce stricter transparency 
regulations for foreign buyers of private 
U.S. agriculture land after reports indicat-
ed that the USDA had failed to enforce 
this act.

An Increasing Statistic of Foreign 
Land Investments 

In 2020, the USDA’s Farm Service Agen-
cy released a disclosure report on foreign 
entity U.S. land parcel transactions within 
the United States. Coming to the fore was 
the concern over purchases made by the 
People’s Republic of China (excluding 
Hong Kong), Russia, the Islamic Republic 
of Iran, and North Korea. While incre-
mentally small, the USDA reports land 
ownership and sales of private land parcels 
to China, Russia, and Iran within calendar 
year 2020.

Breitbart reported that a prominent 
Chinese national billionaire had purchased 
acreage for wind farm production near 
Laughlin Air Force Base, Texas in August 
2021. Near the Texas border, this purchase 
was reportedly alarming as a potential 
compounding factor of Texas’ already 
precarious border security status. 

As of 2022, foreign investment in U.S. 
farmland has “nearly tripled in the past 

decade,” according to Midwest Center 
referring to USDA data. 

Various data collections report purchas-
es of private land by China, Russia, and 
Iran. However, the USDA reports do not 
disclose the name of investors or the lo-
cation of the parcels in question. Missing 
or unclear data reportedly poses concerns 
for the validity and transparency of USDA 
record keeping. 

The Vantage Points Of Hostile Actors 

In the wake of the Russo-Ukrainian con-
flict, and the vantage points Russia took 
from surrounding territory when making 
its incursion on Ukraine, questions arise 
for U.S. security (see Center for Strategic 
International Studies). What vantage point 
could states hostile to the U.S. gain from 
purchase of private land parcels in U.S. 
domestic territory? What vantage points 
may already be used for malign practices?

Gray Areas Under The Law 

Advances in modern innovation increase 
the demand for agricultural lands, natural 
resources, and in many cases, mineral 
rights control. Theoretically, foreign actors 
may gain vantage points through the 
control of natural resources and farmland. 
China and Russia’s advantages in the end 
of the American mission in Afghanistan 
were a subject of hot debate following 
U.S. withdrawal. 

Mineral rights control is governed in part 
by the Minerals and Geology Program of 
the USDA. Concerns over the USDA’s 
farmland foreign investment data trans-
parency applies in a broader sense to other 
lands and resources under its governance, 
and laws arbitrating foreign rights to U.S. 
natural resources. 

In a May report prepared by Christopher 
J. Reagen and John D. Fognani, Haynes 
and Boone LLP analyzed recent General 
Mining Law. Haynes and Boone conclud-
ed that, under the current law, the U.S. 
government provides a process of discov-
ery where the initial finder of a mining 
source can “patent” the mining rights to a 
find. 

Haynes and Boone write that there are 
some restrictions for non-U.S. mining 
acquisitions, but that the process of 

discovery applies to foreign and domestic 
claimants:

“There is generally no distinction 
between the mining rights that may be 
acquired by domestic parties and those 
that may be acquired by foreign parties,” 
Haynes and Boone wrote.

“Regarding mining activity on privately 
held land, no citizenship requirements or 
foreign investment restrictions exist as 
such. Generally, non-US citizens and resi-
dents can own real property in the United 
States,” the report continued. 

Questions Posed By Foreign Land 
Investment and Transparency 

Haynes and Boone state that, to protect 
national security interests, the Committee 
of Foreign Investment (CFI) in the United 
States has the right to review national 
security concerns over foreign mining 
investments. 

Evaluations of the CFI’s transparency 
have been ongoing. Securing Democracy 
called into question “the opacity of foreign 
investment” in the U.S. in 2019. Recent 
events sparked a renewed counterbalance 
strategy from U.S. defense and its allies. 
The relationship between the U.S., China, 
and Russia intensifies as the motivations 
of China and Russia’s relations become 
increasingly more “complicated” (see Eu-
ropean Council on Foreign Relations).

Following the reports that the USDA 
agriculture foreign investment disclosures 
have been underrepresented, raises ques-
tions. That China, Russia, and Iran, own 
U.S. farmland presents precarious scenari-
os for concerned specialists. 

American Pigeon Investigates 

As foreign investments double, while 
greater regulation and transparency re-
mains unclear, American Pigeon continues 
to investigate  the risks to national security 
from foreign investment claims to U.S. 
land. 

Jacob Yusufov contributed to this report.
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Migrants hold a demonstration demanding clearer United States migration policies, at San Ysidro crossing port in Tijua-
na, Baja California state, Mexico on March 2, 2021. (Photo by GUILLERMO ARIAS/AFP via Getty Images)

The ‘Great Replacement Theory’ is Not a Right Wing 
Conspiracy, it is a Democratic Strategy

By Jacob Yusufov

After a supermarket massacre in Buffalo, New York that left 10 people dead, the media and political pundits are claiming 
that motivating factors include conservative commentators, like Tucker Carlson. The killer, Payton Gendron, 18, now in 
custody, reportedly wrote a 180-page manifesto disdaining conservatism, proclaiming to be “authoritarian left,” a “green 
nationalist,” and writing that he hated Christianity. He also said that the “Great Replacement Theory” motivated the 

attack.

The shooter was influenced by 4chan and anti-semitism, citing specific websites for his views, as per his manifesto. He wrote that, 
beginning in May 2020, he began to browse channels on 4chan, eventually learning through infographics, memes, and “shitposts,” that 
Jews were behind the white race dying out and that blacks were disproportionately killing whites.

In the manifesto, he includes images showing the Jewish influence in CNN, The New York Times, and Fox News.
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The manifesto also said that the attack was motivated by the 
“Great Replacement Theory.” It’s the idea that whites are being 
replaced by minorities—a reality that the liberal Chicago Report-
er wrote about in a 2019 article, “The US white majority will 
soon disappear forever.” The New York Times also wrote about 
replacing whites (where the author perceived Republicans to be 
white supremacists) with a “multiracial polyglot majority” in a 
2018 piece entitled, We Can Replace Them.

PBS defines the theory in a few ways. “A more mainstream view 
in the U.S. baselessly suggests Democrats are encouraging immi-
gration from Latin America so more like-minded potential voters 
replace ‘traditional’ Americans.”

It’s a partisan claim to use the word “baseless” given the Biden 
Administration’s open borders and, as we’ll see, the Democratic 
Party’s demography is destiny strategy.

Other radicalized definitions include racist adherents that believe 
Jews are behind this plan, like Payton Gendron.

The Great Replacement is associated with the far-right and 
its anti-immigration stances. The term was first popularized by 
Renaud Camus in his 2011 book Le Grand Remplacement, which 
argued that the growing Muslim majority in France presented a 
danger to French culture and civilization.

American paleoconservative commentator, Patrick Buchan-

an, also emphasized societal unmooring when its population is 
no longer predominantly native, i.e., within Germany, France, 
England, Russia, Japan, and the U.S. Buchanan see’s a dying 
West far below replacement levels for self-sustenance and which 
consequently needs to allow for immigration to make up for its 
dwindling numbers. This demographic change, however, will 
fundamentally begin to change the social fabric of these na-
tions. They have already begun to do so and, as a result, France 
will no longer be predominantly French, nor will Germany be 
predominantly Germany, or England predominantly English. This 
creates national and civilizational destabilization as it fosters ever 
increasing resentment and paradigmatic shifts.

Critics have often spoke of these realities as part of “white 
extinction anxiety,” in an effort to dismiss them as ‘racist,’ (al-
though such critics would not levy the same criticism at Arab or 
Asian countries). But before speaking of their racist effects, we 
must understand what the Great Replacement theory is.

“Demography is destiny” said 19th century French philosopher 
and sociologist Auguste Comte. By this, he meant that population 
increases and decreases affects everything within society.

In a 2005 article in American Renaissance, Jared Taylor writes 
that mass immigration into already-occupied territories is 
relatively new. This is for two reasons: firstly, Westerners have 
created “the most successful, agreeable societies in the history of 
mankind.” Secondly, only white Western nations permit immigra-
tion.

“There are countless Indonesians and Filipinos who would love 
to live in Japan, and enjoy the wealth the Japanese people have 
created for themselves, but they cannot. The Japanese forbid it. 
The Japanese understand that demography is destiny, and they 
have the quaint preference that their destiny remain Japanese. The 
same is true for the people of South Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, 
and even Malaysia. They understand the importance of demogra-
phy, and they want to keep their destinies in their own hands.”

The reason for mass immigration in the West is because West-
erners believe that populations are replaceable, Taylor writes. It is 
“trendy” to believe in the sociological illusion that Europe will be 
happier when being replaced by non-natives, as though strangers 
coming into one’s home to redecorate furniture, displace values, 
and reorder the fridge is wholesomely acceptable.

In September 2011, the World Economic Forum published an 
article entitled Demography is Destiny, talking about the increas-
ing population in third world countries.

They then advocate for a declining population, as this would 
make the poor, specifically in third world countries, easier to 
feed. Given mass immigration, however, one might observe that 
the effort to slow the population will disproportionately affect 
first world countries like those within the West:

“There is a great opportunity in addressing these population dy-
namics positively. A rapid decline in population size could assist 
fragile countries to accelerate their development and secure their 
future.”
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Evidence shows that the way to accomplish this is not through 
“population control” but through “family empowerment”: edu-
cating girls, ensuring that women have the right to choose whom 
and when they marry, assisting families to reduce child mortality, 
providing access to affordable family planning and providing 
a supportive social context for those who wish to have fewer 
children. The positive empowerment of women and families 
has driven the most successful reductions in population growth 
around the world.”

In E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community in the Twen-
ty-first Century, sociologist Robert Putnam writes that mass im-
migration contributes to greater disconnect and voluntary ethnic 
separatism.

“In the short run, however, immigration and ethnic diversity 
tend to reduce social solidarity and social capital. New evidence 
from the US suggests that in ethnically diverse neighbourhoods 
residents of all races tend to ‘hunker down’. Trust (even of one’s 
own race) is lower, altruism and community cooperation rarer, 
friends fewer.”

As Newsweek reports, Gendron’s manifesto allegedly said that 
the attack was meant to “intimidate all non-white, non-Christian 
people and get them to leave the country. It said the U.S. should 
belong only to white people and all others were “replacers” who 
should be eliminated through force or terror.”

This is clearly morally reprehensible. It should be considered 
how such an act of violence takes place.

Racial division has been stoked in the U.S. for years, peaking in 
2020 when BLM riots broke out across the country after the kill-
ing of George Floyd. Everything disagreeable was labeled “white 
supremacy,” and it still is. But we are living in the aftermath and 
continued perpetuation of the “white supremacist” narrative that 
has emboldened extremists, whether it is on the one side, Dylan 
Roof, Payton Gendron, or to the other side, Darrell Brooks and 
Frank James.

Yet the latter two do not make national headlines as “black na-
tionalists,” nor are headlines made when black nationalists claim 
that “there will come a time when black Americans will kill ev-
erything white in sight.” The lop-sided reportage is clear and has 
undoubtedly created a dishonest conversation around extremism.

Jack Buckby, a counter-extremist researcher and self-identifying 
conservative, decries the Buffalo shooting, claiming that conser-
vatives do not take the necessary steps to address the issues on 
the far right.
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Buckby is ultimately right. We agreed especially on the latter 
point: that the inability for the right to address its own extremists 
results from the left’s inability to confront theirs. As the media 
rushes to paint its political opposition as extremists, who really 
suffers? The victims shot up in a Buffalo supermarket and the 
victims shot up in the NYC subway.

As I wrote in reply, the right would also be willing to address 
its extremism side if it wasn’t fueled by false narratives from the 
left. As the left mobilizes to create racial division, we are engaged 
in an information war where the key objective is to achieve dom-
inant discourse. This is not the way forward for any productive 
resolution.
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When the Great Replacement theory is discussed it is often 
dismissed as a right-wing racist conspiracy. To the extent that it 
fuels racial supremacy, it is racist. Ethnonationalism has contrib-
uted to great periods of violence in human history. To the extent 
that it speaks to our demographic reality, it is not a conspiracy. 
Democrats and leftists alike have explicitly strategized around 
a decreasing white population, admitting that the future, and 
political hegemony is achieved through demographic change, i.e., 
through immigration, identity politics and racialist pandering.

In 2020, Politico reported that “demographics are not destiny.” 
The author, disenchanted with the results of the 2020 election, 
pointed to the fact that Trump increased his black and hispanic 
vote in the election and the Democratic Party’s initial assump-
tions about demographics were wrong. The article begins,

“For years, the Democratic Party has operated under 
one immutable assumption: Long-term demographic 
trends would give the party something like a permanent 
majority as the country as a whole grows less white and 
more urban.” It continues to say that “President Donald 
Trump’s reliance on the politics of racial resentment 
would only quicken the process, solidifying support for 
Democrats among people of color.”

The latter part contains the real self-projected irony in 
that faulty assumption. He admits that the Democratic 
Party is strategically relying on shifting demographics 
(i.e., increasing minority support) given the declining 
white population, assuming that Trump’s “politics of 
racial resentment” would increase that support. He 
adds that Democrats lost in 2016 because they “ran a 
campaign that increased the salience of immigration 
at a time when marginal voters in swing states in the 
Midwest disagreed with us on immigration.”

What is most ironic still, however, is that the 
GOP becoming more diverse and “assembling 
the multiracial working class coalition that the 
left has always dreamed of” is called a “joke,” 
by a Democratic polling and data expert. For 
a bunch of race resentful bigots worrying 
about racial displacement, they seem to be 
doing very well amongst Americans that are 
tired of seeing their borders overrun and their 
politics saturated with the Democrats’ identity 
politics.

Presently, given Democrats’ majority in the 
House and Senate, and a Biden White House, 
immigration has gone completely unfettered 
with nearly 1 million illegal immigrants re-
leased in the U.S. interior, in an effort to buy 
those votes where needed. Yet, if controlling 
immigration is considered to be “racial resent-
ment” then what do we call the Black Lives 
Matter movement and Critical Race Theory?

Democrats have rallied behind these 
racialist projects, with unwavering support 
from corporations, big tech, and Washington 

politicians, yet come out to say little when they get out of hand. 
In 2017, a BLM leader in Toronto said that white people were 
“genetic defects” that should be “wiped out.” In 2020, far-leftists 
cheered for the murder of a Trump supporter. In 2016, a Dallas 
sniper gunned down five officers with the intent on killing white 
people. In 2021, black nationalists from the New Black Panther 
Party said that there will be a time when they “kill everything 
white in sight.”

These are not isolated incidents—at least no less than the shoot-
ings perpetrated by white supremacists. The White House and 
mainstream media would have one believe that white supremacy 
is the greatest threat to the nation, to the extent of suggesting we 
report perceived radicals, whether friends or family. But in reali-
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ty, the greatest threat to our nation is racial 
division, which is an increasing trend on 
the left and right, but lop-sidedly fueled 
and dishonestly permeated by the Demo-
cratic establishment.

NO, THE BUFFALO 
SHOOTING ISN’T 
TUCKER CARLSON’S 
FAULT 
By Luke Lattanzi

The mass-shooting that took 
place at Tops Friendly Market 
in a Buffalo, New York commu-

nity May 14 was an unspeakable tragedy. 
The shooter’s motivation, as indicated by 
his manifesto, was certainly predicated 
upon a dangerous radicalism that harbored 
awful presuppositions about race and 
minorities, most notably what many have 
called “Great Replacement Theory.”

Any unprovoked act of violence against 
a person, or group of people, is wrong. It 
is especially wrong when these acts are 
motivated by racial or ethnic hatred, and 
that is precisely what occurred during this 
horrific massacre. The gunman, armed 
with what appears to be an AR-15, shot 
13 people, killing 10 of them. Even more 
lives, the victims’ families and friends, 
have been adversely affected by this hor-
rific scene of events, and the man respon-
sible should be prosecuted to the fullest 
extent of the law.

Unfortunately, many people on the left 
have used this massacre as a means for 
their own political opportunism. The com-
mon accusation as of now is that Tucker 

Carlson, one of the most popular right-
wing news personalities on Fox News 
(and in general), is somehow to blame for 
this tragedy. 

More specifically, Tucker Carlson is 
being blamed by his alleged promul-
gation of Great Replacement Theory. 
Believers in this theory posit that non-
white people are attempting to diminish 
the influence of white people, mainly by 
emigrating to traditionally white-dom-
inated countries. They believe that this 
goal is further achieved by white people 

having lower birth 
rates than other racial 
and ethnic groups, 
which believers claim 
will eventually result 
in the ‘replacement’ 
of the white race. 
Many adherents to 
this conspiracy theory 
also claim that Jewish 
people are behind the 
plan of replacing white 
people, according to 
PBS News.   

It is certainly true that Tucker 
Carlson has discussed what he be-

lieves to be a dangerous trend of allowing 
illegal immigrants to flood the southern 
border. Here is a quote from Carlson, in 
which one New York Times columnist 
claims to denote white supremacy:

“I know that the left and all the gatekeep-
ers on Twitter become literally hysterical 
if you use the term ‘replacement,’ if you 
suggest that the Democratic Party is 
trying to replace the current electorate, 
the voters now casting ballots, with new 
people, more obedient voters, from the 
third world. But, they become hysterical 
because that’s what’s happening, actually. 
Let’s just say it: That’s true.”

In context, Tucker Carlson is not claim-
ing that white people are being replaced, 
but rather that the American electorate, 
composed of American citizens of all races 
and ethnicities, is being diluted by the rap-
id importation of migrants by the current 
administration. Americans may have their 
opinions and disagreements on this claim, 
especially when concerning the notion that 
mass-amounts of illegal aliens are voting 
in elections, but it is at least indisputably 
true that the Biden administration has 

presided over a free-for-all at the southern 
border. U.S. Customs and Border Protec-
tion (CBP), has had more than 1 million 
encounters with migrants at the southern 
border so far in the year 2022.

Despite what many on the left may say, 
Carlson’s claims about the unprecedented 
waves of migrants flooding our southern 
border are predicated upon a valid con-
cern, and aren’t immediately associated 
with absurd alt-right theories of white 
replacement simply by virtue of raising 
such a concern.

Here’s the second half of the quote that 
our Times columnist conveniently forgot 
to include in his column:

“If you change the population, you dilute 
the political power of the people who live 
there. So every time they import a new 
voter, I become disenfranchised as a cur-
rent voter. So I don’t understand what we 
don’t understand cause, I mean, everyone 
wants to make a racial issue out of it. Oh, 
you know, the Great Replacement Theory? 
No, no, no. This is a voting right question. 
I have less political power because they 
are importing a brand new electorate. Why 
should I sit back and take that? The power 
that I have as an American guaranteed at 
birth is one man, one vote, and they are 
diluting it. No, they are not allowed to 
do it. Why are we putting up with this?” 
(Emphasis added).

Regardless of whether or not you agree 
with Carlson’s point of view, his concern 
regarding the mass-amounts of migrants 
flooding our southern border has nothing 
to do with race. His concern is entirely 
rooted in American citizens of all races 
and ethnicities having their voting power 
diluted by an unprecedented wave of 
migrants.

The New York City Council, for exam-
ple, voted 33-14 to allow non-citizens 
to vote in municipal elections. While 
non-citizens still cannot vote in state or 
national elections, the move shows that 
diluting the electorate with non-citizens in 
an attempt to win over votes is a prefera-
ble policy goal for Democrats, especially 
since non-citizens disproportionately lean 
to the left. Concerns about our border be-
ing flooded with illegal aliens are perfectly 
valid, and most Americans agree. There 
are legitimate efforts by those on the left to 

(Photo by John Normile/Getty Images)
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dilute the voting power of the citizenry, as 
exemplified above. 

In addition to there being no evidence 
to suggest that the Buffalo shooter even 
watched Tucker Carlson or Fox News, the 
logic doesn’t seem to apply when the shoe 
is on the other foot. 

The gunman who targeted several 
congressional Republicans and wound 
up shooting Rep. Steve Scalise in 2017 
erected Bernie Sanders campaign signs in 
his yard, and cited MSNBC’s The Rachel 
Maddow Show as one of his favorite tele-
vision programs, USA Today reported.

Should Rachel Maddow, a left-wing 
TV personality, be held in contempt the 
same way Tucker Carlson is? What would 
have been the reaction from the left, for 
instance, had conservatives reacted with 
the same outrage against Maddow that is 
currently being directed toward Carlson? 
Does Bernie Sanders also have blood on 
his hands as a result of such a horrific 
event?

The answer, of course, is a resounding 
no. The only person responsible for the 
attempted assasination of Steve Scalise is 
the gunman who committed the crime, and 
the only person responsible for the recent 
shooting in Buffalo is the gunman who 
made the decision to do what he did.

Unfortunately, I cannot say that I am 
surprised by such rhetoric. The left has a 
strong habit of using horrific tragedies for 
the sake of their own political aspirations. 
Rather than focus on the victims of these 
tragedies, mass-shootings always seem 
to be used as an opportunity to smear 
conservatives and to conflate our ideas 
and values with the deranged lunatics who 
commit these heinous crimes. Rolling 
Stone even recently ran an abysmal piece 
with the headline: “The Buffalo Shooter 
Isn’t a ‘Lone Wolf,’ He’s a Mainstream 
Republican.” One needn’t say much more 
on Rolling Stone’s horrific display of 
editorial malfeasance, given the full scope 
of its absurdity conveyed in this column’s 
headline alone.

It’s moments like these that explain the 
Democratic Party getting trounced in the 
generic congressional vote polls for the 
2022 midterm elections. The left’s inabil-
ity to facilitate meaningful conversations 

on policy, instead opting for divisive nar-
ratives predicated upon identity politics, 
will ultimately be their undoing.

Foreign Born U.S. Popu-
lation Reaches 47 Million 
as Over 1 Million Illegal 
Immigrants Settled in the 
U.S. Since 2021
By Jacob Yusufov

Startling numbers were unveiled 
by the Center for Immigration 
Studies earlier this June. A report 
based on the Current Population 

Survey (CPS) by the Census Bureau for 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, shows that 
the foreign born population has grown by 
132,000 a month since President Biden 
took office in January 2021. 

For the first time in U.S. history, the for-
eign born population, i.e., those not born 
on American soil which includes both 
legal and illegal immigrants, has exceeded 
47 million residents as of April 2022. Ille-
gal immigrants account for two-thirds of 
foreign-born population growth, with an 
estimated 1.35 million settling in the U.S. 
in the last 16 months. 

The foreign-born population began to 
decline in September 2019, but again 
began to rise in December 2020, a month 
before President Biden took office. The 
Center for Immigration Studies writes that 
“it is also important to keep in mind that 
as the foreign-born population increases 
in size it makes it less likely it will grow 
unless ever more people are entering. This 
is because a larger immigrant population 
means there is a larger pool of people from 
which emigration can occur.” 

In other words, as more emigrate into the 
country, the foreign-born population will 
increase; immigration may also continue 
to rise, both legally and illegally, when 
immigrants have someone already living 
here. If current trends continue, then by 
September 2023 nearly 15% of the U.S. 
population will be foreign-born.

There have been 1.2 million apprehen-
sions along the Southwest border in 2021, 
according to statistics from the U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection (CBP). From 

January to April 2022, 584,231 apprehen-
sions have been made. 

Data has not yet been released for May, 
however, reports from the CBP obtained 
by Breitbart Texas claim that 138,000 mi-
grants were apprehended across five Tex-
as-based sectors, including the Rio Grande 
Valley, Laredo, Del Rio, Big Bend, and El 
Paso. This is out of more than 220,000 that 
were apprehended along the entirety of 
the Southern border. Contributing to this, 
over Memorial Day weekend, nearly 4,000 
migrants were apprehended along the Del 
Rio sector, with 1,652 evading into the 
U.S’s interior, according to a Del Rio Sec-
tor Chief Patrol Agent Jason D. Owens.

Why the Surge? 

Much has changed after November 2020, 
and it was palpable that the world was 
anticipating it even before the election. 
As early as January 2020, one migrant is 
reported to have said that she wants Trump 
out. “I’ll wait for that because it would 
make things easier to get in,” she said.

In March 2021, migrants were pho-
tographed at the U.S.-Mexico border 
wearing shirts that read “Biden Please Let 
Us In.”

When the president encouraged immi-
grants to “surge to the border,” terminated 
the ‘Remain in Mexico’ policy, paused 
deportations, ended expulsions under Title 
42, and halted the remaining construction 
of the wall, he sent a clear signal to those 
who would undoubtedly attempt to seek 
asylum or otherwise enter illegally.

Illegal immigrants have been quietly 
flown in and dropped off in states across 
the country at the behest of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. Earlier this 
year, a federal contractor responsible for 
transporting migrants across the U.S. re-
portedly admitted on camera that the U.S. 
“government is betraying the American 
people.”
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Wokeism elicits a fantasy 
of subversion. Roger 
Scruton’s characterization 
of the gauchiste—the 

rich college kid—is instructive here, 
whose ideas that once occupied the café 
now occupy the institutions. And yet, as 
Jacob Yusufov so wonderfully observes, 
the ‘Woke’ New York City college kids 
could never be the gauchiste by Scruton’s 
definition. Consider Scruton in his Fools, 
Frauds, and Firebrands: Thinkers of the 
New Left:

“The anti-bourgeois sentiment that lies 
at the root of French left-wing thinking 
partly explains its rejection of all roles 
and functions that are not creations of its 
own. Its main power base has not been the 
university but the café: for to occupy po-
sitions of influence within the ‘structures’ 
of the bourgeois state was for a long time 
incompatible with the demands of revolu-
tionary rectitude. Whatever influence the 
gauchiste enjoys must be acquired through 
his own intellectual labour, producing 
words and images that challenge the status 
quo. The café becomes the symbol of his 
social position. He observes the passing 
show, but does not join it. Instead he waits 
for those who, attracted by his gaze, sepa-
rate themselves from the crowd and ‘come 
over’ to his position.”

Implicit in Wokeism is a social conven-
tion that mandates a rather narcissistic 
pseudo-activism. The self-absorbed 
Stuyvesant apartment dwellers of 21st 
century America could never properly 
conform to Scruton’s definition because 
nothing keeps them from joining “the 
passing show”—if anything, in this brave 
new world, they are the main attraction, 
and digital likes and retweets symbolize 
the predominant currency of social recog-
nition.

This is where that ‘Woke’ stereotype 
comes from. From their studio apartments 
in Manhattan that mommy and daddy pay 
for, the Woke college kids complain about 
whatever the chosen set of existential cri-

ses populate the weekly agenda. The Woke 
love their Change.org petitions and pro-
testing Amazon’s unfair labor practices, 
but the Starbucks down the street endures 
no such criticism, if not for the fact that it 
keeps them awake enough to be woke. 

But many conservatives seem to mis-
take Wokeism for something it so clearly 
isn’t: a sort of giant intellectual conspir-
acy designed to usher in socialism and 
overthrow America. The problem, though, 
is that Wokeism certainly isn’t nearly as 
intellectual as the age-old socioeconomic 
theories of the left. It offers no substance 
beyond Instagram infographic slide posts 
designed to educate people on all the 
world’s problems. It’s the personification 
not of a genuine effort to subvert, but of 
America’s new activist class: Look at us, 
we’re saving the world.

Wokeism is certainly a culturally 
left-wing phenomenon, but only in the 
narrowest sense of the word. It doesn’t 
carry with it the same intellectual rigor 
associated with Critical Theory, nor is it 
some elaborate Dutschkian initiative to 
destroy American institutions from the 
inside out. I should note that I do believe 
such an initiative does exist, but Wokeism 
in and of itself could not fully embody 
such an initiative. Wokeism appears as a 
cherry-picked intellectual hodgepodge of 
left-wing political theories. 

When characterizing Wokeism as a 
culturally left-wing phenomenon in the 
narrowest sense, I mean that it appro-
priates left-wing political theories and 
wraps them in consumerism—an amal-
gamated package of all that is fashionable 
and neatly marketable as such. It acts 
as a “starter pack” of sorts for impres-
sionable young college kids, enchanted 
by the cherry-picked one-liners of critical 
theorists and anti-racist gurus like Ibram 
Kendi, or Marcuse’s promises of Utopia. 
The university being a community of its 
own, the children grow detached from the 
communities they originally hailed from, 
harboring a contempt for their fellow 

countrymen in their zeal for a newfangled 
moral order that will supposedly uproot 
the oppressive status quo.

Wokeism endures the incorrect charac-
terization—of being subversive entirely 
on its own—because it comprises both a 
grassroots and bureaucratic dimension. It 
is grassroots in the sense that it is fad-
dish, deriving power from young people. 
Being “woke” is fashionable. It connotes 
a sense of enlightenment, that you know 
more about the world’s problems than 
most, and that you’re one of the enlight-
ened few who knows the solution. You’ve 
“educated yourself.” Struggling to deflate 
one’s own ego is a common character flaw 
among the young and impressionable, and 
one that is hopefully—hopefully—eased 
over time through maturity. As a result, 
to claim political enlightenment all too 
often coincides with a false sense of moral 
supremacy.

The bureaucratic dimension is somewhat 
a byproduct of the grassroots dimension. 
The Woke seem satisfied with shallow 
corporate pandering. Whether it’s virtual-
ly every company changing its logo to a 
rainbow variation during “PRIDE Month” 
on social media, or the MLB moving its 
2021 all-star game out of Atlanta due 
to Georgia’s controversial voting law, 
Wokeism’s activist criteria can be satisfied 
merely with a politically correct list of 
large multinational corporations that issue 
Woke-approved public opinions. Disney 
pushing gender ideology onto children is 
amazing, but Chick-fil-A is homophobic 
and deserving of boycott because it sup-
posedly donates to Christian charities that 
may find homosexual marriage in conflict 
with their biblical view of the institution.

In the bureaucratic dimension, this 
culturally left wing orthodoxy becomes 
coercive through diversity quotas and 
mandated anti-racist training sessions by 
various corporations and institutions of 
higher learning. And so, the grassroots 
and bureaucratic dimensions are mutually 
reinforcing: the corporation, its main pur-

RAINBOW CORPORATISM: HOW THE LEFT 
INSTITUTIONALIZED WOKEISM

By Luke Lattanzi
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pose being to maximize profits, will strive 
to become the embodiment of mainstream 
cultural appeal. The university func-
tions in a similar corporate manner. And 
because the university is uniquely charged 
with housing and educating the very 
demographic in which this appeal is the 
strongest, it is all the more incentivized to 
facilitate an environment where the amal-
gamation of left-wing theory is promoted. 
Even if all these theories are appropriated 
or cherry-picked, the university is never-
theless a uniquely powerful disseminator. 
Wokeism isn’t just a cultural phenomenon, 
but it has become structural.

Even after all this being said, one still 
(rightfully) might ask why this is hap-
pening. Why has this cultural paradigm 
materialized?

The origins of Wokeism as a cultural 
paradigm, and why that paradigm is a 
cultural calamity.

The materialization of Wokeism as a 
cultural paradigm can most likely be 
traced back to the postmodernism of the 
1960s-90s, which played a significant in-
fluence in the development of many of the 
prominent left-wing social theories dis-
cussed today, such as Critical Theory and 
its many derivatives. These theories were 
developed to be fundamentally subver-
sive to the fabric of Western Civilization. 
“Critical” in this context does not connote 
the colloquial phrase termed “critical 
thinking,” but rather a critique of civiliza-
tional norms in an effort to challenge what 
critical theorists consider to be oppressive 
power structures subjugating the margin-
alized. In effect, “critical” means to find 
these oppressive structures wherever one 
looks.

David Reiff, in an article published in 
Compact Magazine entitled “Only the 
Economic Left Can Beat the Woke,” 
which houses a main point of view I ulti-
mately disagree with, nevertheless states 
a truism central to the argument I make in 
this essay:

“But anyone who has observed Woke 
and CRT in action will be aware that race 
and gender are the overwhelming priority, 
with exclusionary judgments of people’s 
appearance and physical capacities a poor 
second, while class and capitalism almost 
invariably come in a very distant third.” 

(Emphasis added)

The illusion of subversion elicited by 
Wokeism is the main factor in why it has 
become such a cultural calamity. Whatev-
er profundity it lacks in genuineness and 
intellectual honesty, it makes up for in its 
politically and culturally authoritarian ten-
dencies (or its grassroots and bureaucratic 
dimensions), which render it a sort of left-
wing McCarthyism at its absolute worst. 

Senator Joseph McCarthy famously 
claimed that he had a list of over 200 
names of so-called communists that were 
working in the U.S. State Department. 
That list was never revealed by McCar-
thy or anyone else, and there remains no 
definitive proof to this day that confirms 
McCarthy’s claims.

Wokeism carries the same paranoia that 
McCarthyists directed at those who they 
suspected to be communists, only now 
white supremacy is the subject of this 
fear mongering. These suspected “white 
supremacists” are without a doubt targets 
of modern-day blacklisting and unper-
soning efforts. These efforts are usually 
carried out via the various institutional 
mechanisms that Woke proponents have 
managed to construct over time, such as 
‘Diversity and 
Inclusion’ boards 
or, in the case 
of colleges and 
universities, Title 
IX investigations 
catalyzed by stu-
dent accusations 
of “hate speech” 
or other actions 
that rub against 
the grain of Woke 
orthodoxy. 

Wokeism’s 
potential to foster 
both grassroots 
and bureaucratic 
pressure to ruin 
people’s lives 
is without a doubt the most notorious 
effect of its hegemony in professional 
environments. Notable examples include 
UCLA professor Gordon Klein, who was 
suspended from his professorship after 
refusing to grade black students with more 
leniency than white students at a student’s 
request. Or how Ilya Shapiro was suspend-

ed from his professorship at Georgetown 
University for criticizing President Joe 
Biden’s decision to only consider a black 
woman for the vacant Supreme Court seat 
to be left by Justice Stephen Breyer when 
he retires in January. He has since been 
reinstated at Georgetown, but chose to 
resign out of principle and frustration with 
the university’s partisan interpretation of 
his statement in the first place: that criti-
cizing Ketanji Brown Jackson is somehow 
automatically racist.

The growing pains of a movement: The 
conservative intellectual handicap.

A point of discomfort and dissonance 
within the modern conservative movement 
is its inability to throw off the near-ideo-
logical adherence to preserving a sort of 
hyper-libertarian free market system that 
has shown only to preserve corporate 
hegemony over our institutions with noth-
ing to show for it, except the platitudinal 
excuse, “Limited government.” It is not so 
much that a limited federal establishment 
is completely absent of virtue, but rather 
such a position becomes meaningless 
when failing to honestly define it. There 
are many disagreements among conserva-
tives regarding what the government ought 
to be limited in doing. The constitution-

alists want a 
federal govern-
ment strictly 
restrained 
within the 
parameters and 
functions set 
by the Consti-
tution, and for 
the most part 
I’d agree. But 
there are issues 
regarding the 
ambiguity of 
a significant 
portion of the 
Constitution’s 
text, which 
may make 
“constitutional 

parameters” difficult to define, especially 
when factoring the zeal of left-wing judges 
who would much prefer to make the law 
rather than interpret it.

The neoconservatives say they’re in 
support of a limited government, but all 
we have gotten from them over the past 

“The neoconservatives say 
they’re in support of a limited 
government, but all we have got-
ten from them over the past 20 
years are endless foreign wars 
(coupled with neo-liberal inter-
ventionist policies, courtesy of 
the Obama administration), an 
outsourcing of labor from foreign 
countries, and a sort of rugged 
individualism that detached a 
man from his community and 
placed him in the corner office.”
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20 years are endless foreig wars (coupled with neo-liberal inter-
ventionist policies, courtesy of the Obama administration), an 
outsourcing of labor from foreign countries, and a sort of rugged 
individualism that detached a man from his community and 
placed him in the corner office.

I am admittedly influenced by Russell Kirk when I commen-
tate on what conservatism is, properly understood. Being one 
of the most influential intellectuals in modern conservatism, it 
might surprise many people to know that Kirk harbored a sizable 
disdain for capitalism in addition to his disdain for socialism. He 
reminded conservatives that “capitalism” was a term coined by 
Karl Marx to critique free Western economies, and in addition to 
his scathing critiques of Marx and the ideologues of his school, 
there is also no shortage in his writings of criticism toward the 
ideological adoption of rugged “individualism” by many con-
servatives. In a letter he wrote to Victor Milione, president of 
the Intercollegiate Society of Individualists (later renamed the 
Intercollegiate Studies Institute), he wrote, “I never call myself 
an individualist; and I wish that you people hadn’t clutched that 
dreary ideology to your bosom.”

Kirk agrees with Edmund Burke when critiquing both the 
collectivists of the left and the individualists of the right when 
saying that, while a refusal to judge human beings as individuals 
is dangerous and leads to totalitarianism, an excess of individu-
alism leads a man astray, detached from his community and his 
culture. This may explain why so many people conceptualize the 
intellectual as set apart from the community. 

As Scruton observed in an episode of Uncommon Knowledge 
with Peter Robinson, a production of the Hoover Institution, the 
left-wing skew in academia makes the impressionable youth look 
upon their fellow man and the communal traditions they uphold 
with contempt. The left-wing (pseudo) intellectual—the gauch-
iste—is led astray from his community, with his focus allocated 
almost exclusively toward the manifestos that have persuaded 
him.

No matter the nature of the consensus on the matter, there must 
be a willingness in the conservative movement to be critical of 
the current relationship between government and market. When 
the platitude of limited government becomes the end-all be-all 
litmus test for every policy proposal within conservatism, there 
will inevitably be a failure to properly consider the more corro-
sive effects of classical liberalism—the increasing emphasis on 
corporate autonomy due to the ideological belief that any govern-
mental involvement is somehow an indefensible encroachment 
on civility.

The “Big Tech” debate is predicated upon this exact struggle. 
The unbridled ignorance of libertarians who balk at conservative 
cries to regulate social media goliaths, declaring them unprin-
cipled for breaking their presupposed ideological blood oath to 
indiscriminately defend free markets is self-evident. What the 
libertarian doesn’t realize, is that a market in where a handful of 
companies are empowered by law with broad moderation powers 
to act as gatekeepers to Americans’ access to information—
powers expressly given by section 230 of the Communications 
Decency Act—is in no way whatsoever a “free” market.

I somewhat agree with Curtis Yarvin, who once wrote that one 
of the key flaws with republics is that they leak power. I disagree 
with his conclusion (that we need a monarchy instead), but his 
observations about our government—and the non-governmen-
tal entities that ultimately take part in governing us—are quite 
compelling.
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DIVERSITY: A 
UTOPIAN VISION

By Charles Jacobi

Diversity”—meaning everyone 
looks different and thinks 
the same—is the unquestion-
able dogma among modern 

progressives. Institutions today hire for 
immutable characteristics and some-
times even sexual orientation. University 
professors are required to submit “DEI 
statements” in pledge of their allegiance 
to the dogma or face tenure rejection. 
Dissidents, even when they bear the im-
mutable characteristics or inward identity 
that progressives consider worthy of more 
representation, lose their group status, 
and are lumped with those not insured by 
the acronyms LGBTQIA2S+ or BIPOC. 
White women enjoy a morsel of unrepre-
sented status, but only by gender.

Diversity was bound to sex at its genesis. 
Early progressives argued women ought 
to be represented everywhere in places 
of leadership, and argued that workforces 
ought to have a satisfactory number of fe-
male employees. Here, the idea that things 
must be diverse, or be made so by fiat, was 
established.

Born out of third-wave feminism, this 
forced diversity gained real traction 
around the mid-to-late 2000s. Mckinsey 
& Company, one of the largest manage-
ment consulting firms, rode this wave and 
released their first Women Matter report 
in 2007. Proponents of gender diversity 
would later be emboldened by Ruth Bader 
Ginsburg’s famous quote, “Women belong 
in all places where decisions are being 
made…It shouldn’t be that women are the 

exception,” she decreed in a 2009 USA To-
day interview which furthered the feminist 
crusade.

Forced gender diversity soon turned into 
forced racial diversity, a step up from 
its former self. All populations share the 
sex binary but not the full spectrum of 
ethnicity. Referencing the dogma’s logic, 
forced racial diversity is more “inclusive” 
than only forced gender diversity because 
more “underrepresented” groups can be 
added to a collective. Universities were 
practicing Affirmative Action for years 
before this version of diversity reared its 
head, but this forced racial diversity was 
more explicit in that it applied, not only 
to undergraduate enrollment, but to hiring 
employees.

Princeton University took on new com-
mitments in 2015 to “do better, push hard-
er, to recruit and retain faculty members 
who diversify the campus community,” 
according to then Dean of the Faculty, 
Deborah Prentice. This was soon after the 
killing of Micheal Brown in 2014 and the 
#BlackLivesMatter eruption. The hashtag 
had almost 60,000 mentions per day 
following Brown’s death, and marked the 
cultural shift that ushered in forced racial 
diversity. It was thought this would amend 
things.

Today, the language used in Princeton’s 
faculty hiring methods alludes that the uni-
versity hires faculty based on immutable 
characteristics. Many other universities 
join them.

The latest version of forced diversity is 
sexual. Not based on “sex” in the tradi-
tional sense because this reality doesn’t 
exist to progressives; rather, this diversity 
criteria is an amalgamate of sexual expres-
sion, orientation, gender, and reproductive 
biology. It’s unclear what this newest 
criteria is—though somehow sexual in 
nature—because it includes humans, other 
species, and fictional characters. It’s noth-
ing and everything at once. Nonetheless, 
progressives have upped the requirements 
to satisfy “equity.” Excluding transgender 
people from one’s pool of potential mates 
is considered bigoted. Which, is interest-
ing, as progressives have a myriad of sex-
ual preferences that exclude mates. Some 
exclude the entire human race; asexuality 
is becoming popular.

So, what is the chief end of forced diver-
sity? At its broadest, forced diversity seeks 
to eliminate homogeneity in any form. Be 
it sexual orientation, race, socioecnomic 
status, culture, sex, nationality, religion 
and so on. This is achieved by including 
people from “underrepresented” groups by 
hand—irrespective of individuals’ traits  
unrelated to their immutable character-
istics—or by excluding majority-group 
individuals.

A White House statement following an 
executive order states the goal of forced 
diversity well: 

“Even with decades of progress build-
ing a Federal workforce that looks like 
America, the enduring legacies of employ-

“Utopia” - Digital art by Eleni Synodinou
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ment discrimination, systemic racism, and 
gender inequality are still felt today. Too 
many underserved communities remain 
under-represented in the Federal work-
force, especially in positions of leader-
ship. This Executive Order establishes an 
ambitious, whole-of-government initia-
tive that will take a systematic approach 
to embedding DEIA (Diversity, Equity, 
Inclusion, Accessibility) in Federal hiring 
and employment practices.”

Quebec’s Laval University wasn’t bash-
ful in their faculty job posting reading, 

“In order to meet these commitments, 
only candidates with the required qual-
ifications AND having self-identified as 
a member of at least one of these four 
under-represented groups will be selected 
in this process.” 

White men need not apply, in short.

Humans Are Tribal

But history indicates forced diversity 
isn’t a silver bullet. Humans are tribal 
and “self-sort” into homogenous groups, 
according to economist and philosopher 
Thomas Sowell. Realizing this isn’t to say 
“self-sorting” is pure of ill motives, but it 
is to highlight a universal characteristic of 
humanity that may be difficult to contend 
with.

Readers will be surprised that Brown v. 
The Board of Education wasn’t the solu-
tion many hoped for during its time. Sow-
ell notes in Discrimination and Disparities 
that the famous Dunbar Highschool sent a 
higher percentage of its graduating class to 
college than any other Washington high-
school before Brown’s ruling. The same 
school produced the first black women to 
earn a Ph.D. at an American university and 
the first black tenured professor at a na-
tional institution. To be fair, Dunbar High 
School was producing pupils far more 
capable than many white kids. No sur-
prise, because this school was accepting 
students based on merit, manners, and the 
applicant’s desire for education. Qualities 
irrespective of immutable characteristics.

This changed after Brown. Dunbar High 
School was forced to take in kids within a 
set geographic boundary of their location. 
This ended the student selection process 
that was serving them well. Test scores 

and students sent to college declined to 
pitiful levels. The school turned unruly, 
and the once tight-knit teacher-to-student 
relationship vanished. Many teachers quit 
their positions.

In the end, forced diversification of 
socioeconomic position, race, and merit 
via school zoning hindered the education 
of many black students. Perhaps, the 
decline of academic performance caused 
the national widening of the post-Brown 
black-white wage gap. 

A group of scholars from The National 
Bureau of Economic Research rejected the 
idea that school quality was the primary 
cause of the black-white wage gap, instead 
correlating the increase in the wage gap to 
workers educated in the post-Brown era. 
As they wrote in their paper, “Race and 
School Quality Since Brown vs. Board of 
Education:” 

“In light of our analysis of trends in 
school quality, we doubt that school 
quality is the main explanation for the 
decline in the relative economic position 
of black Americans since the mid-1970s. 
The reason for this conclusion is that the 
black-white wage gap has expanded most 
dramatically for cohorts of workers that 
were educated in the post-Brown era. 5 
For example, between 1980 and 1990, 
the black-white wage gap expanded from 
20 percent to 37 percent for men born 
1950-59, but hardly changed for men 
born 1930-39. Because the racial gap in 
school quality and educational attainment 
was much smaller for the 1950-59 birth 
cohort than for the 1930-39 birth cohort, 
it is unlikely that an increase in the return 
to school quality is responsible for the 
expansion in the earnings gap.”

One pair of scholars reflect on the 
aftermath of Brown in their 2007 publi-
cation writing, that “the Brown decision 
considerably altered the nature of the 
African American community, diluting its 
collective whole, collective struggle, and 
collective will.” 

Again, this is not to say big-government 
separating people by melanin is justi-
fied. It is reprehensible. Rather, the good 
intentions of forced diversification didn’t 
harbor desirable results or were the silver 
bullet to inequalities. Indeed, there were 
inequalities among the education of blacks 

and whites before Brown, but forcing 
schools to be non-selective by mandating 
zoning practices had consequences. It 
would have been better to remove segre-
gation as a limiting factor to the selection 
process, rather than forcing schools to 
diversify via school zoning. One method 
is removing a limiting factor, the other is 
forcing a selection criteria.

William F. Buckley, Jr. once described 
the education issue in 1965, writing that 
“the purpose of education is to educate, 
not to promote a synthetic integration by 
numerically balancing ethnic groups in the 
classroom.” 

Although illegal in most cases, gen-
der-based hiring quotas spawned out of the 
earliest version of diversity. They, too, are 
faulty. In 2003, the Norwegian Parliament 
passed  legislation  requiring the boards 
of public firms to be at least 40% female. 
All firms within the country were given 
until 2005 to comply. Many firms chose 
otherwise, so parliament deemed the law 
compulsory. Firms that didn’t satisfy the 
mandate by 2008 would be dismissed.

What’s given to us is a natural exper-
iment. We can observe the impacts of 
gender-based, forced diversification. Dr. 
Kenneth Ahern and Dr. Amy Dittmar 
found that forced diversification had 
negative impacts on the value generation 
of the 248 firms they studied. Comparing a 
common financial ratio used to determine 
value of corporations pre-mandate and 
post mandate, they state, “A forced 10 per-
cent increase of women representation on 
the board led to a 12.4 percent decline in 
Tobin’s Q (the market value of a company 
divided by its assets’ replacement cost) 
from the average.” 

The researchers also investigated how 
the forced diversification impacted board 
members themselves, arguing, “personal 
characteristics of board members such as 
age, education, and professional expe-
rience are also likely to directly affect a 
director’s ability to monitor and advise. 
Given the large demand shock imposed by 
the quota, we expect that the new female 
directors were different along many of 
these dimensions.”

As it would turn out, the forced diversifi-
cation resulted in hires much different than 
the pre-mandate hires. New female board
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members had “significantly less CEO experience” and were 
much younger than the males already on the boards. However, 
they were more educated. Ahren and Dittmar suggest the forced 
changes in the boards sowed inexperience, “the quota led firms to 
increase in size, undertake more acquisitions, increase leverage, 
and reduce cash holdings,” adding that “results are consistent 
with a deterioration in the capabilities of the board.”

Females are not less intelligent or inferior to men. One could 
argue female personality characteristics could give CEOs an edge 
or prove beneficial in a hectic business atmosphere. Though, 
forced diversification does not work, not because the certain 
immutable characteristics are detrimental to certain individuals, 
but because forced diversification selects for diversity over merit. 
One pool is selected for merit. The other, sex.

Of course there will be a shift in employee experience across the 
groups. That does not mean the people who bear the immutable 
characteristic that forced diversity is selecting for are inherently 
inferior. It just means the selection criteria shifts.

Progressives will allocate the burden of the lowered valuations 
to the men, meaning, they believe that men contributed to the 
companies’ decrease in total monetary value via their financial 
decision making. But, neither the men nor the women bear this 
burden. It is the progressive initiative to construct bureaucra-
cies, both in and out of government, that are undergirded by an 
ideological zeal to subvert meritocracy in the name of “diversi-
ty”—this amalgamation of broad presuppositions about different 
racial, ethnic, and gender groups, and how oppressed they may 
or may not be. The men cannot help that they were hired under 
a more difficult standard (wherein merit is the sole priority) and 
the women cannot help that they might have been hired to fulfill a 
diversity quota. 
 
Dr. Ahern and Dittmar mention that the men’s reactions may 

have caused some of the drop in the companies’ total monetary 
valuation. Readers might contend that forced diversification was 
justified, hence, the men were biased toward the newly hired 
women. But, would these men be biased because of sex or the 
inequality in hiring practice? Let the reader consider how they 
would feel if they, too, were chosen for merit while colleagues 
might be chosen to fulfill a quota.

Data speak to this. Minority students are viewed as less qualified 
when their peers are aware that affirmative action is practiced. 
And the same goes for the workplace. Pulling from federal 
employee databases, Hoang and colleagues found that manually 
increasing BIPOC and indigenous employee numbers (which 
they called “active diversity” as opposed to “passive diversity”) 
create a workplace that’s perceived as unjust. They state in their 
abstract:

“ … we find that an increase in the number of women and 
Black, Indigenous and other People of Color (BIPOC) is not suf-
ficient to improve employees’ perceptions towards organizational 
justice; rather, as workforce diversity increases, the perception of 
organizational justice decreases when the relationship is mod-
erated by an active form of diversity management, such as an 
organization’s policies and programs to promote heterogeneous 

groups.”

Their publication concludes by stating that the study shows that 
if diversity is seen as merely a numbers game, the unintended 
consequences are far-reaching.

Their publication concludes by stating that the study shows that 
if diversity is seen as merely a numbers game, the unintended 
consequences are far-reaching.

Quite a statement to come down from the ivory-tower. However, 
they found passive diversity—diversity that was achieved without 
force—was beneficial to the workforce’s perception. 

Forced diversity is not the means to utopia. Human nature is 
fallen. Injecting people who look different from a group is not 
only immoral by implementing  unequal weights and measures, 
but it simply does not work. It seems, in as much as we can 
obtain it, viewing people as equals—not considering their im-
mutable characteristics but their personal qualities and “content 
of their character”—is the tried and true method of a well func-
tioning society.

But perhaps a well functioning society is not what progressives 
desire.
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Nineteen children and two 
teachers were murdered at 
Robb elementary school in 
Uvalde, Texas on Tuesday. 

The shooter was identified by name once 
in this magazine for the sake of reporting 
the news, and we find it necessary that he 
not be named again. 

The shooting comes just days after the 
mass-shooting at 
Tops Friendly Mar-
ket in Buffalo, New 
York, claiming the 
lives of 10 people. A 
day later, on May 15, 
a shooting occurred 
in Laguna Woods, 
California at a Pres-
byterian church, kill-
ing one person and 
injuring five others.

After what appears to be a strain of 
horrific tragedies all occurring within mere 
weeks, or even days of one another, many 
have rightfully asked the question: what 
has gone wrong?

Many people, as predicted, have blamed 
firearms as the principal cause. If only 
we had “common sense” gun control, 
advocates say, the shootings in Uvalde, 
Buffalo, Laguna Woods, and many other 
places, would never have happened.

Hyper-stringent moralizing is typically a 
method used in arguments by those on the 
side of gun control advocacy, so let’s be 
clear: No rational human being, regardless 
of political opinion, wants these shootings 
to continue. 

There is not one single conservative to 
our knowledge that has expressed any sort 
of emotional apathy toward the severity of 
these situations, or the victims involved, 
out of some sort of fanatical “cultish” love 
for the Second Amendment. The horrific 
notion that this is a “Republican problem,” 
as Rep. Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez puts it, 
threatens to alienate approximately half 

the country that disagrees with Democratic 
gun control propositions.

“#RepublicansAreTheProblem” may 
have trended on Twitter when the news 
broke of what was happening in Uvalde, 
but did anyone—anyone—stop to think 
that, given that this happened in the state 
of Texas, a good number of the parents 
who lost their children over the past two 

days may 
have been 
registered 
Republi-
cans them-
selves?

The logic 
here seems 
to be that, 
since these 

mass-shootings are typically committed 
with the help of semi-automatic rifles, we 
should take the initiative to either severely 
restrict the purchase and licensing of these 
weapons, or ban them entirely nationwide. 
Furthermore, if you disagree with the left’s 
gun control agenda, then you clearly don’t 
care about the dead kids. 

Conservatives, in America’s increasingly 
virulent political theater, are once again 
erroneously made out to be the bigoted de-
fenders of so-called outdated relics of our 
Constitution that supposedly have little to 
no virtue in modern America.

We believe this to be absolute rubbish.

The deranged gunman responsible for the 
murder of 19 children and two adults in 
Uvalde broke many gun laws, both federal 
and state, when he decided to do what he 
did. We see no indication that further blind 
legislative action restricting the access to 
semi-automatic weapons would prevent 
another mass-shooting. Surprise, surprise, 
criminals break laws.

Mass Shootings in the Last 50 Years

A study documenting and researching all 
mass-shootings that occurred from 1966 to 
2019, conducted by the National Institute 
of Justice in conjunction with nonpartisan 
research organization, The Violence Proj-
ect, found that just 25.1% of mass-shoot-
ings were committed using semi-automatic 
rifles, while 77.2% involved handguns.

Even with these findings seemingly 
disproving the rationale behind semi-au-
tomatic rifle bans, we believe that the 
most striking findings of this study are the 
ones that examine the concentration of 
mass-shootings in a particular time frame.

According to the study, of the 167 inci-
dents between 1966 to 2019, more than 
half of those shootings occurred after the 
year 2000, of which 33% occurred after 
2010. 20% occurred within the past five 
years of the study period. Therefore, more 
than half of the mass shootings occured 
in the last ten years alone within a 50 year 
period.

In addition, 16 of the 20 deadliest 
mass-shootings in American history 
occurred within the period spanning 
from 1999 to 2019, and eight of those 16 
occurred between 2014 and 2019. The 
10-year semi-automatic rifle ban, signed 
into law by President Bill Clinton in 1994, 
which expired in 2004, didn’t seem to 
stop the infamous Columbine High School 
massacre of 1999, back when the ban was 
well into effect. 

The study conducted by the National 
Institute of Justice and The Violence 
Project offers a very compelling analysis, 
putting mass-shootings into a historical 
and chronological context, and seems to 
vindicate the age-old remark known to be 
said by older generations: These things 
didn’t happen when I was your age.

Indeed, it would appear that the vast 
majority of mass-shootings, the same 
horrific events that gun control advocates 
use as fuel for their political agendas, are 
a phenomenon near-exclusive to the 21st 

ON THE MASS SHOOTING IN UVALDE, 
TEXAS

By The Editors

“Hyper-stringent moralizing is 
typically a method used in argu-
ments by those on the side of gun 
control advocacy, so let’s be clear: 
No rational human being, regard-
less of political opinion, wants 
these shootings to continue.”
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century. 

Semi-automatic weapons, however, 
have been around for far longer, and gun 
restrictions across the U.S. were undeni-
ably more lenient in the 1960s-80s. The 
guns themselves haven’t changed much, 
with the exception of 
modern-day modifica-
tions, which continue 
to be regulated by law. 
So if the guns haven’t 
changed, what has 
changed?

Mental Health

The culture has 
changed. We believe 
that the nation has lost 
its collective mind. Po-
litical polarization has 
always been a factor 
in America, but never 
before have Americans been so divided 
culturally—and there doesn’t seem to be 
an end in sight.

This cultural decay has been happening 
for a while—festering in the background 
while Americans yell at one another, 
though the COVID-19 pandemic lock-
downs made it far more obvious. Accord-
ing to the National Institute of Mental 
Health, U.S. adults aged 18-25 were found 
to have the highest frequency of major de-
pressive episodes in the year 2020. Among 
adolescents, the same study found that the 
age group 16-17 had the highest frequency 
of major depressive episodes the same 
year. It was also reported that more than 
7 in 10 Gen-Zers reported symptoms of 
depression during the pandemic. Never 
before have human beings reached such a 
high level of comfort, and yet such high 
levels of misery.

Given a very high concentration of these 
shootings being committed within the past 
25 years, by either Millennials or Gen-
Zers, we must consider the mental health 
issues leading to these shootings and the 
socio-cultural circumstances contributing 
to them. 

Failure of Law Enforcement

Even beyond the discussion on gun con-
trol and mental health, however, we feel 
the need to also ask questions about the 

Uvalde shooting that many in our media 
simply aren’t asking. For starters, we feel 
the need, as a conservative publication, to 
address what we feel to be a gross failure 
of law enforcement that likely contributed 
to the level of carnage in the shooting. 

There is an unrea-
sonable standard 
in the conservative 
movement at the mo-
ment that, seemingly 
in opposition to the 
“Defund the Police” 
crowd, expects 
every conservative to 
“Back the Blue” in-
discriminately. While 
we are opposed to 
the overzealous 
efforts by the left to 
gut police depart-
ments out of the as-
inine notion that the 

institution of law enforcement is system-
ically discriminatory beyond repair, that 
doesn’t mean we are closed off to having 
thoughtful and honest conversations about 
the failures and incompotencies exempli-
fied by the Uvalde Police Department, and 
how they can be used to set an example of 
what not to do in future incidents. 

There is a valid discussion to be had 
regarding: a) why the shooter was able 
to fire rounds outside Robb Elementa-
ry for 12 minutes before entering the 
school without police confrontation; b) 
why parents were relegated to begging 
police officers for 40 minutes to enter the 
school and stop the shooter while he was 
inside massacring children; c) why there 
were reportedly no resource officers on 
the school’s campus at the time of the 
shooting; and d) why, after having rode 
the wave of a demand for police reform to 
the White House, the Biden administration 
initially refused to call for an investigation 
into the Uvalde Police Department, lead-
ing the mayor of Uvalde to file an inquiry 
with the U.S. Department of Justice, 
where an investigation now commences.

Some within our movement have 
defended the police officers, saying that 
there were considerations made by police 
that we simply are not aware of. While 
this may be true, we still do not find that 
argument alone to justify why the officers 
seemingly did nothing for 40 minutes. 

If you’re a police officer, it is generally 
understood that you have sworn an oath 
before your community to put your life on 
the line protecting it—that is why police 
officers are trained to use firearms, and to 
shoot and kill if necessary.

These are all pressing questions that 
demand a journalistic pursuit of the truth, 
and yet unfortunately are all too often bur-
ied under the more publicly notable and 
contentious conversations of gun control.

The Second Amendment Considered

With all these problems in our nation 
being brought to light, the principal 
complaint among gun control advocates 
recently has been one of immediate action: 
Why aren’t our lawmakers doing any-
thing? How many more kids have to die 
before you take action?

This accusation is levied by many people 
who, while perhaps having their hearts in 
the right place, do not understand that their 
demands are unrealistic. They are unre-
alistic because they presuppose that gun 
control is the only solution—that if we had 
just passed “common sense” gun control 
laws, we could finally stop the carnage. It 
tells the (untrue) story of evil Republicans 
in Congress who, in their cultish love for 
guns and their apathy for the safety of 
children, simply refuse to flip the magical 
legislative off-switch that would make this 
all go away.

We reiterate this point because we feel 
it necessary to emphasize that, after all 
the discussion about gun laws, mental 
health, or the safety protocols of American 
schools, there is likely no one magical 
method that will end the occurrence of 
atrocities such as the one in Uvalde.

What we do appear to know, however, is 
that stopping tragedies like this is not as 
simple as pointing at a particular firearm, 
or even every firearm, and exploiting the 
emotions of grieving people in an effort to 
ban them.

In order to further justify this point of 
view, we also feel the need to remind 
Americans why the Second Amendment 
is so important, and why it is not merely a 
catalyst for the next mass-shooting.

“Given a very high con-
centration of these shoot-
ings being committed 
within the past 25 years, 
by either Millennials or 
Gen-Zers, we must con-
sider the mental health 
issues leading to these 
shootings and the so-
cio-cultural circumstanc-
es contributing to them.”
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self with a firearm and the right to hunt 
game. Both are incorrect and are common-
ly used by gun control advocates to justify 
the prohibition of semi-automatic firearms, 
hence President Biden’s often out of place 
“Deer with kevlar vests” comments. 

But the Second Amendment’s purpose 
is none of these things. While the right to 
defend oneself with a firearm and the right 
to hunt game are positive byproducts, the 
purpose of the Second Amendment rests in 
one cause: to protect all the other amend-
ments.

We believe this purpose to be support-
ed by the historical context in which the 
Second Amendment was written. It was 
written during a time that saw British 
soldiers actively trying to confiscate 
firearms from American colonists, a cause 
that helped catalyze the battles of Lexing-
ton and Concord. It was written during a 
time that saw the state actively quartering 
its soldiers into the homes of civilians, 
without the consent of the home owner nor 
judicial warrant. 

Other amendments in our Constitution 
prevent many of these abuses from occur-
ring in modern America, but the Second 
Amendment remains a reminder to those 
in our government contemplating an at-
tempt to forcefully subjugate the citizenry 
under despotism. Owning a gun in Amer-
ica is not an unhealthy national obsession, 
it is a civic necessity, and abridging the 
rights of law-abiding gun owners every-
where would serve as a horrifically unjust 
indictment on all of them due to a hand-
ful of deranged lunatics who wanted to 
murder innocent people, especially when 
the reasons to ban firearms are based on 
shallow and incorrect interpretations of 
prevailing data.

THE NEVER-TRUMP 
MANIFESTO: WHY 
NATIONAL REVIEW 
REPRESENTS A DYING 
BRAND By The Editors

National Review has been 
the flagship publication of 
conservative opinion since 
their inception in 1955. Their 

commentary on key issues remains to be 

the go-to for anyone seeking a popular 
right-wing defense of surface level poli-
tics. In American Pigeon, we cite them in 
recognition of their compelling analyses 
and defenses of our traditions, such as that 
of the Constitution or the Second Amend-
ment.

But time and time again, decade after 
decade, they have failed to move with the 
tide of populism, dismissing it entirely or 
claiming it to be a danger—hence, their 
frequent anti-Trump rants. It’s a surprise 
Jonah Goldberg left them at all to pursue a 
more libertarian direction of his own—one 
might assume the profound vitriol against 
Donald Trump and the lack of politi-
cal action of National Review’s type of 
right-wing might unite all self-professed 
conservatives from the Lincoln Project 
to The Dispatch, although perhaps that’s 
more tautological than critical.

Populism is not a label we readily attach 
to ourselves, and we are often critical 
of its equally untethering quality as the 
inactivity of NR’s conservatism, so this is 
not a defense of populism as much as it is 
a wary criticism of National Review, who 
we are singling out with admiring respect 
for their editorial, including its founder 
William F. Buckley, Jr.

Our criticism derives from what we see 
is hurting the conservative movement, 
rather than helping us along during this 
ever-changing and accelerating political 
moment. One could only wonder how a 
magazine that capitulates to the left—
through what they cover and choose not to 
cover—could not understand the dynamic 
of power or the dangers of ideology.

Conservatism is leaving publications 
like National Review behind. While their 
voice is still prominent for those sur-
face-level issues, where conservatives can 
still agree on basic historical facts of our 
country, they persist to sit on the side-
lines in libertarian stagnation, except for 
erecting anachronistic thrones of classical 
liberalism where they can shout into their 
megaphones about how we need more 
“individualism and limited government.”

1989 is gone, and like the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union, America herself 
threatens to dissolve. “But alas, none of 
that truly matters. It is better to die with 
principles, even if it means shooting your 

own.” We believe, unlike those at National 
Review, in principles only insofar as they 
denote a way of being, not an ideological 
agenda wrapped up in the Republican 
Party. Our views on this matter are wholly 
derived from Russell Kirk who, it is no 
surprise, clashed with Buckley and kept 
the publication at an arm’s length for what 
he saw as ideological within both the left 
and right.

What will ensue are some points of crit-
icism toward National Review and other 
so-called conservative publications that 
emulate them. They will not be around for 
much longer—they’re hardly around now 
as they are alive and well. So the question 
becomes: how much influence do they 
really have? To which we say: none. They 
have blasted themselves into irrelevance. 

We will caveat and make clear here that 
publications are only means of dissemi-
nating ideas, even those news outlets that 
claim impartiality. The ideas disbursed 
from them are used to inexorably enfuel 
politics. A publication of conservative 
opinion is not shy of its biases; but the 
ideas from National Review are those of 
a bygone era. They do not serve to help 
us; they hold us back. And such a shame 
this is, as they could be a leading force of 
conservatism as they once were, if only 
they were not liberals in the truest sense of 
the word.

Points of Criticism

Have a religious adherence to “prin-
ciples,” even if they result in your 
societal influence being lost. Better to 
lose with your principles intact than to 
affect real change.

For years, it would appear that the phrase 
“limited government” has served as a 
litmus test to measure the merits of con-
servative policy proposals, so much so that 
the term has become a mere platitude. It is 
not uncommon for a Republican political 
candidate to stand behind a podium and 
preach to his supporters about how he 
stands for limited government—thankful-
ly this type is dying out. And yet all too 
often we never seem to discuss what that 
actually means or, more accurately, the 
inherent flaw that lies in the ambiguity of 
such a phrase.
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It has become a fixed principle but, more 
than that, an ideological tenet whereby any 
sort of government power is deemed faulty 
and an encroachment on civility. This 
one principle has hindered conservative 
movement in politics, requiring fidelity to 
create some utopian vision where the gov-
ernment stays perfectly out of domestic 
matters—and then what separates us from 
libertarians? 

The ideas of limited government and free 
markets presupposes a mutually sympa-
thetic social order. In the former case, a 
limited government can be disastrous for 
a democratic society when it is only one 
side wielding indiscriminate power, while 
the other merely says “no, no, we need 
limited government. No, please stop that. 
Oh well, we’ll just move back a little.” 
In the latter case, we forget that Adam 
Smith’s ‘invisible hand’ did not denote 
some economic fundamentalism, but was 
predicated on a culture of like-minded 
individuals whose motivating self-interests 
guided the economy as though with an 
‘invisible hand.’ We no longer have such 
a culture—a “free” market is hardly free 
when it gives way to foreign and global-
ist interests on behalf of the American 
public, arguably reaching its quintessential 
paradigm during the same Reagan admin-
istration that National Review celebrated. 
Again, it is no longer the 80s.

The brand of National Review harbors 
the attitude of classical liberals who lost 
influence after the fall of the Soviet Union, 
challenged by the populist Right, with 
the likes of Buchanan who has gained 
influence in a new generation of young 
conservatives intent on protectionism, an 
isolationist or severely limited foreign pol-
icy, and an economic and social flexibility 
that intends to promote social welfare 
rather than dismiss in unflinching pedantry 
the death of the family, the rise of single 
motherhood, and crippling college debt, to 
name a few.

Limited Government, Free Markets, 
Individual Sovereignty.

We must discredit the notion that 
conservatism is just classical liberalism. 
These catchphrases represent an ideology 
of a fixed agenda; it is not indicative of 
conservatism, properly understood. While 
conservatism is forced to preserve the 
qualities of that which passes away, clas-

sical liberalism does not encompass the 
whole of conservatism without sacrificing 
its actual modus operandi and sui generis 
philosophy. 

“Strictly speaking, conservatism is not a 
political system, and certainly not an ide-
ology,” Kirk wrote in 1982. Rather, “it is a 
way of looking at the civil social order.” In 
his principles of conservatism, he writes,

“The attitude we call conservatism is 
sustained by a body of sentiments, rather 
than by a system of ideological dogmata. 
It is almost true that a conservative may 
be defined as a person who thinks him-
self such. The conservative movement 
or body of opinion can accommodate a 
considerable diversity of views on a good 
many subjects, there being no Test Act or 
Thirty-Nine Articles of the conservative 
creed.”

As the editors write in Burke: perhaps 
conservatism’s anti-ideological philosophy 
is why it is on the losing side of history. 
Unlike the left, it cannot defend an ideolo-
gy without contradicting itself and feeling 
good about doing so—it will not debase 
itself in this way; however, the other 
extreme would be to defend an ideology 
as the classical liberals defend their own, 
calling it conservatism, without conceding 
any contradiction, even if it meant “gain-
ing some ground,” and so likewise effectu-
ating nothing but stagnancy. But this inner 
conflict can indeed be resolved. One must 
allow for fluidity in thought, unfastened to 
dogma, i.e., to be conservative. 

As a classical liberal ideology as such, 
National Review ceases to be a conserva-
tism of the likes of Burke and one of any 
understanding of power or its own philo-
sophical tradition; it is rather subservient 
to its own political history, beginning with 
no ancestor but Buckley himself. 

Therefore, we can see that one of Na-
tional Review’s weaknesses is its failure 
to understand the dynamic of power. To 
quote William F. Buckley, Jr. himself in 
the magazine’s Mission Statement,

“One must recently have lived on or 
close to a college campus to have a 
vivid intimation of what has happened. 
It is there that we see how a number of 
energetic social innovators, plugging their 
grand designs, succeeded over the years in 

capturing the liberal intellectual imagina-
tion. And since ideas rule the world, the 
ideologues, having won over the intellec-
tual class, simply walked in and started to 
run things.”

The ideologues, having won over the 
intellectual class, did indeed walk in and 
start to run things—and they’ve been run-
ning things ever since. The college cam-
pus, however, as I’m sure our friends at 
NR know, is not the only place where the 
ideologues are now in control. The main-
stream media is almost ideologically ho-
mogeneous, and has been for quite some 
time. There is a near seamless left-wing 
concurrence between most of society’s 
prestigious and authoritative institutions. 
From The New York Times to Google, The 
Washington Post, Yale University, or the 
World Health Organization (WHO), it is 
the failure to understand the dynamic of 
power that, while National Review recog-
nizes this imbalance, ultimately relegates 
them to issuing mere complaints.

But while they recognize this imbalance, 
they have yet to recognize its dynamic, 
i.e., the relational structure of power 
that the left has both philosophically and 
politically realized and constructed from 
the ground up. This is a fault of conserva-
tives more so than publications—National 
Review is simply the latest victim, but 
pleading ignorance won’t save them.

As we explain in “The Quest for Domi-
nant Discourse,”

“French philosopher Michel Foucault 
once wrote in The Order of Things that, 
‘in any given culture and at any given mo-
ment, there is always only one episteme 
that defines the conditions of possibility 
for knowledge, whether expressed in a 
theory or silently invested in a practice.’”

In other words, power is hegemonic, it is 
both supported by prevailing knowledge 
and the politics through which it is prac-
ticable and justified. Leftist outlets and 
academic institutions have the upper hand 
when it comes to influencing corporations 
or branches of the government. They 
do not care about contradictions in their 
ideology—and indeed what they speak is 
ideology; they have little concern about 
consistency or the ensuing ads that may be 
used against them. They wield power and 
are not ashamed of it.
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If President Biden were to move to pack 
the Supreme Court to ram through federal 
gun control executive orders, how incon-
ceivable would it be that the Washington 
Post would publish an opinion on the 
beneficiality of that move? 

“Don’t play the left’s game, no matter 
how much ground you cede.” This is a fair 
point without the latter. And after all, NR 
is simply a publication, not a political can-
didate or organization. But it is important 
to ask any conservative, to what extent do 
they hope to achieve social change? The 
proponents of NR believe that effectual 
change comes from winning an argument 
rather than using power to do what is best 
for the country. They are conservatives 
who relegate themselves to the corner and 
therefore disseminate ideas that justify this 
lack of action. 

But criticizing Ron DeSantis as a “fight 
club” conservative is telling of where 
National Review stands when it comes to 
doing anything at all. However, to be fair, 
this is only the opinion of a couple writers; 
but we see a general attitude when it 
comes to the publication at large and their 
treatment of politics that demands more 
than what the Republican Party has been 
able to provide before 2016, as is evident 
in their fierce opposition to Donald Trump 
in some vain attempt to be…principled? 
To be a “true” conservative? Again, con-
servatism is neither classical liberalism 
nor consists of an absolute doctrine.

Donald Trump

National Review injected itself into a 
national controversy when the magazine 
published its February 16, 2016 issue, 
Against Trump. Ever since, the magazine 
has steadily maintained its anti-Trump 
stance. In the opening article of the issue, 
“Conservatives Against Trump,” which 
was published on behalf of the entire NR 
Staff, the objection to Donald Trump is 
clear: the phenomenon taking place in the 
Republican Party isn’t conservatism. 

L. Brent Bozell III was quite clear in this 
sentiment when he wrote,

“A real conservative walks with us. 
Ronald Reagan read National Review and 
Human Events for intellectual sustenance; 
spoke annually to the Conservative Politi-
cal Action Conference, Young Americans 

for Freedom, and other organizations to 
rally the troops; supported Barry Goldwa-
ter when the GOP mainstream turned its 
back on him; raised money for countless 
conservative groups; wrote hundreds of 
op-eds; and delivered even more speeches, 
everywhere championing our cause.”

Mona Charen, in her entry, accused 
Trump of not being a real conservative 
when she wrote,

“Is Trump a liberal? Who knows? He 
played one for decades—donating to 
liberal causes and politicians (including 
Al Sharpton) and inviting Hillary Clinton 
to his (third) wedding. Maybe it was all a 
game, but voters who care about conserva-
tive ideas and principles must ask whether 
his recent impersonation of a conservative 
is just another role he’s playing.”

Perhaps it is true that Donald Trump 
is not personally conservative. National 
Review is correct when it hammers down 
the reality that Trump was a Democrat for 
many years, and had a history of making 
nice with liberal politicians such as Hillary 
Clinton. On the surface, National Review’s 
objections seemed valid at the time.

But after four years of Trump’s presi-
dency, regardless of his personal flaws, 
we believe it is quite clear that National 
Review was wrong in predicting just how 
conservative Trump would be when it 
came to governing. His policy agenda was 
undoubtedly a conservative one, though 
perhaps it was not guided by the type of 
conservatism National Review approved 

of.

And while we criticize National Review 
for its unbridled skepticism in Trump’s 
populism, as well as the movement he 
catalyzed, we nevertheless resonate with 
the magazine when questioning Trump’s 
viability as the long-term leader of the 
conservative movement in America.

We believe the movement that Trump 
catalyzed is far bigger than him, even if he 
refuses to acknowledge it. And if National 
Review is right about one thing, it is the 
intellectual handicap that manifests natu-
rally in Trump. Many associate the Make 
America Great Again (MAGA) movement 
with paleoconservative thinker Patrick Bu-
chanan, which to a certain extent appears 
to be a valid comparison, but what are the 
realistic chances that Trump has indulged 
in the intellectual annals of conservative 
philosophy?

In partial agreement with National Re-
view, we would say that these chances are 
close to zero. While we are against what 
seems to be NR’s adamant opposition of 
conservative populism—which, as we’ve 
said before, is much to the detriment of the 
once-bulwark conservative journal—we 
nevertheless submit that the future of the 
conservative movement will depend on 
conquering a new intellectual frontier, or 
at the very least, revitalizing an old one 
left behind by the classically liberal Buck-
ley-brand intellectuals.
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A GENERATION OF LAB RATS: 
NOTES ON “WHAT IS A WOMAN?”

By Jacob Yusufov

This conversation quintes-
sentially exemplifies post-
modernity. That so-called 
gender experts cannot 

affirm the reality of gender, save for 
constructivist interpretations that 
circumvents accountability for not 
knowing what it actually is, we can 
trace the derivation of queer, gender, 
and other activist “critical” theories 
to the postmodern knowledge prin-
ciple: objective truth is unobtainable 
and reality culturally constructed.

It was curious to see the majority of 
reviews on Letterboxd are half-stars 
for “What is a Woman,” the Daily 
Wire documentary featuring Matt 
Walsh. I’m sure if they could have 
given any less they would have. But 
that the next greatest is five stars 
shows that this documentary only 
reached those with strong enough 
opinions that they either praised it 
or felt deeply offended by it. The re-
views are telling. Some claimed that 
gender is purely a social construct 
and has no biological basis, therefore 
the documentary itself is irrelevant: you 
are what you say you are and any further 
question is transphobic. Another claimed 
that kids transitioning is very uncommon 
because of the obstacles they have to face, 
therefore the documentary is irrelevant. 
And another, who was fair in his two and a 
half star review, critiqued the partiality of 
The Daily Wire, as might be expected of 
a documentary intended to persuade (per-
haps most choose to emphasize this form) 
but nonetheless acknowledged the role big 
pharmaceutical companies and corpora-
tions play in exploiting children and adults 
through the constructed language that both 
confuses gender and justifies this confu-
sion. 

Let’s summarize some key points and see 
where we stand at the end of this. 

The most powerful moment was when 
Walsh spoke to Scott (Kellie) Newgent, 

founder of TReVoices, a biological female 
who transitioned to a man. “We have 
five children’s hospitals in the United 
States telling girls that they can be boys at 
70,000 dollars a pop, in a surgery that has 
a 67% complication rate, that will kill me 
from infection, that I can’t sue on. We’re 
butchering a generation because no one 
is willing to talk about anything…every 
child that they convince is transgender and 
in need of medical transition, it generates 
1.3 million dollars to pharma…”

We are taken into the history and usage 
of Lupron, a puberty blocker advocated 
by trans advocates, whose drug company 
in 2003 was sued and deemed a crimi-
nal enterprise. In Canada, a parent was 
fined 30,000 dollars for misgendering his 
daughter; and she was administered the 
drug without his consent. 

When speaking to a gender confirmation 
surgeon who performed surgeries on a 
child as young as 16, Walsh asks if she 
worries that minors do not understand 

themselves or are not neurologically 
capable to make life altering perma-
nent decisions. “Absolutely not,” the 
doctor replies. 

The university was never really a 
bastion of truth as much as it is sup-
posed to be in pursuit of it; however, 
belief or, more pointedly, faith, is 
the basis for advocates of trans-
genderism and the social sciences 
more generally. In many universities 
across the country, “truth” is an 
antiquated term. At one point, Walsh 
is speaking with a professor who, 
after taking the pain to explain way 
the question, “what is the difference 
between sex and gender,” says that 
sex consists of biological differences 
whereas gender entails a lot more. 
However, when asked if a trans-
woman, who has the biology of a 
male, can be considered a male, the 
professor asked why he was ask-
ing the question. “When someone 
tells you who they are, you should 
believe them,” he said. When talking 

about truth, the professor said that he was 
“really uncomfortable with that language.” 
Truth is “deeply transphobic, condescend-
ing and rude.”

What do other cultures have to say about 
this question? Walsh arrives with the 
welcome of a tribe in Nairobi, Kenya. 
Walsh’s questions are perceived as some-
what laughable; it’s clear that the tribe 
talks about the roles of men and women in 
a way that the aforementioned professor 
would call “essentialist.” Gender identity 
is inextricably linked in social roles for the 
benefit of the tribe. The “truth” as it per-
tains to the Western individualist is wholly 
incompatible. One can only wonder what 
trans advocates would say to this “false 
consciousness.”

The irony here is that if gender is so-
cially constructed, then transgenderism 
is a Western phenomenon that cannot be 
described as derived from biology, but the 

“What’s true to you can be false to 
me.”

“What if I said that it’s my truth 
that you don’t exist. Does that mean 
that you no longer exist?”

“If that’s your truth, sure, I don’t 
[exist]—”

“But you do.”

“But if you’re saying that I do, then 
I do.”

“But even if I said that you don’t, 
you still do because we’re having this 
conversation.” 
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cultural situation that permits its conditions to exist. In other words, by looking at this Nairobian tribe, we come to understand the 
question, “What is a woman,” to be ridiculous for non-westerners, and thereby the social science predicating it is a meta-narrative of 
its own. 

“Can a man become a woman,” Walsh asks. “No,” they laugh, “if you want to become a lady but look like a man, something is 
wrong. Something is wrong in your family, something is wrong in you.” The translator explains why the tribe is laughing: “They are 
laughing because they have never heard something like that, this is their first time.” Despite never thinking about gender, they have a 
clear sense of their identity. 

In response to this, Walsh asks the begging question: if gender ideology is a Western construct, who came up with it and why? Dr. 
Alfred C. Kinsey. A social scientist who wanted to rid the world of Judeo-Christian values and sexual norms. He believed, much like 
Freud, that children were innately sexual but then based his research on sex offenders and convicts. He subsequently sexually experi-
mented on babies and children, documenting their “number of orgasms.” He is still extolled by academia and his work serves as a ba-
sis for sexual education. Then we look at John Hopkins professor Dr. John Money, who coined the terms ‘gender identity and gender 
roles.’ He believed that babies were gender neutral at birth and gender was situational; so a boy could be raised as a girl. He famously 
conducted the tragic and abusive Reimer Twins experiment (which is worth reading about yourself). 

Most of the people that Matt Walsh interviewed were trans advocates, consisting of medical professionals or other figures in the 
trans community. Walsh treated everyone respectfully, probed with open dialogue, and invited everyone he interviewed to answer the 
question: “What is a woman?” Curiously still, for all of their expertise, none of them could answer the question comfortably or, at 
least, with any certainty. One would think we would at least get a satisfying non-circular answer from “gender-affirming experts.” It 
seems the easy way out is to defer to others’ experiences and accept “their” truth as Truth—so much for postmodernity’s rejection of 
meta-narratives; we have merely constructed another one. 

We end off with Walsh’s activist career, from speaking at a Loudon County, Virginia school against the sexual harassment, rapes, and 
sexual materials shown to children, to his children’s book “Johnny the Walrus.” The documentary concludes with suggesting that there 
is a social contagion pathologizing and preying on our children. 

Generally, I’m not a fan of documentaries for the same reason that each one usually emphasizes persuasion and makes use of emo-
tional extra-diegetic elements to guide our feelings. Nevertheless, the film leaves us with an honest angle to consider, one often dis-
missed and unacknowledged so that we can continue to support our preconceptions about gender and justify something culturally and 
humanly horrific. Four stars. One star is missing because there is an entire postmodern philosophy that was missed in this discussion; 
but, I suppose it would have been too much for the purposes here.

“Women”
By Jacob Yusufov
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Prelude

What is a woman” has been 
the central most contro-
versial question since the 
release of Matt Walsh’s 

documentary; however, it has been a 
long time coming that our conception of 
a woman, and a man, has very greatly 
remodeled itself in the Western mind. For 
equality’s sake we have grown more than 
accustomed to the idea of women working 
and men staying at home with the kids—
more than accustomed, but defenders that 
such a thing is not strange, odd, or eccen-
tric to society at all and the time before 
this acceptance is worthy of taking a ruler 
to the hand. 

Dispelling this new custom is insignif-
icant—people can, after all, do as they 
please. But it is indicative of a mental 
shift, a shift in pursuit, or as a result, 
of equality. Equality is sometimes an 
abstraction and hard to describe without 
using it in the description: does it imply 
commensurate pay? A sameness between 
people or things? Or a same treatment 
under the law? Or perhaps the equitable, 
that is to say fair, treatment under law? In 
the latter sense, equality is often conflated 
with equity. 

In college, I was once laughed at when 
I had asked whether inequality presup-
poses inequity. A snark, and a ridiculing, 
“yes,” was hurled back at me. But, in fact, 
because there is inequality does not neces-
sitate that there is inequity. If two people 
were to have the same equal opportunity 
but different outcomes, to suggest that 
there was inequity somewhere along the 
way would be to consequentially believe 
that one was wronged. This might be, cer-
tainly, but it is not a given. However, when 
we talk about equality between persons, 
inequality between them might be easier 
judged as unfair: some people are more 
attractive, taller, athletic, or have 20/20 vi-
sion; yes, life can be unfair, but can one be 
right in blaming the material superstruc-
ture of society or some metaphysical one? 

When the relationship between inequality 
and inequity is definitively considered 
a given, it is usually accompanied with 
nothing less than an ideological explana-
tion as to why it is a given. And from there 
we might as well study for an undergrad-
uate sociology degree that dives into the 

constructed language of its reasoning—
because listening to anyone explain away 
such a belief as historical fact is simply a 
regurgitation of that. 

There are two topics when it comes to 
women that I’ll address here, though only 
preliminarily. The first is on equality and 
the patriarchy and the second on the ide-
al-typical woman, as conceived from the 
“art hoe”—a topic that I eventually aim to 
devote an entire essay on. 

The common theme that I want the reader 
to keep in the back of her mind is diversi-
ty, specifically its façade. In this issue, di-
versity is seen as a political farce chaining 
groups of people to historical grievances 
while exploiting their differences to pursue 
what is really ideological sameness. For 
women, this means not dismantling the pa-
triarchy, but simply reversing gender roles 
so that women can assume the hierarchical 
power once practiced by men, effectively 
keeping the patriarchy and its gender roles 
but performed by women; but on the other 
hand, when we think of the ideal-typical 
woman, the façade of this political shroud 
is lifted.

Patriarchy

Diversity is that word that politically 
denotes a class of differences from race, 
ethnicity, religion, sex, gender and sexuali-
ty. As a political concept, Diversity re-
quires the intention of distinguishing these 
differences and homogenizing them into a 
protected class with a hierarchy of victims 
that are not considered as equally repre-
sented in society. By ensuring equal rep-
resentation predicated upon these differ-
ences, advocates believe they will create 
a more equitable (remember that word?) 
society. In effect, what we witness is an 
inversion of “oppression;” differences are 
not so much celebrated as much as the 
belief that the self-described marginalized 
must be celebrated. The essence of power 
is never changed; it is merely sought to be 
claimed by another group, perpetuating the 
same grievance onto others that it claims 
to overhaul for itself. 

In the context of women, with Diversity 
as a politically superficial construct, the 
patriarchy would illustrate oppression. 

In a conversation with Luke Lattanzi, the 
patriarchy is antagonistically defined as 

“the paranoid feminist presupposition of 
a superstructure that oppresses women.” 
This definition gave birth to a superficial 
conception of what women should be, 
which we observe to be not so different 
from the men from whom they claim to 
harbor grievances. 

He continues, 

“The most radical loathe traditional 
elements of masculinity; and yet, modern 
feminism idolizes that exact same mascu-
linity. The reversal of these gender roles 
(normalization of stay-at-home dads, for 
example), takes the “toxic masculinity” 
of men and adapts it to women, so that 
women become more like men: this is 
somehow viewed as “liberating” while 
traditional conceptions of womanhood are 
denounced as misogynistic. In reality, of 
course—or at least in my opinion—the 
patriarchy is not an abstract construct 
created by evil men, but rather much of it 
is evident in mammalian biology, human-
ity being no different. This is not to say 
that oppressive structures haven’t existed, 
but [Jordan] Peterson observed at one 
point how, statistically, most women like 
men who make at least an equal amount 
of money to them, and their preference 
seemed toward a man who makes more 
than them. There’s a natural disposition 
in women, I think, that makes them want 
to be taken care of by men, and that is an 
inherently patriarchal thing to want. And 
yet, much to feminists’ dismay, it isn’t 
something that can be altered via their 
manifestos or abstract ideological formu-
lations.”

We have two competing ideas here. On 
the one hand, women assume the role of 
the man and denounce their own tradi-
tional role as “misogynistic;” on the other, 
women’s preferences in a prospective 
mate remains, for the most part, intact, 
disregarding however many “abstract 
ideological formulations” the feminists 
might exert. No matter how intense the 
imposition of these ideas become, they are 
not made into social facts because they 
cannot be internalized to influence the 
evolutionary psychology that dominates 
the interactions between women and men. 

The equalization of society is measured 
by increased adoption of the male role: 
the more independent women become, 
the more corporate seats they occupy, the 

www.americanpigeon.org | 30



between men and women are written off as constructs of oppression, exemplifying inequity, and so permeating inequality. As a result, 
equality simply becomes the eradication of differences or, as demonstrated in the reversal of gender roles, inverting them.

The Ideal Type

My initial conception of the art hoe is that she is superficially inclined. She knows about art, culture, and can name drop persons from 
music to film. I was jokingly told once that the art hoe goes to college for exactly this purpose. Politically, they are to the left, persuad-
ed by their professors and colleagues, or only so because it is all their world knows, but are without conviction. It is hard to get the 
college student to speak what is on her mind but easy to notice the regurgitation of what her environment imposes on her to believe. 
And so when we take the woman and minus all of the bullshit and superficiality of the world that she inhabits, we get, in the Weberian 
sense of the word, the ideal-typical woman. 

What deems her “perfect” is the essence where she has no strong political convictions imposed by the world she inhabits, but can be 
composed with man’s rationality and reason, and self-composed with her own desires as she becomes wholesomely her own, which is 
what makes a good wife. This balance, and denial of the world (and the ideologues who make it up) is equality in its most purest form, 
i.e., equality without prejudice, equality as in being what one is and wants to be without the expectations of the world tossing her 
about in one way or another; equality is the absence of the imposition to be any more or less than. 

As women have become more “equal”—again, to denote an indistinct linearity, a sameness with men, an appropriation of their role—
the less they belong to themselves, and the less they are authentically equal, and the more they are like men. 

The Sapient
Leftists Show Their True Colors: Clarence Thomas Called Racial Slurs

By Charles Jacobi

So much for “raising minority 
voices.”

Five days ago, the pro-life camp 
triumphed over the 50 year reign of Roe vs 
Wade. Now, thanks to 5 of the SCOTUS 
justices, the question of abortion will be 
allocated to the states. Which is where 
it belonged all this time given the most 
basic reading of The Constitution doesn’t 
encode any right to abortion as enshrined 
by “privacy.”

Leftists followed up in expected outrage, 
showing how they feel about minorities 
thinking in ways contrary to their vi-
sion. Twitter mobs hurled racial slurs at 
Clarence Thomas, one of the justices in 
support of overturning Roe vs Wade, call-
ing him “n__ger,” “Uncle Tom” and other 
racial slurs.

Liberal Canadian pundit John Corbett 
tweeted, “Just another dumb field n__ger.” 
Samuel Jackson joined in on Twitter:

“How’s Uncle Clarence feeling about 

Overturning Loving v Virginia??!!”

Liberals pointing out the racism of Sam-
uel Jackson tweet were noticebly absent, 
but many joined in on vilifying the justice. 
Some took to Twitter’s “Spaces” feature 
to attack Thomas. According to Adam B. 
Coleman from WrongSpeak Publishing, 
someone called the justice a racial slur in 
front of a panel of black people. No one 
spoke up according to Adam’s account.

If white silence is violence, this was 
straight up homicide.

Here, we can observe the true nature of 
leftism. Leftists advocate for “diversity,” 
“inclusion” and “representation of minori-
ty voices,” though given recent events, 
these terms are mere pseudonyms. What 
they mean in truth is “diversity, but only 
if you think like we tell you to,” “inclu-
sion, but we’ll only include you if you 
agree with our talking points,” and “repre-
sentation of minority voices, unless those 
voices have different opinions than we 
expect them to have.”

It’s ironic. Clarence’s support of over-
turning Roe may actually increase 
“diversity.” There have been 121 justices 
confirmed for the SCOTUS in the histo-
ry of The United States. Three of those 
justices were/are black. Those would be 
Thurgood Marshall, Clarence Thomas, and 
Ketanji Jackson. Almost 40% of women 
who have abortions are black according to 
Pew Research Center.

The true colonialism is the colonization 
of the minority mind. White liberals seethe 
when their territory escapes them, and 
they shout racial slurs they once expelled 
from their vernacular only to use them 
again to ostracize minorities who dare 
dissent from their ideology. After all, 4 out 
of the 5 justices who voted for overturn-
ing Roe were white. Why is it Clarence is 
receiving much of the progressive black 
lash? Consider it’s a little more than un-
conscious bias.
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