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Introduction  

 

Kevin MacDonald, a member of the Department of Psychology at California State 

University-Long Beach, is a widely published researcher whose professional reputation 

through the mid-1990ôs was based largely on his work on issues of parenting and 

developmental psychology. He is also the author of a three-volume study of Jews, 

Judaism and antisemitism observed from the disciplinary perspective of evolutionary 

psychology.
1
 Evolutionary psychologists study how human learning structures and 

behavior patterns have been conditioned by survival and reproduction pressures exerted 

upon our ancestors in prehistoric environments. For MacDonald, this disciplinary 

perspective provides a platform for the elaboration of his theory that Judaism ought 

properly to be understood not as a religion but as a group evolutionary strategy, designed 

to maximize the ability of Jews to compete against other ethnic groups for resources and 

reproductive success. 

 

In A People That Shall Dwell Alone (1994), MacDonald argues that for roughly the 

last two thousand years Jews have been engaged in a sustained eugenics program, 

breeding for a Jewish population high in a set of genetically influenced psychological 

predispositions and other attributes, such as high ñverbal I.Q.,ò that will enhance their 

ability to compete against non-Jewish groups. Separation and Its Discontents (1998) 

offers MacDonaldôs theory of antisemitism, in his view an essentially reactive 

phenomenon triggered by Jewish group competition. Unless prevented by exceptionally 

severe restrictions on their activities, Jews engage in their competitive strategy by 

attempting to establish ñeconomic and cultural dominationò over other groups. Major 

manifestations of antisemitism in Western history, including fourth-century ñcorporate 

Catholicism,ò the Inquisition, and National Socialism all emerged in response to 

extended periods of Jewish domination or exploitation of non-Jews. These movements 

typically take the shape of ñmirror imagesò of Judaism, as non-Jews adopt the group-

serving and racialist assumptions Jews practice against them. The more they abandon the 

ñuniversalistic, assimilatory tendenciesò of western cultures in their natural state, the 

more closely do they resemble Judaism. In Culture of Critique (1998) MacDonald 

employs his theory as an explanatory model, assessing a variety of historical movements 

as efforts to facilitate or establish Jewish domination over non-Jewish populations. So the 

American school of anthropology founded by Franz Boas sought to render evolutionary 

explanations of human variation illegitimate, thus limiting the possibility that non-Jews 

would develop the perspective needed accurately to perceive and defend against the 

Jewish group evolutionary strategy. The Frankfurt School of socio-cultural critique led by 

Theodor Adorno sought to stigmatize antisemitism as a pathological condition, and 
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Freudian psychoanalysis sought to stigmatize Western culture itself as a pathological 

condition. In the same vein, MacDonald portrays world communism as a protracted 

exercise in ethnic warfare conducted by Jews against the peoples of Eastern Europe. In 

the United States, Jews use their positions of cultural dominance to prevent ñgentile 

European Americansò from recognizing and defending their own ethnic group interests. 

By advancing both the ideology of radical individualism and the ideology of 

multiculturalism, by manipulating immigration policy to create an ethnically diverse 

American population, and by exploiting the right to free expression in order to promote a 

debased, hyper-sexualized, ñessentially Jewishò
2
 cultural climate, Jews force upon 

ñEuropean-Americansò a debilitating environment designed to frustrate their attempts to 

cohere and develop an effective counter-strategy. 

 

MacDonald summarizes his view of Judaism by mapping its manifestations of what 

he calls ñthe five independent dimensions of human group evolutionary strategiesò as 

follows: 
 

(1) Judaism is a self-imposed, non-coerced evolutionary strategy, although at times anti-Semitic 

actions have had effects that dovetailed with Judaism as an evolutionary strategy; (2) Judaism is a 

fairly closed group strategy in which much effort has been devoted to resisting genetic 

assimilation with surrounding populations, and, moreover, this effort has been substantially 

successful; (3) Jews have typically engaged in resource and reproductive competition with gentile 

societies, often successfully; (4) there is a significant (but limited) degree of within-group 

altruism, traditionally enforced by powerful social controls and always enshrined in religious 

ideology; and (5) there is a significant degree of role specialization, specifically specialization for 

a role in society above the level of primary producer characterized by cultural and eugenic 

practices centered around intelligence, the personality trait of conscientiousness, high-investment 

parenting, and group allegiance.
3
 

 

Jews are said to have been practicing this evolutionary strategy for roughly the last two 

thousand years. A principal effect of the strategy, corresponding to the second of 

MacDonaldôs five dimensions, has been the Jewsô genetic segregation from other human 

groups. 
 

[A]lthough there is some genetic admixture with surrounding populations as well as some natural 

selection toward frequencies of local populations, all Jewish populations have a significant degree 

of segregation from native populations and a significant degree of commonality with other Jewish 

groups derived from widely separated parts of the world.
4
 

 

Now MacDonald initially implies that his theory does not view Jews as essentially 

different from the rest of humanity: ñJudaism must be understood as exhibiting universal 

human tendencies for self-interest, ethnocentrism, and competition for resources and 

reproductive success.ò
5
 It is not long, however, before he substantially qualifies the claim 

that Jewish behavior exhibits ñuniversal human tendencies,ò and this is where things 

begin to get interesting. For MacDonald, persistent Jewish genetic difference is not 

simply a measurable result of the Jewish group evolutionary strategy; Jewish genetic 

difference is itself a cause of the Jewish group evolutionary strategy. 
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I suggest that the ancient Israelites were genetically predisposed to be high on a cluster of 

psychological traits centering around group allegiance, cultural separatism, ethnocentrism, concern 

with endogamy, and a collectivist, authoritarian social structure. Evidence é indicates that these 

tendencies are very strong among widely dispersed Jewish groups in traditional societies and that 

they appear to be more common among other Near Eastern peoples compared to prototypical 

Western societies. Further, it is suggested that Judaism itself resulted in a ñfeed-forwardò selection 

process in which Jewish groups become increasingly composed of individuals who are genetically 

and phenotypically predisposed to these traits.
6
 

  

SoðJews are just like everybody else, with the single notable exception that Jews are not 

like anybody else. Jewish brains are different. Their distinctive constellation of genetic 

predispositions drives Jews to engage in their competitive evolutionary strategy, making 

them a chronic threat to any other group in contact with them. This argument achieves a 

truly stunning rhetorical effect, simultaneously encouraging two conclusions that ought to 

be mutually exclusive: 1) that Jewish behavioral difference is strongly influenced by 

Jewish biological difference and is thus irremediable in practice if not in principle, and 2) 

that Jewish biological difference results from the Jewsô own choices and is thus a shared 

moral responsibility of the group as a whole. 

 

Consider MacDonaldôs odd description of the Jewish evolutionary strategy as ñself-

imposed.ò Over the course of nearly two millennia of ñfeed-forwardò breeding practices, 

Jews as a group have become increasingly marked by their distinctive genetic 

predispositions toward cultural separatism, ethnocentrism, authoritarianism, concern with 

endogamy, etc. In other words, with each generation Jewish genes play an ever stronger 

role in driving the Jewish evolutionary strategy. How, then, does it make sense to 

describe behavioral patterns so powerfully informed by oneôs genetic inheritance as ñself-

imposedò? The answer, of course, is that it makes no sense at all; as a Jew, I can no more 

ñimposeò genetic predispositions on myself than I can help acting on them, including the 

predisposition to enhance them in my own children. As a logical claim the notion that an 

evolutionary strategy can be ñself-imposedò is quite empty. It functions not as scientific 

argument but as a rhetorical device, a flourish so drained of meaning as to be 

indistinguishable from propaganda: Todayôs designer Jewsðjust what their ancestors 

ordered. 

 

A key point to keep in mind during our engagement with MacDonaldôs thought is 

that his trilogy is actually the story of not one but two peoples. In the foreground, of 

course, are the Jews, busily forging ever more Jewish Jews with each passing generation. 

In the background, however, is another, no less distinctive ethnic group, one shaped by 

naturally occurring evolutionary processes rather than engineered by a centuries-long 

managed breeding program. Where Jews are mistrustful, ethnocentric collectivists, 

members of this group are naturally welcoming, tolerant individualists. Where Jews are 

drawn to authoritarian political and social structures, members of this group naturally 

form into hierarchically harmonious, mildly meritocratic, politically moderate societies. 

Where Jews are prone to trumpet their supposed ingrained moral superiority as a cover 

for the machinations of their evolutionary strategy, the biological predispositions of this 
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other group naturally lead its members to a worldview and to structures of social 

organization that are not only ñprofoundly ethical,ò but are uniquely so.
7
 Where Jews are 

ñrelatively prone to self-deception,ò and are thus inclined to repress unpleasant truths 

about themselves and their ingroup, members of this other group presumably have 

relatively greater resistance to such self-deceptions and thus enjoy a more accurate self-

awareness. I am confident I will surprise no one when I reveal that this exceptional 

people is, of course, Kevin MacDonaldôs own. He and his ethnic kin come by their 

proclivities toward individualism and its uniquely ethical cultural expression quite 

naturally, as an adaptive result of their ancestorsô extended sojourn battling the harsh 

conditions of Ice Age Europe some forty-thousand years ago.
8
 The fundamental 

incompatibility between Jews and the ethnic group he describes as ñEuropeans,ò ñgentile 

Europeans,ò or, less frequently but more specifically, ñNorthwest Europeans,ò is a key 

theme of MacDonaldôs trilogy; by the end of the third volume, he is issuing urgent 

warnings of the imminent, cataclysmic collapse of Western civilization as the surest 

consequence of this incompatibilityðunless, of course, drastic measures are taken 

immediately to reverse the pernicious effects of Jewish influence and the ñmaladaptiveò 

environment it has fostered. 

 

MacDonaldôs work on Jews did not immediately strike many readers as problematic. 

In 1995, the year after he published A People That Shall Dwell Alone, California State 

University-Long Beach honored MacDonald with its Distinguished Faculty Scholarly and 

Creative Achievement Award.
9
 To the extent that charges of antisemitism or xenophobia 

emerged in early discussions of his theory, such charges tended to be directed at his 

reviewers rather than at MacDonald himself.
10

 It was largely after the publication of the 

final volumes of his trilogy in 1998 that his work began to be assessed as itself an 

expression of antisemitism. Initially he insisted, as he had in the preface to A People That 

Shall Dwell Alone,
11

 that there was nothing in the least antisemitic about himself or his 

books; he was simply a disinterested scientist, forthrightly pursuing the thread of his 

research wherever it lead. Over time this became an increasingly difficult claim to 

promote. In January 2000, MacDonald appeared as the only witness to testify voluntarily 

on David Irvingôs behalf during the latterôs disastrous libel suit against Deborah Lipstadt 

and Penguin Books. Since then, MacDonald has been an active contributor to The 

Occidental Quarterly, an emanation of the óintellectual wingô (such as it is) of the 
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American white separatism movement, and in 2004 he was rewarded for his efforts with 

a prize of ten thousand dollars from fellow believers, underwritten in part by anonymous 

donors. In his address in acceptance of this award he urged upon his audience the need 

ñto make extreme sacrifices for our ethnic group,ò or else face the consequences of ñan 

historical mistake of catastrophic proportions.ò
12

  

 

His increasingly open political engagement has become so profoundly incompatible 

with the posture of the disinterested researcher that MacDonald has now significantly 

revised his own back story. Rather than flatly deny charges of antisemitism, he evades 

them with the almost irrelevant riposte that he in fact admires the Jewish strategy and 

hopes to instill in ethnic Europeans a similar commitment to ethnic óselfô preservation. If 

in his more recent publications and pronouncements he has occasionally drifted from the 

clinical dispassion appropriate to the professional research psychologist, it is only owing 

to the alarming, inescapable conclusions to which his research has brought him. The 

extremity of his politics, already on display in the third volume of his trilogy, is 

warranted by the unimpeachable integrity of his scholarship. 

 

The obvious question to ask, then, is: just how solid is the foundation of 

MacDonaldôs theory? MacDonald himself points to the crux of the matter. ñThere is 

reason to believe,ò he declares, ñthat there is a genetic basis for [the Jewsô] powerful 

tendency toward collectivism,ò that Jewish genetic difference numbers among ñthe 

extremely powerful centripetal forces that have resulted in an intense commitment to the 

group throughout Jewish history. It is this intense commitment, more than anything else, 

which is the sine qua non of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy.ò
13

 Moreover, he 

guides us directly to the literature that provides the theoretical basis upon which he rests 

his ñsine qua non:ò 
 

I believe that the area of psychological research most relevant to conceptualizing Judaism as a 

group evolutionary strategy is that of research on individualism/collectivism (see Triandis 1990, 

1991 for reviews).
14

 

 

His theory thus depends crucially on his demonstration that Jews have a strong tendency 

to develop highly collectivist groups, showing extraordinarily high degrees of bias toward 

the ingroup and extraordinaril y high degrees of hostility toward outgroups, a tendency so 

pronounced MacDonald habitually describes it as Jewish ñhyper-collectivism.ò The bulk 

of my discussion will interrogate MacDonaldôs scholarship, in its putatively pristine, pre-

political state, on a single point: how does consultation of ñthe area of psychological 

research most relevant to conceptualizing Judaism as a group evolutionary strategyò 

reflect on his notion of Jewish ñhyper-collectivismò? 
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The Researchers on Individualism , Collectivism and the Jews 

 

To my knowledge, MacDonald has participated in no first-hand psychological 

studies involving Jews, and is therefore entirely dependent on research published by 

others to support his theory. His laboratory, then, is the library; if his work is to 

approximate the rigor of scientific research, he ought to be seeking out opportunities to 

test his hypotheses, to subject his theoryôs claims to scrutiny by evaluating them against 

potential disproof. In other words, we would expect MacDonald to confront the network 

of suggestions, suppositions and speculations that informs his notion of genetically-

driven Jewish ñhyper-collectivismò with published research that challenges those claims, 

precisely in order to show that his theory withstands such challenges. 

 

Within the social sciences literature there is a well-developed body of work studying 

general tendencies toward individualism or collectivism across various cultures. Harry 

Triandis, Professor Emeritus of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, is a 

senior figure in this field. MacDonald is not shy about enlisting Triandisôs support for his 

theory. He devotes several pages in A People That Shall Dwell Alone to a survey of 

Jewish behavior over the course of many centuries in different regions of the world, 

offering examples that range from the bare survival of isolated Jewish communities under 

unfavorable conditions to episodes of intense Jewish religious fanaticism. He then 

concludes: 
 

In summary, the data indicate that Judaism can be characterized as a collectivist (or even ñhyper-

collectivistò) culture in Triandisôs (1990, 1991) terms. In accounting for this tendency, I suggest 

that the ancient Israelites were genetically predisposed to be high on a cluster of traits centered 

around group allegiance, separatism, ethnocentrism, and collectivism.
15

  

 

Let me start with this quibble: the expression ñhyper-collectivistò is not, in fact, one of 

ñTriandisôs terms.ò As far as I can tell, it is MacDonaldôs own coinage, and although he 

applies it to Jews many times in the course of his trilogy, he never bothers explicitly to 

define it, much less to explain how it fits with the body of research from which it is 

purportedly derived. At a minimum one would expect him to offer up an example of your 

average, everyday, run-of-the-mill collectivist culture, along with a demonstration of the 

differences from such óordinary collectivismô that amount to Jewish ñhyper-

collectivism.ò In the absence of either a clear definition of the term or a useful counter-

model, the expression operates as a comparison without a comparator, which is to say it 

is yet another example of empty rhetoric masquerading as scientific discourse. 

 

MacDonald seems to think it quite impressive to invoke Triandisôs authority in 

support of his theory. Triandis is, after all, a leading scholar in what MacDonald asserts is 

ñthe area of psychological research most relevant to conceptualizing Judaism as a group 

evolutionary strategy,ò
16

 and, indeed, he draws attention to his agreement with Triandis 

on Jewish collectivism several times.   
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Collectivist cultures (and Triandis [1990, 57] explicitly includes Judaism in this category) place a 

much greater emphasis on the goals and needs of the ingroup than on individual rights and 

interests. 
17

 

 

I believe that the area of psychological research most relevant to conceptualizing Judaism as a 

group evolutionary strategy is that of research on individualism/collectivism (see Triandis 1990, 

1991 for reviews). Collectivist cultures (and Triandis [1990, 57] explicitly includes Judaism in this 

category) place a great emphasis on the goals and needs of the ingroup, rather than on individual 

rights and interests.
18

 

  

As indicated above, Triandis regards Jews as a collectivist culture[sic], and I would agree.
19

  

 

In summary, the data indicate that Judaism can be characterized as a collectivist (or even ñhyper-

collectivistò) culture in Triandisôs (1990, 1991) terms. In accounting for this tendency, I suggest 

that the ancient Israelites were genetically predisposed to be high on a cluster of traits centered 

around group allegiance, separatism, ethnocentrism, and collectivism.
20

 

 

It is of interest that there is some agreement that the Near Eastern peoples have a more ingrained 

sense of ethnocentrism than has been characteristic of the vast majority of Western societies 

[MacDonaldôs endnote number 16]. The contrast between Eastern and Western cultures is central 

to Triandisô (1990, 43-44) work on cross cultural variation on individualism and collectivism. 

Triandis includes both Arabs and Jews as exemplars of collectivist cultures in contrast to Western 

individualist cultures.
21

 

 

Collectivist cultures (and Triandis [1990, 57] explicitly includes Judaism in this category) place a 

much greater emphasis on the goals and needs of the ingroup than on individual rights and 

interests.
22

 

 

There is little doubt that Jews tend toward the extreme end of the collectivism dimension, and 

Triandis (1990, 57) regards Judaism as a collectivist culture.
23

 

 

Triandis explicitly describes Judaism as an example of a collectivist culture, while Western 

cultures tend toward individualism.
24

 

 

Another quibble: if it is disingenuous of MacDonald to imply that the notion of ñhyper-

collectivismò is somehow endorsed by Triandis, it is considerably more problematic for 

him to imply, as we see him doing in the fifth  excerpt above, that Triandis would accept 

genetic difference (that is, an ñingrained sense of ethnocentrismò) as an explanation for 

variation along the individualism/collectivism spectrum among cultures. In the very 

document MacDonald repeatedly cites, Triandis exclusively emphasizes environmental 

factors to explain such cultural differences;
25

  if he is going to invoke Triandisôs name in 

such close proximity to claims for inherent difference, I would argue that intellectual 

honesty requires MacDonald explicitly to acknowledge as much. The reader enterprising 
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enough to consult MacDonaldôs endnote will find that the only author he cites to illustrate 

his claim that there is ñsome agreementò about the ñmore ingrained sense of 

ethnocentrismò among Near Eastern peoples is the nineteenth-century French racial 

theorist Comte Arthur de Gobineau; MacDonaldôs dodgy implication of support from 

Triandis to the side, the only ñagreementò anywhere within view is that of MacDonald 

with de Gobineau.
26

 

 

Finding him investing such significance in having Triandisôs support and giving such 

weight to a single passage in Triandisôs work (i.e., ñTriandis [1990, 57]ò), we would 

expect on tracing MacDonaldôs citation to discover Triandis engaged in a substantive 

discussion of the evidence for Jewish collectivism. The paper MacDonald cites is a 

survey of the literature, a summary of a great many discussions of individualism and 

collectivism in disparate cultures. Here, in its entirety, is the passage MacDonald 

repeatedly invokes as evidence for his claim that ñTriandis regards Jews as a collectivist 

culture.ò 
 

Collectivist patterns can be seen in many other studies such as of the Chinese (Yang, 1986), 

Japanese (Lebra, 1976), and so on. Patterns of collectivism can be seen in a wide literature, such 

as Guthrie (1961) and Church (1987) on the Philippines; Kaiser (1984) on the USSR; Doumanis 

(1983), Katakis (984), Georgas (1986, 1989), and Triandis and Vassiliou (1972) on Greece; 

Northrop (1949) on the Navaho; Strodtbeck (1958) on Italians and Jews; Tallman, Marotz-Baden, 

and Pindas (1983), and Swartz (1975), and Diaz-Guerrero (1979) on Latin Americans; Sinha 

(1982) on Indians; Holzberg (1981) on Africans; and Geertz (1963) on Bali, while individualism 

has been discussed by Bellah et al. (1985), Kerlinger (1984), and Triandis et al. (1985) for the 

United States.
27

  [emphasis added] 

 

That, quite literally, is all there is. MacDonaldôs repeated claims of support from Triandis 

for the notion that ñJews are a collectivist (or even óhyper-collectivistô) cultureò are based 

entirely on this tick-in-a-list citation of a single study conducted some thirty-six years 

earlier and, frankly, this is as deep into any actual psychological research on 

individualism and collectivism involving Jews as MacDonald goes. So the plot thickens: 

what is the relevance of this source, Strodtbeck 1958, to the notion of Jewish ñhyper-

collectivismò and the theory of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy? 

  

Fred Strodtbeckôs 1958 study, entitled ñFamily Interaction, Values, and 

Achievement,ò
28

 addresses the contrasting experiences of the descendants of two turn-of-

the-century immigrant communities in the United States. One of these, the Jews from 

eastern Europe, achieved significant material success within the span of two or three 

generations. By contrast, according to Strodtbeck, immigrants from southern Italy were 

initially less prosperous. Now for MacDonald, Jewish success in the U.S. results from the 

Jewsô exploitation of a classically liberal political and economic structure that is poorly 

equipped to defend against their group-based competition; it is evidence of the 

fundamental incompatibility of Western culture with Judaism. Strodtbeck makes quite a 
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different case, one that helps to put MacDonaldôs implicitly comparative notion of Jewish 

ñhyper-collectivismò into an explicitly comparative context. While Strodtbeckôs broad 

descriptions of the traditional Jewish culture of eastern Europe are largely congruent with 

(if considerably less hostile than) MacDonaldôs (they rely on some of the same sources), 

Strodtbeckôs side-by-side comparison of Jewish culture with the traditional culture of 

southern Italy marks off boundaries of similarity and difference that are utterly 

irreconcilable with those MacDonald draws. According to Strodtbeck, Jewish immigrants 

and their children outperformed their Italian counterparts in large part because the ñold 

Jewish cultureò and the ñProtestant work-ethicò that defined American culture resembled 

each other more closely than either of them resembled the family-focused ñold cultureò 

of southern Italy. This similarity operates even at the level of ingroup altruism, those 

behaviors which MacDonald adduces as evidence of Jewish ethnocentrism but which 

Strodtbeck finds to have an analog in Americansô ñrecognition of the interdependencies 

of modern society,ò a notion descended from the Calvinist doctrine ñthat óeach man is his 

brotherôs keeper.ôò
29

  

 

In short, Strodtbeckôs thesis is quite opposed to MacDonaldôs. Yet Triandisôs citation 

of Strodtbeck is the only evidence MacDonald ever offers that Triandis places Jews in the 

ócollectivist category.ô Strodtbeck does not appear in MacDonaldôs bibliographies, so I 

have no way of knowing whether MacDonald traced the citation to its source. If he did, 

then I would argue that even at second-hand it is deeply dishonest of MacDonald to cite 

Strodtbeck as evidence for his own agreement with Triandis on Jewish collectivism. If, 

on the other hand, MacDonald repeatedly cites Triandisôs reference to Strodtbeck without 

actually knowing what he was citing, the implications for the quality of his scholarship 

ought to be obvious. 

 

Although we would have no way of learning this from MacDonald, Triandisôs 1990 

survey also takes note of two other studies on the relative strength of collectivism and 

individualism in Jewish cultures. The first of these studies finds that divorce rates are 

climbing with successive generations of American Jews. Observing that the authors of a 

study on romantic relationships speculate that the predominant individualism of 

American culture contributes ñin good partò to the high rate of divorce in the U.S., 

Triandis continues, 
 

Support for Dion and Dionôs speculation [on high divorce rates in the U.S.] can be found in a 

study by Brodbar and Jay [sic] (1986). They examined the relationship of allocentrism (measured 

by synagogue attendance, having many Jewish friends, belonging to Jewish organizations, 

contributing to Jewish charities) to divorce rates among 4,505 Jewish households in New York 

City. They found that the more collectivist the sample, the lower was the divorce rate.
30

 

 

The study Triandis describes also found that divorce rates among American Jews show a 

notable increase over time, drawing nearer the American average with successive 
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generations. This suggests not only that lower divorce rates correlate with higher levels of 

collectivism (or, here, ñallocentrismò), but that a rather rapid shift of balance among 

American Jews toward the individualist side of the collectivism spectrum has been in 

progress.
31

 Now if we are to believe MacDonald, the ñfeed-forwardò eugenics program 

conducted by Jews for the last two millennia must by definition have produced in the 

current generation the most Jewish Jews who have ever lived. Yet according to this study, 

cited with approval by Triandis, in a scant one or two generations the prevailing 

individualism of American culture has been able to make significant inroads against the 

eugenically-enhanced tendencies of Jewish ñhyper-collectivism.ò  

 

Jay Brodbar-Nemzerôs work on divorce rates is thus consistent with Triandisôs 

emphasis on environmental factors as the chief determinants of an orientation toward 

individualism or collectivism; Jews, entering into the extremely individualistic American 

culture, widely adopt its values as their own over the course of just a few generations. 

They assimilate. To the extent that MacDonald does acknowledge what he calls a 

ñtendency for individualistic Western cultures to break down Jewish group 

cohesiveness,ò it is to call attention to the reactive mechanisms of the Jewish group 

evolutionary strategy that emerge in order to meet such challenges. Ultimately, for 

MacDonald, Jews do not assimilate. That their adoption of individualism works to ñbreak 

down Jewish group cohesivenessò only confirms the ñfundamental and irresolvable 

friction between Judaism and prototypical Western political and social structure.ò
32

 

Elsewhere, MacDonald offers quite a different assessment of how Jewish group cohesion 

fares in Western cultures: ñJewish particularism is é expected and found to thrive 

precisely in Western societies that (apart from Jews themselves) are highly assimilative 

and individualistic.ò
33

 So in Western cultures Jewish particularism thrives, except that in 

Western cultures Jewish group cohesiveness tends to erode. MacDonald betrays no 

awareness of any contradiction between these assertions. He is, however, careful to keep 

any acknowledgment that Jews readily adopt Western individualist values well removed 

from his discussions of the quite different behaviors to be expected on the basis of their 

genetic predispositions, particularly those cohesive, competitive behaviors that pose the 

greatest threat to the interests of unsuspecting Western individualists. 

 

The Brodbar-Nemzer study of increasing divorce rates as they correlate with 

increasing individualism is the first of two studies involving Jews noted by Triandis that 

go unnoticed by MacDonald. The second is even more striking, if only because it 

addresses straight-on the issue at the core of MacDonaldôs thesis: the profound, 

irreconcilable psychological differences that purportedly obtain between Jews and 

Europeans. Surely, a study offering data that goes directly to this very question must be 

of immediate, compelling interest to MacDonaldôs work. Then again, Triandisôs 

summary of this research suggests a certain off-putting incongruity with the theory of 

Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy: 
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The method Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) used to measure values can be used to tap specific 

aspects of collectivism and individualism. They presented a list of values to Israeli and German 

subjects and asked them to rate their importance. Smallest space analysis revealed a structure of 

these values that was reasonably similar in the two cultures.
34

 

 

Far from finding evidence of irreconcilable differences in value systems between groups 

of Germans and Israelis, Solomon Schwartz and Wolfgang Bilsky offer conclusions that 

conform to those of Triandisôs other citations of studies involving Jews: that the 

differences between Jews and ñgentile Europeans,ò or ñNorthern Europeansò if you 

prefer, while noticeable, are not dramatic or extreme. Assessing the value systems of 

Israelis and Germans, the authors diagram their findings for each group as a mapping of 

what they call its seven ñmotivation domains.ò
35

 Three of these domains, Self-direction, 

Achievement, and Enjoyment, correspond to individualist interests; three others, 

Security, Prosocial and Restrictive Conformity, correspond to collectivist interests; the 

last domain, Maturity, reflects mixed individualist and collectivist interests. The mapping 

of these domains for a group resembles a pie chart; adjacent domains in this arrangement 

are interpreted as compatible within the culture, and domains separated by two 

intervening domains are said to be incompatible. Now in this 1987 study, the authors 

announce their intention to conduct further research using data from a wider variety of 

cultural groups, but, as Triandisôs summary has led us to anticipate, their initial 

assessment is already problematic for MacDonaldôs theory: ñWhereas the Israeli and 

German samples were quite similar, it is conceivable that more culturally distant groups 

will reveal a different organization of value domains.ò
36

 One can imagine how difficult it 

would be to bridge the gap between a finding that Israeli values and German values were 

ñquite similarò and the argument that Jewish culture and European culture are, as 

MacDonald repeatedly insists, ófundamentally incompatible.ô MacDonaldôs decision not 

to report on this study, then, is perfectly understandable.  

 

A quick consultation of the standard citation index led me to two additional relevant 

studies conducted by Schwartz and Bilsky, both published in mainstream research 

psychology journals. These studies both appeared in 1990, too late to be included in 

Triandisôs 1990 literature survey, but still early enough to have been available to 

MacDonald during his research. Like the three studies of actual Jews actually cited by 

Triandis, however, neither of these two additional papers appears in MacDonaldôs first 

edition bibliographies. In one, the authors continue along the path of their earlier work on 

value domains, expanding the range of their samples to include groups from five 

additional societies: the United States, Australia, Finland, Spain and Hong Kong.
37

 

Diagrams for these additional samples revealed broadly similar arrangements of 

compatible motivational domains for all six of the national groups the authors describe as 

ñWestern.ò In fact, there were two pairs of identically arranged sets of 

compatible/incompatible motivational domains: Germany and Australia had identical 

arrangements, as did the United States and Israel. The outlier was the Hong Kong sample, 

                                                 
34 Triandis, ñCross-cultural Studies of Individualism and Collectivism,ò 68.  
35 Solomon Schwartz and Wolfgang Bilsky, ñToward a Universal Psychological Structure of Human Values,ò Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology 53, 3 (1987): 550-562. 
36 Schwartz and Bilsky, ñToward a Universal Psychological Structure of Human Values,ò 561. 
37 Solomon Schwartz and Wolfgang Bilsky, ñToward a Theory of the Universal Content and Structure of Values: 

Extensions and Cross-Cultural Replications,ò Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 58, 5 (1990): 878-891 



which showed a distinctively different arrangement of compatible domains by 

comparison with those of the other national groups, marking off a clear cultural 

distinction. 

 

The second of these two later studies assessed the comparative levels of outgroup 

mistrust between Israelis and Germans by measuring the tendency to entertain a distorted 

perception of the outgroupôs value system or to exaggerate the differences between the 

ingroupôs and the outgroupôs value systems.
38

 This issue goes to the heart of 

MacDonaldôs distinction between collectivist and individualist cultures, which he insists 

differ greatly in rates of such ethnocentrism. Having determined in their earlier paper that 

the actual value systems of Germans and Israelis were broadly similar, the authors found 

further similarities here: both groups were inclined to exaggerate the differences between 

them, indicating the existence of some intergroup hostility, or at least a potential for 

intergroup conflict. But what caught my attention was how the two groups compared for 

a couple of the key features of MacDonaldôs notion of Jewish ñhyper-collectivism.ò For 

one thing, the German respondents exaggerated their differences with Israelis more than 

Israelis did their differences with Germans, suggesting the Germansô relatively stronger 

proclivity to engage in the (supposed) collectivist pastime of ethnic conflictðat least, 

with Israelis.
39

 The Germans also had a less accurate perception of their own value 

system than did the Israelis,
40

 a finding that undermines MacDonald on one of the most 

noteworthy and least appealing features of the Jewish ñhyper-collectivistò personality, the 

tendency to engage in self-deception. As ñhyper-collectivists,ò Jews, according to 

MacDonald, ñwould be relatively prone to self-deception by ignoring or rationalizing 

negative information about themselves and their ingroup.ò
41

 Yet according to Schwartz, 

Bilsky and Struch, Israeli Jews, those productsðif we are to believe MacDonaldðof  a 

two-thousand-year-long exercise in ñfeed-forwardò eugenics, show greater self-

awareness and noticeably weaker proclivity to engage in self-deception than do the 

naturally occurring European individualists with whom they are here compared. 

 

Schwartz and Bilskyôs comparative studies go a considerable way toward filling the 

vacuum inherent in MacDonaldôs notion of Jewish ñhyper-collectivism.ò Now, let us 

suppose there exists a study which included a list of, say, forty different countries, 

conveniently ordered by position along the individualism/collectivism spectrum. Let us 

further suppose that the volume providing this useful tabulation is one of the most widely 

cited works among the many thousands of studies referenced in the Social Sciences 

Citation Index. Let us also suppose that this volume is cited both in the Schwartz and 

Bilsky studies and by Harry Triandis in the 1990 literature survey that has launched us on 

this little exercise. We might be tempted further to suppose that such a work, with its 

clear relevance to the claims of the theory of Judaism as an evolutionary strategy and its 

sine-qua-non notion of Jewish ñhyper-collectivism,ò would be cited by Kevin 

MacDonald as well, but that would be a supposition too far. 
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In his very influential study Cultureôs Consequences, Geert Hofstede offers a chart of 

individualism index values for forty nations. The chart expresses the intensity of 

individualism in a culture along a one-hundred-point scale, with one hundred indicating 

maximum individualism and zero indicating maximum collectivism. Israel scores a fifty-

four, placing Israeli culture just to the individualist side of the mean.
42

 Clearly, Hofstede 

makes just as poor a fit with the needs of the theory of Judaism as a competitive group 

evolutionary strategy as does the other research on Jews and collectivism Triandis 

discusses. One has to wonder: what sort of pseudo-technical expressions would 

MacDonald have needed to coin to account for the fact that half of the cultures under 

consideration by Hofstede have a stronger collectivist orientation than that of ñhyper-

collectivistò Israeli Jews? ñSuper-hyper-collectivistò? ñReally-really-really-hyper-

collectivistò? It is probably unsurprising, then, that in spite of his high visibility within 

the field and his straightforward and unambiguous assessments of rates of individualism 

and collectivism in more than three dozen world cultures, Geert Hofstedeôs name appears 

nowhere in any of the first edition bibliographies of Kevin MacDonaldôs Judaism trilogy. 

 

On Self-Deception as a Feature of Jewish ñHyper-Collectivismò:  
 

MacDonald places significant emphasis on the notion of ñself-deceptionò as a critical 

component of the Jewish group evolutionary strategy. Indeed, the practice of self-

deception is so vital a feature of ñhyper-collectivistò Judaism that it merits a chapter unto 

itself in Separation and Its Discontents. A harrowing chapter it is, too, brimming over 

with examples of Jews averting their eyes from the messy reality of their group-serving 

behavior and its unpleasant consequences. MacDonald locates the theoretical basis for his 

claims for Jewsô self-deceiving proclivities in the premises that inform Jewish ñhyper-

collectivism.ò  
 

There is reason to suppose that members of cohesive groups would be more likely than others to 

engage in self-deception that ignores negative traits of themselves or their in-group. In Chapter 1 

[of Separation and Its Discontents], I argued that Jews are generally quite high on attraction to 

cohesive groups and have a high need for a group identity. Research on social identity processes 

indicates that people are highly prone to attributing very positive traits to their own groups, and 

Altemeyer (1994) notes that people who are highly attracted to cohesive groups are relatively 

likely to not want to hear unpleasant information about themselves. The suggestion is that Jews, 

and especially those who strongly identify as Jews, would be relatively prone to self-deception by 

ignoring or rationalizing negative information about themselves and their ingroup.
43

 

 

I should call attention, by the way, to the rhetorical trajectory of this passage, launched 

with a supposition, its sites set on a suggestion, with only a languid feint in the direction 

of an empirical claim to link the two. In between supposing and suggesting, MacDonald 

cites himself as having shown that ñJews are generally quite highò when it comes to 

attraction to cohesive groups; tracing his self-citation turns up another one of his 
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extended non-comparative comparisons (ñgenerally quite highò compared to whom?), 

itself a hash of proposals, suggestions, and suppositions.
44

 The only gesture toward 

empirical data on hand here is the citation from ñAltemeyer (1994).ò As I will  show 

below, the cited passage actually says nothing explicit about Jews at all, although its 

appearance in this context implies a great deal about Kevin MacDonaldôs intellectual 

integrity.  

 

So according to MacDonald a tendency toward self-deception correlates with a 

tendency toward collectivism. Ergo ñhyper-collectivistò Jews would be expected to be 

self-deceivers par excellence. MacDonaldôs subsequent discussion of this phenomenon 

certainly emphasizes the distance Jews will go to avoid acknowledging the realities that 

contribute to antisemitism, including ñthe role of Jews in the political and cultural 

processes in traditional and contemporary societies,ò and the extent to which Jews who 

perceive themselves as assimilated into Western culture are in reality hardly assimilated 

at all. What MacDonald pointedly does not do, however, is demonstrate that episodes of 

Jewish self-deception distinguish Jews as a group significantly from other human groups. 

As is typical of his style, he posits a marker of Jewish difference and proceeds to óproveô 

it in a methodological vacuum. Here, he ósuggestsô that Jews ñwould be relatively prone 

to self-deceptionò without ever getting around to the obvious question: relative to whom? 

 

I have already mentioned that tracing citations appearing in Triandisôs 1990 survey 

leads to one study of Jews that at least tangentially addresses this question. When 

Schwartz, Struch and Bilsky asked groups of Israeli Jews and groups of Germans to 

assess the values held by members of their own group and by members of the other 

group, they found that while neither group assessed ingroup values completely 

accurately, the Israelis were noticeably less inaccurate in their assessment of Israeli 

values than the Germans were in assessing German values. But we do not need to 

traverse even these two degrees of separation beyond MacDonaldôs first-edition 

bibliographies to find studies directly addressing the issue of comparative tendencies 

toward self-deception among individualists and collectivists. In these bibliographies there 

appears a volume offering information that flatly contradicts his supposition that 

collectivists will be more inclined to self-deception than individualists. Unsurprisingly, 

this inconvenient data, again, is reported by Harry Triandis, in a book cited by 

MacDonald in both of his 1998 volumes. The passage below appears in Triandisôs 1995 

study Individualism and Collectivism. 
 

Collectivists frequently have realistic self-perceptions about their abilities, and individualists 

frequently have flattering self-perceptions. For example, Markus and Kitayama (1991b) reported 

that when various populations (e.g. college students) were asked questions such as ñwhat percent 

of this population (e.g. college students) is higher than you are on X?ò when X was an ability, 

American men showed a self-enhancement bias. That is, their judgments did not average 50 

percent, as they should have, but only 36 percent. In short, they admitted that on the average only 

about a third of the relevant population was higher than they were on this socially desirable trait. 

American women showed less bias. Their answers averaged 47 percent. Japanese men showed 

even less bias. Their answers averaged 49 percent. Japanese women showed a modesty bias: their 
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answers averaged 58 percent. In other words, Japanese women college students, on the average, 

indicated that they were below average in ability.
45

 

 

The more collectivist the sample, the less likely its members were to engage in 

flattering self-deception. This finding leads the discussion in one of two directions: either 

Jewish ñhyper-collectivismò would be expected to result in more than usually accurate 

levels of self-perception among Jews as a group (or, as in the case of Japanese women, a 

bias toward ódeflationaryô self-deception), or relatively high rates of óinflationaryô self-

deception among Jews would prompt us to wonder whether Jews ought to be deleted 

from MacDonaldôs ócollectivist category.ô Neither of these options is palatable to the 

theory of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy, so it is hardly surprising that in 

MacDonaldôs scholarship Triandisôs discussion of self-deception among individualists 

and collectivists, like his actual discussions of actual Jews, goes right by the boards, 

leaving MacDonald free to float his suppositions unencumbered by the inconvenience of 

contradictory data. 

 

Of course, in the passage quoted above MacDonald does offer one citation that 

appears to support his claim that collectivists are more prone to self-deception, observing 

that ñAltemeyer (1994) notes that people who are highly attracted to cohesive groups are 

relatively likely not to want to hear unpleasant information about themselves.ò
46

 

MacDonaldôs appeal to Altemeyer leads us to yet another dimension of the relationship 

between published research and his central notion of Jewish ñhyper-collectivism.ò  

 

On Authoritarianism as a Feature of Jewish ñHyper-collectivismò 
 

The University of Manitoba psychologist Bob Altemeyer is known for his research 

on authoritarianism, and for his development of the ñRight-Wing Authoritarianism Scaleò 

as a tool for assessing it. Altemeyer offers a clear definition of the phenomenon he 

studies. 
 

By  ñright-wing authoritarianismò I mean the covariation of three attitudinal clusters: 

1. Authoritarian submissionða high degree of submission to the authorities who are perceived 

to be established and legitimate in the society in which one lives; 

2. Authoritarian aggressionða general aggressiveness, directed against various persons, which 

is perceived to be sanctioned by authorities; and 

3. Conventionalismða high degree of adherence to the social conventions which are perceived 

to be endorsed by society and its established authorities.
47

| 

 

MacDonald makes frequent reference to Altemeyer, not least to draw on Altemeyerôs 

extensive critique of The Authoritarian Personality, the study of authoritarianism 

produced under the leadership of Theodor Adorno in 1950 which sought to establish a 

strong correlation between authoritarianism and tendencies toward ethnocentrism, 

prejudice, and antisemitism. Altemeyerôs critique is clearly congenial to MacDonald, for 
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whom The Authoritarian Personality and the body of work that followed from it (much 

of it conducted at the University of California, Berkeley) represent a sustained attempt by 

Jewish intellectuals to undermine the stability of non-Jewish culture by stigmatizing its 

core values. Quoting MacDonald: 
 

The agenda is to develop an ideology of anti-Semitism that rallies ingroup loyalties to Judaism and 

attempts to alter gentile culture in a manner that benefits Judaism by portraying gentile group 

loyalties (including nationalism, Christian religious affiliation, close family relationships, high-

investment parenting, and concern with social and material success) as indicators of psychiatric 

disorder.
48

 

 

Adorno et. al. were thus deeply concerned, according to MacDonald, to discourage 

non-Jews from adopting behavior patterns similar to those characteristic of Jews, a 

concern driven by the need to prevent non-Jews from competing effectively against the 

Jewish group evolutionary strategy. It is interesting, then, that MacDonald, who attributes 

to Jews strong tendencies toward ñauthoritarian social structuresò and includes Jewish 

authoritarianism among the factors that contribute to the success of the Jewish group 

evolutionary strategy, seems eager here to de-stigmatize not just antisemitism, but 

(ñgentileò) authoritarianism itself. Here he offers his own psychological assessment of the 

individuals found in The Authoritarian Personality to have, well, authoritarian 

personalities (and note the kid-gloves delicacy with which he prepares his readers for his 

assessment): 
 

It may appear disturbing to accept the alternative picture developed here. I am essentially saying 

that the families of the high scorers [i.e., individuals found to have authoritarian tendencies] were 

adaptive. They combined warmth and affection with a sense of responsibility and discipline, and 

the children appear to have been ambitious and interested in upholding the values of family and 

country. é High scorers are thus socially connected and feel a responsibility to ingroup (family) 

norms. In Triandisôs (1990, 55) terms, these individuals are ñallocentricò people living in an 

individualist society; that is, they are people who are socially integrated and receive high levels of 

social support. They identify strongly with ingroup (family) norms.
49

 

 

Altemeyer, by contrast, is considerably less sanguine about the social and cultural 

impact of authoritarianism, as one might infer from the title of his second monograph on 

the subject, Enemies of Freedom. Recognized as much for his blunt prose style as for his 

research, Altemeyer is characteristically plainspoken about the goal of his work. 
 

The central concern of my research has been the apprehension that there may be a vast potential 

for the acceptance of right-wing totalitarian rule in countries such as Canada and the United States. 

This acceptance is essentially an attitude, a state of mind, a willingness to see democratic 

institutions destroyed, which in some people may even be a desire. Right-wing authoritarianism 

has thus been defined as an orientation, rather than a set of acts, but it is still dangerous. The mood 

of a populace can create a climate of public opinion that promotes totalitarian movements. It can 

intimidate politicians, journalists, and religious leaders who might otherwise oppose repression. It 

can encourage a bold, illegal grab for power, as it did in Italy in 1922. It can elect a Hitler to 

office, as it did in Germany in 1933. It can encourage military leaders to overthrow duly elected 

governments, as it has so many times since.
50
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Indeed, in his chapter entitled ñProtecting Ourselves from Authoritarianism,ò Altemeyer 

seems to have anticipated MacDonaldôs recent call, noted above, for people of his own 

ethnicity to be prepared ñto make extreme sacrifices for our ethnic group.ò As I will 

discuss in greater detail below, Altemeyer could almost be addressing MacDonald 

directly when he reflects upon the internal authoritarian threat now facing western 

societies: 
 

The larger danger, inherently, comes from within, where extremists on the left and extremists on 

the right will use the freedoms guaranteed to all to take liberty from everyone but themselves. The 

research reported in this book is concerned with the threat from the right, which I consider the 

greater in our present circumstances. It deals with the large segment of the population who do not 

require special situations to act in authoritarian ways but do so every day. I see them as a threat to 

my freedom, to yours, and to our childrenôs.
51

 

 

So there is little common ground between MacDonaldôs warm embrace of 

authoritarian values and Altemeyerôs urgent warnings against them. In the end, of course, 

these are really matters of data interpretation; MacDonald can certainly make use of 

Altemeyerôs statistical findings concerning authoritarian personalities without finding 

them the cause for alarm Altemeyer himself does. The problem, however, is that 

MacDonaldôs transparent desire to render tendencies toward authoritarianism among 

members of his own ethnicity palatable requires him to do some fancy rhetorical dancing 

around Altemeyerôs terms as well as his data. Ultimately, this will lead us to the real issue 

of interest here: yet another example of MacDonald suppressing information that does not 

conform to his theory. 

 

MacDonaldôs clear aim in his critique of The Authoritarian Personality is to dissolve 

the bond asserted there between ethnocentrism and authoritarianism. Authoritarians may 

well harbor ethnic prejudices, but prejudice itself is not a constitutive feature of 

authoritarianism; rather, authoritarians, being socially well-integrated, pick up attitudes 

prevalent in their communities. ñThe defining feature in this view is simply their adoption 

of the social conventions and norms of the group, some of which may involve negative 

attitudes toward outgroups.ò
52

 Altemeyer is useful here insofar as  
 

Altemeyer (1981, 238-239) also reports finding much lower correlations between authoritarianism 

and ethnic prejudice in his studies than were found by Adorno et al. Moreover, Altemeyer notes 

that the data are consistent with the proposal that authoritarian individuals are ethnocentric only to 

the extent that other ethnic groups are conventional targets of discrimination by groups with which 

the authoritarian individual identifies.
53

 

 

This wrangling of Altemeyer into MacDonaldôs attempt to make the coincidence of 

authoritarianism and ethnocentrism strictly accidentalðcall it the ñethnocentrism-in-the-

waterò hypothesisðactually does some violence to Altemeyerôs argument. On the page 

MacDonald cites, Altemeyer makes stronger claims for the relationship between 

ethnocentrism and authoritarianism than MacDonald attributes to him. It is not simply 

that there exist ñconventional targets of discriminationò that results in authoritarian 

prejudice, but that such conventional targets act as lightning rods for authoritarian 
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aggression. The main point of Altemeyerôs objection to the premises of The 

Authoritarian Personality is less that he finds ethnocentrism to be purely orthogonal to 

authoritarianism than that the Frankfurt School model so overstates the overlap between 

the two as to make ethnocentrism a defining component of authoritarianism and vice-

versa. 
 

[B]ecause of their tendencies to aggress against sanctioned targets, authoritarians are likely to be 

prejudiced against various minority groups who are conventional targets of discrimination. Many 

ethnocentrism items were tested in the development of the RWA [Right-Wing Authoritarianism] 

scale, and a number of them proved weakly correlated with the cluster of submission, aggression 

and conventionalism items which ultimately formed the test. But the relationships were not at all 

strong enough to make ethnocentrism a fourth element in the cluster. The data thus indicated that a 

weak but positive correlation existed between authoritarianism and prejudice among students, a 

finding which was later confounded by the failure to obtain higher correlations with aggression 

against a Jewish victim in the mock laboratory learning experiment.
54

 

 

Altemeyerôs tests, involving his University of Manitoba students and their parents, 

did find a reasonably consistent correlation between authoritarianism and ethnic 

prejudice, although not one strong enough to confirm the claims of the Berkeley 

researchers. The strongest correlations that turned up in his testing emphasized 

ñaggressive impulsesò and had to do with issues of ñcrime and punishmentò rather than 

ethnic difference, suggesting to Altemeyer ñthe explanation of prejudice in high RWA 

subjects as another form of authoritarian aggression. Just as authoritarians were 

especially likely to aggress against the ócommon criminalsô whom they saw as disgusting 

and repulsive, Jews, blacks, Asians and native peoples have historically been treated as 

ólower forms of life,ô deserving of discrimination, in North American society.ò While his 

findings do not support the Berkeley researchersô argument that ethnocentrism is a 

reliable indicator of authoritarianism, they do suggest ñthat authoritarianism may be an 

important covariate of prejudice in such populations.ò
55

 MacDonald is simply wrong to 

impute to Altemeyer the notion that authoritarians take up ethnocentrism merely because 

it is a locally prevailing social norm. For MacDonald, authoritarian ethnocentrism 

(among people of his own ethnicity) is a purely contingent phenomenon; in one culture, 

the authoritarianôs conventionalism may lead him to develop contempt and repugnance 

for ethnic outgroups, while in another he might as easily develop a taste for peanut butter 

and banana sandwiches or a passion for professional wiffle ball. For Altemeyer, 

ethnocentric social norms appeal to the authoritarian not just because of his tendency 

uncritically to adopt prevailing conventions but because they also provide a focus and a 

rationalization for his ñaggressive impulses.ò 

  

In fact, Altemeyer repeatedly makes clear that ethnocentrism is not a hit-or-miss, 

environmentally-contingent accessory to authoritarianism, but is an expected expression 

of authoritarian aggression. 
 

The ñvarious peopleò who are the targets of authoritarian aggressiveness could be anyone, but 

unconventional people (including ñsocial deviantsò such as homosexuals) and people who are 

conventional targets of aggression (such as certain minority groups) are attacked more readily than 

others. Thus right-wing authoritarianism is expected to be correlated, in general, with ethnic and 
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racial prejudice, because such prejudice is a conventional outlet of aggressive impulses. The 

authoritarian believes that certain authorities approve of this prejudice, and he may believe that 

groups such as blacks threaten the established social order. Hence, the aggressiveness in prejudice 

can be authoritarian. But by no means is all prejudice thought to be linked to right-wing 

authoritarianism, much less be caused by it, as the Berkeley investigators theorized.
56

 

 

MacDonaldôs discussion of authoritarianism among White North Americans makes no 

mention of Altemeyerôs assessment of authoritarian aggression as one of its defining 

attitudinal clusters. Instead, he emphasizes the authoritariansô experience of having been 

raised in environments characterized by ñwarmth and affectionò and a sense of 

ñresponsibility and discipline,ò adaptively resulting in authoritarian individuals who are 

ñsocially integrated.ò In this view, no hint of authoritarian aggression lurks on the front 

porch, so there is no inherent likelihood of ethnocentrism turning up in the parlor. If 

MacDonaldôs milk-and-cookies notion of ñgentileò authoritarianism bears little 

resemblance to Altemeyerôs data or the theory he derives from it, it has the virtue of 

compatibility with MacDonaldôs own claims that ñgentile European Americansò such as 

himself enjoy, thanks to their Ice Age ancestry, a relatively high resistance to 

ethnocentrism. 

 

Similarly, MacDonaldôs appeal to Altemeyer in support of the supposed Jewish 

proclivity to self-deception, noted above, blurs the context in order to avoid 

acknowledging information that undermines his thesis. In the study MacDonald cites, 

ñReducing Prejudice in Right-Wing Authoritarians,ò Altemeyer puts the relationship 

between ethnocentrism and authoritarianism in the most unambiguous terms imaginable. 

ñYou do not have to be authoritarian to be prejudiced,ò he states, 
  

[b]ut authoritarians do tend to be bigots. Indeed, RWA scale scores among White North 

Americans have correlated with prejudice against so many different minorities (Black, Hispanics, 

Jews, aboriginal peoples, Sikhs, Japanese, Chinese, Pakistanis, Filipinos, Africans, Arabs, 

feminists, homosexuals, andðwhere I come fromðFrancophones) that one could say right-wing 

authoritarians are ñequal opportunity bigots.ò
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If, as MacDonald insists, authoritarians pick up prejudice simply because it is a ñsocial 

norm,ò Altemeyerôs findings prompt the conclusion that there must be a great deal more 

ethnocentrism floating about in the normal culture of White North Americans than 

MacDonaldôs notion of excessively tolerant, Ice-Age tempered individualism can 

accommodate. But to return to his ñevidenceò that Jewish ñhyper-collectivistsò will be 

ñrelatively proneò to self-deception: pursuing the argument that heightened proclivity to 

self-deception is a feature of collectivist (and certainly of ñhyper-collectivistò) cultures, 

MacDonald notes of those whom Altemeyer found to be relatively less willing to hear 

bad news about themselves only that they were ñpeople who are highly attracted to 

cohesive groups,ò that is, collectivists. Amazingly, he simply omits the features that make 

the subjects under discussion relevant to Altemeyerôs prejudice reduction project: they 

were ñWhite North Americansò and high-scoring Right Wing Authoritarians who 

consequently ñtend to be bigots.ò Nor was attraction to cohesive groups the only impetus 
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