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Preface

In the aftermath of the Atlantic slave trade and European colonization, white
Americans discriminated against persons of African descent as a matter of cultural
tradition. The various manifestations of such discrimination, based upon racial cat-
egory, are referred to as racism. In the aftermath of colonial domination and racism,
discrimination as a social pathology evolved into a tradition among the oppressed as
well as their oppressors. That is, racist traditions directed at people of color includ-
ing those of African descent were acted out by people of color themselves as a
consequence of pervasive, universal acts of racism and discrimination to which they
were subjected. Various manifestations, such as discrimination among people of
color, while not racist per se have been referred to as “colorism.” As a consequence
of discrimination, colorism practiced by people of color and other victim-group pop-
ulations evolved throughout history commensurate with white racism. Thus, while
less apparent in the twenty-first century, white racism prevails in the acts of dis-
crimination engaged by victim-group populations. Their years of racist subjugation
have fashioned a psychic response no less given to the pathological transgressions
of their oppressors. Subsequently, in this new era, people of color have resorted
to discrimination against other victim-group populations, which have been no less
inclined to discriminate as well. The common medium for both at a time when race
has become increasingly less relevant is skin color. Discrimination by skin color
among victim-group populations is referred to as victimism.

Victimism is an extension of white racism, acted out by victim groups including
people of color (African-American, Asian-American, Latino-American, and Native
American), biracial Americans, gay and lesbian Americans (and, to a lesser extent,
the transgender community), women, and immigrants. Much like colorism, vic-
timism is a manner of discrimination, based on skin color, without respect to the
demographic status of the perpetrator. It is historically rooted in the colonial tra-
ditions of white supremacy. In a society that has evolved to unprecedented racial,
ethnic, and cultural diversity victimism, while historically existent, is the newest
version of racism in the twenty-first century.

To undertake a treatise on racism in the twenty-first century is to wade into an
area fraught with hegemony and Eurocentric bias. In fact, victimism as a twenty-first
century version of racism has existed since the colonial antebellum and perhaps long
before. Unfortunately, academia and other societal institutions, which archive the
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social universe of human existence, have been the eminent domain of white intellec-
tuals. Their version of social reality could not accommodate or indeed acknowledge
any behavioral phenomenon beyond the mainstream white perspective. This inabil-
ity is Eurocentrism (meaning focusing on Europe and its culture, defined herein as a
Western worldview of the human, universal, and social environment), whereby any
previous discussion of victimism would have been tantamount to inviting visceral
accusations of blasphemy from the assumed objectivity of respected academics.
Succinctly put, as an extension of white supremacy, any intellectual product of
social scientific investigations must be validated by the mainstream academy or it
is doomed to be considered nonexistent. Thus, while victimism has imposed upon
victim-group populations in America, historically Eurocentrism has prevented its
introduction into the discourse of mainstream academe. Academe both past and
present thus remains an extension of the antebellum, not irrelevant to cultural
traditions associated with white supremacy. In the aftermath, social reality as it
pertains to discrimination amounts to little more than contrived conclusions of the
intellectual status quo. Those who elect to challenge the ideas of that status quo,
regardless of race or victim-group status, are then subjected to ridicule and destined
for academic obscurity. Thus, despite the fact that discrimination in the twenty-
first century is a multiracial, multiethnic, or otherwise multifaceted phenomenon,
the intellectual status quo remains committed to the black/white racial dichotomy
and its Eurocentric version of discrimination. Subsequently, it is my opinion that
acknowledgment of discrimination by victimism is the most challenging task for
the evolution of social science investigation. However, continued failure to acknowl-
edge discrimination among victim-group populations merely because it is beyond
the realities of a Eurocentric intelligentsia is likely to contribute to the digression of
scientific investigation as a whole. Such digression will enable the continuation of
a racial myth that all those who discriminate are white and that all those who suffer
are black.

Despite the Eurocentric myopia of an academic status quo, throughout the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, African-American and Latino-American
scholars investigated and documented skin color discrimination as it pertains to
victimism. While seldom acknowledged in text of the mainstream academy, such
discrimination held that, among people of color, there were discriminatory distinc-
tions based on skin color. Because of skin color litigation, such as Felix v. Marquez
and Morrow v. the IRS, blacks and Latinos engaged in lively and frequent dis-
cussions regarding the significance and implications of victimism. We spoke in
terms of a lighter-skinned upper class and a darker-skinned but expanding lower
class, similar to the more widely acknowledged white racism. Notwithstanding
litigation, this manifestation of discrimination in the current era remains beyond
the domain of mainstream academe. Social work scholars in particular, both black
and white, dedicated to racial diversity in human services have been negligent. By
way of Eurocentrism, women of color especially are suffering increased rates of
skin cancer, still births, and suicides relative to skin color discrimination; suffering
unnecessarily because victimism is irrelevant to quality of life among white women.
As a result, social work texts and journals, including those committed to women’s
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issues, have treated such victim-group pathologies as little more than social trivia
and/or nonexistent.

In 2008, America elected its first African-American president, Barack Obama.
President Obama received overwhelming support from the black community, but his
election would not have been possible without the support of conscientious white
Americans and other people of color. No less than a few decades prior, President
Obama would have been breaking the law by a mere attempt to register to vote.
His desire to become president of the United States would have been remote to the
extent of being beyond the realm of fantasy. The fact that today a black man is leader
of what remains the world’s foremost superpower is representative of a new era in
the investigation, analysis, and interpretation of a social reality that is no longer the
domain of a Eurocentric status quo.

Despite the election of a black president, discrimination in America is a potent
and formidable social pathology, both at present and in the foreseeable future.
However, the Eurocentric models of social science research are no longer, and per-
haps never were, relevant to legitimate scientific investigation. Just as America has
begun to cross racial boundaries by electing a black president, the intellectual status
quo of academe, both black and white, must free itself of racist cultural traditions
and submit to the supremacy of ideas over the supremacy of race. It has an invest-
ment in the purity of scientific research, such that eugenic conclusions motivated
by aftermath of colonization and the Atlantic slave trade should never again pose
as scientific fact. Thus, pertaining to the academy of social work and other human
service professions, theoretical priority and its account of social reality should not
be contingent upon the preferences of social work and other scholars, but should
consider what is the most urgent imposition upon the well-being of humanity—
without respect to Eurocentric ideals. Such a change will require recognition of
works for their scholarly worth rather than popularity or institutional affiliations.
This change will require that the status quo intelligentsia resort to the spirit of debate
and disciplined investigation in their incorporation and/or acknowledgment of ideas
pertaining to discrimination and other aspects of social reality. They must then move
beyond the trappings of a mainstream orientation in hopes of rescuing science from
the bigotries of Eurocentric hypocrisy. I intend to accommodate this change with
the introduction of skin color issues into the mainstream of modern social science
investigation. Doing so will bring forth newer, more applicable models of discrimi-
nation and social reality that extend to a variety of human existential circumstances.
The results will ultimately free academe from the tyranny of Eurocentric conjecture
and align the state of scientific investigation with the momentous election of a black
president in the United States.

East Lansing, Michigan Ronald E. Hall
23 April 2009
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Historically, variations in skin color enabled human racial categories, which conse-
quently facilitated victim-group discrimination [1]. Scholars differ as to the number
and implications of skin color for the various race categories, but included are
Negroid, Caucasoid, and Mongoloid, which represent every ethnic and national
variety of human. The first or “original” man, as far as archaeologists are able
to determine, was a member of the Negroid race [2]. Negroids are indigenous to
Africa and characterized by dark skin, course hair texture, and broad noses. In con-
trast to the Negroid, Caucasoids and Mongoloids are characterized by skin color
and features: They are lighter-skinned and broadly located throughout the world. In
Western terminology, Negroids and Mongoloids are referred to as “people of color,”
distinguishing them from Caucasoids, who lack skin color.

In the opinion of biologists and medical professionals, race is scientifically mean-
ingless [3]. By referencing various English dictionaries, this alone would define race
as a myth. Scientists motivated by an earnest drive for research contend that valid
facts are one form of knowledge and myths are another. Facts should be the results
of rigorous scientific methods, which seek truth without the imposition of ulterior
motives. Myths, on the other hand, have no methods to which the scientific inves-
tigator must adhere. The distinction between fact and myth is unnecessary, given
that myth is less valued for being factual as truth is not the objective. Although the
earnest investigator will note the ambiguities existent in so-called rigorous scien-
tific findings, the investigator will also acknowledge the human limits of scientific
objectivity conducted by well-intended human beings.

Indeed, not every scientist pursued the myth of race based on skin color with
disregard for scientific methods. Some were quite fervent in their attempts to estab-
lish truth. Unfortunately, such scientists were limited by their exposure to untruths
about racial constructs, which assured the eventuality of racist conclusions, despite
efforts to conduct research independent of such. Ultimately, for different reasons, the
efforts of “objective” scientists validated race as a true “fact,” attaching its signifi-
cance to the prestige of Western institutions. Hence, by the time Western civilization
had gained imperial powers, the euphemistic groupings of man were differentiated
as biological fact based on skin color and validated by the influences of Western sci-
ence. A Negroid was referred to as “black,” that is, African-American (dark skin);

1R.E. Hall, An Historical Analysis of Skin Color Discrimination in America,
DOI 10.1007/978-1-4419-5505-0_1, C© Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2010



2 An Historical Analysis of Skin Color Discrimination in America

the Caucasoid was referred to as “white,” that is, Euro-American (light skin); and
the Mongoloid as “yellow,” that is, Asian-American (light skin or dark skin). The
Latino-American designation was in fact a combination of mixed races, described
in skin color terms as “brown.” The various designations of color do not necessarily
pertain to the skin of each group literally, but instead served as metaphor extended
from race rhetoric. These variations in skin color have been dramatically played
out in the all too often colonial confrontation between dark- and light-skinned race
groups [4]. In the aftermath of such confrontation is the enablement of white racism
and victim-group discrimination for Western colonial purposes.

People of color as a victim group have not readily acknowledged their role in
the perpetuation of discrimination. The failure of victim-group populations in gen-
eral to comprehend their role in Western racism rests on the West’s dark/light skin
dichotomy. Prior to the denigration of dark skin, historical skin color differentiations
were first alluded to by ancient Greeks. The Greeks referenced dark skin, to which,
however, classical authors had not yet attached any basic significance. “Ethiopians
do not astonish Greeks because of their blackness and their different appearance,”
Agatharchides wrote [5]. It was apparent to him that such a fear is a childhood tab-
ula rasa or the mind at birth without preconceptions. Agatharchides’ statement was
not only an accurate assessment of the ancient Greek’s reaction to dark skin, but it
resonates today as an aspect of childhood known to psychologists. “Four-year olds,”
according to Gordon Allport, are in fact quite interested, curious, and appreciative of
differences in racial groups [5]. Furthermore, Alan Marsh, in considering the aware-
ness of racial differences in African children living in modern-day Britain, finds that
the critical age of racial curiosity seems to be around three to three and a half years
[5]. Thus, it would be perfectly normal for a Western child living in a predomi-
nantly Western environment to take notice of darker-skinned Africans. Simply put,
children may be aware of differences implied by skin color, but will not necessarily
attach judgments to them as was true of the ancient Greeks. This is especially true as
it pertains to the pattern of racial discrimination, unless they are exposed to socializ-
ing forces that emphasize overt racial identification and overt acts of racial hostility.
To illustrate the point, Marsh notes that “such socialization forces were absent. . .
overt race values, beyond those affective bonds formed in personal relationships,
were also absent in children” [5]. Thus, ancient Greek children lived similarly in
an environment where dark-skinned persons frequented, but where overt discrimi-
nation and racism toward them was not a fact of life. Once they attained adulthood,
Greek children had no reason to attach significance to differences in skin color or to
think those of African descent were in any way fundamentally different or inferior.

In the annals of Western civilization, documentation of the attitudes toward
dark skin suggests racism was lacking. Greek references, however, are informa-
tive, particularly when they are scrutinized within the context of beauty. By virtue
of historical record, it is possible to examine the early Greek norms for beauty and
their implications for dark-skinned people. The combined Platonic, Lucretian, and
Ovidian assumptions of the classical norm image suggest a distaste for extremes.
The main characters in classical Greek poetry seem to prefer their own skin color to
that of the extremely light-skinned Germans or the dark-skinned Africans [5]. The
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Greeks used themselves as the ideal in their expressions of aesthetic preference.
Little mention is made, however, that there were Europeans as well as Africans who
did not meet the Greek norm image. This omission allows for a negative emphasis
on dark skin that distorts the original view of Africans today.

In other sectors of early Western civilization, there were those who extolled the
beauty of dark skin and did not hesitate to do so publicly. Herodotus, the first known
among Westerners to express an opinion about the physical appearance of Africans,
describes them [Ethiopians] as the “most handsome of all men” [5]. Others, such
as Philodemus, put their feelings about dark skin into poetry. In reference to a cer-
tain Philænion (short, black, with hair more curled than parsley and skin tender than
down), Philodemus concludes as follows: “May I love such a Philænion, golden
Cypris, until I find another more perfect” [5]. Additionally, Asclepiades praises the
beauty of the dark-skinned Didyme: “Gazing at her beauty I melt like wax before
the fire. And if she is black, what difference to me? So are coals when we light
them, they shine like rose-buds” [5]. Theocritus contends that those who refer to his
Bombyca as sunburned should know that to him she is “honey-brown and charm-
ing and adds that violets and hyacinths dark but are the first flowers chosen for
nosegays” [5].

The otherwise benign implications of skin color evolved to imply psycho-
logical meaning. Among a majority of victim-group populations, irrespective of
Westernization, there then exist narcissistic ideals of physical beauty. In referring
to such ideals, Harry Hoetink [6] uses the concept of “somatic norm image,” which
he defines as “the complex of physical somatic characteristics accepted as ideal”
[5]. Hence, all groups consider themselves aesthetically superior to all others. As
an illustration of the concept, Philostratus remarked that Indians esteemed white
less than black because, he implied, black was the color of Indians [5]. Greek ora-
tor Dio Chrysostom’s [5] discourse on beauty put forth the question as to whether
there was not a foreign type of beauty just as there was a Hellenic type. Finally,
Sextus Empiricus [5] noted that men differed in definitions of beauty, contending
that Africans preferred the blackest and most flat-nosed; Persians, the whitest and
most hooked-nose. Thus, as it pertains to the eventuality of victim-group discrimi-
nation, a Western somatic norm implies the belief that superiority is physiologically
based in the Western racial and skin-color categories. Any deviations from a cat-
egory are presumed to be inferior, enabling various social and political objectives
to be acted out by victimism. Accordingly, the following are implications of vic-
timism for victim-group populations: (a) somatic ideals including skin color are
continually rooted in Western Eurocentric ideals, although it is seldom articulated
in polite circles; (b) by virtue of colonization and white supremacy, such norms are
inculcated by people of color among victim groups as their native ideal; and (c) the
effort of victim groups to aspire ideally then necessitated their manifestation of the
supremacist ideal, despite implications for victim-group self-preservation.

By idealizing the supremacist notions of light skin, the denigration of dark skin,
being a vehicle of racism, is a psychological by-product of projection, first men-
tioned by Sigmund Freud in his utilization of psychoanalysis. The objective of
projection is the changing of the psychological situation by the subject to suit the
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subject. Projection is a critical component of the Western supremacist repertoire.
It is used daily by Americans in reference to certain ideas and behaviors. If a
particular behavior appears to be projection to an outsider, in retrospect it could
never be recognized by the subject, who would perceive a completely different phe-
nomenon. Thus, long before benign ancient Greek contacts with Africans, there
existed the potential to project onto dark skin by assigning derogatory meanings to
the term “black.” Among the more notable are “Deeply stained with dirt; soiled,
dirty, foul. . .. Having dark or deadly purposes, malignant; pertaining to or involving
death, deadly; baneful, disastrous, sinister. . .. Foul, iniquitous, atrocious, horrible,
wicked. . . indicating disgrace, censure, liability to punishment” [7]. Any form or
human feeling associated with blackness suggested something bad or evil. Even
today, that association connotes little difference between badness and its alliance
with blackness.

The symbolism of blackness has played a critical role in determining racist per-
ceptions of dark-skinned people, according to a considerable segment of the Western
population [7]. In the mind of the most typical Western citizen, the color black sym-
bolizes lust, sin, evil, dirt, feces, death, and so forth. When they first encountered
Africans via the Atlantic slave trade, Europeans projected these derogatory con-
notations onto Africans, correlated to some extent with the intensity of dark skin.
Yet in other Western societies including ancient Greece, blackness might find favor.
Similarly, modern scholars will note, for example, the positive regard for blackness
in Western music. But the positive regard for black musicians hardly rescues black-
ness as a vehicle in the denigration of dark skin, which merely suggests an attitude
less intense than either the “dominative” or the “aversive” positions identified by
Joel Kovel [4].

Some of the common terms for dark skin, which on the surface appear harm-
less but are associated with its denigration, are sable, dusky, and ebony. Few, if any,
scholars would suggest that any such terms connote evil, feces, or death. But it is
only on the surface that such terms avoid negative connotations. If it is suggested
that these terms dismiss assumptions of negativity by their relative sterility—what
psychologists refer to as a reaction formation against an underlying disgust—then,
in fact, the argument for Western disgust relative to dark skin is made. Negative
regard for blackness makes the point while positive regard proves the point, too,
since positive regard in the West is clearly motivated by repressed feelings of
negativity.

Yet white is not necessarily positive. White, too, can symbolize death or evil in
Western psychology just as easily as can black, for example in sickness or as in
Death’s horse being traditionally pale [8]. In brief, Western culture has customarily
accepted a “black” positive and negative as well as a “white” one. The symbolic
meaning of black versus white has thus never been simply equivalent to bad versus
good. However, psychologically, blackness enables projection without limitation,
as when children or adults imagine things in the dark. This would suggest that
blackness might be more potent than whiteness (light skin) could ever be. If true,
the Western psyche would have been much more amenable by domination to the
denigration of dark-skinned peoples despite the fact that people of color had been
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rendered less threatening having been conquered and colonized by those who were
light-skinned. What is more, the act of projection will occur if and only if the pro-
jector has developed some need to engage it. Europeans arguably projected onto
Africans to justify the slave trade. Typical victim groups have no such history with
dark-skinned people. The question must then be answered as to why they need to
have an obsession with the denigration of dark-skinned people, if not motivated by
submission to colonial domination and Western imperialism. Subsequent to univer-
sal tolerance, the enslavement of dark-skinned people gained wide acceptance that
culminated in America’s antebellum Civil War South.

While skin color was all but benign during the ancient Greek era, today’s per-
sons of European descent are distinguished among the world’s population by a lack
of skin color. According to Frances Cress Welsing [9] and Michael Bradley [10],
in a world populated by people of color, this lack of skin color had a psycholog-
ical impact that facilitated Europe’s colonial aggression. That aggression enabled
Europeans to dominate the world, militarily, economically, and ultimately psycho-
logically. As people lacking color, persons of European descent were motivated to
conquer, extended from a feeling of color inadequacy. Thus, the threat of dark-
skinned people existed only in the Western mind, attributed to peoples having the
most color—Africans or African-Americans. In an effort to calm psychological
threats and justify the Atlantic slave trade, it was then necessary for the West to
project onto dark-skinned African peoples that which it could not reconcile morally.
This would buffer their psyche from a history of atrocities requiring the world-
wide export and institutionalization of white supremacy, to which victim groups
eventually submitted as psychological progeny.

Psychological progeny, as acted out by victim-group populations, implies the
ability of one group to impose its ideals upon another absent consideration for the
latter’s reaction [11]. Regardless of particular methods used, dominant groups may
then idealize the social universe. Furthermore, aside from the more obvious aggres-
sive tactics, true dominance may derive from influential behavior and relative status.
In the West, dominant-group Euro-Americans are then in a position to psycholog-
ically incorporate people of color and other victim-group populations, who have
been stigmatized as alien, to their somatic norm [12]. Euro-Americans as individ-
uals may incorporate victim-group populations without making conscious or overt
decisions to do so. The willingness of these populations to acquiesce is sustained
by Western imperialism. Regarding the dynamics of the scenario, research suggests
dominant-group Euro-Americans acquire power directly by emphasizing compe-
tence and action. Dominated victim groups acquire power by virtue of identification
with and/or submission to dominant-group ideals, for example, the marriage of con-
servative Republican Senator Phil Gramm to Asian-American Wendy Lee Gramm
[13]. Given the status differential between these dark- and light-skinned spouses,
resulting interactions between group members are thus tantamount to the acceptance
of victim-group discrimination.

The current status of the West as a global superpower and its psychologi-
cal impact upon non-Europeans have resulted in a willingness of victim groups
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to discriminate by skin color. For those who might otherwise be regarded as
victims of racism, unlike the ancients, their domination by the forces of Western
imperialism has made them no less amenable to the denigration of dark-skinned
(African-descended) peoples. Being the psychological progeny of Western imperi-
alism, Eurocentric language, bloodlines, and ideals became symbols of status among
victim-group populations. Furthermore, the ability of the West to affect a racial
skin color hierarchy was no less ingenious than traditional colonization in having
an impact upon the victim-group psyche. A system of stratification that eventually
overlapped with skin color and/or race can be summarized as follows: The West
found a way to maintain power over victim groups psychologically via racial crite-
ria. Relative to racial criteria, many people of color did not arrive in the West being
racist, but maintained by culture a strict sense of superiority and a tendency to rank
the world’s various peoples accordingly. Once exposed to Western racism, where
African-Americans were the objects of racist projections, people of color and other
victim groups submitted to discrimination against Blacks rather than risk becoming
objects of racist projection themselves, thus reinforcing racist notions of hierarchy
and white superiority convinced that this would enable their own assimilation into
the American mainstream. The penchant for hierarchy became a marital strategy,
with Wendy Gramm as an ideal, and which spawned an international business in
mail-order brides. In other words, the indigenous mores of non-European people
had given way to the racist influences of Western domination. That is not to say
that racism per se is typical of people of color, but their psyche in particular has not
withstood the assault of Western imperial forces.

Psychological-progeny discrimination among victim-group populations is no
longer a question of its existence, but rather of its function in sustaining “white”
supremacy via worldwide domination. While people of color, including African-
Americans, are not racist in the traditional sense, they are facilitative in their racist
denigration of dark-skinned people. A focus upon the dynamics of skin color will
enable social scientists to broaden the concept of racism that will eventually free
all people from discrimination and psychological domination. That is not to sug-
gest all peoples are the progeny of Western imperialism or that all Euro-Americans
are unified in maintaining world domination. However, among those of various skin
colors, who make earnest attempts to eliminate racism, their numbers are far too
few. They struggle daily against racist agendas because the success of their efforts
would result in a dramatic shift in worldwide wealth and power. Immediate eradica-
tion of racism would liberate oppressed and vulnerable populations at the expense
of Western imperials, which Peggy McIntosh [14] refers to as “white privilege.”

In order to comprehend the historical extent of victim-group discrimination in
America, it is necessary to understand that the dynamic of every major institution
operates on the basis that some degree of discrimination is acceptable; if not rhetor-
ically acceptable, it is at least expected and considered unavoidable. For example,
the educational system uncritically accepts that victim-race students should have
a markedly lower score on standardized tests. The norms of an institution are, in
effect, its standards for achievement; they are the expectations that tell an individual
what is required. When one starts challenging norms or aspiring beyond a desig-
nated role, one is punished or denied opportunity by the power structure. Such is
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the case for many of the South’s best and brightest African-American minds—like
Martin Luther King Jr.—who must relocate to Northern institutions to realize their
educational potential.

Volumes of literature have been written pertaining to discrimination against vic-
tims by race, skin color, and other criteria to explain the circumstances of their
oppression. Beginning in the early 1800s, theories prevailed that labeled various fac-
tions of mankind as inferior. In this more modern era, the inferiority theory has been
sanitized to suggest that they are inferior due to their economic and social conditions
or because they do not have the intellectual capacity to compete in an advanced tech-
nological society [15]. Thus, in the minds of many Americans, whether the reason is
biological or intellectual, discrimination facilitates accusations of racial inferiority
as a fact of life.

During the 1960s, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan wrote about the pathol-
ogy of dark-skinned African-Americans and suggested special programs to better
their situation [16]. For decades, the US government funded special programs to
assist African-Americans, which conservatives denounced as wasteful spending.
Today, they rationalize the pseudoscience of Richard Herrnstein—who contends
that African-Americans are intellectually inferior—and others as evidence of the
waste [17]. The common assumption has been if African-Americans fail to gain
admittance into college, obtain gainful employment, or locate housing, then it
must be the result of some personal inadequacy enhanced by liberal policies.
Occasionally, when presented with an overwhelming amount of evidence in excep-
tional cases, conservatives will concede that a racist landlord or a bigoted employer
is at fault. However, few will admit there are less comprehensible societal ills built
into the very fiber of this nation, given the more overt acts of discrimination recorded
in both distant and recent history [7].

Victim-race groups including people of color have been the focus of Western
oppression directed by white racists. This is true whether they are indigenous or
they immigrate or become US citizens. In 1881, the Supreme Court declared Native
Americans to be “alien.” Shortly thereafter, both Asian and Mexican Americans
were discriminated against by American institutions to varying degrees: The Asian
Exclusion Act of 1889 denied Asian immigrants the right to enter the country; the
assignment of Japanese citizens to relocation centers during WWII was unprece-
dented. Mexican Americans were denied the right to attend so-called public schools
during the 1880s because the schools served predominantly white students. These
four examples illustrate the involvement of government and educational institutions
in the perpetration of discrimination under which victims have internalized as a
norm. Thus, for members of victim groups, their American experience has taken
the form of overt and covert discriminatory acts, no less significant psychologically.
Despite the fact that victim groups have experienced suffering under such oppres-
sion, often of their own efforts, they appear no less given to practices that may
ultimately impair their future and quality of life.

Given the existence of discrimination at every level of American society, what
prevails is then no longer an accusation associated with the Euro-American main-
stream. Discrimination by various acts has become so socially diffused that it is
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now an essential element of the mediating process, through which many of the basic
rewards for the entirety of society are granted. In other words, the mechanisms for
oppressing victims of discrimination have become so complex and intricate that it is
practically impossible to reverse the process. The crux of discrimination necessarily
extends from a black/white dichotomy that is arguably no longer as relevant in a
multiracial society.

What is attempted herein, in the first study of its kind, will be an analysis of
the latter, acknowledging the discriminatory role played by those who are normally
designated as victims [7]. While it is no doubt a political risk to cite victims or to
stray from the mainstream perpetrator model, avoidance to do so in an emerging
multiracial world would be tantamount to self-defeat.

Regardless of politics, discrimination in America has arguably prevailed as one
of its most devastating and tenacious social ills. Extensive literature and research
have added little to facilitate discrimination’s demise. Contributing to ignorance is
the fact that for decades, discrimination has been portrayed as a Euro-American phe-
nomenon, a psychosocial behavioral event directed at people of color—particularly
darker-skinned African-Americans [18]. There should be no doubt about the accu-
racy of this assumption. Notwithstanding, to characterize discrimination in such
a narrow context does a disservice to the scientific method. It enables the other-
wise absurd rhetoric of hierarchy to play only within a single race group and, in
fact, provides a conduit for the continued social, economic, and political domina-
tion of victims. However deserving of sympathy it is, analyzing the role of victims
when examining discrimination is an issue that must be acknowledged. For victim-
race groups—relative to Euro-Americans—race then acknowledges their status as
minorities. Their skin color is their most potent and salient feature because it con-
trasts with that of the American mainstream. Because it is relative, skin color allows
for the manifestation of discrimination—both between and among each group. Dark
skin may affect every phase of life, including mate selection, general stereotyping,
and treatment by the judicial system. Dark skin is a “master status,” which dif-
ferentiates victim-group people of color as an inferior element of the population.
So potent is this master status that it has recently served as grounds for discrim-
ination litigation between persons of light and dark skin color who belong to the
same racial or ethnic group [19]. Resorting to legal tactics is an indication that,
for some, discrimination has been particularly painful, given the psychologically
conflicting implications of dark skin. That is, people of color have idealized much
of American discrimination, but unlike members of Euro-American ethnic groups,
they have been prohibited from full assimilation into society. Their willingness to
idealize discriminatory norms regardless reflects a desire not to devalue themselves
but to improve their quality of life and live the American Dream. In so doing, victims
of discrimination harbor disdain for dark-skinned people and other victim groups
because such disdain is an aspect of the American status quo [20]. They recognize
that dark skin is regarded as an obstacle by various institutions that might otherwise
afford them the opportunities necessary to succeed. For victims who aspire to suc-
cess, oblivious to this, failure is frequently the end result. Furthermore, since quality
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of life has demonstrably correlated closely with mainstream norms, discrimination
has emerged as a critical factor in one’s ability to enhance opportunity [20].

While the dual role of victim and perpetrator as played by the oppressed is
noteworthy, their participation as victims up to the current point in time seems
more urgent. Individual- and group-level discrimination establishes and sanctions
discrimination ubiquitously. The involvement of the government in housing is an
obvious illustration of how it can happen. By sanctioning unequal treatment, the
housing institution sanctioned inequality in status between those who are victims
of discrimination by various levels of status. For example, when the US govern-
ment decided to grant FHA loans to residents of nonintegrated areas only and to
finance the movement of Euro-Americans to the suburbs instead of rebuilding the
inner cities, discrimination was actually perpetuated by way of unequal goals, objec-
tives, and priorities for people of color. By making it impossible for darker-skinned
people to move from the city and to have access to more and better jobs, the gov-
ernment also assisted in the discriminatory effort to reduce people of color in status.
It further suggested policies to keep out “inharmonious racial groups” [21]. As a
result, American suburbs today border the inner cities that are dominated by people
of color. As more people crowd into these overpopulated areas, conditions reach
the crisis stage. Furthermore, while living in substandard and overcrowded hous-
ing, other economic and social inconveniences exist, which are less obvious, having
implications for victim-group discrimination.

As folk who value knowledge, social scientists have agonized over the manner
in which the victims of discrimination accommodate nationwide discrimination. On
more than one occasion, they have encountered members of victim groups, who are
then trained to challenge the keenest aspects of discrimination with hardly any con-
sideration given to the social and cultural gaps perpetuated by the discriminatory
acts attributed to their own people. In fact, most social activists have gone through
their entire activist experience with not a word mentioned about it. It should there-
fore come as no surprise that victims of discrimination have not understood the role
of their own discrimination in the demise of oppressed victim-group populations.
For many reasons, the topic in practically every sector of society has remained an
unspeakable taboo. Most would agree that this is dangerous. It serves the tenets
of discrimination and the mainstream status quo. In the aftermath, people of color
and all other victims of discrimination define their worth in association with the
discrimination of the mainstream population. Rather than belittle the discrimina-
tion engaged by victim-group populations as trivial compared to that of whites,
science will be best served by its deliberate and methodical investigation of social
phenomena, independent of potential political outcomes.
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Chapter 2
Colonization as the Origin of Western
Discrimination

Modern-day discrimination, acted out by victim groups in America, is an extension
of Europe’s historical colonial era. The act of European colonization is defined as the
peopling of foreign territory—usually Third World—previously settled by a native
population, with emigration from the mother country [1]. Since the existence of the
Western Roman Empire, European colonial powers including Spain, England, and
Portugal have dealt with their Third World subjects (people of color) in one of three
ways: eradication, exclusion, or assimilation [1]. Ironically, it is the assimilation
experience of people of color and other victim populations that has psychologically
inspired their tendency to discrimination in the aftermath of colonization.

Western (European) colonization and dominant US influences at various loca-
tions around the world have long since ended. Unfortunately, the subjugation
suffered by victim-group populations during colonization has not been resolved.
Most of the previously colonized nations are now proud, independent sovereignties,
but the psychological effects of their colonization remain. The Western obsession,
including that of America, with skin color is ever visited upon the victim psyche. It
is evident among victim populations as psychological colonization, in which the vic-
tims of the colonial era act out various forms of discrimination against other equally
subjugated or victimized populations themselves. One manifestation of victim-
group discrimination is the apparent preference for colonial mates as a spousal ideal.
While spousal preference may be less brutal than traditional overt colonization, psy-
chologically it is identical to discrimination in the way that it demeans victim-group
populations.

Indicative of the colonial psyche, dominant-group Europeans—being light-
skinned—are easily differentiated from dark-skinned populations, hence the con-
venience of their denigration. This response facilitates the subjugation and control
of dark-skinned men, who pose the greatest threat to overcome the subjugated
status of victim groups, thus the focus of the need for their colonial control
[2]. That control has resulted in their being ultimately denigrated and discrimi-
nated against in Western courts, prisons, education, and all other quality-of-life
institutions [3]. In the genetic makeup of dark-skinned men is a strong, color-
producing material—melanin. Melanin is biologically dominant and something the
light-skinned, Western male cannot manufacture at the cellular level. At the
same time, Western males value melanin for its association with power and
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masculinity; they also despise melanin for their inability to produce it. The Western
colonial fear—particularly among males—is that should the producers of this mate-
rial not be subjugated and subjected to colonial control, status may be lost and they
may have a limited future in offspring [4].

Among Western women, the colonial implications of dark skin are manifested
differently, but for the same basic reasons. Their personal disposition is a textbook
lesson in colonial psychological domination. At one end of the spectrum is the light-
skinned, sexless virgin who is so preoccupied with the cultural dictates of chastity
that her sexual needs are limited by dysfunctions. At the other end is the fallen vamp
whose reputation for having given in to what makes her a woman is forever banished
from the fold of being a respectable lady. In an effort to endure her pain, the vamp
may delve totally into the world of dark-skinned men. She can know no mediation
between the Western mainstream and the dark-skinned community, which is a func-
tion of the colonial stigma applied to interracial marriage, especially between black
men and white women [5].

Western colonial implications of dark skin are germane to the colonial status
hierarchy among victim-group Americans. Harry Kitano implied that colonization
is an extension of human cultural stratification and is based upon a system that con-
sists of a dominant light-skinned Western and dominated dark-skinned non-Western
populous [6]. It is the contention of Max Weber that societies are divided between
those who rule and those who are ruled and that dominant groups tend to draw
lines around themselves in order to control the quality and consistency of interac-
tion between the subjects of their denigration and themselves [7]. They exhibit a
tendency toward closed systems and the ordering of people into hierarchies based
on proximity to dominant-group prerequisites more often than not on the basis of the
most obvious skin color. Victim-group populations, because of their skin color, were
generally placed near the bottom of the Western colonial hierarchy [8]. As immi-
grants migrating from non-English speaking countries, most could not speak the
language very well; they were less familiar with American culture and sometimes
lacked the necessary resources to succeed. Furthermore, many had not the educa-
tion and/or competitive skills required for rapid mobility; unlike those of European
descent, their dark skin was alien to the American mainstream. The permanent
subjugation of these groups was a psychological vehicle to the internalization of
discrimination norms relevant to assimilation and ultimately to the preferred quality
of life.

Peculiar to the modern era is the manifestation of discrimination by and among
victim-group populations exposed to centuries of white colonial domination. Unlike
that of Europeans, the victim version of discrimination is more often psycholog-
ical in nature. To understand the impact of victim-group discrimination requires
an examination of both European and the equally dominant American influences.
Both factors played a role in the creation of a discriminatory hierarchy that vic-
tim populations initially found objectionable but later practiced as an extension
of preferred Western norms. Thus, according to Anthony Powell, it should not
come as a shock that an unusually large number of African-American soldiers,
in objection to colonial dynamics, deserted the armed forces while serving in the
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Philippines; many then joined the Filipino struggle for independence [9]. Despite
such noble efforts, the result is a hierarchy ever so subtle, but nonetheless existent
among colonized victim groups at home and abroad. In every country colonized
and/or dominated by Western forces, a similar hierarchy exists under similar cir-
cumstances, including Cuba, Brazil, Panama, Jamaica, Japan, and Puerto Rico.
In fact, Cuba is regarded by some such as Carlos Moore—a dark-skinned native of
Cuba—as the most discriminating society in the Hispanic Caribbean. The physical,
social, and cultural mores that the European Spaniards exported were thus shaped
and modified to effectively sustain aboriginal populations under a system of psy-
chological colonization. The beneficiary of course was Spain. The success of this
system in the Philippines was largely dependent upon the experience of the first gen-
eration of locals to be colonized [2]. Although their lives and those of later Filipinos
were directly impacted, mixed-race Filipinos in particular, in association with dark-
skinned and light-skinned Filipinos, would continue manifestations of colonization,
reflected in their Western migration and human social interaction patterns.

The ability of victim populations to act out discrimination during social interac-
tion depends principally upon somatic visibility, attested to by Hoetink’s somatic
norm image and the assumed superiority of Western colonials. However, the mere
belief in superiority is not enough to sustain the phenomenon. Mechanisms that were
less likely to exist among ancients must be constructed to stigmatize and reinforce
differentiation. Included are (a) the use of stereotypes, which leads to avoidance;
(b) the use of legal barriers and norms, which leads to a competitive disadvan-
tage; and (c) isolation of the previously colonized group [5]. How colonials are
treated by their colonizer is a function of any perceived threats, unpopularity, and
the enforcement power of the colonizing entity. Frequently, the eruption of a crisis
rationalizes extreme actions that may even include extermination. In the aftermath,
exiles, refugees, and various acts of cultural genocide prevail. The more exces-
sive actions tend to occur when prejudice, discrimination, and segregation have
exacted their toll to the extent of becoming idealized norms. As a consequence
of these idealized norms, victim-group populations who settle in Western coun-
tries may idealize colonial somatic ideals without conscious recognition of their
existence. The act may indeed conflict with the sensitivities of their moral convic-
tions because race-based social interactions are difficult to psychologically justify.
Whereas Europeans may be differentiated by socially selected cultural traits, in the
West, victim populations—including people of color—are distinguished by socially
selected physical traits, for example, dark skin [10]. Designation by cultural group
traits would have little or no meaning absent colonization. Hence, in Western coun-
tries including the United States, the classification of people of color as alien is
dependent on the perceptions and definitions held by members of the mainstream
population in cooperation with their racial subjects. Whereas some Europeans, such
as Italians, did not initially fit the Western ideal, they were not differentiated as per-
manently alien via the skin color norm. They do not regard themselves as subjugated
nor are they so regarded by the dominant-group mainstream [10].

Among the largest number of victim-group populations in the United States
resulting from colonial domination, dark skin is germane to their somatic makeup.
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It presupposes interpretation in the West as a peculiar phenomenon extended
across both historical era and geographical location. In the West, no other somatic
trait so essentially defines non-Western, victim-group identity as does dark skin.
Conversely, the role of a self-defined identity is compulsory to the emotional
and psychological health of a people confronted by the challenges of historical
colonization. However, as with classic literature, Charles Cooley likens much of
psychological well-being stemming from identity to the “Looking Glass Self” [11].
The Looking Glass Self is a metaphor that characterizes identity as a reflection of
the self in public perception. From that perception, the core of identity is fashioned.
A similar analysis has been proposed by G. H. Mead, who contends that identity
is a product of social interaction [12]. The process is complete once the host has
moved from the “I” to the “me” perception of self. Complimenting the work of
Mead, Wade Nobles and W. Cross extend the concepts of “I” and “me” to group
memberships [13,14]. According to Nobles, group membership bestows a “weness”
to the identity development process. Finally, Erik Erikson contends that identity is
not static [15]. Vis-à-vis physiological characteristics, it evolves out of a complex of
decision-making experiences. Exemplifying the traditional, Erikson later wrote that
final identity is fixed “at the end of adolescence” [15]. Identity pathology as evo-
lution of colonial experience is well demonstrated in an analysis of victim groups
who discriminate. Their discrimination is an attempt to realize a “weness” by which
they are psychologically merged with the dominant, mainstream population even at
the risk of their own psychological well-being.

Given the critical dynamics of identity, once members of colonial victim-group
populations migrate to Western countries, they engage in a process of self-denial
relevant to skin color. As a result, they may develop their identities around a racist
self-concept as reflected in the bleaching of hair, alteration of eye folds, and other
cosmetic modifications. An intense self-hatred then produces feelings of inferior-
ity, making for a paternalistic attitude toward the Western mainstream. They mimic
behaviors assumed to be necessary as a means of escape from the victim-group pop-
ulation, which ultimately is beyond the realm of possibility. Their efforts are evident
in documented research that confirms their ascribing “badness” to dark colors and
“goodness” to light, seeing dark objects as smaller than they actually are and seeing
light objects as larger, plus other powerful positive/negative color evaluations. Thus,
people of color as colonized victim-group populations, having relative darker skin,
act out self-hate in a variety of discriminatory life choices. When opportunities are
consistently made available on the basis of skin color, those who have darker skin
experience despair, regardless of race. For some victims of discrimination, such dis-
crimination against others serves a critical psychological function attributed to the
historical influences of dominant-group oppression.

Consequent to Western ideals, people of color as a subjugated victim population
with some exception intermarry and bear biracial offspring specifically for pur-
poses of escaping a despised self. Biracial offspring as a separate entity comprise a
group with which most Americans may have had little or no experience because,
until recently, they did not identify themselves as a separate population entity.
Although the literature acknowledges the existence of a biracial population, there
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has been minimal discussion of the significant differences and similarities indicative
of mixed-race Americans and how these differences and similarities might impact
the identity of victim populations and their potential for discrimination. Instead,
discussions regarding psychologically colonized, biracial Americans tend to incor-
porate them into separate or mainstream groups on the basis of skin color and other
racial criteria. In the aftermath, social scientists might ask as follows: How are bira-
cial people of color diverse and in what ways are they similar? Second, what are
the implications for culturally and racially diverse populations to be perceived as
members of an alien group based upon skin color and other racial attributes?

In the backdrop of these queries, colonized people of color as a victim-group
population pose formidable challenges to social scientists. The size of this group is
increasing rapidly, and indicators such as dating and marital patterns in the west-
ern area of the United States suggest the need for more comprehensive study of
those located particularly in the United States. In California, the state government
in the 2000 census has made available a group category separate from traditional
race to accommodate mixed-race populations [16]. Hitherto, the Federal Census
Bureau has yet collected data summarizing this population. Consequent to criti-
cisms from an increasingly vocal biracial population, federal agencies have begun
to modify standards for collecting race and ethnic data. However, such information
remains unavailable for public consumption. Fortunately, a few states—including
California—having a significant biracial population have acted with deliberate
speed to acknowledge its racial diversity.

In California, a Eurasian Filipino—that is, biracial—is defined as one descended
from more than one racial category [16]. The fact that interaction among peo-
ple of color is more likely between colonial elements and people of color than
between people of color suggests biracial is more often than not colonial in nature.
However, because maternal/paternal race data are organized by mono-racial criteria,
it is impossible to report the racial status of parents. Thus, the number of Eurasian
births reported in the same data may be biased downward. Conversely, since the
racial status of children in the California data are derived rather than self-identified,
there may be an overestimated number of Eurasian births. Thus, in the aftermath of
historical colonization, California today has one of the United States’ most diverse
populations in the country. While legal barriers to intermarriage were abandoned
relatively early compared to other states, this has otherwise enabled little more than
a moderate increase in Eurasian births within a 15-year period. However, taken as
a percentage of state data as a whole, biracial births—including Eurasian births—
rose from just under 12% in 1982 to just over 14% in 1997. In real numbers, this
increase accounts for about 50,000 births in 1982 and about 70,000 in 1997 [16].
The most dramatic aspect of such births is the fact that differential rates involve
Eurocentric women to men of color. More often than not, couplings consist of white
men married to Asian women of color, as colonial dictates would prescribe.

Despite modest rates of increase, the number of Eurasian births in California
is significant and substantial. In fact, biracial births exceeded Asian mono-racial
births for the state of California in 1997 [16]. The increasing size of this popula-
tion provides a context for understanding the concerns raised by Eurasian groups



16 An Historical Analysis of Skin Color Discrimination in America

regarding identity. Further concerns pertain to the implications of psychological
colonization relative to biracial births and the potential for victim-group discrim-
ination. As such, when asked to identify themselves by traditional race categories,
Eurasians are more often resentful or confused. Those who resent are more inclined
to discriminate against victim populations if they are not educated about the rele-
vant dynamics. All too frequently, racial criteria have been utilized to categorize
the more resentful as Caucasian, being those who may subsequently experience
what George Meade and others would regard as serious identity conflict [17]. As
a result, it is necessary to consult with individual Eurasians regarding their iden-
tity and how they define it. Questions must be sensitive to the possibility that such
persons may have experienced a dramatic change in social status attributable to a
system of race-based identification. That is, culturally they may be more rooted in
the Euro-American community, but skin tone would cause them to be considered
a person of color. Successive change can impact their psychological well-being,
self-esteem, interactions with others, and assimilation prospects, which encourage
victim-group discrimination as a norm into adult life.

In the historical aftermath of colonization, victim groups including biracial
Americans encounter today a much more industrialized Western culture. Some who
manage entry into the upper classes are familiar with Western discriminatory norms.
Enabled by education and less threatening circumstances, post-World War victim
groups—especially if they are light-skinned—are spared the violence and overt hos-
tility endured by previous generations. However, their unique features and out-group
status have remained alien to the Western gene pool and mark them as permanently
ineligible for all but marginal acceptance into society absent some alliance with
the colonial mainstream [18]. The alternative experience, by the biracial in particu-
lar, is assumed to facilitate quality of life should they conform to the influences of
psychological colonization.

Psychological colonization of victim groups facilitates modern-day victim-group
discrimination because it implies the ability of postcolonial groups to impose their
ideals without resorting to overt strategies or violence [18]. Regardless of the par-
ticular methods used, postcolonial groups may then construct a social universe
extended from self-prescriptions, which—in the case of biracial Americans—is
not always perceived as pathological. Furthermore, aside from the more obvious
aggressive tactics, psychological colonization may also derive from assimilation
and an inspiration to reach the desired quality of life. In the West, dominant-group
Europeans have not been inclined to negotiate more civil norms to accommodate
their color opposites [18]. Individual Euro-Americans, who labor under the influ-
ences of colonization as well, cannot bring themselves to confront the fact of
their oppression. They respond instead as if such oppression is a remote abstrac-
tion and, while it exists, is rare and not attributable to them personally. The
willingness of their subjects to discriminate against their own is rooted in their
forefathers having been colonized, first overtly and then covertly. Colonized victim
groups who perceive reaching a self-appreciation by alien norms are psycholog-
ically reinforced, thus necessitating discrimination under all too often amenable
circumstances [19].
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Among victim-group populations who discriminate, psychological coloniza-
tion is enabled by Eurocentrism, a postcolonial paradigm that has impacted the
thinking of international scholars regarding various subject matters [20]. This oth-
erwise obvious assumption is not subject to dispute in the least. Academia and
other colonial-influenced intellectual institutions are no doubt a recapitulation of
a colonial world order, which has been dominated by a Western geopolitical entity
since Europe’s colonial imperialism. What is more, as part of a geopolitical entity,
“knowledge” pertaining to what is and is not discrimination extends largely from
Europe [21]. Thus, until 1945, social science was centralized in the West, including
France, Great Britain, Germany, Italy, and the United States. Furthermore, despite
the emergence of non-European or victim populations, the generation of knowledge
remains given to the ideas and ideals of a limited perspective [22]. As a result, non-
European populations and accounts of discrimination are portrayed in European
colonial contexts that are all but irrelevant to victim-group existence. Thus, as a
matter of logic, victim-group discrimination has been trivialized regarding race.
This trivialization has distorted the perception of by whom and how discrimina-
tion is enacted. In order to accommodate an increasingly diverse era, the generation
of “knowledge” must bend to facilitate emerging trends in population shifts. The
inability to do so will encourage accusations of elitism from the very groups it pro-
poses to serve [23]. The unforeseen implication of this elitism is that “knowledge”
will convert to something colonial in both shape and substance and will then lend
itself increasingly to the auspices and/or influences of myopic Eurocentric stan-
dards [24]. In an effort to succeed, the potential of humanity will accordingly fall
prey to the pressures of colonial forces. Re-thinking the dynamics of discrimination
extending to victim-group populations is a beginning effort to rescue “knowledge”
by validating challenges to the current status quo.

Eurocentrists who determine the implications of discrimination have facilitated
the canonization of racial discrimination without engaging conclusive debate or
empirical analysis of various other forms. A loosely organized conspiracy would be
polemic and would demean scientific methods. Their hegemony is neither justifiable
nor ethical, but is a pseudoscientific colonial collaboration designed to standardize
the existential reality of human life. In the aftermath, the significance of victim-
group discrimination would be all but dismissed from what is existentially real. The
inability to conform to the Eurocentric perception of discrimination is a casualty
of the hegemony that has standardized colonial norms to date. Such an inductive
method undermines democracy and discourages the intellectual rigor, which could
provide new solutions to world problems. In a postcolonial era vastly more diverse
than in the past, uncontested consequences will court disaster.

Eurocentric scholars have advocated recently for diversity and the uplifting of
oppressed populations [25]. However, their advocacy has not been consistent in con-
ceding the role of victim group status in the analysis of pathological social norms.
In rhetoric, they concede the significance of victim groups, but are for the most part
ill equipped to fully grasp its dynamics. This shortcoming is devastating because
it is the hegemonic, Eurocentric, colonial element that drives the manufacture of
“knowledge.” Scholars of color who excel do so by espousing Eurocentric rhetoric
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[26]. Those who do not excel are labeled as radicals and ultimately banished to the
fold of intellectual obscurity. Their banishment serves the status quo, preventing dis-
cussions of discrimination or any social phenomena not validated by the Eurocentric
elite. These elitists are formidable in that they are the gatekeepers of admission to
programs at the best universities. They manage publication of the best textbooks
and peer-reviewed journals by which the dissemination of knowledge is conveyed.
Thus, those who would profess the significance of scholarship acquiesce, with some
reservation, to the dogma of race discrimination until such time that empirical inves-
tigation can determine they are wrong. They endorse race and are willing to accept
the hypothesis that best fits existing evidence.

The inability of Eurocentrists to concede the colonial influence upon knowledge
suggests their hegemony does not rise to the level of consciousness [27]. Conversely,
non-European victim groups are astutely aware of that influence [28]. The result is
a psychological colonization that has rendered knowledge all but totally irrelevant
to the issues confronting non-European populations. Extended from psychological
colonization is then unnecessary ignorance. Ignorance of victim populations is mea-
sured by individual effort, which allows Eurocentrists to sustain themselves despite
their intellectual transgressions.

With respect to psychological colonization, there are several reasons why schol-
ars should consider the incorporation of alternatives to race discrimination. First,
the significance of discrimination is well known and if skillfully addressed, it will
likely enable worldwide study of victim and other populations [29]. Second, discus-
sions of discrimination for most conjure images of legal conflicts with the potential
to charge emotions; when it is associated with stereotype, it encourages knee-jerk
condemnation of an entire people, their social structure, lifestyle, and other aspects
of their being [30]. The traditional substatus surrounding victim groups will impair
their ability to thrive in a Eurocentric, postcolonial environment, unless the more
rational prevail. Third, discrimination must be viewed in proportion to its conse-
quence in the lives of both victim and mainstream populations. To do otherwise
will accommodate Eurocentrism, rendering knowledge a less accurate portrayal of
people and the “facts” conveyed about them.

Beyond racial constructs, the most efficient means of compromising psycholog-
ical colonization is to become more amenable to a universal perspective. Education
pertaining to the relevance/irrelevance of race will enable that effort [31]. Scholars
who are so enabled will then be in a better position to study and accurately portray
discrimination by and among victim-group populations. Equally important is the
impact of education upon the world at large. An advantage of education includes
the ability of scholars to create tolerant environments by the building of bridges
beyond what is politically necessary. The focus on such bridges to victim popula-
tions should be their language, history, cultures, colonial influences, and so forth,
rather than the assumptions associated solely with their race.

Following the turn of a new millennium, the ability to accurately perceive,
conceptualize, and study victim-group discrimination is necessary in our rapidly
changing and complex world. Upon entering a new millennium, scholarship must
be the starting point for the rescue of non-European populations from the standards



2 Colonization as the Origin of Western Discrimination 19

of colonial norms. Hence, scholars are obligated to a higher benchmark of “fact”
establishment and moral excellence. Their ability to purge humanity as a whole can
be accomplished by expanding group discrimination beyond the construct of race
to include skin color, religion, politics, gender, and other aspects that are equally
significant. In order to accomplish such a feat and enhance knowledge, and reduce
the threats of ignorance, scholars and other concerned citizens must additionally
concede the ecological fact that all groups have assets, capacities, and strengths as
well as weaknesses. Since many of these are derived from colonial legacies, par-
ticularly among people of color, all must considerably increase their information
base. Furthermore, as more contacts occur between world populations, scholars are
confronted by discrimination issues and perspectives that have not required con-
sideration in the past [32]. They are thus challenged in future research to develop
creative constructs less confined to Eurocentric and/or colonial traditions. That con-
sideration must remain consistent and viable without interruption to sustain the
emerging world order.

Therefore, the psychological colonization of victim populations exceeds mere
political subject matter that is passively reflected in Western postcolonial culture,
scholarship, and institutions. It is not representative and expressive of some overt
nefarious Western plot to subjugate people of color. It is, rather, the manufac-
ture of geopolitical awareness via the West as the dominant somatic ideal [19].
Psychological colonization is an elaboration not only of a basic somatic distinction
but also of a series of assumptions by such means as scholarly endeavor, philosoph-
ical construction, and psychological analysis. It not only creates but also maintains
the present postcolonial world order. It is, above all, a discourse that is, by no means,
indirect. It maintains a corresponding relationship with political forces, which ulti-
mately drives Western civilization. It manifests as psychological colonization in an
uneven exchange with various kinds of power, shaped to an effective degree by
political, intellectual, cultural, and idealized criteria that are ultimately relevant to
victim-group discrimination today.

Finally, aside from colonization, discrimination assumed less often perpetrated
by victim groups is not extraneous to their ecological reality [33]. Their role in the
perpetuation of discrimination must be acknowledged, including the decoding of
Eurocentric concepts, illumination of hegemonic inequalities, and other moves to
intellectual discourse. Through the prescripts of struggle, their efforts have not been
without precedent but, in fact, endure as a continuum wedded to the larger blueprint
of knowledge. Scholars, Eurocentrists included, must then become cognizant of
their unique role: that of advocating for more accurate population facts [34]. Enabled
by the study of victim-group discrimination, these scholars will contribute to an
effort to purge colonial influence from the American intellectual ethos. The outcome
will nurture the evolution of knowledge, despite the implications of psychologi-
cal colonization among victim-group Americans; that having not occurred sustains
racism in the modern era as the next most significant dynamic in the perpetuation of
victim-group discrimination.
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Chapter 3
Racism: The Original “ism” of American
Discrimination

The implications of psychological colonization visited upon victim-group popula-
tions provided the cultural foundation for increasing the potency of existent racism.
Although a distant era in history, Americans—including people of color—continue
to manifest the impact of Western colonization in their social interaction prefer-
ences. As a product of racism, discrimination attributed to victim-group populations
begins with the existential circumstances of Third World countries, which in most
instances are now freed from the yoke of European sovereignties. What prevails in
the Third World and its worldwide population is sustained today through cultural
influences that have been manifested by overt and covert acts of racism. Regarding
skin color, such racism is aimed primarily at black males or similarly dark-skinned
men, given that black males are the polar opposite extreme of the prevailing white-
male power structure in a country given to patriarchy traditions. The racist outcomes
of their encounters are measurable by any number of quality-of-life indicators. As
a result, racism relative to victim-group discrimination is the original “ism” of the
various manifestations. For instance, any 15-year-old white female residing in the
state of Michigan has a 92% chance of living to the age of 65. In the same state,
a 15-year-old black male will have less than a 60% chance of living to age 65.
There remain health-care professionals everywhere who are impacted by racism;
they are committed to providing for the best health interests of their fellow man
and do so with reactions to skin color, while hardly acknowledging any reference at
all to the implications of racism as a reason for the existent health-care disparities.
Undoubtedly, statistical differentiations do not explain the obvious health dispari-
ties between groups, but the history of overt acts of discrimination suffered by black
males is cause to suspect an association. Similarly, conservative politicians who are
especially dominated by racial ideology have failed the nation in their near denial
that racism still exists, as many are convinced that it is simply a relic of the dis-
tant past. When astute politicians attempt to acknowledge racism in some fashion,
they are unfairly criticized for fanning the flames of racial tension. Furthermore,
many who teach at some of our most prestigious universities, which serve a sub-
stantial black male population, haven’t the faintest idea of how the implications of
racism have facilitated acts of discrimination by victim-group populations and have
universally overlooked the consequences of their victimization.
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As scholars and historians are well aware, racial category continues to serve the
dictates of racism locally and has helped sustain an international social pathology,
with American influence. Frequently, African-Americans are confronted with inci-
dents of racism, which society at large is reluctant to acknowledge, in an effort
to consider a matter to have been resolved. The fact that racism prevails in our
modern era is a blemish upon the national façade, which few among the main-
stream are willing to confront for fear of its personal impact upon them. For this
reason and others, racism has remained an unspeakable taboo in practically every
sector of the academy, politics, community, and society at large. This inability to
confront such an insidious pathology is the means by which it is sustained in the
behavior of victim-group populations as well as the mainstream. The inability to
confront serves the interests of admitted racists and their colonial traditions. In
the aftermath, African-American and other so-called minority-race victim groups
are psychologically predisposed to discrimination as an internalized American
norm.

Confronting the perils of racial strife will no doubt test the fiber of the American
social terrain. Such a challenge risks the potential to do harm because it is very
provocative and complex. But the fact that discrimination is inherently racist sug-
gests that confronting such a provocative topic literally is a healthy and socially
appropriate way to benefit Americans of all races and ultimately humanity in gen-
eral. Hence, the eventual elimination of racism at home and abroad is intended by
the analysis of victim-group discrimination. This analysis must appropriately begin
with how racism is defined.

Racism, according to Michael Banton, is the original “ism” of American discrim-
ination and refers to the efforts of a dominant racial group to exclude a dominated
racial group from sharing in the material and symbolic rewards of status and power
[1]. It differs from the various other forms of exclusion in that qualification is con-
tingent upon observable and assumed physiological traits [2]. These traits, resulting
from European colonization, imply the inherent superiority of dominant racial
groups that are then rationalized as a natural order of the human biological universe
[3]. The most zealous proponents of racism profess that lighter-skinned, Caucasian
racial groups are superior to darker-skinned, non-Caucasian racial groups (people of
color) [4]. Proponents postulate that they alone have been endowed with the capaci-
ties necessary to bring about civilization as indicated by Western sovereignties. The
so-called advancing civilization was initially a thinly veiled form of racism devoted
to rationalizing the right of Caucasian Europeans to embark on a worldwide mis-
sion aimed at conquering and eventually dominating all people of color [5]. By way
of conquest and colonization, Europeans left no Third World terrain untouched.
After centuries of domination, the mission to civilize non-Europeans has necessi-
tated a universal, almost mystic belief in the racist power of skin color to elevate or
demote [6].

Racism has prevailed as one of the most subtle but no less devastating and
tenacious social problems in the modern era, consequent to differentiations in
skin color [7]. Volumes have contributed little to any demise of consequence.
Germane to the American version is the evolution of the black/white dichotomy,
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that of the African-American and Euro-American. The black/white dichotomy by
definition is predicated on the notion that racism manifests as discrimination by
Euro-Americans, particularly against African-Americans [8]. There should be no
doubt about the importance of this assumption. Conversely, notwithstanding current
levels of group diversity, to characterize racism and the extended discrimination in
such a narrow context does a disservice to the human endeavor. It enables the absurd
alignment of civility with a single group and, in fact, provides a conduit for the con-
tinued oppression of victim groups as a whole. However, deserving of sympathy,
the role of victims is no less urgent and pathological. While their undertaking of
racism may not be typical of normal scientific investigations, its existence cannot be
overlooked in resolution of the problem [9].

Among victim-group Americans, manifestations of racism relative to discrimina-
tion are a direct result of Caucasian race domination associated with colonization.
Domination of victim groups by Caucasian populations allowed for the exportation
of colonial values, from which victim groups—including people of color—gained
orientation: Pertaining to skin color, the uppermost in status became those who most
approximated the skin tone of the Eurocentric masses and the least being an opposite
extreme [4]. In an attempt to circumvent humiliation, victim groups conformed to
the racist denigration of dark skin. Their efforts necessitated a value system that is,
in many ways, not only physiologically alien to people of color but psychologically
brutal as well [10]. The result is a configuration of racism whereby color-based dis-
crimination between people of color extends from the racist black/white dichotomy
to the behavior of all. Under the circumstances, those who are darkest suffer the most
acute instances of racist discrimination in all sectors of society. They are the victims
who, in the greatest numbers, are counted among the descendants of Africans as the
most hated and despised members of humanity. Verification of the fact is that racism
in America is arguably among the most tenacious of social ills descended from
Western aggression. This blemish upon Western civilization has been all but trivial-
ized as a critical source of social pathology, given the status and power differential
between the oppressed and the perpetrators of oppression. The institutionalization
of racism in America was accordingly persistent in an effort to maintain colonial
advantage, despite the social risks incurred by African-Americans. This meant that
racism as relevant to victim-group discrimination would be extremely stressful and
relevant to victim-group behavior [11]. Traits such as skin color, implied by race,
symbolize the assumed inherent superiority of lighter-skinned dominant race groups
who have enabled acts of hatred as a strategy for enhancing quality of life. That
belief is so potent as to visit pathological consequences upon the quality of life expe-
rienced by African-Americans. It is quantitatively demonstrated in the rates of FBI
hate crime statistics as illustrated in Table 3.1 [12], a dramatic account of racism
directed at darker-skinned African-Americans compared to other lighter-skinned,
victim-group populations. Statistical data on hate crimes in the United States are
contained in the annual report of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Data are from
submissions of 11,211 law enforcement agencies to the FBI. The report is required
under the 1990 Hate Crime Statistics Act and the Church Arson Prevention Act of
1996, which began in response to the burning of black churches.
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Table 3.1 Hate crimes by
race and number of incidents Race Number of incidents

Antiwhite 993
Antiblack 3,120
Anti-Indian 36
Anti-Asian 347
Anti-biracial 214

According to 1999 FBI statistics, the number of demographic categories sub-
jected to hate crimes is considerable. However, except for antiwhite—with white
not being a minority—hate crimes all other groups in comparison to antiblack are
minimal. In fact, the number of antiwhite hate crimes is less than a third in propor-
tion to antiblack crimes. This is so despite the fact that the overall black portion of
the US population is less than one-fifth of that of whites. It thus becomes imper-
ative in the analysis of racism to comprehend the dynamics between victim-group
discrimination and the distribution and use of power. In the absence of power, the
perpetration of racist discrimination becomes ineffectual. Associated with power,
racist discrimination perpetuates the dominance of one race group over another.
Thus, it becomes compulsory that dominant groups maintain superior numbers,
cohesion, and resources that are enabled by racial discrimination [13]. Victim-group
Americans may lack numerical superiority and, in fact, are more often culturally
aligned by aspiration with the Caucasian mainstream population [14]. Those closest
aligned are more cohesive and may have access to the control of resources. As a
result, despite being victims, they have relative power. Those of lesser proximity to
the mainstream may profess numerical superiority among the victim population, but
are less cohesive and lack the necessary power alignment to enhance their quality of
life. Therefore, they are powerless by comparison to their more willing victim-race
counterparts, which helps promote and sustain victim-group discrimination.

Racism and resultant discrimination among victim-group populations prevails
because it is ubiquitous and historically extended from the political alignment of
nation sovereignties. The longevity of its manifestation has preceded the American
sovereignty. Hence, extended from racism, previously colonized Nicaraguan fore-
fathers considered skin color to have an influence on the manner in which common
folk interacted. Mestizos (racially mixed persons) referred to the darker-skinned
Costenos (persons of African descent) in derogatory terms [15]. For Cuban-
Americans, the idealization of light skin has existed historically despite elimination
attempts of Castro’s Revolution. Status in Cuba is continually based on grada-
tions of skin color and affects all aspects of Cuban life, as does the racism that
might be experienced in the United States, both covertly and overtly [16]. Thus,
racism is not limited to one group or color. Following their racist conquest or
domination by Europeans, migrants from India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Sri
Lanka constantly sought ways to prove themselves “white” once they settled in
America [17]. In the process, vehement forms of racist victim-group discrimination
have been enacted against dark-skinned citizens, particularly African-Americans by
victim-group populations who aspire to be white.
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According to Eduardo Bonilla-Silva and David R. Dietrich [18], victim groups
such as Asian-Americans are evolving into honorary whites, evident in social
norms including discrimination. In more familiar terms, Bonilla-Silva, of Puerto-
Rican descent, states, “. . .contend that racial stratification and the rules of racial
(re)cognition in the United States are becoming Latin America-like.” That is, due
to the evolution of miscegenation in the United States, the previous mono-race cat-
egory has become all but irrelevant, as purported in Latin America. In fact, it is fast
becoming the norm as a complex model of racial stratification. In the United States,
that model is a triracial hierarchy. At the very top of that hierarchy are Caucasian
Americans; at the very bottom are black Americans and associated blacks; Asian-
Americans are evolving into an intermediary group otherwise regarded as “honorary
whites.” A similar system existed in South Africa, during the time of South Africa’s
formal apartheid, by the same assimilation process whereby mixed-race offspring
were located at an intermediary level of the race status hierarchy. Whites were
at the top of the hierarchy, blacks at the very bottom, while the mixed-race off-
spring of both—referred to as “coloreds”—were spared some measure of racism
and discrimination.

In the United States, the emerging rank ordering of honorary whites is grist for
victim-group discrimination because it is organized by skin color, with Caucasian,
light skin tone regarded as the ideal. Therefore, the new honorary whites will include
assimilated light-skinned Latinos, light-skinned biracial persons, Japanese, Korean,
Indian, Chinese, and most Middle Eastern Americans. Other Asian-Americans
will be located as associated blacks relative to skin color, including dark-skinned
Latinos, Vietnamese, Cambodians, Laotians, and Filipinos to some extent.

This detailed model of an emerging racial order, constructed by Bonilla-Silva
and Dietrich, is heuristic and cannot be considered as definitive. They acknowl-
edge that the status of some groups, such as Arab Americans, may change given
social and political events. Some groups, such as Samoans and Micronesians, have
not been acknowledged as a matter of data limitations. However, as it pertains to
victim-group discrimination and Asian-Americans, the United States is poised to
become a “pigmentocracy,” wherein those who are most discriminated against will
be of the darkest skin color and more than likely descended from Africans. They will
be confronted by discrimination less often by white Americans and more often by
lighter-skinned victim groups including Asian-Americans, who by virtue of inter-
nalized white ideals discriminate for a better quality of life and the avoidance of
being discriminated against themselves having less power to do otherwise.

The racist perception of African-Americans having dark skin is significant in
their willingness to discriminate. It evolved from a history of Western racism, but is
today enabled by historical and modern-day stereotypes [19]. Scholars and prac-
titioners who are amenable to such stereotypes permeate the ranks of political,
educational, economic, and judicial institutions. Furthermore, these professionals
have enabled the validation of stereotypes in their research and publication of other-
wise bogus conclusions regarding non-European subjects. Although the literature
contains acknowledgement of racist objectives in the stereotyping of African-
American men, academia has been less willing to acknowledge those objectives
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with equal enthusiasm. As a result, African-American men are perceived as racist
stereotypes, physically strong but intellectually dull, commensurate with the aim
of denigrating dark skin. Their performance on IQ and other so-called stan-
dardized tests of intelligence arms racists with the necessary tools to construct
spurious arguments with which to make their racist claims. In an effort to illu-
minate the dynamics of victim-group discrimination, it is thus compulsory to
explore the impact of stereotype upon the reputations of a victim-group popula-
tion. The objective is to provide a heretofore unavailable but plausible alternative
to race-based intelligence differentials, which victim groups internalize as the norm
where relevant to the quality-of-life aspirations pertaining to African-American men
and the “ism” of race.

Historically, racist stereotypes of African-American men have occupied
American folklore. According to Walter Lippmann, stereotypes are “pictures in our
heads” [20]. Howard Ehrlich [21] thinks of them as “a set of beliefs and disbeliefs
about any group of people.” The esteemed Gordon Allport [22] insists, “a stereotype
is an exaggerated belief associated with a category.” Much like prejudice, definitions
of stereotype highlight certain aspects of African-American men while completely
ignoring others. Unfortunately, for such men, what is highlighted has been limited
to the negative.

Western scientist B. Lombardo [23] referred to two distinct stereotypes, which
connoted African-American men. The first is the “brute.” The second is “sambo.”
Both were initially developed by Europeans to secure their position in Western
world society and simultaneously denigrate Africans for purposes of racist subordi-
nation. The brute stereotype defined Africans as primitive, temperamental, violent,
and sexually powerful and the sambo as child-like. The brute stereotype, in partic-
ular, was effective in conveying African mental dullness and lack of self-control.
Europeans and their Western cohort in America then validated racist beliefs about
dark-skinned men, enabling a status hierarchy between Africans and themselves.
Extended from this racist hierarchy is the internalization of racist stereotypes by
victim groups not exclusive of African-American men themselves.

In reality, Euro-Americans have relied upon stereotypes to call attention to
racist beliefs that characterize African-American men in a derogatory context.
What is more, stereotypes cannot presume the accuracy of fact. Nonetheless, when
influenced by racism Euro-Americans discriminate and apply stereotypes to exag-
gerations or speculations about African-Americans, which are untrue [24]. Even
the otherwise intelligent and conscientious who would reject such stereotypes may
firmly believe that they extend from some element of fact. Subsequently, a racist
stereotype is a communal but unscientifically validated belief about the perfor-
mances of out-group populations, meaning people of color and other victim groups.
This assumption acknowledges the existence of in-group stereotypes that extend
from such beliefs. However, in-group stereotypes are normally accommodated by
the possession of power and are thus favorable images that powerful in-groups ordi-
narily cherish about themselves [25]. A critical necessity is to expose the groundless
and derogatory stereotypes frequently held by the powerful Euro-American in-group
about the abilities of Euro-Americans as an extension of Western intellectual
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superiority. Furthermore, the existence of a derogatory African-American stereo-
type suggests that those who subscribe to it are at best ignorant or at worst racist.
The potency of either is formidable to the extent that Euro-Americans may under-
achieve in various areas, but are otherwise gifted. Thus, stereotype may influence
the task performance of all races in ways similar to how intellectual stereotypes
influence the academic performance of all students, including African-Americans,
where all other matters are equal. Subsequently, those who would ascribe to the
“dumb black” stereotype then attribute any nonstereotypical behavior, trait, or talent
among African-American men to luck or, as in the mulatto hypothesis, suggesting
light skin or otherwise European ancestry. When they are successful, the public at
large is convinced that racist stereotypes for black men are associated with intellect
and are relevant to the job market and other quality-of-life institutions.

Amid the racist discourse on black intelligence as a scientifically proposed
denigration of dark skin, in 1969 psychologist Arthur Jensen published a paper
in the Harvard Educational Review, entitled “How Much Can We Boost IQ and
Scholastic Achievement?” Jensen’s position is that government programming for
compensatory education had failed. That failure was inherent in an attempt to
improve IQ scores, particularly pertaining to children of African descent. As known
by psychologists, the IQ scores of African-Americans average less than that of
Euro-Americans. Those who disagree with Jensen’s position contend that these
differences are a result of social and economic disadvantages. As per Jensen,
such a rationale justified “wasteful” spending on compensatory educational pro-
grams designed to equalize opportunities between citizens of African and European
descent. The failure of these programs, according to Jensen, suggests a need to ques-
tion presuppositions on which such programs are based, particularly the argument
that IQ differences between races are due to environmental influences. Jensen’s need
to question this argument focuses on two major assumptions: (a) IQ tests are valid
measurements of intelligence and (b) methods of estimating the genetic component
of IQ are valid. Succinctly put, the genetic component of IQ is the extent to which
IQ differences between persons of African and European descent are due to genetic
heritage. Absent rigorous scientific methodology, Jensen proposes that environment
accounts for only about 20% of the IQ differences between such persons [26].

The crux of Jensen’s argument is shared by other psychologists who prefer
to stress class-difference rationales, as does Richard Herrnstein. According to
Herrnstein’s research, upper- and middle-class children score significantly supe-
rior to working-class children. Jensen does not refute Herrnstein’s class differences
because both ultimately agree on the genetic rationale. In 1995, their work was fol-
lowed by Herrnstein teamed with political scientist Charles Murray and published
the controversial book The Bell Curve [27]. The Bell Curve is a voluminous study
about the assumed inherited intelligence differential between dark-skinned persons
of African descent and light-skinned persons of European descent. According to
the authors, genetic endowment will dictate intelligence, socioeconomic achieve-
ment, and social pathology, which will be increasingly unequally distributed across
the world’s racial populations. As societies become more technological, the authors
contend that stratification by cognitive ability will prevail. Given the genetic nature
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of this phenomenon, social programs and other government compensatory interven-
tions are then ineffective and a waste of tax dollars. This notion is the grist of the
racist stereotype that has permeated the Western academy since its origin. The Bell
Curve has been unsubstantiated as a valid premise that manages some validity. The
results are manifested in the school performance of black males and their experi-
ences. How black boys perform is contained in the racist context of their American
social experience, which contributes to victim-group discrimination as an extension
of internalized racist norms.

Black boys are exposed early to the racist stereotype of their intellectual inferior-
ity. To rescue their self-esteem, they learn quickly that, if they want to be respected
by their peers, they had better be “cool” and underachieve. In addition, if they are
bright and achieve academically, they must be good athletes to make their intelli-
gence simultaneously manly and cool. The bright black boy who is not athletic will
be doomed to failure among his peers as well as being subjected to social isolation.
He will be labeled “white” for doing well in school and will only be accepted if he
is an athlete or decides to underachieve. This social ploy is quite common among
black boys who, over the years, have become quite efficient at playing the game.
Research suggests that underachievement was the most frequent problem of bright
black boys, aged 11 years and older, assigned to an educational program called the
Guidance Laboratory for Gifted and Talented students [28].

Unlike girls, black boys also face the prospects of dealing with kindergarten “red-
shirting” as a consequence of achieving manhood ideals. Red-shirting is a practice
whereby parents intentionally delay enrollment in kindergarten as long as possible
in hopes that when the boys enter school they will be larger in size than their peers,
thus allowing for sports success. This is a practice that is gaining popularity, partic-
ularly among districts that allow variation in the age at which boys can be enrolled.
Such a practice is likely harmful intellectually to the brightest of black boys, who
can become bored and eventually discouraged by education by the time they reach
the fourth grade. The association of education with the importance of sports is a
reflection of stereotype and the significance of manhood in the West and, especially
in the black community, is relevant to the racist stereotype of their resultant juvenile
delinquency.

A study by Nicholas Colangelo and Barbara Kerr [29] focuses on academic
underachievers and suggest that almost all (90%) were boys. In the same study, the
ratio of young boys compared to young girls in the special Counseling Laboratory
designed specifically to accommodate academic underachievers was an astounding
six to one. Undoubtedly, stereotype alone will not suffice as the single cause of
juvenile delinquency among black boys. However, there is substantial evidence in
support of male social coping with gender identity expectations (for example, man-
hood) as a significant factor. When the academic talents of black boys are associated
with weakness, their classroom underachievement becomes a useful strategy for
asserting independence, strength, and thus manhood within the peer group setting.
By performing below intellectual capacity, black boys gain acceptance and respect
among peers who are influenced by society’s racist stereotypes. Subsequently, they
submit to manhood subcultural ideals, which is exclusive of academic success.
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Unfortunately, their subcultural strategy for acquiring respect among peers comes
through delinquency and failed academic potential. The society at large, by way
of various media outlets, has actively promoted racist stereotypes of black males.
These stereotypes are not assumed to be relevant to the black male self-concept and
potential for victim-group discrimination, indicated by the historical associations of
black male youth with crime. That association is historical and assigns antebellum
notions of black beast rapist to dark-skinned male children.

In 1931, on an Alabama train, several young black men met two white females,
now known to have been prostitutes. All were riding the train illegally because they
did not have the money to pay for fares. In a search for illegal passengers, an offi-
cial stumbled upon them in hiding, and, in an effort to defend their reputations and
avoid being arrested, the females accused the black youths of holding them by force
and raping them [30]. In Alabama, the heart of Dixie, the belief that these black
males—however young—had violated the sanctity of white womanhood evoked a
public uproar [30]; the entire South was shocked and appalled without attempting
to discover what actually happened. So enraged were Southern whites that the case
was brought to trial in Scottsboro, Alabama, amid worldwide attention. After an
embittered trial and daily threats upon their lives, the innocent “Scottsboro Boys”
were eventually convicted and sent to prison.

It is difficult to comprehend the violence that surrounded black males in the South
during the reign of segregation. But the violence went unchecked because black
males had been portrayed effectively as a criminal stereotype by racists. Any fate
they encountered could then be assumed deserved. And although the Scottsboro
Boys were innocent and eventually released from prison, they had spent most of
their young lives there [30]. Time and again, such injustices would recur because
the criminal stereotype cleansed the collective American psyche of the social and
economic racist injustices perpetrated daily upon black and other dark-skinned peo-
ple in general. Evidence of its tenacity is suggested by modern-day accounts of
similar racist accusations against black males who were falsely accused of crimes,
as in the following incidents.

Late one evening in 1989, an upper middle-class investment banker was taking
her daily jog through New York City’s Central Park. The victim—a white female—
was violently attacked and raped, reportedly by a gang of black youths [31]. The
theme was old, familiar, and too often carried by media, inciting frenzy around
the case by describing the accused as “animals” and a “pack.” Without using the
term “natural criminal,” print media managed to make the point via implication and
photographic illustrations. Although this was not the first or last case of its kind in
New York, it was a major story of local newspapers around the country. It was as
if a message was being sent that the threat of the black male was real and indeed
unexaggerated.

More recently, a black male was accused of murder, accused by the husband of
the pregnant victim [32]. The nation assumed the guilt of the accused based upon
media hype and larger-than-life photographs of the murder scene. Only after one of
the accomplices involved in the frame-up came forth with the truth was the alleged
perpetrator, a black man named Bennett, released from police custody. The belief
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that Bennett was guilty was arguably a reaction to his dark skin. Because dark skin
contrasts with the “attractive” light-skin norm of the mainstream population, it is
necessarily vilified in the subjective assessment of guilt. This has contributed to the
victimization of black males as a racist criminal stereotype, males who cannot con-
form to the light-skin norms of the mainstream society. Hence, in comparison to
those with lighter skin, black males with darker skin are more often falsely accused
of criminal activity [33]. And given the power of media to impose norms, such vic-
timization may to some extent be perpetuated by all groups, including some among
blacks. This means that the assumptions of black guilt are taken for granted by white
Americans, as in the case of Susan Smith, a woman who did not hesitate to implicate
a black male in the commission of a crime that she committed.

The case of Susan Smith, of Union, South Carolina, is a dramatic manifestation
of the black male, criminal stereotype as perpetrated by mass media [34]. Smith
said a black man had attacked her and the unknown assailant had drowned her
young sons and escaped with her car. Well aware of the criminal stereotype, Smith
assumed that the all-too-believable scenario of the criminal black male would go
unquestioned in the Southern town. Fortunately, police were not so reluctant to
question the case. Their investigation led to the arrest and conviction of Smith.
Lost in the account of what had occurred was the fact that a black male had been
cited as culprit in the crime. The major media headline emphasized the drowning of
two children while ignoring the criminal indictment of an entire group of innocent
citizens [34]. In addition, all of the accused in the aforementioned cases were inno-
cent. Unfortunately, those accused in the Central Park Jogger case had been proven
innocent via DNA testing only after having served several years of incarceration.

The oppression of dark-skinned populations that can be attributed to racism is
a much too simplistic explanation without giving psychological account of those
so inclined. Following World War II, sociologists at the University of California-
Berkeley investigated the notion of a person-centered hypothesis, which resulted in
a detailed account of the racist psyche. Researchers concluded that there is a spe-
cific personality type that is predisposed to rigidity and group hierarchical authority,
hence an authoritarian personality. The essence of their psychology is descended
from the in-group/out-group authoritarian dichotomous paradigm. In this case, light-
skinned Americans occupied in-group status and those with dark skin occupied the
out-group. The result is a subject inclined to blind obedience and submission to
domination in committing heinous acts of racial violence [35]. To illustrate this,
investigators gathered empirical evidence from American respondents using clin-
ical interviews and attitude tests. What they consistently found was the tendency
of some respondents toward obedience, which they again defined as authoritarian
personalities. Relative to the authoritarian dichotomous paradigm, in-group author-
itarian personalities were prone to prejudice against out-group often dark-skinned
Americans and also maintained specific sentiments regarding authority. Such senti-
ments included submission to those in power, harshness to those they regarded as
powerless, and a pronounced belief in the significance of power and domination
of others. The authoritarian personality was associated with a consistent agree-
ment with such statements on the attitude scales as, “Obedience and respect for
authority are the most important virtues children should learn,” “Most of our social
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problems would be solved if we could somehow get rid of the immoral, the crooked
and feeble-minded people,” and “People can be divided into two distinct classes:
[for example, dichotomous] the weak and the strong” [35].

University of California researchers further contend that this pattern of attitudes
was a demonstration of subliminal personality traits that subjects may have formed
during childhood. Subsequently, respondents who scored high on minority prejudice
and authoritarianism also depicted their childhoods as being dominated by a rigid,
all-powerful father figure who demanded their absolute obedience. In a Freudian
manner, children dominated to such an extent had few options other than to suppress
or negate any hostility toward their power-superior father. They could not afford the
mere acknowledgement of such hostility, necessitating that its existence be forced
from consciousness. They developed what psychoanalysts describe as a “reaction
formation” [36]. That is, as the powerless victims of powerful fathers’ domination,
they adopted the inverse response by becoming totally obedient as a matter of jus-
tifiable virtue. However, their hostile feelings were not diminished completely, but
instead were redirected at less formidable victims, including dark-skinned racial
minorities or other less powerful out-groups. To sustain this redirection of hostility,
they placed high value on “toughness” and an equally valued “taboo on weakness,”
which buffered any disgust for racial discrimination. Thus, the hostility that these
respondents could not acknowledge was redirected as existing externally in oth-
ers. In Freudian terms, they once again displayed projection where the ego expels
any personal attributes that it cannot assimilate into its ideal personality structure
[36]. Using such logic, any out-group element is then perceived by those prone to
racism as hordes of destructive barbarians who, given the chance, would annihilate
peaceful and/or weaker populations. Thus, in Western parlance, out-group blacks,
Latinos, Asians, Jews, immigrants, and others required control by subjection to the
power of in-group authority and, if necessary, racial violence.

Relative to principles of the in-group/out-group authoritarian dichotomous
paradigm, classical definitions of authoritarianism emphasize the rejection of out-
groups. In the West, out-groups include any who differ from a predominantly white,
Judeo-Christian population [37]. Recently, this particular form of group psychol-
ogy has manifested an emphasis on absolute devotion to the in-group population in
response to what it perceives as an assault upon Western civilization. The reaction
further contributes to the reinforcement of racism where risk of death is not only
ignored but may be a critical part of strategy. As a result, members of dark-skinned
populations are victimized by race category without objection from the civil ele-
ments of society. This is so, given the fact that the United States is a male-dominated
patriarchy, as are most Western sovereignties. Therefore, gender and/or sex cannot
be denied as relevant to the historical and contemporary acts of overt racism and
discrimination against dark-skinned, victim-group populations. M. Horowitz and
J. M. Rabbie [38] note there are more authoritarian personalities among males than
females:

The pattern of these findings resembles that reported by Downing and Monaco. . .for author-
itarians and non-authoritarians. One might say that, like authoritarians, males are relatively
predisposed to perceive aggregates of individuals as groups; conversely, that females, like
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non-authoritarians, are predisposed to perceive aggregates of individuals as separate per-
sons. Being disposed to view others as members, males rate ingroup members higher than
outgroup members. . . [38].

In an effort to sustain itself, the authoritarian personality necessarily sublimates
any tendencies and/or impulses it perceives as unacceptable. Thus, any matter such
as guilt for crimes of racial violence posing threat must be eliminated from con-
sciousness requiring a rigid set of defenses to operate. Relaxing rigidity will threaten
to compromise defenses, which would result in a breakthrough of the despised sub-
limated tendencies. These despised tendencies, when sublimated too rigorously or
too soon in life, do not lose their potency. Conversely, immediate or failed subli-
mation inhibits rather than assists in the process of rigidity and sublimation [35]. A
healthy ego that is compromised will be confronted with the possibility of becoming
completely besieged by sublimated influences. Increased rigidity of defense mech-
anisms will enable the subject to tolerate the increased threat. Despite such rigidity,
sublimated influences do manage escape from control. Intense instinctual impulses
are constantly taxing the ego to the extent that it must be forever vigilant. Legitimate
control occupies a limited domain of the personality, severely distorting its appropri-
ate application. Thus, as long as control and domination exceed other conditions and
as long as Western civilization makes available permissible portals for sublimated
impulses, societal functioning—however limited—can be realized. It is through this
in-group/out-group dichotomous paradigm that powerful authoritarian types enable
guiltless acts of racism [39].

Since the colonial era, America has undergone dramatic changes in the pheno-
type of its population, but its racist history is acted out against black males in other
no less insidious ways. This is because black males are located on the extreme oppo-
site end of the racial equation, attributed to their gender and dark skin. A nation that
once viewed itself as “white” is today experiencing a major shift in the ratio between
dark- and light-skinned people that will likely carry on into the foreseeable future.
Decades of prejudice and social unrest have given way to a just and civil society.
Black males are no longer shackled and led away at slave auctions; their lynch-
ing and segregation exists only as a topic of history books. But what has prevailed
psychologically may be equally brutal and devastating [40]. Years of injustice and
suffering at the hands of a racist mainstream power structure have created a need for
justification among more civil-minded Americans. Out of this need was created the
black-male-as-criminal stereotype [41]. By viewing him as a threat and someone to
fear, civil-minded Americans could resolve the guilt that would have normally been
associated with the racist colonial traditions of another era pertaining to all black and
dark-skinned people. Overt occasions of violence have been replaced by stereotypes
of dark-skinned people as animal-like and unable to conform to the order of a civil
society. This provided a means for America to rescue itself from the psychologi-
cal consequences of its actions and simultaneously maintain a sense of civil accord.
Not only was the American psyche cleansed but, despite the prevailing racism, it
contributed to the positioning of America as a moral leader among the nations of
the world in both the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.
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Racism, sexism, classism, colorism, and victim-group discrimination are
included among the various American “isms” brought about by Western racism
and colonialism. As a result, few among the modern, more diverse American
demographic have escaped being victimized by the oppressions of discrimination.
Racism, however, remains the original “ism” upon which the foundation of the
various racist traditions of American discrimination rests. Without some manifes-
tation of racism, it is plausible that other variations of discrimination could not
exist. The fact that they do is served by the racist traditions of Western culture,
which—being a patriarchy—has historically located the focus of its oppression
upon dark-skinned males. Volumes of empirical research have been published to
attest to this. Discrimination against black males thus permeates society at every
level, for the most part conveyed by stereotyped media images that have become so
commonplace that victims have internalized such images as a norm. Racism then
dominates the environment of all, whereby it has become virtually impossible that
any could escape its influence whether they oppress or are the victims of those
who oppress. In the aftermath, members of other victim-group populations evi-
dence the same discriminatory prejudices commonly associated with racism in the
American mainstream, but have not yet been noted or held accountable. Thus blacks
and other people of color discriminate against others by skin color; among women,
white women especially discriminate against victims by skin color; gay and les-
bian Americans discriminate against their own and others by skin color; and newly
arrived immigrants to America display an overt disdain for African-Americans,
whose dark skin they may have learned to despise through their homeland, cultural
traditions. They all have become amenable to various manifestations of discrimi-
nation having been oppressed themselves by white racism. Only when the social
scientific community is willing to acknowledge such discrimination by victim
groups, addressing it through research and documenting it via scholarly publication,
will the role of victim populations in the perpetuation of American discrimination
be duly illustrated and hence resolved.
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Chapter 4
African-Americans: The Idealization of Light
Skin

Along with many other antebellum traditions was a strong race-based belief
system that was all but totally and factually irrelevant. That belief system dic-
tated that whites by virtue of race alone were entitled to what America had to offer
because they were a superior race. Such belief, without interference of an alternative
view, preceded the guiltless discrimination against victim-group African-Americans
regarding quality of life. Whenever whites lost the ability to exercise political or oth-
erwise superior power, they inevitably sought ways to gain advantage by advocating
discriminatory policies. The objective of this Eurocentric activism was to reinforce
colonial traditions, making white access to wealth a birthright.

The aforementioned white birthright to wealth conflicted with the American
rhetorical ethos. But by virtue of power, the white mainstream population promoted
an entitlement belief system that became accepted as fact by all, including victim-
group populations. According to C. M. Pierce, entitlement beliefs can have a major
impact upon common human interaction despite that much of the research remains
focused upon the mainstream [1]. Hence, antebellum whites developed a universal
sense of ownership and superiority that has imposed upon their human interaction
with people of color and other victim groups for centuries. Was such a system of
self-serving policies justified? Regarding victim populations, what constituted self-
interest and to what extent was it a manifestation of victimism, that is, victim-group
discrimination? The group in power may have earned the military right to dominate,
as indeed they may have earned the right to set policies in their own best interest.
Yet dark-skinned African-American victim groups having less ability to dominate
without any formidable balance in power may have encouraged discrimination and
a universal sense of entitlement by race ultimately pathological and self-destructive
to all of mankind.

Belief in entitlement is a pointed but traditional construct, able to withstand the
scrutiny of scientific investigation. In terms of power, the differential accumulation
between oppressor and the oppressed was obvious [2]. The manifestations were
historically apparent in the employment demarcations between white and black
Americans as well as dark-skinned and light-skinned blacks, which involved a
complex of entitlement networks. In a world dominated by postcolonial traditions,
such Americans enabled the tendencies toward discrimination to the point of its
acceptance as a casual and indeed preferred norm. Subsequently, the ability of both
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white and black American citizens to sustain an optimal quality of life was lim-
ited. The oppressor–oppressed dichotomy may have been dramatically confirmed
by race, but it was more extensive and complex than had been presumed. In the
aftermath, white America experienced a better quality of life not irrelevant to black
transgressions. The white American expected and accepted as commonplace the
oppression suffered by black Americans, who in turn tacitly agreed. As such, dur-
ing the antebellum era, some among mulatto blacks in concert with like-minded
whites contributed what little power had by the black American community to
white American quality of life while simultaneously oppressing the self. Pierce [1]
suggests the following metaphor:

in a queued line, a black is thirteen times more likely than chance to be asked to yield space
to a white who wishes to pass perpendicularly through the line. After a lifetime of such
routines, the black has donated life to the white because he has used up so much time, space
and energy aiding the white. The immobilization may be accompanied by micro-changes
physiologically that also accumulate and hasten his earlier demise. Hence, the white accepts
as his due the door opening. The black donates, gratuitously, toward the life of a white every
time he opens the door. In the next two decades such entitlements may be modified as blacks
and whites view things differently [1].

According to Pierce, the totality of “human interactions” may be contingent upon
the dynamics of entitlement as relative to various forms of discrimination, including
black victim-group discrimination [1]. Subsequently, these interactions introduce a
normalized repertoire of insidious behavioral sequences in any given interpersonal
scenario. Facilitating complications is the association of entitlement with power and
its extensions including the internalization of discriminatory norms by victim pop-
ulations for selfish ends. What is of increasing concern is the determination as to
whether or not entitlement norms would change substantially, such as discrimina-
tion by victim populations in the postcolonial era. Of particular concern by all is the
quality of life insofar, as it allows for the welfare of some at the expense of others
in an era of a more global human existence.

According to Gunnar Myrdal, Southern whites acted with deliberate intent upon
their beliefs in the treatment of blacks. While race has never been proven to have
any biological significance, during the antebellum era whites in general assumed so
in the face of obvious evidence to the contrary. The fact is race and the racial charac-
teristics of black people, such as skin color, were of minor importance to the status
of black people in the South. The race conflict emerged irrelevant to facts because in
order to understand the dynamics of power, black Americans as influenced by white
Americans acted according to the implications of discrimination. Myrdal states:

to understand race conflict we need fundamentally to understand conflict and not race. We
have concluded, further, from the actual power situation in America that the beliefs held by
white people rather than those held by Negroes are of primary importance [3].

To understand victim-group discrimination among blacks, one must understand
the beliefs about light-skinned blacks, referred to as mulattos. Such an understand-
ing requires an appreciation of popular beliefs concerning blacks in general. First,
the objective observer must be willing to challenge certain beliefs when they are
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inaccurate. To their credit, a few social scientists have attempted to correct past
wrongs. Such an effort did no doubt help rescue science from the political biases of
racial hegemony. The next task in the effort of objective science will be the analy-
sis of racial beliefs themselves as factual points of reference, that is, to document
them scientifically, to investigate their causation, and then to determine their impact
upon victim-group emotions, thoughts, and actions pertaining to their role in the
discriminatory color caste system of American society.

Once beliefs are sustained over time, they take on the force of a tradition. Upon
their arrival in the United States, black slaves were void of Western culture. As
time progressed, differences between the two peoples were exacerbated by slavery,
segregation, and social caste. Additionally, the hair texture and, in particular, the
dark skin of blacks made them even more conspicuous and thus much easier to
denigrate. Blackness was the opposite of whiteness in every way vis-à-vis skin color.
Hence, dark skin represented ignorance because light skin represented intelligence.
Light skin was a sign of morality because dark skin implied low morals and perhaps
evil. Any culturally valued characteristic attached to white light skin necessitated
black as the alternative. Even more oppressive is the fact that such characteristics
were applied not by individual but by group, as in race. Ironically, the concept of
race had not been clearly defined in the Southern white belief system. According
to this belief system, black people are thousands of years behind whites in terms of
physiological development. However, that presents a problem when considering the
amount of time it takes for an advanced civilization to develop. Whites answered
that question by insisting upon culture as being a matter of genetics. Likewise, the
brains of black people were believed to cease development at a certain point, beyond
which would have required they reach a state of culture equal to that of whites. The
most eloquent and learned white scholars of the American Civil War antebellum era
endorsed this belief with enthusiasm.

On the basis of a belief in white racial superiority, black inferiority was cultur-
ally demonstrated to victim-group blacks. Antebellum scholars pointed repeatedly
to the lack of a black culture as indisputable evidence that blacks were indeed infe-
rior. Subsequently, culture was the invention of the white race. Added to this belief
in race was a white struggle to rationalize blackness as proof of the biological or
cultural differences between races. The term “blood” was applied to account for
ancestry in racial terms. To the typical Southerner, blood implied much more than
biology or culture. It was perhaps the one belief upon which the entirety of Southern
culture was based. By blood, Southerners satisfied belief in black inferiority totally
independent of scientific proof or evidence. Any other civilized people would have
regarded such beliefs as little more than the superstitions of backward peoples.
An embrace of bloodline fantasies was evidence enough to subject dark-skinned
Americans to segregation, which became tradition. The underlying assumption was
that, by sectioning off the black population, whites were protecting themselves from
something evil, immoral, sinful, and inferior—as a norm [4].

One of the most thorough accounts of racial inferiority is by Gunnar Myrdal, in
his classic An American Dilemma [3]. According to Myrdal, investigation of specific
beliefs about race must include specificity of needs for rationalization. Particular
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beliefs appear to contain particular rationalization purposes aside from justifying
the Southern caste. Almost all variety of black/white relations, each manifestation
of discrimination, or each type of interracial policy presents its unique calls for jus-
tification. And, as would have been expected, every manner of racial differentiation
real or imagined provided a means to preferred justifications. These manufactured
justifications were embraced universally, similarly to the way the caste system oper-
ated. A few of the beliefs were associated with the rationalization of a specific aspect
of the caste system while others were only remotely associated. The association was
at times blatant, as when a certain belief was commonly attributed to a certain aspect
of the caste system. At other times, the association was less obvious even to the point
of being concealed from consciousness of the believer and the observer.

To an outside observer, many beliefs by whites about blacks border on the
comic. The economic benefits of such beliefs, while otherwise obvious, would
never reach the consciousness of the typical Southerner. For example, during the
civil war antebellum era, whites believed that blacks became sleepy when work-
ing with machinery and that the group as a race lacked mechanical aptitude. Thus,
when it was necessary to keep blacks from industry, profit rationales were immedi-
ately available. The need on the part of whites to denigrate blacks as incompetent,
lazy, and less intelligent was motivated by their selfish interests to bar blacks
from advancement and skilled management positions, which black members of
the population internalized as well. Such beliefs also justified the denial of civil
rights to black citizens, which even the white immigrant was afforded without
justification.

In a nontotalitarian society, certain belief systems enable various forms of
discrimination. Scholars of the behavioral sciences refer to this as hegemony.
Hegemony is characteristic of the West and other paternalistic cultures. It is a very
subtle—but no less potent—form of discrimination. In the United States, hegemony
fosters an “us against them” mentality, referring not only to blacks and whites but to
blacks and other victim-group populations. This notion of “us against them” may be
the major component of Western culture, from which—according to Frances Cress
Welsing [5]—the need to discriminate arises. It recapitulates itself at every level
of society including what the victimized individual might think of himself. The
existence of skin color discrimination among victim-group populations has been
all but ignored because it does not fit the rhetorical objectives of our mainstream
culture. According to James Baldwin, the root of African-American discrimina-
tion is directly related to skin color [6]. This would contradict much of the “black
consciousness/power” rhetoric of the sixties. But, as noted in an article on dark
skin and the cultural ideal of masculinity [7], the issue of skin color for African-
Americans was never resolved, merely relegated underground. It may affect every
phase of life, including self-concept [8]. Thus, a well-known phenomenon among
African-Americans is rejection of their group membership. One way to express such
rejection is through cultural preferences. For African-Americans, this may be man-
ifested by emphasizing preferences for light skin and evaluating them to determine
the ideal. Among black Americans, such thinking is a manifestation of victim-group
discrimination that has a long and tenacious existence in American history.
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Stephan Talty suggests that whites were for the most part indifferent to interac-
tions between light- and dark-skinned blacks early in the antebellum. Their attitudes
toward one another were of no more or less significance than any part of the
Southern landscape, such as magnolia trees or chicken coops. But lighter-skinned
blacks were becoming increasingly more conspicuous in the South. Their white-like
skin color was known to cause confusion at slave auctions. Perhaps their light skin
made it difficult to regard them as black. For example, in 1821 there was an auction
of a light-skinned black woman and her children. They were described “as white as
any of our citizens.” The Louisville community where the auction took place was
so stunned that no one offered a bid for them, while dark-skinned blacks at the same
auction were sold immediately. Apparently, bidding on white-looking blacks was
all but impossible because whites were so disgusted with associations of light skin
with bondage. On the other hand, light-skinned slaves who were black enough were
prized at auctions. Female slaves in particular were sought after by white males for
sexual exploitation, but black women who were light-skinned and appeared white
were seen as a suggestion that white males were raping white women. In fact, a
small number of whites had been kidnapped by other whites and then sold into slav-
ery on such a basis. This took place prior to the Civil War and weighed heavily upon
the white conscience. There were no official accounts of such slavery as most were
merely rumors or hearsay, which probably increased the impact. But the fact is that
white children, white immigrants, and white orphans were easily shipped south and
sold into bondage to an unscrupulous auctioneer. Their stories, as grist of the rumor
mill, were told in the memoirs and courtrooms of antebellum slave territories, which
helped initiate the discriminatory attitude of light- and dark-skinned blacks toward
one another [9].

In 1918, Edward Reuter conducted a thorough study on light-skinned blacks in
the United States [10]. Based upon beliefs about light skin, concepts from science,
religion, and motivation combined to form a mulatto hypothesis, stating that light-
skinned blacks—being closer to white—were differentially regarded in relation to
their dark-skinned counterparts. In every manner, whites believed them to be supe-
rior to dark-skinned, full-blooded blacks. The belief was based purely upon skin
color, for in the event a mulatto black was born whose features were not consistent
with the light skin phenotype, he would have no reason to claim special status or
demean darker-skinned blacks. Likewise, any black born of dual dark-skinned black
parentage, but who was by some unusual biological event born light-skinned, would
be treated accordingly. Light skin was their marking of superiority and vehicle of
discrimination. Thus, they enjoyed social, occupational, economic, and universal
advantages because the mulatto hypothesis defined them as an exception among
blacks. They became the favored class among slaves, often selected for the less rig-
orous work as they were considered able thinkers and generally closer to whites
in every way. Hence, among trained mechanics and the most trusted house ser-
vants, the vast majority were light-skinned—whom dark-skinned blacks referred
to as “house Negroes.” In addition, whites preferred light-skinned blacks to darker-
skinned blacks by their “better appearance.” They were less offended by light skin
and so felt more inclined to select such blacks for slave work, which brought them
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into closest contact with whites. The end result accommodated the beginnings of
victim-group discrimination where light- and dark-skinned black Americans began
to enact forms of oppression both had been subjected to by whites. The most
dramatic account is of light-skinned blacks owning black slaves.

Slavery is one of the cruelest forms of oppression known to mankind. It matters
not the skin color of the discriminating perpetrator or the oppressed victim. Volumes
of antebellum era literature attest to African-Americans victimized by white slave
masters in the aftermath of the Atlantic slave trade. Almost nonexistent is literature
that attests to African-Americans, by way of victim-group discrimination, engaging
in the enslavement of other African-Americans. More often than not, the perpe-
trators were light-skinned African-Americans and their victims were dark-skinned.
The slave trade participation of light-skinned African-Americans is a most dramatic
historical illustration of victim-group discrimination. Although not always, during
the antebellum such black slave owners were no less cruel in their treatment of black
slaves than their white counterparts. By culture and political aspiration, they were
indistinguishable from whites as the mulatto, that is, light-skinned offspring of white
slave masters. In fact, the proportion of light-skinned blacks who owned darker-
skinned black slaves exceeded the proportion of whites who were slave owners.
Census data for 1860 document the fact that there were approximately 27 million
whites in America and only 8 million resided in slaveholding states in the South
[11]. The 1860 Census also recorded 385,000 persons who owned slaves. Assuming
that all who owned slaves were white, this would amount to 1.4% of the nation’s
white population. Despite these data, all who took part in slave ownership were no
less guilty of the most inhumane forms of aggression possible, but in fact not all
were white.

The few historians who have acknowledged black slave ownership prefer to
rationalize their doing so as somehow beneficial to the enslaved victim. Technical
reasons are given such as the purchase of a child or spouse from a white master
who may not have provided access to the necessary paper work was a frequent
response. No doubt, such occasions did occur and may in fact have been justified.
However, slavery under such circumstances was more often the exception than the
norm. In most instances of black slave ownership, records suggest that blacks who
owned black slaves did so for the same reasons as whites: profit. Included among
these were Justus Angel and Mistress L. Horry of Colleton District, South Carolina.
According to 1830 records, each owned 84 slaves. What is more, 1830 records
note that 25% of the free Negro slave owners in South Carolina maintained own-
ership of 10 or more slaves. An astounding eight owned a total of 30 or more [11].
The 1860 Census data record a total of 4.5 million Negroes living in the United
States; less than four million lived in Southern slaveholding states. Southern blacks
who were not slaves but were free totaled 261,988 in number. Within that number,
10,689 blacks resided in the city of New Orleans. Many New Orleans blacks were of
mixed-race, light-skinned Creole descent. According to African-American historian
John Hope Franklin [11], more than 3000 free blacks in New Orleans owned slaves.
Proportionately, they represented more than 25% of the free black population. In
comparison to whites who owned slaves, 25% far exceeds the 1.4% of all American
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whites and 4.8% of Southern whites. There are no data to suggest such blacks had
merely purchased family members from whites for benefit of the slave.

Prominent historians have provided written accounts of blacks having owned
slaves. In a work called Black Confederates and Afro-Yankees in Civil War Virginia,
Ervin L. Jordan Jr. contends:

One of the more curious aspects of the free black existence in Virginia was their ownership
of slaves. Black slave masters owned members of their family and freed them in their wills.
Free blacks were encouraged to sell themselves into slavery and had the right to choose
their owner through a lengthy court procedure [11].

Those who owned slaves, whether black or white, for the most part were more
often financially modest. The majority owned no more than five slaves alongside
whom they ate and worked. The exceptional were those slave masters who owned
50 or more slaves, which would have been no more than 1% of the population and
were referred to as slave magnates. Astonishingly, in 1860 there existed at least
six Negroes—likely light-skinned—living in Louisiana who owned 65 or more
slaves. Among them, C. Richards and her son P. C. Richards owned 152 of their
black brethren as slaves to work their sugarcane plantation. A similarly impressive
Louisiana free Negro named Antoine Dubuclet owned in excess of 100 dark-skinned
black slaves. He was also in the sugar business and boasted an estate that was esti-
mated to be worth (in 1860 dollars) $264,000 [12]. To put Dubuclet’s wealth in
context, the mean calculation of wealth for Southern white men at the time averaged
$3978 [13].

Charleston, South Carolina, is yet known for a substantial number of resident
light-skinned African-Americans. In 1860, 125 such free Negroes owned slaves; six
of them reportedly owned 10 or more. Such light-skinned Negroes, as they were
called, owned $1.5 million in taxable property with more than $300,000 in the
form of slave holdings [14]. But among their number, William Ellison is promi-
nent for both his wealth and the cruelty toward his black slaves, for which he was
known among both Southern blacks and whites. Historians for whatever reasons
have attempted to justify his version of victim-group discrimination perhaps as a
matter of political correctness.

In Black Masters: A Free Family of Color in the Old South, authors Michael
P. Johnson and James L. Roark provide an account of William Ellison, South
Carolina’s largest owner of black slaves in 1860. Ellison was born a slave him-
self, but by the time of his death, at age 71, he was no doubt a magnate slave master.
At birth, William Ellison was named April following slave tradition: A common
practice among slaves was to name a newborn for the day or month of their birth.
Sometime between 1800 and 1802, April was bought by a white master, named
William Ellison, from whom he took his new name. April/Ellison proved to be a
very bright and industrious young man. Thus, beginning at age 12, he was instructed
in the trades of carpentry, blacksmithing, and machining. He was also taught how to
read, write, and cipher and he managed some basics in bookkeeping.

Ellison’s white owner sought to free him on June 8, 1816. Such an act required
the white master William Ellison to appear before a magistrate, accompanied by
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five witnesses for the purpose of officially freeing the black slave William Ellison
who was 26 years of age. Freeing a slave was taken to be a serious matter. Thus,
in 1800, South Carolina prescribed detailed procedures for the act. Such procedures
were adopted to assure that only those blacks worthy and of good character would
be freed. To assure that a slave would not become a financial burden upon the state,
they were also required to produce evidence of their ability to sustain an honest
livelihood once they were on their own.

After Ellison gained his freedom, he relocated to where he would begin accumu-
lation of his wealth. One of his first ventures required that he hire black slaves to
help with his building projects business. Records show that in 1817 he paid Judge
Thomas Watries for assistance by the Judge’s slave in building a gin. Before long,
Ellison had purchased his own slaves to assist him at work [11]. Curiously Ellison,
a black man, demonstrated that he was not the least concerned about the institution
of slavery and never questioned it on moral or ethical grounds, perhaps because it
brought him more wealth than most whites of the time could acquire. The fact of his
victim-group discrimination was thus irrelevant.

Ellison was required on June 20, 1820, to appear in the Sumter District court-
house, located in Sumterville, South Carolina. The fact that he was a light-skinned
African-American is suggested in official court documents, being described as a
“freed yellow man of about 29 years of age.” The court hearing involved an official
name change for Ellison and his children—from April, his birth name—to Ellison,
for purposes of respect and to extend gratitude to his former white master. Ellison’s
victim-group discrimination mentality was the sincerest form of domination imag-
inable, making him no less culpable than whites for the cruelty of slavery. In his
own way, Ellison enabled white supremacy in his apathy for black suffering and
later choosing to become the black member of a predominantly white Episcopalian
church when the black church was the mainstay of the black community. In time,
the white church allowed Ellison to sit on the first floor among wealthy whites while
blacks and poor whites were required to sit in the balcony.

The bulk of Ellison’s fortune was made between 1822 and the mid-1840s, which
allowed him to purchase a large number of slaves. His primary source of income
was the building of cotton gin machines, which he sold in places as far away
as Mississippi. He advertised for business in newspapers, including the Camden
Gazette, the Sumter Southern Whig, and the Black River Watchman. By using slave
labor to build his gins, Ellison forced many of his white competitors out of business.
According to Ervin Jordan:

Free Afro-Virginians were a nascent black middle class under siege, but several acquired
property before and during the war. Approximately 169 free blacks owned 145,976 acres in
the counties of Amelia, Amherst, Isle of Wight, Nansemond, Prince William and Surry,
averaging 870 acres each. Twenty-nine Petersburg blacks each owned property worth
$1,000 and continued to purchase more despite the war [11].

As an example, Jordan gives an account of “Gilbert Hunt, a Richmond ex-slave
blacksmith, owned two slaves, a house valued at $1376, and $500 in other proper-
ties at his death in 1863.” It goes without saying that few among such blacks were
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dark-skinned. Most were likely to be the light-skinned offspring of white masters
who had freed them, after which they were provided with education and gifts of
property.

Around 1838, the light-skinned, black, slave owner Ellison purchased 54.5 acres
on credit over time from a Stephen D. Miller. The property contained a large res-
idence, into which Ellison moved. Of significant note about the property is that it
was reportedly owned by Miller, who had served in the South Carolina legislature,
the US House of Representatives, the US Senate, and had been governor of the
state. By 1847, Ellison had accumulated more than 350 acres, by 1860 more than
900. Aside from raising cotton, he raised his own food to feed both his family and
the black slaves he owned. Subsequently, by 1840 Ellison owned 30 slaves, and by
1860 he owned 63. Other members of his family including his sons owned slaves
as well [11]. In an effort to maintain the black color line, Ellison’s children married
light-skinned mulattos from the surrounding area.

Ellison’s wealth became so vast, so quickly that he erred in accounting for it. In
1860, he was wealthier than 90% of his white neighbors. In all of South Carolina,
only 5% of the population could equal Ellison in real estate. His holdings were 15
times greater than the average holdings for the state’s whites. His count of slaves
equaled more than 99% of the entire South. Most devastating of all about the light-
skinned Ellison was the profits he accumulated as a “slave breeder.” Slave breeding
was the forcing of black women to bare children for the sole purpose of selling
them at birth for profit. Even whites viewed slave breeding as immoral, as most
states made it illegal to sell slaves who were younger than 12 years of age. Despite
the disdain for slave breeding, in 1840 Ellison began a business in slave breeding
that would have disgusted the typical white slave master.

Slavery is made profitable by the labor of black males. However, black women
were just as likely to be enslaved but did not have the profit potential of black males.
The strength differential between men and women meant that black women were
much less productive workers. Subsequently, Ellison kept only a few black women
in his slave holdings for breeding purposes and he sold the rest at birth for an average
price of $400. As a leader in the business of slavery, the light-skinned, black Ellison
was reputed to be a cruel master. Witnesses described his slaves as the worst fed
and clothed in the district. He separated those slaves who protested conditions and
incarcerated them in a small, windowless building. A slave who escaped the Ellison
plantation for a better life was later sought by Ellison, who hired a white man to hunt
for him. That is, a black man owned other black men as slaves and when his slaves
escaped, the victim-group black man hired a white man to recapture them for pay.
Such was the case of a white man whom Ellison hired, named Robert N. Andrews.
After returning a runaway slave to Ellison, Andrews “. . .was paid on returning home
$77.50 and $74 for expenses” [11].

When the light-skinned, black Ellison died, his wealth was willed to his surviv-
ing light-skinned children. They in turn displayed a continuation of his victim-group
discrimination by supporting the Confederacy side of the Civil War. They helped
support the Confederate army by postponing their cotton business and raising
corn, fodder, bacon, corn shucks, and cotton for purposes of defeating the Union
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armies. Their $5000 in taxes was supplemented by an additional $9000 invested in
Confederate bonds, treasury notes, certificates, and Confederate currency.

The Ellisons contributed much more to the enslavement of black people than
money. The younger Ellisons contributed more than farm produce, labor, and
money to the Confederate cause. Ellison’s oldest grandson, John Wilson Buckner,
enlisted in the 1st South Carolina Artillery and served in the company of Captains
P. P. Galliard and A. H. Boykin, who were well aware of the fact that Buckner
was a black man. Despite the fact that it was illegal by Confederate law for
a black man to fight in the Confederate army, Southern whites were willing
to make an exception based upon the prestige of the Ellison family and its
wealth. On July 12, 1863, the light-skinned, black Buckner was killed fighting
for the Confederate South and the maintenance of a lifestyle that relegated black
Americans to slavery. His Confederate comrades described him simply as a “faithful
soldier” [11].

Historically, light-skinned blacks have represented the black elite. From the per-
spective of most historians, the number of the light-skinned black elite was quite
small. However, in comparison to dark-skinned blacks, the light-skinned black elite
lived well as most had descended from white slave masters. Similar to whites, they
differentiated themselves as “old family” elite and/or the newcomers. At various
times and places, this wealthy class of black people was known as the “colored
aristocracy,” the “black 400,” the “upper tens,” and the “best society” [15].

What is most salient about the light-skinned black elite is how they regarded
themselves in comparison to both the black and white communities, between which
they have existed. They regarded themselves as privileged based upon values,
norms, traditions, education, and other characteristics reflective of the white com-
munity. They were sure to make reference to the fact that the black community was
not a monolith and, while the masses of illiterate, lower-class, dark-skinned blacks
were justly regarded as inferior, the light-skinned black elite among them were as
civilized and poised as any white person. Poor whites were especially offended by
this attitude, referring to them as “uppity blacks” and dark-skinned blacks were
given to intense anger over this. They recognized that the effort to improve their lot
on the part of the light-skinned, black elite was done at the expense of denigrating
less fortunate dark-skinned blacks. In the aftermath of dislike for one another, such
blacks often exceeded the dislike on the part of whites for black folk in general,
which enabled discrimination against one another.

The light-skinned, black elite communities were evident in the shadows of
Southern plantations, where just a few short years prior many had lived and worked.
While most whites in the South and elsewhere regarded the whole of black folk as
inferior, some did acknowledge existing class distinctions. In 1877, a Southerner
employed as a writer for the Atlantic magazine made note of an elite class among
black South Carolinians who practiced a rigid form of social ranking and skin color
discrimination [7]. In daily life, they took painstaking measures to see to it that no
lowly, dark-skinned, black person could enter their ranks by marriage, social cir-
cumstances, or community affairs. On occasion, any dark-skinned black outsiders
who acquired unusual wealth or prestige might be privileged to enter the ranks of
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the light-skinned, black elite, but even within such ranks they would be less than
equal to the lighter-skinned members.

Whatever the circumstances, it is well known that a discriminating light-skinned
black community existed in both small towns and large cities throughout the
American South. Another white journalist reported that in the South there were two
black elite factions evolving, a cultured aristocracy and an aristocracy of wealth.
However, regardless of which faction the black elite might aspire, their status within
the community was grounded in their official station in life, their church position,
amount of wealth including money or real estate, their previous ownership, and the
city where they were born. Additionally, when such criteria were satisfactory the
issue of skin color was not irrelevant in overall importance, as a white schoolteacher
in Tennessee discovered in the following example [8].

A white teacher, employed in the Negro school district in Memphis, Tennessee,
took note of the elaborate class distinctions blacks made of themselves by listening
to and observing her black students. She concluded that in their zeal to distinguish
differentiations within the group they far exceeded whites of the day. They created
a greater number of categories and defended respect for those categories with more
enthusiasm than ever would have been expected. At the very height of the black
community was the light-skinned aristocracy who had been, more often than not,
house Negroes. Even in the smallest of Southern towns, at least one such family
could be found among the residents. Membership required a black person to be
born into it assuming money, education, and a style of conduct that was fitting of
the group. The group sustained itself by marriage, selective of only those who pos-
sessed similar qualities—most importantly light skin color. When exceptions were
made, education or some extraordinary accomplishment might suffice, but wealth
alone would never prove satisfactory. Those lighter in skin color experienced greater
leniency in making exceptions compared to those who were darker-skinned or oth-
erwise held a striking resemblance to lowly, despised, dark-skinned field Negroes.
Such discriminatory behaviors were an exact model of white supremacy applied
toward blacks, internalized and enacted by blacks against one another because it
was an American norm. Dark-skinned blacks might act out similar discriminatory
behaviors against light-skinned blacks as well, though less often.

Because the majority of Americans in the workplace have been of European
descent, victim-group discrimination by African-Americans was no less appar-
ent relative to light skin [3]. This discrimination evolved from miscegenation that
took place during the antebellum era [16]. Early on, the light-skinned offspring
of the plantation class held a privileged status in the African-American commu-
nity [17]. Wealth, poise, and overall appeal were associated with their light skin
as a natural course of action [10]. This association prevailed in the most pub-
lic historical exchanges between African-American leaders. In an editorial of the
Crisis, an Atlanta University journal, as well as the official National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) journal, light-skinned African-
American W.E.B. Du Bois labels black leader Marcus Garvey as “fat, black, and
ugly,” implying that dark features were unattractive [18]. This was not a singular
incident. A high-ranking NAACP official used similar language, referring to Marcus
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Garvey as a “Jamaican Negro of unmixed stock” and implying that pronounced
African features and dark skin were not the least complimentary [19].

The acceptance of light skin as preferred meant that it became a vehicle for
victim-group discrimination, even though light skin among African-Americans was
less common than relatively dark skin [20]. Value-laden descriptive terms evolved
that reflected this, such as high yellow, ginger, cream colored, and bronze [21].
Similar norms were associated with other features, such as hair, which was des-
ignated as bad if it was the kinky, African type and good if it was the straight,
Caucasian type. When the term black was used, it more often inferred something
derogatory and grist for discrimination [4].

Shortly after Negro Suffrage and the Garvey era, overt verbal hostilities regard-
ing skin color in the black community largely subsided. The preference for light
skin, however, remained intact and actually became more accepted over time [21].
On college campuses, it was almost impossible for a dark-skinned coed to join a
sorority. Various social events, such as school dances, required the “brown paper
bag test” as a condition of their admission: Those with skin being darker than the
color of a brown paper bag were discriminated against and were assessed a fee by
lighter-skinned blacks before they could be admitted; those with lighter skin were
admitted free of charge [22].

Rhetoric of the 1960s espoused healthier norms in the African-American com-
munity [22]. Kinky hair and dark features were heralded as desirable on the college
campus and in marriage. In retrospect, however, what was practiced did not always
coincide with what was espoused. Dark-skinned black coeds could join clubs and
sororities, but there did not appear to be any real progress in the ability of such
persons to overcome the preference for light skin. Still, the issue of light skin
was seldom discussed among them publicly given the embarrassment that such
discriminatory behaviors might cause.

The 1964 Civil Rights act was a failed attempt to redress racial discrimina-
tion. To compensate, a number of laws and policies were enacted to enable more
opportunities for dark-skinned victim-group populations [23]. But many of the laws
may today be passively enforced by conservative political administrations. Critics
contend that they violate equal protection and set up a process of reverse discrim-
ination [24]. They further suggest that such laws may also benefit minorities and
women who are not victims of discrimination and, because of hiring practices,
punish white males who are “innocent” of any wrongdoing. Such assumptions are
naive and reflect the spoils of power. While true to some extent, the same critics
ignore the complex web of issues met by victim groups, which are not only irrele-
vant to innocent white males but in some cases create an advantage [25]. The fact
that discrimination is so pervasive in America is reflected in those being the most
discriminated against are dark-skinned and respond similarly to the light-skinned
in challenging their acceptance into the ethnic fold, accusing them of passing for
white; passing is when a person of light skin tone blends into white society and is
not perceived as black.

Among the noted cases of blacks discriminating against light-skinned blacks was
that of Mary Walker. Most tend to think that passing for white is an outdated concept
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relevant only to a distant and ugly past, when black Americans could be lynched
with no outcry from the public; Ms. Walker’s case dispels that notion. She grew
up during the 1960s, at the height of the black pride movement, but was raised
in an all-white neighborhood in Denver, Colorado. Her parents—who were both
black—required Mary and her 12 siblings to pass as white from birth. According to
Ms. Walker, her parents believed that life would be better for them if they did not
reveal that they were black. The whole family thus had to guard their secret very
carefully: The children were reprimanded if they didn’t straighten their hair on
schedule or if they used black slang.

Mary Walker was not particularly bothered by these restrictions until she went
to a small college in the Western United States, where cultural norms made her an
outcast among blacks when she tried to join the Black Student Union on campus.
She was told that she was “too white”: a form of victim-group discrimination. It was
then that she realized that her parents’ enforcement of white norms had cost her a
major part of her identity. Having no idea what to do about the problem, she decided
to ignore it and put her energies into getting her degree.

After graduation, Walker continued to pass for white until she was in her 30s,
when she decided to advocate the hiring of more black teachers at the school where
she was employed. In so doing, she “came out of the closet” about her own passing
for white. Not too surprisingly, the school administration then accused her of try-
ing to take advantage of Affirmative Action policies by suddenly declaring herself
to be black when she obviously was not. She claims to have been fired from her
job as a result, an ironic form of victim-group discrimination that generated media
interest in her story [26]. While dark-skinned blacks do not possess the physical
attributes to pass, they are no less given to victim-group discrimination in criti-
cizing the entirety of the black community, including family members. The life of
Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas provides a glaring example.

One of the most well-known, dark-skinned African-Americans is Justice
Clarence Thomas. Justice Thomas is by birth a Southerner, raised at a time when
dignity and self-respect were an illusion to black folk. Initially, Thomas aspired to
become a member of the clergy in an effort to please his rigid grandfather, whose
authoritarian manner may have predisposed Thomas to discriminate, as psychol-
ogists contend. Like many black Americans, his life story of struggle is nothing
unique. In fact, under the circumstances his life is quite common. That is, most any
black American who is fortunate enough to experience some measure of success in
life can attribute it to family members who had less. For many, there is a Clarence
Thomas grandfather who, while he could not succeed himself, found his success
in the next generation. They are often rigid and unyielding, convinced—by stereo-
type and the white perspective—that blacks who fail do so by their own means.
Thus, black conservatives, having internalized white norms, insist that blacks if they
want can succeed by their own means. The role of racism regarding victim-group
discrimination is irrelevant from their perspective.

A brief investigation of Justice Thomas’s life will reveal little doubt about the
internalized self-hate based on skin color that has preceded his tendencies to become
a conservative black. That self-hate is a product of a history of destructive images,
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portraying him personally, his family, his community, and his worth as a human
being. It is a psychological consequence blacks have had to pay for the progress
some have made, particularly in recent generations. Some may applaud Thomas’s
success and white conservatives in particular insist that Thomas is a primary exam-
ple of what all worthy black folk should aspire to in order to improve their lot.
Unfortunately, there are other aspects of Justice Thomas pertaining to his psyche
that supporters are less likely to comment on publicly. Such aspects reveal a black
man who has been damaged by the destructive black images that have been inter-
nalized since childhood. Enabled by the influence of an authoritarian dictatorial
grandfather, which psychologists contend would predispose him to discriminate,
Thomas presents a classic example of black self-hate. Not only does this per-
tain to the way he regards black people but members of his own family as well.
Even black conservatives have acknowledged the shortcomings of Thomas’s life,
notably Shelby Steele. Steele acknowledges Thomas’ problematic psyche as “inte-
gration shock.” According to Steele, evidence of integration shock is manifested as
“intense feelings of racial inferiority and self-doubt” on the part of successful black
Americans. Similar to culture shock, such blacks are thrust into an all-white world
where they do not have the cultural skills to survive and are subjected to overt hos-
tilities as well. Evidence of the resulting self-hate has been investigated extensively
in the scholarly literature.

Shelby Steele is not alone in his assessment of Justice Thomas’s self-hate psyche.
Psychiatrists have long known of the prevailing impact that a racist society has upon
the black conservative. Each victim may respond differently. Symptomologies may
range from an angry denial of white discrimination, as is the case with most black
conservatives, to an emotional attachment to whites as the rigid father with whom
they identify, also indicative of the black conservative.

Justice Thomas grew up in the 1950s. Due to having dark skin color, he was
ridiculed by friends as “A.B.C.” an acronym meaning America’s Blackest Child.
Both black and white children in his Southern Georgia town referred to him by
such a name. In the 1950s, prior to the “black is beautiful” movement, A.B.C. was
the cruelest of names a black child could have. In addition, as the only black stu-
dent enrolled in a Southern Catholic boarding school, Thomas was the daily butt of
untold racist insults. Whites were known to hurl verbal insults at Thomas for all to
hear: “‘Smile, Clarence, so we can see you,’ a white classmate yelled after lights
out” [27]. Thomas himself has admitted to a period of self-hate in his life, which
as a black conservative he projected onto other blacks as evidence of victim-group
discrimination. When submission to whites failed, he assumed there was nothing he
could do to earn their respect. However, vis-à-vis skin color, Thomas found little
sympathy in the black community and experienced other manifestations of ridicule
on a daily basis.

Although Justice Thomas did not initially admit to self-hate during his youth, his
attempts to separate himself from black people are obvious in his social life, edu-
cation, and most importantly conservative political views. While enrolled at Yale
law school, Thomas made every effort to avoid law classes on civil rights issues.
Like Mary Walker, who passed to cut herself off from the black community, Thomas
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found other ways to affectively do the same. He chose classes more likely of interest
to whites including corporate classes. Following graduation Thomas resented offers
from firms that did work for black or other good causes. He eventually accepted a
position in the Missouri state attorney general’s office. There he saw few blacks as
he handled revenue and tax litigation. Soon after came a call from the Reagan White
House, wanting to assign Thomas to the Department of Education, as Assistant
Secretary for Civil Rights. In that position, his self-hate evidenced by discrimina-
tion against blacks became a matter of public record. He insisted that blacks who
accepted welfare were engaging in little more than a “sugar-coated form of slavery”
[27].

Thomas’s black conservative friends think of him as a well-adjusted black man
who displays self-esteem and a keen intellect. They do not see his conservative
politics as an opportunity to profit at the expense of black folk nor do they see him
as an “Uncle Tom,” as others contend. However, contrary to their views, Thomas has
exemplified his self-hate and hatred of black people in his denigration of members
of his own family.

In 1980, Justice Thomas attended a meeting of black conservatives in San
Francisco, California. During that meeting, he publicly referred to his sister, Emma
Martin, as an example of the outcome for blacks who depend upon Liberal programs
such as welfare:

“She gets mad when the mailman is late with her welfare check, that’s how dependent she
is,” said Thomas. “What is worse is that now her kids feel entitled to the check too. They
have no motivation for doing better or getting out of that situation” [27].

In fact, as is frequently the black conservative modus operandi, Thomas’s version
of his sister’s situation is a creative representation of details. At the time of the
San Francisco meeting, his sister was not on welfare but working double shifts at a
nursing home for little more than $2 per hour. At various times in her life, she had
relied on welfare as when she left an abusive marriage and then to care for an ailing
family member. While on welfare at the time, Thomas’s sister maintained part-time
employment picking crabmeat at a factory near her residence. At some point, to
leave welfare Thomas’s sister obtained two low-paying jobs to support herself. After
learning of her public denigration by her brother, Thomas’s sister refused to respond,
suggesting that unlike her dark-skinned brother the societal pressure to discriminate
had not overcome her [27].

Evidence of black victim-group discrimination is unlimited for anyone who cares
to investigate. For social scientists, the quality of that evidence is of significant
importance. Their access to litigation pertaining to victim-group discrimination
enables their conclusions to withstand the most rigorous tests of validity. While
such discrimination has existed for decades, the first known case to reach litigation
was that of Walker versus the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), which took place in
Atlanta Federal District Court in 1989.

The plaintiff, Ms. Tracy Walker, was a permanent clerk typist in the Atlanta IRS
office. She is a light-skinned, African American female. Her supervisor—employee
of the defendant—is Ms. Ruby Lewis, a dark-skinned, African-American female.
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The employees in the office in which the plaintiff and the defendant worked were
predominantly African-American. In fact, following her termination, Walker was
replaced by an African-American. According to the record, the working relationship
between the plaintiff and the defendant was strained from the very beginning—that
is, since approximately November 1985. The plaintiff contends that the defen-
dant singled her out for close scrutiny and reprimanded her for many things that
were false or unsubstantial. The plaintiff’s relationship with her former supervi-
sor, a white female named Virginia Fite, was cordial. In fact, the plaintiff received
a favorable recommendation from Fite. In taking action, the plaintiff met with
Sidney Douglas, the Equal Opportunity Employment Commission (EEOC) pro-
gram manager for the IRS Atlanta district about the problems she was having
with the defendant. Two weeks later, pursuant to the defendant’s recommendation,
the plaintiff was terminated. The reasons given for termination are (a) tardiness,
(b) laziness, (c) incompetence, and (d) attitude problems. It was the plaintiff’s belief
that the reasons were fabricated and were the result of the defendant’s personal hos-
tility toward the plaintiff because of the plaintiff’s light skin. The plaintiff did not
present any direct evidence that the defendant was prejudiced against light-skinned
African-Americans. There was, however, evidence that the defendant might have
harbored resentful feelings toward white people and, by inference, possibly toward
light-skinned African-Americans, being indicative of victim-group discrimination.

The plaintiff maintained that she was treated unfairly prior to her termination
for no apparent reason. She would have the court find that the unfair treatment was
due to the defendant’s prejudice against her light skin color. Following her termi-
nation the plaintiff filed a lawsuit pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. The plaintiff alleges she was terminated because of invidious discrimina-
tion on the part of her supervisor and that her termination constituted retaliation
due to her complaining to the EEOC. Given that this was a Title VII action, the
case was initially heard before a magistrate. The magistrate recommended grant-
ing the defendant’s summary judgment motion with respect to the claims under the
Administrative Procedure Act. The magistrate recommended granting the portion
of the defendant’s summary judgment motion that dealt with the Title VII invid-
ious discrimination claim. The magistrate recommended denying the defendant’s
summary judgment motion with respect to the retaliation claim.

In sum, the federal court found that a portion of the magistrate’s recommendation
that granted the defendant’s motion for summary judgment with respect to plain-
tiff’s 1981 claim, plaintiff’s 1983 claim, and plaintiff’s Administrative Procedure
Act claim was unsubstantiated. The court also adopted the portion of the magis-
trate’s recommendation that denied the defendant’s motion for summary judgment
with respect to plaintiff’s Title VII retaliation claim. Following expert testimony by
myself, the federal court set aside the portion of the magistrate’s recommendation
that granted defendant’s summary judgment motion with respect to plaintiff’s Title
VII discrimination claim (Morrow vs IRS, 1990).

While the aforementioned discrimination litigation brought by African-
Americans has received limited attention in the scholarly and journalistic literature,
it continues up to the present date. Porter versus the State of Illinois is one such
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case, litigated in 1997 in the US District Court, Northern District of Illinois East
Division. Porter, the light-skinned, African-American male plaintiff, cites the States’
statement as direct evidence that race via skin color was a motivating factor in his
termination. The plaintiff states in his affidavit:

During one of my first meetings with Marcia Williams (dark-skinned, female, defen-
dant employee) soon after she became my supervisor, she told me that she did not like
light-skinned African American men and that she was going to get rid of me before my
probationary period was over [29].

Although the defendant denies that this conversation occurred, she acknowl-
edges that she prefers dark-skinned, African-American men as social partners or
mates. She also admits that she discussed this with her friends, but she did not recall
whether she also shared that information with the plaintiff. The defendant contended
that this evidence is immaterial because the record does not reveal any causal link
between her statement and plaintiff’s subsequent termination.

The parties do not dispute that the defendant lacked authority to discharge the
plaintiff or even to make recommendations. As a matter of state law, final disci-
plinary authority was vested in the Director of the Illinois Department of Central
Management Services. But there was also evidence that the defendant played a
significant role in the decision to fire the plaintiff. As the plaintiff’s immediate
supervisor, the defendant monitored his work and prepared the negative evaluation
of November 1994. She initiated the charges that led to both of his predisciplinary
meetings, and she conversed with the appropriate administrators who decided
whether or not to recommend discipline. Although the record did not reveal the
extent to which the final decision-making authorities actually relied on the charges
formulated by defendant, it contained sufficient evidence to raise a factual question
about whether she had a significant hand in their decision.

The possibility that the defendant played a significant role in the plaintiff’s ter-
mination did not imply that her alleged bias was a material factor in that discharge.
The plaintiff sought to forge this causal relationship by suggesting that racial ani-
mus led defendant to reject his work—thus saddling him with an artificially inflated
caseload—or to invent the charges against him.

The plaintiff offered no specific evidence to rebut the charges that formed the
basis of his discharge. Nor did he cite any evidence other than his own word to
show that his work was comparable to that of his colleagues, who were not disci-
plined or discharged. The fact that the plaintiff failed to meet his deadlines even after
his supervisors reassigned his pending cases and reduced his case intake suggested
that he would have been unable to do his job even if the defendant had not returned
his work. Standing alone, the plaintiff’s own testimony about the quality of his job
performance did not discredit the evaluation of his work as offered by his employer.
Accordingly, the court found that the defendant’s statement bore no material rela-
tionship to the plaintiff’s termination and was not direct evidence of intentional skin
color discrimination.

Thus, according to the court, the defendant presented virtually overwhelming
evidence that the plaintiff was not performing his job adequately when he was dis-
charged. Rather than produce any specific evidence to rebut the charges, the plaintiff
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relied primarily on his own self-serving testimony to show that his work was ade-
quate. Accordingly, the court found that the record contained insufficient evidence
to raise an inference that the plaintiff was fired because of his age, race, or complex-
ion in violation of Title VII, or the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment
[29]. As a result, the defendant’s motion for summary judgment was granted.

In the same year, same District Court, and same state as the Porter case, plaintiff
Lamont Sullivan, an African-American male, was employed from February 1995
until July 1996 as a “supervisor of reel assembly” at a Presstronics facility in Aurora,
Illinois. His charge of discrimination included a Latino-American whom he claims
benefited. In July 1996, Sullivan was laid off by Presstronics, ostensibly due to a lack
of work at the company. The plaintiff attempted to regain his position in late July,
but was informed that he had been laid off indefinitely and that his employment with
the company was therefore terminated. Despite the company’s representations that
the plaintiff’s termination was motivated by lack of work, Presstronics had hired
less experienced white and Latino-American workers to do the job Sullivan had
previously done. While the plaintiff did not refer to skin color directly as basis of
alleged discrimination, the association of Latino with “white” is strong evidence of
that assumption. However, the plaintiff failed to prove his case. For that reason, a
motion to dismiss was granted by the court [30].

With the aforementioned cases, skin color is compulsory to discrimination litiga-
tion among victim-group populations, which extends from black slave ownership
and the antebellum era [31]. Most documented accounts of such discrimination
among blacks pertain to charges brought by dark-skinned blacks against light-
skinned blacks. However, the fact of charges brought by light-skinned blacks who
suffer discrimination from dark-skinned blacks attests to the universality of the
pathology. It substantiates blacks’ simultaneous status as victims and perpetrators
of racism, that is, victimism. As with the black/white dichotomy, the former is con-
tingent upon having dark skin; the latter is a psychological residue of European
colonization and domination [5]. It thus logically follows that trends in racial diver-
sity today, augmented by increased levels of miscegenation, accommodate a view
that America is no longer a homogeneous society and that discrimination is no
longer the exclusive domain of whites. As a result, the black/white dichotomy has
become less relevant. This does not negate the pervasiveness of Euro-American
racism and discrimination, but allows for amplified analysis to include the role
engaged by all—including victim-group people of color. Acknowledgement through
scholarly literature that is relative to racism and/or discrimination among victim-
group populations will benefit society by contributing to the erudition required for
its eventual elimination.

References

1. Pierce, C. M. (1978). Entitlement dysfunctions. Australian and New Zealand Journal of
Psychiatry, 12, 215–219.

2. Hamilton, C. (1989). Work and welfare: how industrialists shaped government social services
during the progressive era. Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare, 16(2), 67–86.



4 African-Americans: The Idealization of Light Skin 55

3. Myrdal, G. (1944). An American dilemma. New York: Harper & Row.
4. Rose, A. (1964). The Negro in America. New York: Harper & Row.
5. Welsing, F. (1970). The cress theory of color confrontation and racism. Washington, DC: C-R

Publishers.
6. Jones, B. F. (1966). James Baldwin: the struggle for identity. British Journal of Sociology, 17,

107–121.
7. Hall, R. (1995). Dark skin and the cultural ideal of masculinity. Journal of African American

Men, 1(3), 37–62.
8. Vontress, C. (1970). Counseling blacks. Personnel and Guidance Journal, 48, 713–719.
9. Huggins, N. (1942). Key issues in the Afro-American experience. New York: Harcourt Brace

Jovanovich.
10. Reuter, E. (1969). The mulatto in the United States. New York: Haskell House.
11. Grooms, R. (1997). Dixie’s censored subject: black slaveowners. http://americancivilwar.

com/authors/black_slaveowners.htm. Accessed 14 June 2009.
12. Mills, G. (1977). The forgotten people: Cane River’s Creoles of color. Baton Rouge:

Louisiana State University Press.
13. Soltow, L. (1975). Male inheritance expectations in the United States in 1870 (p. 85). New

Haven: Yale University Press.
14. Soltow, L. (1975). Male inheritance expectations in the United States in 1870 (p. 280). New

Haven: Yale University Press.
15. Gatewood, W. B. (1990). Aristocrats of color. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.
16. Fanon, F. (1965). Black skin, white masks. New York: Grove.
17. Klineberg, O. (1944). Characteristics of the American Negro. New York: Harper & Row.
18. Franklin, J. H., & Meier, A. (1982). Black leaders of the twentieth century. Chicago:

University of Illinois Press.
19. Garvey, A. J. (1986). Garvey and Garveyism. New York: Octagon.
20. Herskovits, M. (1968). The American Negro. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.
21. Hall, R. E. (1990). The projected manifestations of aspiration, personal values, and envi-

ronmental assessment cognates of cutaneo-chroma (skin color) for a selected population of
African Americans (Doctoral dissertation, Atlanta University, 1989). Dissertation Abstracts
International, 50, 3363A.

22. Jones, R. L. (Ed.). (1980). Black pride in the seventies. New York: Harper & Row.
23. Karger, H. J., & Stoesz, D. (1990). American social welfare policy. New York: Longman.
24. O’Neill, T. (1985). Bakke and the politics of equality. Scranton, PA: Wesleyan University

Press.
25. Hiskey, M. (1990, February 1). Boss: skin hue, firing unrelated. Atlanta Journal-Constitution,

1, 4.
26. Hall, R. (2005). An empirical analysis of the impact of skin color on African-American

education, income, and occupation. Lewiston, NY: Mellen Press.
27. White, J., Ludtke, M., & Winbush, D. (1991, September 16). The pain of being black. Time.
28. Morrow v. Internal Revenue Service, 742 F Supp. 670 (N.D. Ga. 1990).
29. Porter v. State of Illinois, 987 F Supp. 667 (U.S. Dist. Ill. 1997).
30. Sullivan v. Presstronics, 96 C, Supp. 7436 (U.S. Dist. Ill. 1997).
31. Hall, R. (1992). Bias among African Americans regarding skin color: implications for social

work practice. Research on Social Work Practice, 2(4), 479–486.



Chapter 5
Asian-Americans: The Historical Implications
of Light Skin

Given the racial and ethnic shifts in contemporary Western cultures, scholars face an
unprecedented challenge to keep pace with the implications of such shifts for victim-
group discrimination. The migration of Asian ethnic populations to the United States
has created the need for a new and more inclusive perspective pertaining to dis-
crimination. Of particular concern in the study of victim-group discrimination is
the need to understand the impact of assimilation of Asian-Americans into a racist
dominant-group society such as the United States, and how the influences of skin
color are enacted as discrimination, by Asian-Americans against other victim-group
populations. For some, discrimination in the United States is served by the traditions
of their native culture. Heretofore little investigated, a study of the growing number
of Asian populations will be better illustrated and allow for a more comprehensive
examination of victimism as a twenty-first-century sociological fact.

In the analysis of Asian-Americans who are inclined to victim-group discrimina-
tion, no one is more esteemed than Dr. Harry L. Kitano. Kitano, an Asian-American
professor emeritus of Social Work, is too little known for his scientific research,
which has provided insight into critical Asian issues. According to Kitano, Asian-
Americans face the prospects of assimilation taking place by way of a process
he calls the “domination model.” The domination model encourages victim-group
discrimination by Asian-Americans dominated by white preferences, who might
otherwise not take part. But for assimilation into a racist mainstream society, they
submit to the influence of quality-of-life aspirations and internalized Western norms.
Kitano’s book, Race Relations, explains the concept of domination assimilation in
more detail. Simply put, he suggests that the domination model would mean that
assimilation is a dictated process whereby a powerful group—in this case Caucasian
Americans—withholds or bestows societal reward on the basis of what it values in
its people [1]. In a society that turns on the wheels of competition, assimilation
for those who are not valued by society can be a painful process. And for those
who cannot or will not compete for whatever reasons, opportunity and quality of
life will be negatively impacted. Thus, given that light skin is highly valued in
America, and is the basis of racial discrimination by skin color, Asian-Americans as
a victim-group population are at a decided disadvantage in most matters of compe-
tition with mainstream white Americans. They cannot compete—at least to an equal
extent—because they lack the necessary criteria for mainstream assimilation. And,
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unfortunately, Asians who migrate to the West do not have a choice because dark,
alien skin and Asian eye shape is not an advantage. Yet embracing Western culture in
America has been a tradition historically for successful assimilation or acceptance
of migrant groups into the mainstream of society, one not irrelevant to acting out
victim-group discrimination. That is, any migrant group wishing to become assim-
ilated into the American mainstream must be willing to embrace it in its entirety or
risk being further alienated from the powerful mainstream population. In response,
the alternative display of victim-group discrimination by Asian-Americans is dra-
matically enacted in their historical response to the differentiations between light
and dark skin color.

Asia, as defined in the West, includes the Indian subcontinent eastward to the
Philippines, north to China, and south to Indonesia. Absent European influences, it
would appear that there is nothing particularly atypical about skin color to most of
the Asians who reside in these areas. However, according to Australian diplomat
Cavan Hogue, the most dramatic implications of skin color exists in the attitudes
of northern Asians including Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans [2]. All three peo-
ples have a significant degree of racial homogeneity within the native population.
Arguably, it is among the Japanese that exists the strongest evidence of denigrat-
ing dark-skinned people. Furthermore, the Japanese have historically maintained
myths that rationalize the superiority of Japanese people, not necessarily motivated
by racism per se but more as an aspect of cultural norm.

The history of Asian-American experiences with discrimination, and the den-
igration of people characterized by dark skin, reaches back to their homeland
Aryans—circa 1500–500 B.C. The Aryans were a people regarded as “uncivilized”
but, in fact, who were superior warriors. Over several centuries, they conquered
the indigenous Asian folk and took their lands. By the late Vedic period, 1000–
500 B.C., Aryans had merged their blood with their Asian subjects and were in
complete control [3]. Several centuries later, Asians were visited once again by the
conquerors from Great Britain. Similar to Aryans in skin color, the lighter-skinned
British, no doubt, left an indelible impression upon the Asian psyche. Furthermore,
their ancestors had made contact with the West prior to the mid-nineteenth-century
immigration. Pottery and other archaeological finds suggest the Japanese visited
Ecuador and Peru around 3000 B.C. [4]. Evidence exists of Chinese settlements
in Mexico, dating to the Ming Dynasty [4]. Chinese sailors manned American ships
during the 1800s and established a colony, however short lived, in the New World. In
fact, the first US consul to serve external to its borders was Samuel Shaw, assigned
to Canton.

Among Asian-Americans, Japanese citizens like their mother countrymen felt
disdain for dark skin and a preference for light skin, long before any significant con-
tacts with Europeans, because the notion is rooted in their culture [5]. While most
had never encountered Africans personally, they felt them to be culturally inferior
and the women to be less than beautiful. Thus, the Japanese thought of light skin as
the ideal of feminine beauty and dark skin as ugly. Their response to the light skin of
Europeans and the dark skin of Africans was a historical norm and intimately woven
into Japanese beauty standards, eventually exacerbated by the influences of Western



5 Asian-Americans: The Historical Implications of Light Skin 59

colonization. Skin color as far as the Japanese are concerned is a sign of refinement
or barbarity. Perhaps for this reason they refer to their skin color as shiroi, which
translates as “white” [5].

In Japan, white and/or light skin has long been an essential trait of feminine
beauty. A Japanese proverb says, “white skin makes up for seven defects” of a
woman [5]. For those who are light-skinned, the light skin will allow defects to
be ignored. Under the auspices of cultural influences and similar to Africans who
bleach, historically many Japanese women took advantage of concoctions to give
their skin a light appearance. Around the Nara period (A.D. 710–793), ladies of
Japanese royalty did not hesitate to apply white powder to their faces [5]. They also
colored their cheeks in the form of red so-called beauty spots, applied between the
eyebrows and the exterior corners of their eyes and lips [5].

When the West emerged as an imperial power, Asians revisited the Americas
under different circumstances. While they dispersed to Europe and South America,
the largest numbers to arrive in the United States were Chinese, during the gold
rush of 1849. Others such as Japanese, Koreans, and Filipinos arrived some 40–
60 years later seeking a better life. Their journey was not originally intended as
permanent but only for a limited work engagement. The view of America as a
temporary overseas job opportunity was reinforced by the overt discrimination and
racism perpetrated against Asians and other foreigners. The inability to assimilate
into the mainstream led early Asian-American immigrants to form subsocieties.
Their conspicuous soma-type limited opportunities and ultimately quality of life
as stigmatized aliens.

The Chinese encountered Western racism immediately upon arrival in America,
despite the overwhelming need for manual railroad labor. Much like African-
Americans, they were denied all manner of civil rights and were occasionally
murdered. Following the Civil War, anti-Chinese tensions increased, culminating
in the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882. The prevailing social problem most associ-
ated with Asian immigrants, such as the Chinese, was a shortage of women, which
intensified the potential for discrimination. It ultimately became the grounds for
racist complaints pertaining to prostitution and/or miscegenation. In an effort to
circumvent friction with the Euro-American community, brothels were set up in
Chinatowns and the Chinese were then condemned for resorting to prostitutes [4].
Filipinos, mostly male, were also affected by the shortage of women. Whether or
not Asians patronized prostitutes or white women, racists expressed moral indig-
nation, reinforcing Asian alienation. In the aftermath, 14 states passed legislation
against miscegenation to bar Asian-Americans from intermarriage with members of
the Euro-American population [4].

While Asians were the victims of discrimination, some were no less given to such
acts than Euro-Americans toward dark-skinned people, but for different reasons.
Thus, as with Japan, their world is composed of the Japanese and their assumed infe-
rior, foreign counterparts—referred to as ghigin. It should come as little surprise that
this belief would be relevant to Japan’s denigration of non-Japanese—particularly
against dark-skinned African-Americans. They were also no less arrogant and bru-
tal than the West in their management of colonial subjects, on the basis of cultural
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superiority [6]. That superiority is manifested in a strong sense of hierarchy, which
Japanese apply on the basis of ranking those who are darkest at the very bottom.
The same system was applied to Korean citizens of Japan, who are among that
nation’s minority groups. What is more, in The Rape of Nanking, author Iris Chang
[7] refers to the cruelty and brutality of the Japanese toward the Chinese during
their colonial occupation. Her account of Japanese racism is ironic, given that at
the time the Chinese all but supported the brutal regime of the light-skinned Nazis.
However, the Japanese and the Chinese are not so different in their regard for dark-
skinned people. Like the Japanese, Chinese have historically regarded themselves
superior, separate, and apart from the rest of mankind. Any non-Chinese are consid-
ered barbarians who would welcome the opportunity to stain the professed purity of
Chinese blood. As a result, when Chinese students traveled abroad to be educated,
they were often warned by their elders not to return married to a “red-haired devil,”
not perceived as human [2]. So-called red-haired devils included Euro-Americans
who treated westward migrating Asians similarly. Those from Africa occupied a
rank so far below Western devils as not to even be considered worthy of Chinese
denigration. This was apparent in a 1988 rock-throwing incident by hundreds of
Chinese students who descended unprovoked upon visiting African students who
were studying in China [8].

In the interest of objectivity, the issue of skin color discrimination in China
is much more complex than the Western version. China did in fact assimilate
Mongolian and Manchu invaders whom they regarded as barbaric. Furthermore,
China also absorbed a population of minorities making the issue of skin color and
superiority in many ways confusing to non-Chinese observers. In their logic, to
be superior is to be pure Chinese, which would create great difficulty for any for-
eigner. In contrast, Chinese today living offshore in such places as Hong Kong are
less concerned about purity as they participate actively in exogamy. Similarly, in
Western countries, such as Australia, Chinese engage in exogamy (marrying outside
the culture or tribe) more than any other migrant group—but not with dark-skinned
people [2].

The remaining Asians consist of Koreans, who retain a sense of superiority equal
to that of the Japanese and Chinese. According to a survey conducted by The Far
Eastern Economic Review, Koreans lead all groups in rejecting non-Asians as infe-
rior, in consideration in matrimony. Subjects were asked whether their child could
marry a foreigner with their blessing. Results indicated that only 30% of Koreans
were amenable, compared with 95% of Western Australians and 84% of Filipinos.
As might be expected among northern Asians, biracial offspring are subjected to
severe forms of discrimination, and in Korea, non-Korean spouses are ostracized.
Most significantly, the Chinese minority in Korea has been subjected to denigration
and prejudice equal to that of the Korean minority in Japan, making for the most
noteworthy accommodation of discrimination among victim-group populations [2].

Characteristic of Asian history, Asians who settled in the United States evolved
in a Western world convinced of their superiority, but one that had been conquered
and/or dominated by Western imperials. Intensified by fantasies of superiority, it is
clear that the light skin color of their conquerors became the most critical of traits
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by which Asian-Americans assessed humanity relative to discrimination. While the
study of discrimination tends to focus on Euro-Americans, where the implications
of skin color can be observed in some of its most racist forms, the Asian version
is of a different origin. Western imperial domination exacerbated by an inherent
sense of superiority necessitated Asian denigration of people by dark skin [9].
Furthermore, since skin color implies the characteristics of a person, rather than
the person himself, its use accommodates an emotional reaction to an otherwise
benign physiological trait. Its existence, couched in racism, and given the esteem of
Western civilization, has resulted in skin color ideals evident in Asian traditions.

In many Asian languages, the words “fair” and “beautiful” are often used syn-
onymously [10]. Asian folk literature places a high value on light skin. For example,
the ideal bride, whose beauty and virtue are praised in the songs sung at weddings,
almost always has a light complexion. An Asian girl who is dark-skinned is often
a problem for her family because of the difficulty of arranging a marriage for her.
Marriages among educated Asians are sometimes arranged through advertisements
in newspapers; even a casual examination of the matrimonial columns of popular
dailies such as The Hindu shows that virginity and a light skin color are among
the most desirable qualities that prospective grooms and their families look for in a
young bride, especially the middle class [10]. In a society where purity of descent
is associated with a wide diversity of physical types, these features may be in short
supply. Those who do not correspond to the ideal must be accommodated. Among
some Asian-Americans then, a dark-skinned girl has a low value in the marriage
market. But, at the same time, a dark-skinned girl may be preferred by her local
group. Wherever physical differences cut across caste lines in India, for example—
and they frequently do—the cultural skin color factor can carry great weight. That
is sure to confuse outsiders. And while there is clearly a preference for light skin in
almost all Asian populations, it is sometimes difficult to say exactly what the social
implications are. The best evidence is to be found in the choice of marriage partners.
The choice of a light-skinned bride or groom must, however, be made within limits
that are strictly defined by considerations of other kinds such as culture, group, and
locale. Thus, in certain parts of North India, Muslim women are very light-skinned
and have features that are positively valued. However, this does not seem to negate
the fact that a Muslim bride, if light-skinned, would not normally be acceptable in a
Hindu household. Thus, skin color of a particular kind is important to Indian Asians
contemplating marriage, but other characteristics are not irrelevant [10].

Light skin has much greater weight in choosing a bride than a groom. In the
case of the groom, qualities such as wealth, occupation, and education may play
an equally significant role. Skin color is important but is secondary. To marry off
a dark-skinned son is not so much of a problem in either case for a middle-class
family, for he can more easily acquire other socially desirable traits unlike color,
which is set at birth [10].

The overlap of Indian racial groups means that skin color and physical types
vary significantly. This is true for body type and nasal shape as well as other physi-
cal characteristics. The best way to describe these types is not by distinct categories,
as a scientist would be tempted to do, but rather on a continuum. To do otherwise
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would result in an unnecessarily huge number of meaningless types that would con-
fuse much more than it would explain. Thus, given the close parallels between the
Indian Asian caste system and Western skin color discrimination, some similari-
ties are readily apparent. A study conducted by Kingsley Davis makes a distinction
between what he calls “racial” and “nonracial” castes [11]. For example, the Hindu,
nonracial caste system is bound purely by descent and socio-economics. The racial
caste system, on the other hand, is bound by skin color in relation to wealth and
class. Consequently, a dark-skinned son will not be perceived as a liability to a
middle-class family as would a dark-skinned daughter: A son may compensate by
acquiring other socially desirable status traits [11]. Suffice it to say that Davis rejects
the idea that race itself has very much to do with caste in India today.

Other researchers have attempted approaches that are more scientific regard-
ing implications of skin color and caste on victim-group discrimination in India.
According to Sir Herbert Risley, who did an early census study for India, the
caste system provides a unique opportunity to differentiate between certain phys-
ical types. His work concludes that there was a close correlation between skin color
and the rank order of caste [11]. It is also his position that the rank of a particular
caste varies inversely with the average nasal index of its members. In others words,
those who belonged to upper castes have narrower noses—Caucasian—while those
of the lower castes have broader noses—Negroid.

At first glance, to the untrained eye, Risley’s findings would appear too general
and simplistic to associate with skin color. Anyone who has observed the Indian
Asian population in America can point to numerous exceptions between the skin
color and nasal shape of Indian people. It is simply much too complex to draw con-
clusions about a people without the benefit of cultural experience. Perhaps the only
worthwhile conclusion to be drawn from Risley’s research as well as that of others is
that skin color does, in fact, occupy a conspicuous position among Indian Asians—
facilitative of victim-group discrimination. Then if it is true that discrimination is a
Western norm, Indian Asians, being dark-skinned relative to Euro-Americans, can-
not be viewed as potential members of the mainstream society. In America, being
dark-skinned may compromise any accomplishment with which one might be asso-
ciated. But, unlike in America, in India that bias applies class-wide to men as well as
women. Bringing their Indian cultural values with them to America, the potency of
an immigrant Indian Asian’s disdain for persons having dark skin only increases in
their new but also racially stratified environment. Their willingness to discriminate
on the basis of skin color may then facilitate an assumed advantage if such persons
interact with Westerners who hold similar views. The Indian Asian brand of victim-
group discrimination contributes to the development of disdain for dark skin among
all people of color, because the disdain is an unheralded expression of Western
norms that seemingly compliments the Euro-American power structure. Dark skin
color is also regarded as being an obstacle by American institutions, which might
otherwise afford an ambitious Asian-American the opportunity to fully assimilate
and realize the American Dream. But the reality is that, for Indian Asians who
migrate, tensions result when they apply these norms in interacting with persons
of color who are dark-skinned, and particularly of a lower socioeconomic class.
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In the broader sense, Indian Asians who discriminate on the basis of skin color
appear to be less typical than other populations because Indian culture carries color
consciousness to the extreme. According to census data, in Western nations such
as Canada, Great Britain, and Australia, there are only a limited number of Indian
Asian marriages to people of color—arguably due to the issues of darker skin as well
as the larger number of Caucasians. In fact, the few exogamous Indian marriages in
the United States have been unions with members of the dominant Western main-
stream. Furthermore, according to the US Bureau of the Census, in the states with
the largest Asian populations, like California, New York, and Washington, exoga-
mous Asian marriage tends to be Asian-American female to Euro-American male
[12]. How this phenomenon came about is perhaps too elusive and complex to sub-
stantiate scientifically when gender is a factor. Add to that the difficulty of teasing
Asians out from other people of color and the task becomes exhaustive. But the
tendency of Asian-American females who do marry into other ethnic groups is that
they marry almost exclusively Euro-Western males [13].

This tendency is symptomatic of a color-based form of victim-group discrimi-
nation. Having internalized dominant Western norms, such persons recognize the
social implications if they were to marry a darker-skinned male. Furthermore, for
Asians skin color discrimination fits neatly into their culturally ordered system
of hierarchy. In particular, for those who have migrated to the United States, it
may be their only chance to move up the caste ladder if they are not themselves
light-skinned. On the other hand, marriage to Western males is presumed by Asian
females to at least lighten their skin (psychologically) in the present via identifica-
tion with their mates and in the future via mixed white race offspring. Additionally,
for some Asian groups, such as the Japanese, the concept of attractiveness had
been associated with light skin long before contact with Europeans. Once they
began to migrate west, where light skin was a norm of the dominant group, racist
perceptions of being marriageable were powerfully reinforced within the immi-
grating Asian-American population and effectively dramatized in American motion
pictures.

Wearing a thin guise of fiction, the 1992 movie Mississippi Masala brought an
ancient reality to the modern day. In a seeming anomaly of the Hindu caste system,
the lowest among Indian Asians may discriminate against dark-skinned minorities
of higher status. This would be the grist of black comedy if it were not so tragic.
In Mississippi Masala—Masala being an East Indian term for a collection of hot
and colorful spices—the dark-skinned hero is an intense and physically character-
istic Southern, African-American male, played by African-American actor, Denzel
Washington. The director of this poignant, funny, and provocative film is Mira Nair,
a native of India and a woman with a commanding view of present-day intrica-
cies of caste and color. She brings to life the dynamic ways in which those factors
interact, both in Mississippi and in Madras, to shape the lives of East Indians and
those with whom they live, love, and work. Many Americans have only a vague
conception of that hereditary and restrictive but somewhat adaptive institution that
is the Hindu caste, and suppose only that on any given level, color and caste are
coordinated with those at the top—privileged and light-skinned—and those at the
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bottom—destitute, very dark-skinned, and much discriminated against [10]. The
outcome of victim-group discrimination is relevant to the history of other Asian
populations.

Asian women in Pakistan are no less given to the Eurocentric standards of femi-
nine beauty than are the Japanese, which increases their potential for victim-group
discrimination. One example is a Pakistani woman, a well-educated 23-year-old,
named Nasim Jamil [14]. She is young and attractive, but not at all satisfied with
the way she looks. “I am not fair enough,” she commented to a local news orga-
nization. She further maintains, “White is best. When you ask Pakistani women
what their opinion of an ideal woman is, they will tell you that she should have fair
skin,” according to Fozia Yasmin, who works for the Pakistani nongovernmental
organization who reported to the IRIN news organization. There are at least 50%
of women Yasmin has encountered, who have sought her out for concerns about
their skin color. Her company employs three practitioners who offer workshops at
colleges for building self-esteem in the lives of Asian women who dislike their skin
color. “You see advertisements for skin [bleaching] creams everywhere you go in
this country,” which is not at all uncommon. As women who reside in an Islamic
nation, they are expected to look their best without exception while simultaneously
required to be subservient to men [14]. The outcome of this phenomenon relative to
victim-group discrimination is manifested as Asian-American Eurogamy.

The concept of Eurogamy among Asian-Americans is a well-known but sel-
dom acknowledged form of victim-group discrimination; Eurogamy is a theoretical
construct devised by myself [15], after years of study and clinical observations.
Eurogamy can be categorized as selected marital patterns, specific and dictated
by group domination under the rubric of exogamy. Eurogamy reflects similar
deliberate Asian marital strategies practiced by Asians in India. It is the preferred
marital pattern of a less powerful group, Asian-Americans, for moving into a more
powerful dominant group of mainstream white Americans. In acquiring Caucasian
genes through marriage and offspring, the discriminatory stigma of Asian skin color
and features is altered in Asian offspring. Idealized light skin and Western round
eyes then qualify Asian-Americans for complete assimilation and the commensu-
rate quality of life it implies. It occurs most frequently among Asian-Americans
who settle in large urban centers.

In New York City, Asian-Americans who marry Eurogamously tend to be second
generation or later, born in the West, female, older, better educated, of higher occu-
pational status, and have higher incomes [16]. Such urbanized Asian-Americans are
associated less with the customarily closed Asian community. Whether or not their
marrying Eurogamously adversely affects their children has not been established as
a fact of research, but their children do appear to have problems psychologically,
according to Betty Lee Sung [16]. However, Eurogamy is not illegal or unethi-
cal to any appreciable extent. Its significance for victim-group discrimination is
rooted in its relevancy to victimism. Asian-Americans who are culturally domi-
nated in a racist social environment are amenable to victim-group discrimination as
a de facto requirement of becoming an American. Such discrimination merged with
discriminatory cultural traditions is apparent in the selection of marriage partners,
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based upon the esteem of their partners’ racial group affiliation, which is idealized
when Caucasian. The volumes of data pertaining to mail-order brides support such
a contention, as seen in the following examples.

In a given year, thousands of Asian women post their photos in mail-order mag-
azines such as Sunshine Girls in hopes of marrying Caucasian men via Eurogamy.
Such women are not necessarily racist but have a pronounced sense of human hier-
archy and seek a better life for themselves with little protection from the many risks
involved in using such magazines.

To illustrate the extent of Eurogamy, I requested random samples of Sunshine
Girls for years 1991–2000 (one issue for each year) [17]. Listed in the magazine
were a total of 620 girls, aged 18–30 years, from Asian groups including Filipinas,
Japanese, Chinese, Korean, Indonesian, Malaysian, and “other” to accommodate an
occasional Russian. For the most part, race was not a significant aspect of the girls’
requirement for correspondence. However, of those Asian women who mentioned
race, approximately 96% requested Caucasian men, 2% requested Asian men, and
2% requested Hispanic men. The most Caucasians selected were by far by Chinese
(30%), Japanese (27%), and Koreans (14%). This would concur with the reputation
of groups culturally inclined to human ranking by skin color hierarchy. Indonesian
and Malaysian women, a much darker-skinned group, requested Caucasian as well
(12%). Of the total Indonesian/Malaysian group, one requested “no blondes please.”
As for Filipinas posted in Sunshine Girls, 11% requested Caucasian men and 2%
requested Hispanic men. As a result of colonization and Western world domi-
nance, it would appear that the appeal of Eurogamy is progressively increasing.
The outcome will provide the basis upon which victim-group discrimination can
be sustained. More substantial conclusions can be drawn by applying the same
phenomenon to empirical research.

Given the impact of Western influence upon their psyche, Asian-Americans have
been no less susceptible to that which approximates the denigration of dark skin.
Such denigration by default led to an increase in the idealization of light skin.
An effort to determine the existence of such idealization among Southeast Asians
was done by me, using a sample of college students. In my study, the following
null hypothesis was formulated to provide a context for investigating the prob-
lem: “There is no relationship between skin color and selected values for skin
color ideals.” The sample consisted of 256 participants. Respondents had a reported
mean age of 18.5 years. A self-reporting instrument, the Cutaneo-Chroma Correlate
(CCC), was utilized for measuring their skin color. This instrument was devel-
oped and previously pilot tested by myself to assess the relationship between skin
color and various aspects of skin color ideals vis-à-vis sections “A,” “B,” and “C”
[18]. Table 5.1, detailing Section “B” (of the CCC), was used to assess the respon-
dent’s personal values pertaining to the idealization of light skin. In differentiating
responses, a designation of lightest was noted as 5, light as 4, medium as 3, dark as
2, and darkest as 1; Table 5.2 shows the results of the queries.

Section B of the CCC, administered to Asian students, consisted of a total of 15
queries. The total number of responses to such queries was 3734, which included a
range total of 53. The sum of responses by N totaled 10,454. The mean score of all
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Table 5.1 Cutaneo-Chroma Correlate, Section B: Assessing respondent personal values
pertaining to the idealization of light skin

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)

Section B: Very light Light Medium Dark Very dark

Directions:

Section B consists of 15 items that will collect information about your
personal values. Express your preference about Asians by shading,
ON THE ANSWER SHEET, your choice from the above codes.

15. Pretty skin is
16. The skin color of pretty women is
17. The skin color of the man women like is
18. I wish my skin color was
19. The skin color of smart Asians is
20. The skin color of Asians who are snobs is
21. The skin color of Asians who are kind is
22. The skin color of my best friend is
23. I want my child(ren)’s skin color to be
24. My ideal spouse’s skin color is
25. The skin color of my family should be
26. The skin color of my race (Asian) should be
27. The skin color of Asians who are physically strong is
28. The skin color of Asians who are dumb is
29. The ideal skin color of my child(ren)’s spouse/s is

Table 5.2 Results of Cutaneo-Chroma Correlate, Section B: Assessing respondent personal values
pertaining to the idealization of light skin

Query N Range Sum MN SD

15. 252 4 648 2.57 0.61
16. 254 3 737 2.90 0.63
17. 254 3 621 2.44 0.59
18. 245 4 714 2.91 0.52
19. 244 4 534 2.19 1.25
20. 247 4 753 3.05 0.50
21. 255 4 729 2.86 0.64
22. 253 4 650 2.57 0.54
23. 250. 3 691 2.76 0.59
24. 251 4 694 2.76 0.48
25. 250 3 731 2.92 0.40
26. 244 4 847 3.47 0.77
27. 233 4 717 3.08 1.31
28. 249 3 667 2.68 0.52
29. 253 3 721 2.85 0.46

means (=15) was 2.80. The mean score of all standard deviations (=15) was .654.
The maximum skin color measure being 5, very light, light, medium, dark, and very
dark were collapsed into light and dark categories. A score of 2.50 was calculated
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as the cutoff between dark and light skin color categories (light skin>2.50, dark
skin<2.50). Dark skin was preferred as per item 17 (“The skin color of the man
women like is”) and 19 (“The skin color of smart Asians is”) at a mean of 2.44 and
2.19, respectively. All other item means (15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29) exceeded a 2.50 mean calculated as light skin. The highest mean (3.47) was
calculated for item 26 (“The skin color of my race (Asian) should be”). A mean of
3.08 was calculated for item 27 (“The skin color of Asians who are physically strong
is”) and 3.05 for item 20 (“The skin color of Asians who are snobs is”). Referring
to the above data, it would appear with some reservation that light skin is ideally
valued among Asian respondents to whom the test was administered.

According to these data, the presumption of a relationship between skin color
and selected values for skin color ideals is plausible. The mean total was 2.80 for
all 15 items. This score exceeded the light skin cutoff suggesting an idealization
of light skin among those respondents who were tested. There are then implica-
tions for light skin as an idealized physical trait, which once internalized enables
victim-group discrimination. This conclusion would illuminate the perception of
light skin in the milieu of the population questioned. Dark skin—in queries 17 and
19—was preferred only in men and smart Asians. These findings would appear to
contradict—or at least challenge—the presumption of professed Asian indifference
to skin color. It also implies a reflection of continuing and pervasive Western domi-
nation that denigrates persons characterized by dark skin in all other item categories.
It is a denigration that can be described as a product of Western racism exhibited
by the West toward all people of color. Among world powers where “whiteness” is
ideal, light skin invariably represents the aesthetic standard. The scores of Asian stu-
dents on section “B” of the CCC test suggested their tendency to appreciate selected
ideals in self and others on the basis of color preferences. Such appreciation could be
used to assess human status and social worth, thereby contributing to the prospects
of victim-group discrimination, as dramatically displayed in the experiences of an
Asian-American, named Ying Ma, with black Americans.

Ying Ma represents a classic example of psychological colonization in the dis-
crimination against oppressed victim-group populations [19]. It is her contention
that what is perceived as racism today completely misses the point. She criti-
cizes President Clinton’s Race Initiative panel for ignoring the real race problem
between minority populations. Of particular concern from her perspective is the
hatred directed at Asian-Americans by African-Americans who reside in inner city,
low-income neighborhoods. She draws upon her childhood experiences to reach
these conclusions.

Ying Ma reportedly migrated from China at age 10. Her family settled in
Oakland, California, where crime, poverty, and racial tension were prevalent. She
felt out of place by the clothes she wore and her inability to speak English. Her
classmates began calling her Ching Chong, China girl, and Chow Mein. They
degraded her culture, language, ethnicity, and race. In her typical Asian way, Ying
Ma remained silent.

Eventually, Ying Ma improved her command of the English language but did not
respond to verbal insults, perhaps due to her cultural norm. Her trips to and from
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school were a constant effort to circumvent harassment. She endured many insults
on her bus ride home, such as spit balls, profanity, and shouts of “stupid Chinamen.”
The label Chinamen was applied to any person who displayed an Asian appearance,
such as Vietnamese, and Koreans. Unlike other Asians on the bus who tuned out the
insults, Ying Ma took them personally and indicted an entire race on into adulthood
by what she experienced as a child. The fact that light-skinned African-Americans,
middle-class African-Americans, or other victim-group populations suffered simi-
lar insults from the same group did not matter. Ying Ma used this opportunity to
reach the first psychological milestone in her being, nonviolently conquered by her
internalization of colonial psychic matter in the way she valued dominant-group
perspectives and ideals.

Despite the racism and discrimination, which characterize any impoverished
inner-city neighborhood, Ying Ma grew increasingly bitter and outraged by African-
Americans. She admits with a pride and arrogance that her fluency in English
eventually surpassed that of those who had harassed her during childhood. This was
the second psychological milestone in that her perception of African-Americans
reflects the stereotype of their assumed intellectual inferiority as professed by
Herrnstein and Murray in The Bell Curve [20]. What is more, she admits to being
the object of vulgar sexual remarks, which she contends, embarrassed her. This
complaint about sexual vulgarities is another critical aspect of dominant-group
stereotypes regarding African-Americans that extend from the antebellum period.
In that era, prior to significant Asian migration, Southern slave traders sought to
demean African-Americans in their stereotype of the “black beast rapist,” still tacitly
used by news media today.

Ying Ma was mindful not only of the insults hurled at her personally by African-
American students but also of those hurled at other Asians as well. She recalls a
middle-aged Chinese vendor in her high school cafeteria who spoke poor English.
On a daily basis, African-American students insulted him with shouts of “dumb
Ching!” Ying Ma describes African-Americans who would approach elderly Asians
to frighten them, taunting “Yee-ya, Ching-chong, ah-ee, un-yahhh!” She further
takes issue with African-Americans who would insist that her people “go back
to where you came from!” By the time she graduated high school and left inner-
city Oakland, Ying Ma had been effectively given to victim-group discrimination
enhanced by the discrimination she may have personally experienced individually
from African-Americans.

Ying Ma was pleased to graduate high school because it gave her an opportunity
to escape the “black animals” in Oakland. She enrolled at a college made beautiful
by its distance from inner-city Oakland. Like those who had colonized her own
people, Ying Ma had cooperated in the colonization of inner-city Oakland in that
she only took from the community and gave nothing back [19]. Today, she continues
to reminisce about what she refers to as “black racism.” She recalls an African-
American woman shouting at a Korean man in a command of English obviously now
inferior to her own: “You f—ing Chinese person! Didn’t you hear that I asked you to
move yo’ ass? You too stupid to understand English or something?” Ying Ma was
then emotionally jaded and completely disinterested in the overarching dynamics
that might have preceded such a discriminatory confrontation.
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In a colonized testimony, Ying Ma refers to Asians all across America, who are
experiencing what she went through as a child. She contemplates the stereotype
of her own people—another manifestation of psychological colonization—as
having language deficiencies, small size, and their enduring silence. Most of them,
she assumes, will never escape the “black ghetto” for a beautiful “white” neighbor-
hood far away. This makes them hate African-Americans, whom she contends much
of America refuses to acknowledge as capable of racism and otherwise victim-group
discrimination.

Commensurate with victim-group discrimination, Ying Ma directs her criticisms
at “prominent black leaders” who refuse to acknowledge the existence of “black
racism.” She refers to activists, such as Al Sharpton and Jesse Jackson, as if she
had been tutored by their political adversaries. Even the world-renowned John
Hope Franklin, African-American history scholar and chair of President Clinton’s
race panel, cannot escape her criticism. She insists that African-Americans such as
Franklin complain continuously about racism inflicted by whites while completely
ignoring discrimination by African-Americans against innocent Asian-Americans.

Ying Ma does not limit her victim-group discrimination to African-Americans.
In the spirit of subjugation, she criticizes the leadership of the Asian community
as well: a no less insidious form of victim-group discrimination. According to her,
they have failed to act upon “black racism” because they fear African-Americans.
Describing a rally she attended in New York City’s Chinatown, Ying Ma had gone
to learn about Indonesia’s history of discrimination against ethnic Chinese. That
discrimination had recently resulted in a wave of bloody anti-Chinese riots. Without
prompting, Ying Ma heard a woman, Mee Ying Lin, at the rally begin to scream
hysterically about her frustrations with African-American racism. Mee Ying Lin
had felt similarly about African-Americans, as did Ying Ma—she hated them. By
then, Ying Ma was certain that others had felt just as she that African-Americans
aside from being the victims of racial discrimination were perpetrators of racial
discrimination as well.

Ying Ma contends that the reason black racism is ignored is that the Asian
leadership is out of touch with the common Asian community. That disconnect is
even more pronounced at the national level. A disproportionate representation of
the Asian leadership consists of assimilated Asian-Americans whose families may
have migrated to America several generations ago or sooner. They have a different
perspective and different concerns compared to their more recent migrant coun-
terparts. Furthermore, there may be class, language, and cultural differences that
alienate Asian leadership from its assimilated ethnic counterparts. Thus, they cannot
know or understand the critical issues faced by the poor because they live comfort-
able middle-class lives. This disconnect encourages many Asian-Americans to then
remain silent about black racism.

Despite the harsh realities of victim-group discrimination, Ying Ma acknowl-
edges that there is some Asian prejudice and discrimination against African-
Americans. The lowest class and least educated among black Americans understand
this, which is perhaps an underlying factor in their victim-group discrimination
against Asian-Americans. However, Ying Ma’s response is to trivialize it and
all but dismiss it as being relevant to black racism. After all, Asian prejudices,
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she muses, can’t possibly be that significant because many Asians who migrate
to America had never even seen a “black” person before coming to America.
Somehow, intellectually, Ying Ma dismisses the popular sale of “darkie” tooth-
paste in Korea [21], the international criticism of Japan for their official denigration
of “black” people, and the comments by Japan’s Prime Minister Nakasone that
African-Americans are a social problem [22]. More importantly, Ying Ma dis-
misses historical Chinese culture, which demeaned everything Western and taught
the young that all non-Chinese—particularly dark-skinned Africans—were barbar-
ians. Subsequently, Asian migrants, who had never seen a black person prior to
coming to America, considered them inferior, which destined them to an Asian
version of victim-group discrimination.
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Chapter 6
Latino-Americans: Skin Color and Mixed-Race
People

Discrimination in some form is as old as Western civilization itself [1]. However, in
a historical context, discrimination by victim-group populations on the basis of skin
color is a relatively recent phenomenon. Among Latino-Americans, similar to other
victim-group populations, such discrimination is the direct result of Euro-American
domination, including the traditions of immigration and the assimilation experience.
Following their various forms of domination, Western colonials who associated
more often with Spanish and Catholic, as opposed to British and Protestant, evolved
a no less potent skin color hierarchy, as dramatically displayed today in the behav-
ioral interactions between and among Latino-Americans and victim populations.
The uppermost in status are those whose skin color most approximates that of their
lighter-skinned colonizers and the least being an opposite skin color extreme [1].
Historically colonized and in a modern effort to realize mainstream assimilation,
Latino-Americans have been imposed upon by a dominant more often homogeneous
Spanish racial system that is in many ways not only alien to their indigenous cultural
norms but brutal to them psychologically. In consideration of a group more diverse
and heterogeneous than any among people of color, the effort of Latino-Americans
to assimilate into the mainstream American population has had an adverse affect on
their ability to value themselves as people of color. If they are unable to confront
the implications of skin color via victim-group discrimination, they will contribute
personally to the eventuality of their own demise.

Due to the archaic notion of maintaining racial purity, European populations have
historically insisted upon strict codes of assimilation, resulting in relatively seg-
regated, identifiable living arrangements [2]. However, among Latino-Americans
that is less evident relative to skin color. The colonial effort to segregate for the
purpose of sustaining racial purity was then diminished, as reflected in interracial
marital and housing patterns throughout Latin America and the Hispanic Caribbean.
As a result, in the Americas, where white populations dominate, race is ger-
mane to society. Despite this, among Latino populations race is all but irrelevant
by comparison. According to Clara Rodriguez and Hectore Cordero-Guzman [3],
racial identity is historically and contextually rooted in traditions alien to Latinos.
Conversely, the Western, Eurocentric, biological view of identity is static and hege-
monic. The fact that Latinos have been less amenable to the doctrine of racial
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purity is not evidence of their being free of acting out racial and other forms of
discrimination themselves. Furthermore, despite colonial doctrines of racial purity,
interracial couplings have increased the number of multiracial and multicolored per-
sons among Latino-Americans and their counterparts in Latin America as well. In
both instances, slavery—while more likely given to Spanish versus British control—
was not irrelevant to the social implications of skin color imposed by the colonial
and slave-owning classes.

Europeans continued to migrate to America, and the second wave of immigrants
is characterized by being those from Third World and/or Latin-American coun-
tries. Included among their numbers are immigrants from Asia, Africa, Mexico,
and the Caribbean. With some exception, most are nonwhite and dark-skinned by
racial identity. They arrive having been subjected in their birth countries to the his-
torical influences of Western colonization. For example, the white influences upon
Third World and Latin-American immigrants are apparent in the British coloniza-
tion of Asians from India and Africans from Ghana or the Spanish colonization of
South American nations, in addition to Puerto Rico and its Latino Cuban neighbor.
Identifiable as people of color, this second wave of immigrants is considered to be
of a minority group who, by Western colonization, are then predisposed to imperial
Europe’s colonial skin color hierarchy. Nevertheless, as people of color having been
dominated by colonial Europeans, they are also members of a victim-group popula-
tion. Their designation as nonwhite Americans necessitates that, as immigrants, they
are the victims of race/skin color discrimination; in the aftermath of colonial domi-
nation, simultaneously perpetrators in the discrimination, they act out against other
victim-group populations. That discrimination is widely directed at dark-skinned
Americans, that is, African-Americans. Despite this historical social phenomenon,
there remain scholars in academia who are dominated by white interests and who
are trained with hardly any reference at all to the discriminatory implications of skin
color in the perpetration of Latino victim-group discrimination. Furthermore, those
who teach at some of our most prestigious universities, which serve a substantial
Latino population, haven’t the faintest idea of how the implications of skin color
that are extended from European colonization facilitate victim-group discrimina-
tion. Among the second wave of immigrant victim-group populations from Latin
America are Nicaraguans, whose colonial experience is typical and dramatically
illustrated in its history.

Among Nicaraguans, victim-group discrimination has been all but ignored in the
scholarly literature. In fact, among Nicaraguans discrimination is manifested on the
basis of skin color, whereby those who are light-skinned presume the social and
psychological demeanor of their colonizers. This enables a hierarchy that results in
a form of discrimination directed particularly at persons of visible African descent.
For newly arrived immigrants of color, the outcome is critical to their ability to
thrive within their own communities. Thus, to characterize discrimination via a nar-
row white supremacy model does a disservice to its pervasiveness. It results in the
absurd rhetoric of discrimination limited to white Americans and, in fact, provides a
conduit for the continued social, economic, and political oppression of victim-group
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populations whereby those characterized by dark skin are the focus of blatant covert
and overt oppression.

Many victim-group immigrants who have been socialized under the historical
rubric of colonization do in fact discriminate against darker-skinned people of their
own ethnic group. Their discrimination is a consequence of having emotionally and
psychologically inculcated white and/or European norms. For South Americans,
the social and economic impact of skin color is then increasingly potent [1]. The
history of Afro-Nicaraguans of Coastal Nicaragua is a microcosm of that part of
the continent. There bias is suggested in the very fact that the original colonial
African community largely saw itself as the descendant of British civilization. They
spoke English and idealized Anglo-Saxon—European—values and cultural prac-
tices. They perceived themselves as they were defined—as British subjects. In this
context, they began to refer to themselves as Creoles—black persons of European
descent—to connote their proximity to the assumed white British master race. They
believed themselves to be superior to the indigenous dark-skinned locals, as a con-
sequence of being closer to the British skin color norm. The Creole community in
Nicaragua prospered and rose to a position of economic and political eminence dur-
ing the mid-nineteenth century. By the end of that century, they had been subjugated
economically by North Americans and politically by the indigenous population.

At the onset of the twentieth century, Nicaragua’s coastal economy had boomed.
Peasants migrated there to work as laborers on the rubber and banana plantations. A
second wave of African immigrants was brought from Jamaica, the Caymans, San
Andres, and the southern United States [4]. They were mostly unskilled or semi-
skilled, dark-skinned workers of almost pure African descent. The Creoles, already
established on the Atlantic Coast, were landowners, professional people, artisans,
and fishermen, as well as functionaries in the new North American enterprises.
In short, they were of a higher socioeconomic class than the immigrant Africans.
They were also lighter skinned. On the basis of these and other differences, the two
groups, both of African descent, were considered distinct, relating to their ability or
inability to identify with Great Britain.

The historic social–cultural–racial distinction between these groups has been
maintained until very recently. As late as the 1930s, victim-group discrimination
was noted by outside observers who visited Nicaragua [4]. With time, however,
after a process of miscegenation, the two groups were eventually transformed into
one—the people who are known as Creoles today.

In their 300-plus years on the Atlantic Coast, Afro-Nicaraguans have experi-
enced a unique ethnic odyssey. They started out as slaves, dark-skinned, and in
the lowest of possible positions in the racist colonial hierarchy. They responded by
transforming their culture and language to the point where they were able to deny
their African origins and to become the elite of society. With the arrival of “lighter
and brighter” cultural groups, they dropped from their lofty position to a middle
social level, where they have languished for 75 years. Their odyssey is the key to
understanding the contemporary Creole identity and the implications for its future
evolution in victim-group discrimination.
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Light skin is an important indicator of Creole status. People of African descent
in Nicaragua are usually Creole. However, there are many Miskitos, mestizos, and
Garifunas who share this same trait, as well as a substantial number of Creoles who
do not [4]. In general, light skin is recognized by Creoles as a characteristic of their
group. Accordingly, many Creoles do not accept their mutual historical African ori-
gins. This is particularly true of the older generation and stems from the historic
identification with European and North American colonizers. This distinction lim-
its Creole identification with other people of color, particularly if they are of darker
skin. A contradiction exists, however, between the perceptions held by most Creoles
of class and their actual situation: By major industrial standards, they are poor. A
psychological identification with their colonizers and their position of relative afflu-
ence in comparison with the poverty of the rest of the Coastal population is readily
apparent, but the Creole’s illusions cannot sustain them presently. They are derived
from a romanticized collective memory of the long gone colonial past.

Many studies have suggested that what existed in Nicaragua historically is typ-
ical for victim-group populations in South America and elsewhere. All are quite
sensitive to issues involving skin color. Aware of racism once they reach the US
mainland, light-skinned Puerto Ricans may adamantly reject identification with
darker-skinned people of color. Data collected from Mexicans, Mexican Americans,
Spanish-speaking Americans, and Euro-American immigrants in recent decades
have verified high rejection rates of these groups toward all African-Americans.
That rejection is especially prominent among Mexican American immigrants
from rural areas. The situation is exacerbated by the modern numbers of victim-
group immigrants who seek citizenship in white countries, in contrast with white
immigrants and in the countries in which they seek residence.

The implications of slavery for victim-group discrimination in South America
are less dramatized by US literature, perhaps given to the atrocities of the ante-
bellum era. But slavery is relevant to the early experience of Latinos in both the
North and South Americas. The contrast of their dark skin with that of Spanish
Europeans was a daily reminder to the colonial power structure of the need for
their domination, in order to reaffirm the presumption of white supremacy rele-
vant to modern Latino-American discrimination. Thus, a brand of discrimination
was to follow that compromised Latino-American efforts to be assimilated into the
mainstream of North American society. This meant that Latinos, whose ancestors
had roamed free and uninhibited across wide open American spaces and erected
civilizations superior to many in Europe, now found it extremely difficult to feed
themselves or raise a family. Thus, given their circumstances, the quality of life suf-
fered for Latino-American males in particular, like black males and their families.
The results lessened their ability to thrive as viable citizens of the “new world.”

Analogous to that of African-American and other victim-group populations, the
skin color of Latinos contrasted with that of the Euro-American colonists. However,
the contrast was even more obvious owing to the extremely high concentration of
melanin in the skin of Afro-Latinos—those who had mingled blood with black
Africans. Dark skin evoked a sexual dilemma in the psyche of colonists. It was
perhaps most intensified by the sight of slave women. At night in the cabins of
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such women, colonial males lived out their sexual fantasies; by day, they extolled
the virtues of fidelity in an attempt to absolve themselves of any impending guilt
and to control the urges that Euro-American women might have for slave men [5].
Ordinarily, the contradiction in such behavior would have evoked guilt. But this is
perhaps a marvel of the slave master mentality, in that for all his sexual exploitation
of slave women, guilt never became an issue, despite moral objections [5]. While
sexual contact between colonial males and their slave captives encouraged racial
miscegenation, the attitude that allowed the behavior to flourish eventually led to
civil war in the United States. And while colonial males violated their own color-
coded ethics without legal or social consequences, any male of color, who was found
to be sexually involved with a “white” female of the master class, was assumed to
be guilty of rape. The urges of colonial males were invested in a slave they could
dominate. By the time slavery, as an institution, had been dismantled in North and
South America, the West had become fertile ground for denigrating Latino people
in whatever forms necessary. This denigration was the genesis of their victim-group
discrimination, to which Latino-Americans would be subjected. The denigration
and impending fear by stereotype aroused fantasies of hot-blooded putas (prosti-
tutes) and knife-wielding bandits. As a result, the Latino males in particular, in the
minds of typical Americans, were frequently thought of in the role of beast, seek-
ing vengeance for his woman having been violated [6]. It is this fantasy of fear that
incited much of the historical stereotyping aimed at Latino males and continues as
justification for discrimination through negative American media images today.

Because skin color was the most obvious difference between colonists who den-
igrated Latinos, including on the basis of their sexual mores, dark skin evolved as
the sublimated symbol of forbidden sexuality [6]. That is, at the same time colonists
sought to control the urges that dark skin awakened, they were seduced by its cul-
tural significance. In an attempt to control these urges, taboo by Eurocentric moral
standards, the same colonists adopted laws that strictly forbade miscegenation, cre-
ating a color-coded concept of “legitimate” and “illegitimate” birth. Children born
of colonial males and Latina females were less valued while those born of dual white
parentage were accorded legitimacy and all the associated societal privileges. This
notion of legitimizing human life was foreign to the local indigenous Latino popula-
tion and helped initiate the stereotype of the sex-crazed puta that became prevalent
in American films. No amount of restriction, however, could significantly reduce the
dilemma between urge and control of colonial sexual transgressions. Although mis-
cegenation was illegal, an entire mixed-race population of multiracial, multicolored
people stood as testimony to the moral failures of Western civilization. By stigma-
tizing darker skin as a sign of inferiority, the inhumane treatment of Latinos became
irrelevant, accommodating a mainstream societal view of them as inferior and crim-
inal by nature. This not only served stereotypes and the civilized society’s myths
but, in the effort to cleanse its psyche of the injustices directed at Latino people
historically, it enabled their discrimination as an American cultural norm.

As with Western culture, in North America the dark skin of Latinos carries with it
a traditional social stigma. Their most salient feature in contrast to Euro-Americans
is cutaneo-chroma (skin color). Skin color may have an effect upon every phase of
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Latino-American life and psychological well-being because the circumstances of
their existence have not accommodated their mental health. Latino’s willingness to
assimilate regardless reflects an effort not to become Euro-American (or white as
some might suggest), like other similarly oppressed people of color, but to improve
their quality of life and live the American Dream. In so doing, Latino-Americans
may also develop a disdain for dark skin because the disdain is a cultural expectation
of Western assimilation. It is regarded by the various societal institutions in the
United States as an obstacle, which might otherwise afford opportunities necessary
to succeed and live a better quality of life to Latino-Americans.

The stereotypes of Latino-Americans are many in number. Like most, they are
associated with just enough truth to make them believable. In order to make a dis-
tinction, one needs to know what is based in fact and what is fictional. According
to Edward Casavantes, it is safe to say that Latino-Americans have brought many
customs from their country of origin: They speak Spanish to some degree, and many
have a noticeable accent; they are mostly Catholic, and they are frequently distin-
guishable from the mainstream American population due to their darker skin and
varied hair texture [7]. Furthermore, Casavantes reports a large number of Latino-
Americans reside in the Southwestern United States [7]. Their average years of
education are fewer than eight and a significant number live below the poverty
line. As is frequently the case, Casavantes suggests that many of the stereotypes
attributed to Latino-Americans have to do with their impoverished circumstances.
For example, fatalism, machismo, and reliance on the group stem from poverty and
not necessarily overt Latino culturisms [7].

According to the literature, life among poor Latinos in general has been badly
misunderstood. To Euro-Americans, the large families of Latino-Americans are
often regarded as stifling and that the women in relationship to men are oppressed.
Relative to survival, such dynamics take on a different and more sustaining mean-
ing. As with most sociological groupings, perceptions of Latino-Americans then
vary extensively from the facts. It is in this manner that stereotypes have evolved,
and in addition to ethnicity, occupational roles and social status have strong effects.
As such, the societal images of Latino-Americans available in mass media can be
the most potent for enabling discrimination, both against and by them. A Latino’s
use of accented speech facilitates a number of negative stereotypes. Such stereo-
types are reflected in studies that have assessed Euro-American perceptions, which
contribute significantly to the problem.

The available research conducted by Frederick Williams, among others, notes
the comments made about people who have accented speech [8]. A number of
conclusions were drawn: (a) Teacher attitudes toward taped samples of children’s
speech are most often judged using two dimensions, “confidence–eagerness” and
“ethnicity–nonstandardness”; (b) children who use nonstandard English are per-
ceived to have important academic limitations; and (c) there is a good deal of
heterogeneity of language attitudes among teachers, which is not entirely a function
of the ethnicity of the teacher. With respect to the last conclusion, it was identified
via factor analysis of five teacher types based on their evaluations of Euro-American,
African-American, and Latino-American students. One of the types tended to rate
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Latino-American children as particularly “nonstandard,” while another type did
not consistently distinguish between Euro-American and Latino-American children.
Both types included the same distributions of teachers by ethnic group.

Other research has concluded negative stereotypes of Latino-Americans brought
by accented speech. Richard Rodriguez finds that fluent users of English are also
stereotyped if they speak with an accent [8]. Albert Ramirez further investigated the
effect of communicator ethnicity and its social influence. Using 116 Latino adults
in an apartment setting, he found that subjects reacted equally positively toward
Euro-American and Latino-American communicators, but they were more likely
to comply with requests for behavior made by the Euro-American communicator.
Similar findings, reported by Albert Ramirez and Thomas M. Lasater [9], add that
minority communicator evaluation depends upon the evaluator’s self-esteem. Those
evaluators with high self-esteem responded more positively to the Latino-American
communicator than those with low self-esteem.

The stereotype of Latino people is not without consequence. Both males and
females suffer from the portrayal of two distinct media types that have changed
very little over the years. Their emphasis has arguably accommodated Euro-
American views that they are resistant to assimilation. For this reason, perhaps,
the healthy well-rounded masculine Latino image has not been very popular among
Euro-American audiences. It conflicts with their preferred version of reality.

The long and active history of stereotypes among all forms of US media inhibits
the perception of what is real. The outcome has influenced the treatment of Latino-
Americans by other societal institutions tremendously. In particular is the inability
of the Latino male to receive fair and just treatment from the criminal justice
system, which is perhaps a critical example of discrimination. For the most part, this
has attracted little attention in academe. It has no immediate implications for exact
science or technology. But if the stereotypes are not considered in the American
struggle for justice and equality, the future of the Latino community as a whole will
very likely be put at risk by those very institutions such as law enforcement designed
to help sustain it.

As an institution, perhaps police see the ugliest side of humanity on a daily basis.
Psychologically, it is virtually impossible for them not to be adversely affected by
the stereotypical implications of dark skin that permeate Western society. What is
more, police generally are underpaid and overworked. The most negative of police
scholars must admit this much. However, the masculinity concept of the typical
police officer is virtually ignored. It may be a factor in the ability of the individ-
ual officer to use force with or without brutality. This is important given literally
hundreds of law enforcement agents who are licensed to carry a weapon, ranking in
order from federal officers such as the FBI and the CIA, who are the elite, down to
the city cop and the county sheriff. The strictest degree of qualification and scrutiniz-
ing for prospective employees is required at the federal level, where pay is highest.
Extensive background checks, psychological testing, and, in some cases, masters
degrees are necessary to meet requirements.

For local police personnel, standards are not quite as stringent. For job can-
didates, educational requirements range from having some college to no college.
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Furthermore, there are cases where local policemen on the job do not have a high
school diploma—a very basic requirement, which says he or she can read and write
reasonably well [10]. Police psychological testing and background checks range
from the strictest to the loosest of policies. As far as the ability of local police to
use force without brutality, this represents the crux of the problem. That is not to
say that federal police agencies are not guilty of brutality, but their masculinity is
less threatened because they represent a higher socioeconomic class. They are much
more secure as males, having managed to earn some success and esteem within the
system.

The lower socioeconomic status of local police, on the other hand, means they
are less secure about their role as men, given the implications of wealth for mas-
culinity in societal terms. The largest in number, they are the least educated, least
skilled, and lowest paid. They are, in many cases, similar to the Latino males as
a class, against whom they may be called upon to exercise force. Their masculin-
ity is particularly threatened because they do not have the class buffer to protect
their self-esteem. They tend to be more primal in their regard for Latino males and
are obsessed with behaviors they perceive in a sexual context. This results in an
excessive urge to confront Latino males with violent force when it is not neces-
sary, convincing themselves that it is to uphold the law. The motivating factors are
to resist their assimilation and to enable a concept of masculinity that is defined
and threatened on the basis of dark skin, and which is relevant to law enforcement
activities.

The position of the police is that race is irrelevant to being accosted, but, in
fact, skin color is the basis for being stopped according to three victim-group males
(including one Latino-American) who were shot by state troopers. As the four males
drove along the New Jersey turnpike in a rented van, police pulled them over and
opened fire, striking three of the males, critically wounding two of them. At police
headquarters, officers contend the suspects were stopped because radar showed the
van to be traveling at an excessive rate of speed. Later, that police department was
forced to admit that they had no radar equipment. The shooting circumstances were
then relegated as being otherwise unnecessary to formal investigation.

The most troubling aspect of this New Jersey incident, aside from the shoot-
ings, is the fact that no less than 3 years earlier a New Jersey judge concluded that
state troopers were practicing racial profiling. Instead of doing what was necessary
to eradicate such blatant forms of discrimination from the ranks of law enforce-
ment, the Attorney General sided with the troopers to appeal the case. After the
case became public, the Attorney General declined to pursue the case because of his
concern for winning a political office.

It would appear, by the New Jersey case, that discrimination by skin color reaches
every level of the American judicial system, extending to citizens regardless of race
a constant source of stress otherwise irrelevant to lighter-skinned law-abiding citi-
zens. That the problem in New Jersey is so pervasive is exemplified by a decision of
the United States Justice Department to intervene should the New Jersey governor
decide to ignore it.
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The constant stresses experienced by Latino-American and other victim-group
males should come as no surprise because it permeates law enforcement policies.
For example, the state of New Jersey eventually admitted that State Police targeted
certain motorists for drug searches along the New Jersey Turnpike [11]. These tac-
tics, while racist and unethical, are not irrelevant in Russia, where the KGB recruits
members of the community to spy on its citizenry. In New Jersey, law enforce-
ment has recruited motel workers to spy on patrons who speak Spanish—a language
associated with crime. In New York, law enforcement denies the use of racial pro-
filing, but a recent story in Crain’s New York Business raises serious questions [11].
The newspaper interviewed 20 professionals who all gave detailed accounts of their
experiences with racial profiling, having been singled out and humiliated by police,
usually for being darker-skinned and driving expensive cars.

This kind of continuous discrimination has deepened feelings of alienation
among affluent, dark-skinned, professional males who had hoped that success would
allow them to become bona fide Americans. But instead of fading into the American
patchwork, they have become an ever more popular target for law enforcement
agencies. Victimized families bear a heavy stress burden that keeps their blood pres-
sure abnormally high due to their males being targeted [12]; many are worried that
fathers, sons, brothers, and husbands may one day be murdered by police officers
convinced of racist criminal stereotypes.

If police perception is an accurate account of how Latino males are per-
ceived, then their treatment once they are processed into the judicial system will
be impacted. Ideally, the judicial system of any nation operates on the basis of
what is just and moral. The treatment of Latino-American males by the American
system forces one to accept that they are either innately criminal or unfairly pro-
cessed. That processing does not begin and end with the court. It includes all
components, from the arresting officer who makes a decision about what has taken
place to the parole board, which has to make a determination regarding his release.
For the most part, these components are controlled at every phase, by workers who
may have embraced a stereotype. It is reflected in the excessive number of Latino
males who are incarcerated in American prisons. In many instances, the crimes
that led to their incarceration are a simple matter of poverty or lack of employ-
ment. Furthermore, it is ironic that in a time of grave fiscal crisis there remains
a national sentiment to incarcerate at greater expense than would be incurred to
provide offenders with an Ivy League level of education. As more Latino males
succumb to this fate, the crime rate does not seem to be declining. Perhaps the root
cause is more a matter of them being victims of discrimination rather than crimi-
nals. The experience of Latino-Americans, as victims of discrimination, is relevant
to victimism—as a matter of acting out discrimination themselves. Pertaining to
victimism, members of a dark-skinned, victim-group population such as Latino-
Americans have not been immune to the pressures of dominant-group assimilation
and their various experiences with stereotype discrimination. In a culture where
racism remains the unspoken social pathology, Latinos have resorted to acting out
discrimination against other victim-group populations based on skin color, spurred
by dominant-group stereotypes [13].
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According to Florestan Fernandes [14], various forms of discrimination have
existed among Latinos because of the influences of European cultural norm. In some
Latin-American countries, such as Brazil, it is more the fact of a class system that is
readily apparent to visitors. But when applied to dark- and light-skinned Brazilians,
that is, blacks and mulattos, both a caste and a class system combine to make for a
formidable social obstacle. Traditional influences helped sustain and cause various
forms of discrimination to be recapitulated in a racial hierarchy that reportedly no
longer exists. This otherwise archaic manifestation of human interaction favors the
tenacity and invigoration of the colonial model of human interaction. Such a model
prevailed almost completely intact until the 1930s. Referencing the abolition of slav-
ery, that would be the better part of a century. Thus, today it is impossible to state
without reservation that the abolition of slavery is irreversible or that the colonial
model is irrelevant. Brazilian society remains wedded to the past and is constantly
charged with sustaining obvious discrimination, including the economic and social
distance between light- and dark-skinned Latino-Americans.

According to Fernandes [14], the eventual disappearance of the colonial model of
human interaction will not become extinct until such time as the entire dark-skinned
population reaches a class existence similar to that of the white and/or light-skinned
population. That will require that the colonial social order be diminished. Whites
must necessarily relinquish control of the economic, social, and cultural fields of
the country, which give them an unfair advantage. For the most part, racial discrim-
ination in Brazil is more a product of inequality between groups and the tenacious
social order than in pointed racist arrangements, but is no less discrimination in the
outcomes.

Skin color bias and other forms of victim-group discrimination occurred in Brazil
as a result of the enslavement of Africans. Unlike in the Protestant United States,
the Catholic Church discouraged the enslavement of black people. It influenced the
slave master to provide slaves with access to religious instruction in the hopes of
converting them. Ultimately, this implied that before God both slave and master
were equal. In an effort to rescue the slave master’s psyche, a custom was devel-
oped that regarded the act of enslavement as beneficial to the bonded. Therefore, the
slave–slave master relationship would be free of condemnation before the Church.
Black slaves as a group were thus considered dependent for their existence and
survival upon the responsibility so generously assumed by their master. The ulti-
mate regard for slaves then became synonymous with the most extreme denigration
biologically and psychologically possible.

The force of Brazil’s colonialist traditions was enabled by institutional and cus-
tomary norms. Many of the rationales for slavery were in fact borrowed from
Western Roman law. Contrary to the Catholic Church, Roman law did not regard
black slaves as having status equal to that of a master. In the aftermath, the slave
master was allowed nearly unlimited authority over their human chattel. Influenced
by the Church and Roman law, the bias against not only blacks but other dark-
skinned citizens—including mulattoes and the descendants of both—became a
moral sanction in the context of society.
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Unlike in the United States, a slave’s social standing was assumed to be con-
tingent upon that of the mother. Ironically, skin color and other racial criteria were
secondary influences. Perhaps dark skin was a sign of slave status, whether free
or not it was an implication and thus a vehicle for discrimination. On the other
hand, discrimination became a reality due to the association of a person’s biological
heritage. Discrimination on the basis of skin color was assumed to be an institu-
tionalized phenomenon given to the slave trade. If slavery was to succeed, it was
necessary that relations between master and slave exist for the interest and domi-
nation of one by the other. The social order would have to be commensurate. Since
the basis of distinction between master and slave was most obvious by skin color,
skin color was a most effective means of sustaining the institution. The practice of
discrimination by skin color was also a way to sustain separation of the races and
serve the continuation of the slave trade.

By all accounts, Brazil’s version of discrimination by skin color was unique in
two respects. The first pertains to a structural and dynamically social relationships,
the other pertains to racial dynamics. While the master and slave might act out
a warm and friendly relationship, in other situations they were in direct opposi-
tion as members of contrasting social categories. Such a relationship served the
colonial social structure and maintenance of a strict social order. It corresponded
to the colonial principles of economic and social organization. Subsequently, the
white master race could prevail upon the nation at large for its welfare despite
criminal intent. They exported their values, norms, and cultural mores, which all
embraced—including blacks and mulattoes, who no doubt were also victims.

For Latino-Americans and other people of color, the association of skin color
with physical beauty, an issue frequently unknown to whites, may cause stress and
psychological problems [15]. This may also be an unresolved obstacle to men-
tal health. Several contemporary examples of the phenomenon exist, including the
juxtaposition of light skin with physical beauty—particularly among victim-group
women [16]. For example, among Latinos, those characterized by light skin and
Caucasian features continue to be more sought for marriage by high socioeconomic
status (SES) males [17].

The implications of skin color variations among Latino-Americans have had a
devastating social impact upon them. Overtly motivated by white supremacy and
covertly condoned by the dominant population, skin color is the unspoken factor in
the various confrontations had by Latino-Americans with societal institutions [1].
Dark skin, in North and South America and abroad, also correlates with a lack of
economic and political power, apparent in nations where the West has had a con-
siderable influence. In Puerto Rico, for example, skin colors vary from the darkest
African type to the lightest European type. It is no secret that the power structure
in that nation happens to be light-skinned. In Cuba, which arguably has limited
Western influence, there is a similar reality. The light skin of Fidel Castro looks
more in appearance like the Western version of a power structure with which he has
been at odds for decades [1]. Just how the situation in each nation came about is
a matter for debate. The fact that it exists is obvious to anyone who has observed
Latin America and elsewhere. Thus, while Puerto Rico, Cuba, Brazil, and other
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Latin countries comprising South America are all very different culturally, they have
this one fact in common: At some point in their history, they were all colonized
and/or dominated by a European power structure. Because colonization/domination
is an unequal exchange, the choice of influence obviously traveled in one direction.
Hence, in each of these nations, individuals in positions of affluence and power
are also disproportionately light-skinned. The preconceived notions had by light-
skinned people about dark-skinned people made their discrimination against the
dark skin more acceptable to everyone, including many of its victims.

As the valued status of light-skinned Latinos suggests, resentment based upon
skin color still exists among them. Persons of various hues may guard feelings
toward one another during social activities. Those in the community who happen
to be of medium skin color play a role in the dynamics, but they are stigmatized less
because of being endowed with attributes that gain acceptance by both light- and
dark-skinned group members. As a result, medium-skinned Latinos may make their
way into the social circles of both light- and dark-skinned persons, while the same
ability for light- and dark-skinned Latinos is lessened. Although their skin color
per se is relative, consider the ratio between dark-skinned and light-skinned Latinos
with naturally straight hair, who live in poverty (male or female) and who marry up
socioeconomically. Yet there are those in the community who will adamantly deny
any notion that skin color makes a difference. Whether that is fact is less relevant,
for that assumption may indeed be value laden and dependent upon one’s social and
economic milieu. My intent here is merely to chronicle the different manifestations
of color consciousness in an environment where dark skin has become a vehicle
of victim-group discrimination. However, being a light-skinned Latino-American
in and of itself is not necessarily a problem, but the racist codes of behavior and
a history associated with it create an issue [18]. Thus, having light skin does not
necessarily mean that one has a problem with one’s Latino identity. On the other
hand, to have dark skin should not necessarily imply that one has a healthy regard
for one’s heritage. And when the various skin color factions encounter one another,
assumptions about identity are made based solely upon the darkness or lightness
of one’s skin. For those who have a strong identity beholding to their culture and
who just happen to be light-skinned may mean a constant effort to be accepted by
darker-skinned Latinos who do not know them. On the other hand, Latinos who
detest Latino culture and just happen to be dark, like blacks, are given the benefit
of the doubt with regard to their ethnic loyalty. Furthermore, some light-skinned
Latinos may see such discrimination and make the choice to distance themselves
from the masses to avoid the pain of ridicule and rejection. The problem in this sce-
nario is that it promotes disunity. It impairs the ability of light-skinned individuals
to engage a sense of belonging within the group. So acute are these phenomena that
they may exist as discrimination even among blood-related family members [19].

Latino-American skin color experience is a manifestation of racism that has been
all but excluded from the scholarly literature. This omission is apparent to anyone
who has reviewed such literature. In books about American territories, there is little
mention, if any, of behavioral manifestations of discrimination in the Latino com-
munity. Where racism is mentioned, it is limited to the powers of France, Spain, and
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England in their crimes against people of color. As a result, there is a deep void of
information regarding skin color as a historical basis of discrimination in general,
and the present day in particular. Its importance would further illustrate the extent
of European domination of the Latino-American psyche.

Joe E. and Clairece Feagin refer to type A and type B racism/discrimination
existing in America. In type A, individual members of the dominant race group
intentionally take part in harmful actions directed at members of minority race
groups, that is, Latino and other people of color [20]. Type B discrimination refers to
harmful actions on the part of dominant-group members in concert with one another
for the purposes of racial discrimination. In both instances, race is a key element to
the act of discrimination and has evolved to dictate perceptions of the concept. As a
result, the courts and the society at large have become all but completely intolerant
of racial discrimination du jour and its associated behaviors. However, the lines of
racial demarcation are now less distinctive in the aftermath of an increase in interra-
cial marriages, particularly among Latino-Americans, that will necessarily continue
in the future. Unfortunately, the act of discrimination has not dissipated, but has
continued to manifest and is apparent in the context of skin color discrimination
among the various victim-group populations.

Pertinent to multiracial groupings, Latinos share a common cultural experience
of colonial oppression. The social consequences fostered shared values that perme-
ate the family, religious institutions, and culture [21]. This enables a common sense
of reality that amounts to a distinctive Latino phenomenon. It approximates val-
ues and perspectives that shape their worldview. Furthermore, such approximations
existed, parallel to those that emerged over time in response to colonial oppression.
The consequences were chronicled in the classic research regarding discrimination.
All matters considered, it would appear then that the issue of race—implied by skin
color—is a national contradiction as to the social stratification of Latin-American
society [1]. Some insist Latinos are completely color blind and integrated. Others
maintain there is a subtle hierarchy. By local standards, race is not determined to
be as important a measure of social status as is class among Latino-Americans
[1]. Conversely, there is also a direct correlation between dark skin and lower
socioeconomic status as with dark-skinned Dominican Latino immigrants in the
United States and Puerto Rico. Furthermore, in descriptive terminology, Latinos
communicate a significant number of lexicons for the designation of skin color
variation [1]. For example, mulatto, moreno, and trigueno, while common among
Latino-Americans, are uncommon in North America and elsewhere.

Data collected from Mexicans, Mexican Americans, Spanish-speaking
Americans, and Euro-American subjects in recent decades have verified high rejec-
tion rates of these groups toward darker-skinned, victim-group populations. That
rejection is especially prominent among Mexican Americans living in rural areas.

As expected, Ellwyn Stoddard’s classic study of Mexican intermarriage evokes
the most dramatic manifestation of skin color discrimination. Attitude studies of
Mexican Americans in Bakersfield, Los Angeles, and San Antonio further confirm
these findings, with all groups overwhelmingly opposing intermarriage with darker-
skinned African-Americans. In a recent study, Loomis measured rejection rates of
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African-Americans in four categories—in marriage, as neighbors, as co-workers,
and on the matter of gaining citizenship via naturalization. Among those who
responded to the survey/questionnaire, 89% of Euro-Americans rejected African-
Americans by marriage, 62% of Spanish-speaking respondents did the same, as did
59% of urban Mexicans, and 78% of the rural Mexicans who were questioned.
As neighbors, African-Americans were rejected by 50% of the Euro-American
respondents, by 45% of the Spanish-speaking respondents, by 43% of the urban
Mexicans, and by 71% of the rural Mexicans. As co-workers, African-Americans
were rejected by 21% of the Euro-American respondents, 8% of the Spanish-
speaking respondents, 39% of the urban Mexicans, and 70% of the rural Mexicans.
Lastly, African-Americans were rejected for becoming citizens via naturalization
by Euro-Americans 5% of the time, by Spanish-speaking 4% of the time, by urban
Mexicans 41% of the time, and by rural Mexicans 74% of the time. Given the lack of
any significant historical confrontations between Mexican and African-Americans,
the rejection of dark-skinned African-Americans by lighter-skinned Mexican
Americans is arguably attributable to Western domination—discrimination [22].

There are marked differences between older and younger Mexican Americans
regarding dark skin. Older persons who struggled for citizenship give less prior-
ity to skin color than do the youth. Furthermore, until recently it was common for
Mexican Americans to trace their ancestry by way of their Hispano genes [22]. The
widespread need among the younger generations to idealize their “superior” Euro
blood is an extension of some historians who ascribe whiteness to the Aztec civi-
lization. Once a person of color has idealized light skin in such ways, they develop a
negative self-concept; such intense self-hatred inevitably produces feelings of inferi-
ority. This commonly begins prior to grade school, with the acceptance of dark skin
as a sign of inferiority, according to Kenneth and Mamie Clark—who conducted
the landmark “doll” studies that led to American school desegregation. Based upon
their research, children begin to internalize negative perceptions of dark skin as
early as 3 years of age [16]. Furthermore, research confirms that individuals habitu-
ally ascribe badness to blackness and goodness to whiteness, as does every current
Western dictionary. Seeing dark objects as smaller and seeing light objects as larger
than they actually are and other positive or negative color evaluations begin in early
childhood. Thus, having a darker skin color can result in Mexican self-hatred that is
consistent with adverse effects on the victim’s self-image and personal motivation.
When opportunities are consistently offered to lighter-skinned, Mexican Americans
in the larger society, darker-skinned Mexican Americans experience despair. It is
evident in the anecdotes of Chicano youth:

The teenage boys said there wasn’t much use of finishing High School if you are dark. . .you
couldn’t get a good job anyway. Mexican girls who recently graduated from High School
reported that they had many difficulties in finding secretarial or clerical jobs in the
Castroville and Salinas area. They said that girls who looked almost white got jobs first
but that some of the Mexican-looking girls never did find the kind of employment they
sought and finally had to go to work in the sheds of the local packing company [22].
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Skin color discrimination among Mexican American, Chicanos, and other
Latino-Americans is a form of discrimination that disrupts group cohesion and sets
up a myriad of group complications, including those within marital relations. Adult
parents wonder whether children of mixed marriages will be rejected or not by either
the dark-skinned or the light-skinned parent. Some Mexican American girls admit
that they spurned Euro-American boyfriends for fear they would have to choose
between identifying with a dark-skinned offspring and maintaining acceptance by
their light-skinned spouse [22]. This attitude is not localized to Latino-Americans,
but is dramatically displayed in Latinos who discriminate against other Latinos, as
seen in litigation.

By the 1980s and early 1990s, the EEOC was confronted by an average of fewer
than 500 skin color discrimination lawsuits per year. By 2002, it was confronted by
almost 1400, which was about 3% of discrimination lawsuits in total. EEOC per-
sonnel contend that a significant number of such cases are skin color cases brought
by members of victim-group populations. Thus, since 1985 to the turn of this cen-
tury, the EEOC has gone to court more than 19 times on such cases and settled
others outside of court. In fact, in the recent past, the EEOC tried a complaint from
a Mexican restaurant manager in San Antonio, Texas. Ironically, it was on behalf of
a white worker, who contends he was forced by the restaurant’s Latino ownership
to discriminate against Mexican waiters on the basis of skin color. According to
facts in the case, the white manager testified that the Mexican American restaurant
owner told him not to allow “dark-skinned” Latinos to work in the dining room. The
manager resigned his position and complained to the EEOC. The EEOC fought and
won the case, requiring the Latino-American restaurant owner to pay $100,000 in
court-ordered fines [23].

Perhaps one of the first cases of discrimination litigation, brought in 1981 by
Latino people of color, was that of the dark-skinned Felix—the plaintiff—versus
lighter-skinned Marquez—the defendant. The case was litigated in the US District
Court of the District of Columbia. Both the plaintiff and the defendant were
Latino-American employees of the Office of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
in Washington, D.C. (OCPRW). The plaintiff alleges that the defendant did not
promote her, citing skin color discrimination. At trial, the plaintiff introduced the
personnel cards of 28 of her former fellow employees. She testified that, among
them, only two were as dark or darker in color than she. All other employees in
the office, according to the plaintiff, were light-skinned. Other highly credible evi-
dence presented to the court suggested, however, that she might have been in error.
The plaintiff’s own skin color, which she described as “dark olive,” appeared to the
court to be a medium shade. The court sought testimony from the two dark-skinned
employees. One dark-skinned employee did not appear, so the court had no evidence
of their color other than the plaintiff’s testimony. On the other hand, the second did
appear and, although that employee considered their race to be Puerto Rican, their
color would cause them to be identified in the continental United States as African-
American. Two other witnesses described by the plaintiff as light-skinned, appearing
to the court to be of a shade quite similar to the plaintiff’. These observations tended
to contradict the placement of a rigid skin color line between employees, drawn
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by the plaintiff in her testimony and reflect the fact that a substantial number of
Latino-Americans are of mixed racial ancestry. Of the 28 employees whose person-
nel history cards were introduced into evidence, it was apparent that 18 were office
and clerical employees. As with the defendant, the plaintiff was not entitled to a pro-
motion in grade by virtue of her position, qualifications, seniority, and/or length of
service. The evidence showed that her employer awarded promotions in grade based
upon criteria that were neutral with respect to skin color. Employees whose color
was as dark or darker than the plaintiff were given promotions in grade, while many
other employees who were lighter than she were given infrequent promotions, or no
promotions at all. Similar neutrality with respect to skin color was evident in the
promotions in grade among employees throughout the entire agency. Based upon
the rules of legal proceeding, the OCPRW did not discriminate against the plaintiff
on account of her color in failing to recommend her for a promotion in grade. Thus,
the court decided that the plaintiff was not promoted in grade for legitimate business
reasons, having nothing whatever to do with her skin color [24].

Felero versus Stryker, a case brought later by Latino-Americans on the island of
Puerto Rico, was litigated in 1998 in the US District Court of the District of Puerto
Rico. Falero, the plaintiff, is a dark-skinned male while Rigoberto, the corporation
defendant, is a light-skinned male. The plaintiff claims he was terminated from his
job on the basis of having dark skin. The defendant contends that the plaintiff did not
establish that his replacement by someone who was not within the protected class.
The defendant further stated that the plaintiff’s job had not been filled by anyone,
but admits one of his areas of work was assigned to another employee. Thus, direct
evidence of skin color discrimination was lacking.

In McDonnell Douglas Corporation v. Green, absent direct evidence of skin color
discrimination, the court took the position that plaintiff must employ a familiar
burden-shifting method. In the first instance, the plaintiff bears the initial burden
of establishing a prima facie case of Title VII discrimination. In other words, the
plaintiff had to show that he (a) was within a protected class, (b) was qualified to per-
form his duties, (c) was terminated, and (d) was replaced by a person from outside
the protected class. The burden then shifts to the defendant to produce a valid and
nondiscriminatory reason for the dismissal. The employer needed enough evidence
to enable a rational fact finder to conclude that there existed a nondiscriminatory
reason for the challenged employment action. Lastly, the burden shifted back to the
plaintiff to show that the defendant’s stated reason is but a mere pretext for discrim-
ination. This, in turn, requires that the plaintiff proffer enough competent evidence
to support two separate findings: that the defendant’s reason was pretext and that its
true motive was discrimination on the basis of skin color. In sum, while the fourth
element of prima facie had been established, the court decided that no reasonable
trier of fact could conclude from the evidence in the record, when viewed in the light
most favorable to plaintiff, that the defendant discriminated against the plaintiff on
the basis of his skin color. Therefore, the court granted the defendant’s motion for
summary judgment. Additionally, after dismissing the plaintiff’s foundational fed-
eral claims, the court reassessed its jurisdiction over the supplemental state claims.
Thus, in the exercise of its discretion, and after balancing the competing factors,
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the court declined to exercise jurisdiction over the plaintiff’s supplemental claims.
The plaintiff’s state law claims were then dismissed without prejudice [25]. While
the Latino-American plaintiffs who filed the preceding litigation did not meet the
judicial standards for obtaining judgments in their favor, the mere fact of their filing
alone is evidence of an existing problem with skin color discrimination.

As with the aforementioned cases and a social environment permeated by a vari-
ety of Western influences, Latino-Americans have been no less susceptible to skin
color discrimination. An effort to determine the existence of such denigration among
Latinos was attempted by this author, using an instrument called the Cutaneo-
Chroma Correlate (CCC), developed and previously pilot tested by myself. Using a
sample of college students at one private and two public institutions, the following
null hypothesis was formulated to provide a context for investigating the problem:
“There is no relationship between skin color and selected values for skin color ide-
als.” The nonrepresentative sample consisted of 187 participants, conducted during
the 1997–1998 school year, and selected from the registrar’s roster. Respondents had
a mean age of 20 years. A self-reporting instrument available in Spanish was utilized
for measuring their skin color. The CCC instrument was used to assess the relation-
ship between skin color and various aspects of bias vis-à-vis sections “A,” “B,” and
“C” [26]. Section “B” (of the CCC) was used here to assess the respondent’s per-
sonal values pertaining to skin color. Table 6.1 shows differentiating responses: A

Table 6.1 Cutaneo Chroma Correlate: Sección “B”: Evaluar demandado valores personales
relativos a la idealización de piel clara

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Sección B Más claro Claro Medio Oscuro Más oscuro

Instrucciónes:
Instrucciónes: Sección “B” comprende 15 categorias diseñadas para demostrar los valores
personales del participante. Usando los códigos anteriores, exprese sus preferencias sobre los
Latinos, marcando en negro en la hoja de respuestas la que mejor describe su opinión. (A)- más
claro, (B)- claro, (C)- medio, (D)- oscuro, (E)- más oscuro.
1. Piel bonita es:
2. El color de piel de una mujer bonita es:
3. El color de piel del hombre que a la mujer le gusta es:
4. Desearía que mi color de piel fuera:
5. El color de piel de un Latino inteligente es:
6. El color de piel de un Latino presuntuoso es:
7. El color de piel de un Latino gentil es:
8. El color de piel de mi mejor amigo es:
9. Quiero que el color de piel de mis hijos sea:

10. El color ideal de piel de mi compañero sería:
11. El color de piel de mi familia debería ser:
12. El color de piel de mi raza (Latino) debería ser:
13. El color de piel de los Latinos físicamente fuertes es:
14. El color de piel de los Latinos ignorantes es
15. El color ideal de piel de los compañeros de mis hijos es:



88 An Historical Analysis of Skin Color Discrimination in America

Table 6.2 Resultados de Chroma Correlacionar Cutáneo, Sección B: Evaluación de los valores
personales demandado en relación con la idealización de piel clara

Response

1 (%) 2 (%) 3 (%) 4 (%) 5 (%) M SD N

Item
1. 68.9 11.3 6.6 6.6 6.6 1.71 1.24 187
2. 14.2 20.8 19.8 20.8 24.5 3.21 1.39 187
3. 13.2 22.6 15.1 19.8 29.2 3.29 1.43 187
4. 5.7 7.5 5.7 30.2 50.9 4.13 1.17 187
5. 5.7 2.8 10.4 34.0 47.2 4.14 1.09 187
6. 9.4 8.5 14.2 23.6 44.3 3.85 1.33 187
7. 15.1 3.8 14.2 22.6 44.3 3.77 1.44 187
8. 2.8 4.7 8.5 31.1 52.8 4.26 1.00 187
9. 2.8 8.5 8.5 27.4 52.8 4.19 1.09 187

10. 1.9 7.5 8.5 30.2 51.9 4.23 1.02 187
11. 3.8 2.8 9.4 31.1 52.8 4.26 1.01 187
12. 15.1 21.7 12.3 17.9 33.0 3.32 1.50 187
13. 18.9 17.9 8.5 17.0 37.7 3.37 1.58 187
14. 40.6 11.3 5.7 17.9 24.5 2.75 1.69 187
15. 42.5 10.4 22.6 17.9 6.6 2.36 1.36 187

designation of lightest was noted as 5, light as 4, medium as 3, dark as 2, and darkest
as 1. Responses themselves are contained in Table 6.2.

According to item 6, most students (68.9%) responded “dark skin” when ques-
tioned about pretty skin. This was a contradiction to items 7 through 18. The
largest response to these items was overwhelmingly “light skin” (7]24.5%; 8]29.2%;
9]50.9%; 10]47.2%; 11]44.3%; 12]44.3%; 13]52.8%; 14]52.8%; 15]51.9%;
16]52.8%; 17]33.0%; and 18]37.7%). When questioned about the skin color
of Latinos who are “dumb,” respondents overwhelmingly replied “dark skin”
(19]40.6%). In glaring contrast, the same students responded “dark skin”
(20]42.5%) when questioned about the projected ideal skin color of their children’s
spouse. Referring to the aforementioned descriptive data, it would appear with some
contradiction that light skin is ideally valued among respondents.

According to these data, the presumption of a relationship between skin color
and selected values for skin color ideals is plausible. There are then implications for
discrimination among Latino-Americans as a victim-group population pertaining to
the perception of various skin colors. These findings would appear to contradict—or
at least challenge—the presumption of Latino-American, intragroup harmony and
racial tolerance. It also implies a reflection of continuing and pervasive racist atti-
tudes toward persons characterized by dark skin. It is a bias that can be described
as a variant of colonial racism as exhibited by Europeans toward people of color. In
a group where whiteness is ideal, light skin invariably represents the standard. The
scores of Latino-American students, on section “B” of the CCC test, suggested their
tendency to appreciate selected ideals in self and others on the basis of color pref-
erences. Such appreciation could be used to assess status and social worth, thereby



6 Latino-Americans: Skin Color and Mixed-Race People 89

contributing to the perpetuation of skin color discrimination in an otherwise tolerant
Latino-American social environment.

From a sociobiological perspective, Pierre L. Van den Berghe [27] insists the
propensity for group loyalty is deeply rooted in genes. In fact, contrary to the
Latino-American perspective, some would infer that skin color is stronger than
class as a means of identification in group loyalty. Latino-Americans for the most
part arrive in the United States carrying with them a history and cultural norms that
serve victim-group discrimination by skin color. Once settled, they experience brutal
forms of discrimination as members of a dark-skinned out-group whose assim-
ilation potential is limited. Institutions critical to their well-being, including the
police and judicial systems, have not assisted in Latino viability. In both instances
Latino-Americans responded in kind, manifesting various forms of victim-group
discrimination both socially and legally, being no less insidious than white racism.
Their plight represents the norm for victim groups in America and will unfortunately
delay resolution of discrimination into the foreseeable future.
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Chapter 7
Native Americans: Manifestations of White
Influences

Currently, Native Americans represent approximately a fraction of 1% of the
US population. That representation is minute compared to their numbers when
European settlers arrived in the Americas from Europe. Today, some Natives reside
in urban areas, such as Minneapolis and San Francisco, while others are inclined
to live out their lives on reservation lands set aside by the US federal government.
While the term Native American is used in reference to a particular population, they
are in fact a very distinct and diverse assemblage characterized by a unique set of
cultures, and languages, previous to the New World era.

Historical evidence suggests that before white settlers arrived, with some excep-
tions, Native Americans were for the most part a peaceful and tolerant people
who willingly accepted all members of humanity as being equal. Their domina-
tion by the newly arrived European settlers meant that racial tolerance regarding
those characterized by dark-skinned and/or African features would be short lived.
While they are no less a victim-group population, who have endured various forms
of discrimination as people of color, Native Americans today may act out victim-
group discrimination as a manifestation of the victimism brought by settlers from
Europe. As with other victim-group populations, Native Americans under the cir-
cumstances have internalized the practice of discrimination as an acceptable and/or
tolerable American norm. In the aftermath of pressures to assimilate and other Euro-
American influences, they too accepted denigration of dark skin and class divisions.
Given the limited access of scholars to the social investigation of Native American
populations, such influence regarding victim-group discrimination is all but inac-
cessible. The most dramatic evidence that discrimination exists is rooted in the
documentation of American history.

The Native American’s tolerance for other peoples is apparent in the histori-
cal accounts of the Cherokee Nation. The fact that many Americans both black
and white can trace their ancestry through Cherokee bloodlines is attributable to
the Cherokee’s initial acceptance of different variations of mankind. Dark-skinned
populations were equally accepted prior to Western domination and other forms of
influence. However, during and in the aftermath of slavery, that tolerance for human
diversity would be extinguished for the more racist, discriminatory practices, most
relative to the enslavement of dark-skinned Africans.
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Some form of slavery significantly impacted Cherokee life during the dawn of
the New World. In the beginning, white settlers from Europe enslaved both Native
and African-Americans, as their labor was required to tend the crops and farmland
of the emerging civilization. Historical accounts document Native enslavement as
early as the 1500s, by De Soto and other Spaniards, many having been bound to
Spanish slavery as a consequence of war. The ability to enslave Native Americans
was rationalized by the Spanish as necessary so that they might Christianize oth-
erwise heathen forms of mankind. The British and French also rationalized Native
American slavery for the same reasons. But despite their power and influence upon
Native Americans, the Cherokee were initially not as comfortable with the prac-
tice as their white, settler counterparts. The fact that they objected influenced white
settlers to press even more for its institutionalization. The controversy between the
two groups can be substantiated in recorded rhetoric in 1760, during the Cherokee
War in North Carolina: “. . .those who could capture ‘an enemy Indian,’ could hold
him in slavery” [1]. The practical worth of this law is reflected in the need for slav-
ery in a state where the tobacco crop was an economic mainstay. Thus, eventually
Native Americans both owned slaves and were enslaved simultaneously them-
selves. That included full-blooded Cherokees and so-called half-breeds. However,
the Native version of slavery differed significantly from the typical Southern ver-
sion. Furthermore, the common act of slavery throughout the world was much less
brutal than that in North America and what the Cherokee had envisioned. In fact,
those in bondage in the American South found themselves reduced to the status of
animals, completely devoid of their humanity. Slavery under the Cherokee imposed
upon a slave’s freedom, but he was otherwise still considered human. He was less
likely to be bought by his Cherokee master, but was instead more often the victim
of war. Others such as blacks might be enslaved after escaping from white planta-
tions, which more often than not made the slave a willing participant. Their lives
among the Cherokee and other Native Americans, being much more humane than
the white Southern version, are verified through romantic alliances between black
male slaves and Native American women. From such unions a new population of
humanity emerged, called by folk terms the “red-black Cherokee,” existing only in
this New World. While red-black Cherokee existed in formidable numbers, their
representation in historic literature of American slavery is conspicuously absent.

The more humane nature of Native American slavery meant that the Cherokee
and their slaves might work together, literally side by side. The unions between
the two groups, which resulted in red-black offspring, were often validated by mar-
riage. But despite the more humane form of bondage initially under the Cherokee,
the enslaved were in fact not free. Slavery in some form appealed to their Cherokee
masters because it was profitable, particularly in areas like North Carolina where
farming was the primary economy. Not only did the Cherokee own African
slaves but Euro-Americans as well found themselves under the auspices of Native
American ownership [1]. This is a fact of American history, overlooked as much
as Cherokee slave masters. White slaves owned by Cherokee masters were treated
with the same humanity as blacks. Under the circumstances, the beginning of inte-
gration might have existed, but made illegal by white law. For example, in some
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lower-class churches during services African, Native, and Euro-Americans might
pray together without respect for their racial differences. As an example, historic
documents record that two black slaves were seen teaching their Cherokee mis-
tresses to read the Bible [1]. Teaching a slave to read was tantamount to illegal in
many locations. The fact that they might be found giving instructions to a mem-
ber of the slave master class is a dramatic illustration of how significantly Native
American slavery differed from the white version.

Most Euro-Americans did not approve of the manner in which the Cherokee
treated their slaves because it threatened the institution. They were not indiffer-
ent to the nondiscriminatory behaviors that might take place in church. And while
in the beginning the Cherokee presented themselves as equal to the white man, in
fact, their conduct of business was ever mindful of white reactions. Thus, a Native
American slave owner named Shoe Boots married his favorite slave, a dark-skinned
girl named Lucy. Their union produced two red-black children, to whom Shoe Boots
wanted to award freedom. To do so, he petitioned the tribal Chief. Freedom for the
children was granted, but Shoe Boots was admonished by the local Chief not to
request such freedom again because doing so might cause unnecessary problems
with the white man [2]. By the eighteenth century, Native Americans had subse-
quently subjected themselves to the dictates of the dominant white culture. Their
initial humane attitude toward Africans, that is, dark-skinned people, more and more
began to reflect the influences of dominant-group discrimination. The fact that Shoe
Boots’ children by a black slave wife could have been dark-skinned, and likely made
little difference initially, began to evidence a change in attitudes. In the aftermath,
Native Americans were given to Euro-American dominance that would make them
amenable to victim-group discrimination by the denigration of dark skin.

As the white version of slavery became more acceptable among Native
Americans, due to the dominant influence of the former, human bondage among
Native Americans became more commonplace, particularly in the South where the
Cherokee lived. Evidence of this commonality is suggested by the fact that, in addi-
tion to blacks and whites, the Cherokee held their own people in bondage as well.
The enslavement of Native Americans by Native Americans is further evidence of
the less brutal nature of the Native version. But the implication for Native American
victimism is apparent in the level of influence and prestige white settlers had grad-
ually assumed in the minds of the Cherokee people. While they obviously treated
their slaves with more humanity, they also began to see blacks in particular as hav-
ing a lower status. This change in perspective was useful in that, about the time the
South began to rise, the growth in the numbers of Cherokee farmers required that
they make greater use of black slaves to attend to their crops. Such an increase also
resulted in an increased number of red-black offspring as well.

As history records, by 1824 more than 1000 black slaves were known to both
reside and work alongside their Cherokee masters. According to US Census data
a decade later, that same number had increased to 1500. An increase to 1500
was not necessarily a huge measure by today’s population standards, but then it
would have had a significant impact upon the red-black population and would have
made them formidable. Their numbers would have the affect of competing with the
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full-blooded population, which created a visual vehicle for distinction by skin color.
Mixed-blooded Cherokees including red-blacks were considered apart from the full
bloods, which accommodated the potential to polarize the Native American com-
munity. However, given to the humanity of Native Americans, polarization was not
easily reached. While the community engaged in slavery, not all Native Americans
condoned it. The fact that slaves were generally accorded more humane treat-
ment by Cherokee masters may be a result of the universal feeling among Natives
that slavery introduced in the South was simply an overall assault upon human-
ity. But they struggled with it because they were powerless to confront the white
settler power structure. In addition, slavery was not a normal course of reality for
Native Americans, leaving many to great difficulty associated with its complexity.
While they may have thought slavery to be wrong, Native Americans never failed
to address matters of slavery in a manner that was sure to bring Southern white
approval. This approval is illustrated when, in 1819, they announced the following:
“. . .no contract or bargain entered into with any slave or slaves, without the consent
of their masters shall be binding on them” [2].

Sometime later, Native Americans agreed that no citizen could purchase any
materials or products from a slave unless they obtained permission first from the
slave’s master to do so. That meant that a slave was not given an opportunity to sell
alcohol that they might make or other crafts they might produce by their own labor
without the owner’s permission. Initially such policies appear to suggest that the
attitudes of Native Americans had begun to decline in their humanity toward slaves.
It may also suggest that what was being denied regarding privileges had existed
before 1819.

Increased contact with the white settler community meant that, nearing the Civil
War where slavery was the primary issue, Native Americans were not in a posi-
tion politically or militarily to object or in any way influence the treatment of slaves
and/or black people. This is not to imply that Native Americans should be dismissed
from their responsibility for slavery, but implies that the association is worth noting.
In the context of the Southern plantation class influence and otherwise domination,
the Cherokee attitude toward their dark-skinned cohort changed dramatically and
contributed to the general discrimination that would later divide the Native com-
munity by skin color and change their attitude toward African-Americans and other
dark-skinned people, including the new mixed-blood Native American offspring.

Although the red-black population was substantial at one time, there has not been
commensurate attention paid by American scholars to their plight. Given the exist-
ing colonial mentality, such an oversight should not come as a surprise. However,
with some exception—including the works of William Loren Katz, author of Black
Indians: A Hidden Heritage—there has been an attempt by American historians
to tell their story and give account of the Cherokee and reference to their “black-
blood-half-breed brothers” [2]. Some bias is apparent, perhaps given that historical
documentation emphasizes Native Americans as members of a proud nation, which
had its own set of beliefs and moral traditions. Africans, from which red-black
Cherokee descend, were characterized as merely nameless, cultureless slaves who
were little more than animals but for white influence. As members of humanity,
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they in effect, did not exist, as was suggested in the works of Ralph Ellison
[3]. Historically, little mention is ever made about Native Americans, who were
enslaved, and nearly nothing is mentioned about cultural similarities between Native
American and African-American slaves. As an integral part of colonial strategy, this
omission was critical in keeping both victim groups divided. Thus, the mass migra-
tion of white settlers from Europe could be accomplished with the least amount of
resistance and/or difficulty.

As much as Native Americans objected to white culture and its moral traditions,
especially as pertains to the treatment of black people, they could not escape white
influence. This influence was in fact a form of domination, which eventually predis-
posed them to victim-group discrimination. Having complete control of historical
records, white historians to a considerable extent have failed to include the par-
ticipation of Cherokee Native Americans in their discussions of the discrimination
that took place in the antebellum South. In 1920, a black historian named Carter
G. Woodson commented on the relationship between blacks and Native Americans
as: “. . .one of the longest unwritten chapters in the history of the United States” [4].
As an African-American, Woodson was an exception who maintained the insight
and courage to acknowledge an aspect of American history in which white schol-
arship of his time was either not interested or did not understand. To illustrate
the point, a book entitled: The Negro Cowboys, by Philip Durham and Everett
L. Jones, is mainly an objective and factually accurate study. Unfortunately, their
labeling African-Americans who joined alliances with Native Americans in battle
as “renegades” is misleading. “Renegade” is a medieval term that was made fash-
ionable in early Hollywood films, meaning someone prone to terrorism as a vicious,
bloodthirsty killer. Many Americans came to accept such media images as factu-
ally accurate. In the aftermath of provocative tales, it was then taken for granted,
despite the fact that, for every African-American who was labeled a renegade and
joined forces to fight against the white community, a few others sided with the white
community and soldiers to fight against Native Americans. This suggests that the
relationship between African and Native Americans was not given to any absolute
alliance. They obviously were not accepted by Euro-Americans and, in many cases,
met with initial indifference by Native Americans until such time it could be estab-
lished that they indeed had a mutual interest and common foe. What is more, the
manner in which Durham and Jones addressed the relationship between African
and Native Americans is a biased account, which underestimates the number of
African-Americans who took up arms with Native Americans against white settlers.
By tacitly romanticizing African-Americans who fought against Native Americans,
it also suggests that African-Americans would have preferred to remain loyal to
their white slave masters than to fight for freedom.

As bias is not unusual, the biased account of African-American and Native
American alliances by white historians should not be regarded in any way as excep-
tional. The aforementioned bias is more likely to be a by-product of discrimination
exercised by the colonial mentality. As a result, the works of Durham and Jones can-
not be assessed as uniquely culpable. However, in a scholarly sense it is susceptible
to legitimate criticism in that the lack of an objective frame reduces their works to
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little more than historical folly. Additionally, white historians cannot be blamed for
writing their accounts of history from the perspective of Euro-Americans. However,
the fact that such historians were indeed allowed the status and esteem of objec-
tive scholars, immune to political bias, is grounds for legitimate criticism. Thus,
rather than record the facts as they witnessed them, many historians took to writ-
ing about a slaveholding, Indian killing class that had ceased to exist decades ago.
Perhaps most tragic of all is the fact that critical truths omitted by white historians
about black and Native American alliances, having been deemed by them as vir-
tually irrelevant, may be far more damaging than the biased distortions. They are
facts that can never be retrieved by any other than the testimony of participants or
eyewitnesses. Unlike fabrications and biases that can be disproved, discredited, or
challenged by references to historical documents, once facts are omitted they are
lost forever. Subsequently, artists who make attempts to portray historical scenes
may then represent such scenes in an acutely distorted manner. This misrepresenta-
tion further facilitates distortion and what they distort drives significant facts further
beyond the scope of actuality. For example, artist George Catlin [5] painted impres-
sive portraits of the Seminole Chief Osceola, who had been held in captivity. What
Catlin omitted in text and on canvas was mentioning that Osceola’s personal body-
guard consisted of 55 warriors, which included 52 red-black Seminoles. Stereotype
was not Catlin’s interest. Catlin’s goal was to record the colorful costumes, regalia,
and Indian life. If Catlin never painted Osceola with the full band of bodyguards, he
may not have been allowed to see it, or had no idea the bodyguard was comprised of
a red-black, etc., especially if not dressed in costumes that caught his eye. Despite
the fact, Catlin was exceptional in his genre. Thus, the issue may be his access to,
not what he interpreted or omitted about, Native Americans. Their depiction would
have more accurately portrayed the significance of the black and Native alliance. If
frontier American artists, whose work was of stereotypical scenes, had illustrated
the obvious and significant presence of African-Americans among Native warriors,
the public record would have been served by its accuracy; instead, it was subjected
to bias.

In an effort to minimize biased criticism, it must be acknowledged that the extent
of distortion and omission could have been the results of well-intended historians
who may have simply been confused. What they were exposed to did not differ from
what the public observed. “Red-African Americans” did not appear in mainstream
schoolbooks. They were not discussed in typical school history lectures. They also
did not benefit from portrayals in novels or any other type of media representation.
As a result of these omissions, what may have begun as a complimentary relation-
ship between African-Americans and Native Americans for their mutual survival
may in fact appear to have declined through ignorance, oversight, misrepresentation,
or intended fabrication. Ultimately this served the tenets of discrimination, as Native
American acceptance of Euro-American institutions including slavery contributed
to their own demise. Thus, some Native Americans eventually came to reject red-
black Indians as inferior, less than or someone to despise. As time progressed, such
Natives—in particular those who had been “civilized” by the white community—
expressed abhorrence and denigration for those who were characterized by dark
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skin. Their abhorrence included not only blacks and red-blacks but full-blooded
Native Americans as well. Native Americans then enabled their own demoniza-
tion and the distortion of history by white scholars. Subsequently, generations of
Americans came to think of life on the American frontier as a romantic tale of set-
tlers who arrived from Europe and through hard work and determination carved a
way out of the wilderness and brought civilization to the New World. Hollywood
figures such as John Wayne reaped a considerable fortune with that portrayal.
Wayne, in the role of rugged frontiersman or cowboy who pulled himself up by
the bootstraps, was depicted in countless film scenes fighting Native Americans,
who as fate would have it were always the “bad guys.” The American view-
ing public was not likely ever to question his motives or whether or not Native
Americans were, in fact, an enemy. Such biased and distorted views are easily taken
for granted by Americans when the status of American history is at stake. It then
becomes necessary to rescue dignity by whatever means to secure national pride so
as not to confront truths that must be denied. Such a strategy means that the many
romantic battles portrayed as necessary to gain American freedom could be jus-
tified. Omitted are the numerous battles waged by African-Americans and Native
Americans against imperialist settlers who fought and died for the same freedom,
such as in New York, which occurred before the famous battle fought at Lexington
and Concord, on April 19, 1775.

Accounts of this obscure battle are an illustration of the black and Native
American alliance, which is also the description of an armed revolt. This revolt
was a confrontation that involved many black slaves, red-blacks, and more than
500 full bloods. Their courage in battle was not dramatically “heard around the
world,” as was said of the American Minutemen. But their willingness to offer their
lives was equally worthy. The numerous battles fought in New York by Native
Americans, African-Americans, and their red-black counterparts are a neglected
example of some of the joint ventures by blacks, Natives, and mixed bloods that
are so sparsely noted in American history. In fact, prior to the onset of coloniza-
tion there existed numerous battles involving such intergroup alliances, which are
in truth a significant aspect of the American story. The fact that such information has
been overlooked has resulted in an ignorance of which the most informed and edu-
cated of blacks and Native Americans know little, including the fact that red-black
Americans ever existed. The tendency to adhere to the one-drop theory of race has
trivialized their contributions, apparent in some of the most notable of historical
events, which ignore the Native heritage of prominent black figures such as Crispus
Attucks.

“On the snowy night of March 5, 1770, Crispus Attucks, a black linked by blood
to Native Americans, stepped dramatically into American history. He was the first
to fall in the Boston Massacre” [1]. While many Americans are knowledgeable as
to the bravery of Crispus Attucks, they are ignorant of his ancestry. Their ignorance
is a result of an oversight in most traditional texts, wherein Attucks is represented
as an African-American. That representation is little more than a half truth. His life
is celebrated annually during Black History month as the great African-American
hero that he was, but nowhere in the Native American community is he accorded
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any degree of celebration—perhaps because being of mixed blood he is not con-
sidered by some to be truly Native American. Not free of white influence, modern
Native Americans are thus more than likely given to the racial traditions, including
discrimination, which limit their perception of who and what defines one as Native
American. The inability to accurately acknowledge Attucks in the context of his
Native heritage blemishes the worth of historical fact.

Another equally significant but forgotten red-black figure was Paul Cuffee. The
factual neglect of Paul Cuffee is similar to that of Attucks in that he is described
simply as a “black” man. In fact, as a red-black, he was of black and Massachusetts
[Wampanoag] Native American heritage. He eventually succeeded in becoming a
wealthy merchant and ship owner in early Massachusetts. His wife, Alice Pequit,
was also a Native. Attucks and Cuffee are important in their moments, but may be
seen as minor in a larger view. However, when the neglect of their Native American
heritage is considered, the existence of a pattern is suggested. The overall out-
come is to make less of all but contributions made by members of the mainstream
population.

Red-black Cuffee is worthy of historical note, in large part due to his various
forms of activism. He devoted much of his time and personal resources to help
eliminate the overt racism and discrimination suffered by his dark-skinned African
brethren. Much of it was de facto, as manifestation of accepted traditional norms.
While Cuffee was of mixed blood, he was also discriminated against for having dark
skin that implied his Africanness. His hair was not straight, as is Caucasian hair, nor
were his other features as pronounced, but his dark skin left little doubt that he
was a member of a despised inferior group. Despite the fact of his group status,
Cuffee maintained superior personal wealth for his era and was known to possess
superior intellect. He contributed to the Back-to-Africa movement, made famous by
Marcus Garvey, and in 1815 Cuffee provided transportation at his own expense of
approximately some 30 African-Americans back to their homeland in Africa.

In the modern era, Martin Luther King Jr. is among the most noted figures in
black and American history. But King’s greatness was preceded by a red-black fig-
ure of equal significance, who engaged in a similar struggle for the freedoms of
black people, Frederick Douglass. He is arguably the greatest orator of his time.
Douglass was an abolitionist who was also a runaway slave. His mixed blood
included not only Native American but white as well. But due to his dark skin, such
heritage was in fact irrelevant and, in context of the one-drop theory of race, he was
regarded as simply a black man. Not only was Douglass of mixed racial heritage but
he was even more unique in that he was involved in an interracial marriage during
the antebellum period. Although Douglass has received considerably more historical
acknowledgement than many of his red-black counterparts, traditional mainstream
texts have failed to mention the fact of his Native American heritage.

While modern historians are less likely to accept biased accounts of history, in
previous eras their doing so was part of a deliberate strategy to maintain division
among potential opposition forces to the white community. Leading historical schol-
ars such as Theda Perdue, in her much quoted work of Slavery and the Evolution of
Cherokee Society, have documented the situation [6]. “By emphasizing the actual,
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exaggerated and imagined differences between Africans and Native Americans,
whites successfully masked the cultural similarities of the two races as well as their
mutual exploitation by whites” [6].

In this way, whites could more easily maintain control of land and wealth,
including the development of the growing fur trade. Nevertheless, the natural bonds
between African-Americans and Native Americans were known and exploited by
whites. African-Americans were more likely to build a secure relationship with
the Native American community because their word was their bond, unlike whites
who Native Americans believed spoke with insincere, or forked, tongues. African-
Americans, on the other hand, were more like Native Americans regarding such
matters; so whites employed them for their trustworthiness, knowing that their word
was their bond they would never break even to the extent of death.

While the alliances between blacks and Native Americans were strong, the
alliances between whites and Native Americans also gained in strength. By the eigh-
teenth century, Native Americans, including the Cherokee, were becoming more
amenable to assimilation the more they came in contact with whites. Such contact
did not always result in the best situation for their alliances with blacks. Thus, in
1789, one observer noted that the Cherokee Native American had evolved to the
extent that many white settlers were confident that they were willing to assimi-
late by choice into the dominant white culture [1]. As a result of their relatively
privileged relationship with whites, the Cherokee were also poised to internalize
the influences of whites, including the discriminating attitudes and racist regards
thought by whites of African-Americans. According to the antebellum naturalist and
travel writer William Bartram: “if adopting or imitating the manners and customs
of the white people is to be termed civilization, perhaps the Cherokee have made
the greatest advance” [1]. Additionally, no less than the president of the United
States, Theodore Roosevelt, said of the Cherokee that: “. . .the Cherokee were a
bright, intelligent race, better fitted to ‘follow the white man’s road’ than any other
Indians” [1].

Native American Cherokees had illustrated a considerable degree of willing-
ness to internalize prejudicial norms not exclusive of skin color. Thus, in assessing
the role of skin color pertaining to discrimination among Native Americans, it is
apparent that the Cherokee have, to a considerable degree, been conspicuously
missing from the documented histories of the slaveholding antebellum South. This
omission is apparent to anyone who has conducted serious research of the his-
torical literature [1]. In the most widely read books concerning the antebellum
American South, there is hardly any mention at all of the Cherokee role in Southern
discrimination and even less of other Native Americans. When discrimination is
discussed, it is with few exceptions attributed to the colonial objectives for control
of American territories, involving France, Spain, and England. The impact of this
oversight has resulted in a deep void of historical information regarding African-
American slavery existing among Native Americans, such as the Cherokee, and the
associated prejudicial behaviors. Had such information been included, the acts of
victim-group discrimination might have reached acknowledgment at the time they
occurred.
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Regarding acts of Cherokee discrimination, their tribal culture was one of the
most ready-to-internalize Western assimilation. After the initial alliances between
African-Americans and Native Americans, the influences of white cultures upon
Native traditions were not irrelevant to later interactions with dark-skinned groups.
As a product of antebellum norms, the stereotype of darker-skinned African-
Americans as an inferior lot thus gained acceptance among Native Americans who
had previously taken part in alliances with the same. Considerable population size
and cultural sophistication made their willingness to discriminate on the basis of
skin color a more potent social event. They were grist for prejudicial behavior,
given that prior to white influence they had already assumed themselves superior
to all, regardless of tribe, skin color/race, or national origin [1]. It is reasonable to
assume that this belief contributed much to the willingness of the Cherokee to adopt
the ways of whites, whom they came to view as equally superior. After observing
such superior whites in the exercise of power over enslaved Africans, including the
Spanish and French, the inferiority of dark-skinned peoples was more acceptable.
Unfortunately, after observing Africans in chains, the Cherokee had not consid-
ered the moral implications of slavery. Ironically at some point, Cherokee Native
Americans who evidenced long held views of their own superiority came to accept
that whites were superior even to themselves.

The cultures of the various Native American tribes differed significantly, from
warriors to farmers to nomads. It was difficult for whites to label the Cherokee
Natives as savages because they maintained a National Council that was managed,
for the most part, by educated, white-mixed-blood tribesmen. The white-mixed-
blood members were significant in that they practiced a value system that was in
many ways similar to that of the antebellum slave traders. They maintained an
impressive school system that unsurprisingly operated almost identically to those
of white systems, where Native American youth could internalize white values at
an early age. Among such Cherokee, mixed blood was more the norm, as it was
likely that full-blood Cherokees were both darker-skinned and a minority in propor-
tion. The ultimate objective of such schools was that, by enabling the “refinement”
of their daughters, the young women might become more like whites and thus
serve as dutiful wives in the Cherokee Nation. Refining darker-skinned, full-blooded
Cherokees presented a unique set of problems. Native American schools could not
exclude them, but they were at a loss as to the potential for assimilation. Thus, about
1871, if the darker-skinned, full bloods could not afford to pay for education after
being pressured by disgruntled tribesmen, it was decided that a department would
be set up to educate them free of charge [1].

The darker-skinned Cherokee were normally of less wealth than their lighter-
skinned counterparts. However, the very wealthy among the lighter-skinned were
not as numerous as might be assumed. While, unlike the darker-skinned, most could
pay for their educations, but they were not typically among the nation’s legitimate
upper class. Even so, many were wealthy enough to attend schools outside the
Cherokee Nation. Their desire to do so may have been influenced by the tribe’s deci-
sion to educate the darker-skinned full bloods free of charge. As could be expected,
by 1851–1856 a class system within the tribe had evolved based upon wealth.
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However, from 1872 to 1910, class status had begun to operate more on the basis
of racial characteristics such as skin color, where light was idealized and dark skin
denigrated. Other racial traits implied status as well including white blood quan-
tum, physical appearance (Native or Caucasian), and apparent degree of refinement
assumed by assimilation [1].

It was not long before white influences were evident among the Native American
Cherokee. In the behavior of the wealthier students, both they and their teachers
were known to take pride in their light skin. Within the school setting, such students
frequently taunted full bloods, darker-skinned by their biological heritage. The full
bloods themselves, while victims, were not immune to taunting others in that they
looked down on those who displayed less knowledge of white ways. It was taken
for granted that the lighter-skinned, mixed-blood students were the superior group
being closer to white and that the full-blood girls accepted that they were “a little
bit backward,” which gave them inferior status. The results facilitated victim-group
discrimination not only on the basis of skin color but class, wealth, education, and
many other victimism factors.

References to the historical accounts of victimism among Native American
Cherokees are dramatic. Wealth among dark-skinned Cherokees did not always
compromise the extent of their being discriminated against. In one instance, a five-
sixteenths Cherokee student was admonished by a lighter-skinned school mate for
her desire to take part in a class play, “[a]ngels are fair-haired and you are too
dark for an angel.” The same taunting can be found in various forms of print
media. One such example occurred in an 1855 issue of the annual anthology, A
Wreath of Cherokee Rose Buds. In this issue, students took issue with an edi-
torial about the Townsend, Massachusetts, female seminary’s paper, the Lesbian
Wreath. Reportedly, Cherokee girls were referred to as “dusky sisters.” Offended,
the Cherokee girls immediately responded with stories of their own, depicting them-
selves in appearance by such white traits as blue eyes. In one such tale a student
writes: “Fun and abundance peeped from her blue eyes. . .and the crimson blush
stole upon her cheeks.” Writing in the same issue, another portrayal is of a “fair, gay,
blue-eyed girl. . .,” [a] “fairylike creature with auburn hair.” Lastly, a student wrote
in a story, entitled Two Companions, of a girl named Hope, who is described as “the
very personification of loveliness” with a “tiny, blue-eyed child” named Faith. As is
well known, among Native Americans the genetic trait of having blue eyes does not
exist naturally, but it was idealized in Cherokee literature as the essence of beauty
and poise in the aftermath of white domination [1].

As indicated in the literature of Cherokee students, those who graduated from the
color-conscious tribal institutions were quite assimilated. To that end, the schools
they attended were successful in producing graduates who were otherwise victims
of discrimination and who would become amenable to acting out discrimina-
tion against other victim-group populations. After leaving school, they gravitated
toward select professions including teaching or medicine. Part of their tradition
also included “marrying well,” which meant marrying white men or men who had
less Native American heritage than they. When they could not locate such men,
they would settle for husbands who were physicians, politicians, or members of
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prominent (usually wealthy) Cherokee Native American families. Usually, the more
white blood a Cherokee woman had suggested that she would have had lighter skin.
Having lighter skin meant that she was more likely to marry a white man, a tribal
member with higher social status, or a man whose degree of white blood at least
equaled hers. As time elapsed, such Native Americans as the Cherokee have shown
little objection to the assimilation traditions of the white community, including race
select marital patterns [7]. Today, it is manifested in various ways as victim-group
discrimination.

Sociological investigations of discrimination consistently focus upon manifesta-
tions between African-Americans as victims and Euro-Americans as perpetrators,
that is, the “black/white” dichotomy [8]. In the modern era, that dichotomy has
become all but irrelevant. Regarding Native Americans, the implications of dis-
crimination have not been acknowledged because it is so politically volatile and
infinitely more complex than that between blacks and whites. In the milieu of mas-
cot and treaty issues, investigation into the implications of discrimination among
Native Americans is thus seemingly less urgent. Conversely, in the elimination of
all social problems it is incumbent upon scholars to investigate the incidents of dis-
crimination beyond the traditional black/white dichotomy, which may in fact serve
the elimination of other social pathologies that include and extend beyond those
associated with Native Americans [9].

Akin to the elimination of discrimination as it pertains to modern-day Native
Americans is the stigmatization and denigration of groups characterized by dark
skin, including African-Americans. Succinctly put, the issue of discrimination rel-
ative to Native American victimism will be more contingent upon skin color than
race in the aftermath of Euro-American domination [10]. Skin color will therefore
allow for deviations from the black/white dichotomy and similar constructs that are
deemed less relevant.

Pathology of the Native American psyche discrimination has prevailed as
arguably among the nation’s most devastating and tenacious social problems [11].
Volumes of literature and research have added little to facilitate its demise, pertain-
ing to all Americans and not one separate group. Contributing to ignorance is the
fact that for decades, discrimination has been portrayed in a politically correct con-
text as scholars fear treading upon sensitive intellectual domain. Discrimination is
in fact a psychosocial behavioral event directed at people of color as well as by
people of color via a myriad of manifestations—and particularly aimed at African-
Americans vis-à-vis skin color [12]. There should be no doubt as to the accuracy
of this assumption. Notwithstanding, to then characterize discrimination in a nar-
row black/white context does not facilitate accurate research outcomes. It enables
the otherwise denigration of humanity and the belief that within a single species of
the same genetic structure some are superior. While it might be more considerate to
overlook victim-group discrimination, it cannot be justified via scholarship. Thus,
while reference to Native American discrimination may not be popular or politically
correct, it is a requirement of prudent research [13].

Antonio Gramsci offers a useful modern-day reference for the illumination of this
issue among Native Americans residing in the San Francisco Bay Area. This area
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boasts one of the largest concentrations of urban Native Americans in the country,
which came about as the result of relocation programs during the 1950s, 1960s,
and 1970s. In the aftermath of such urbanization, those who relocated experienced
increased associations with dominant Euro-American ethnicity. Thus, socially they
exemplified a progression in assimilation and acculturation to the dominant-group
mainstream. In the aftermath, Native American urbanization distorted the multi-
plicity of individual tribal identities into one monolithic population characterized
as Native American. This postbellum social dynamic enabled a Native American
conglomerate that pushed African-mixed-parentage Native Americans—those with
dark skin—to the fringes of legitimate tribal recognition.

Among scholars, this emerging Native American monolith is referred to as “Pan-
Indianism.” Pan-Indianism is little more than a dominant group, Euro-American
concept validated by the academic prestige of anthropology. Beyond its influence,
Pan-Indianism is likely to be irrelevant, as is typical of much of anthropological
theory regarding Native groups. In America, anthropologists would suggest that
urbanized Native Americans negate their tribal heritage and merge with others to
become a Native American monolith [14]. Many scholars, such as Philip J. Deloria,
have attempted an analysis of the situation, which not only demonstrates that a diver-
sity of Native Americans can be merged but also suggests by the existence of closed
racial, ethnic, and cultural mechanisms how the darker-skinned can be excluded.

Conversely, African-mixed-parentage Native Americans are well aware of their
Native American roots and are not ashamed to reference them [15].

Speaking primarily to the folks who have always denied the many truths of U.S. history that
tell of imperialist expansion, cultural genocide, and discrimination, Katz makes it seem that
it is important to convince his audience that black Indians even existed [15].

Bell hooks [2] criticizes William Loren Katz, author of Black Indians: A Hidden
Heritage, for not acknowledging Euro-American domination that has made the
African-mixed-parentage Native American “invisible.” Furthermore, the invisibil-
ity of African-mixed, Native Americans has been facilitated by the social discourse
of full-blooded Native Americans and their Euro-mixed-parentage counterparts,
particularly in urban locations. Arguably, that discourse contributes to the dis-
crimination against dark-skinned Native Americans of whatever parentage by
light-skinned Native Americans: full-blooded or otherwise.

In my own work, I [16] refer to the “one-drop” theory of racial identifica-
tion, which is an outgrowth of the antebellum era wherein the smallest physical
measure of African descent is enough to define one as “black.” This notion was
invented by antebellum Euro-Americans to assist in their control of slaves. Years
later, Native Americans are not immune to their influence in the context of urbaniza-
tion and/or assimilation. Thus, full-blooded Native Americans and those of mixed
Euro-American parentage by virtue of being light-skinned have allowed for the
alienation of dark-skinned Native Americans on the basis of the one-drop theory
[17]. In fact, according to V. Dominguez, it may be that a substantial number of
African-Americans have at least 25% Euro-American ancestry and perhaps 80%
Native American ancestry. Were those same African-Americans citizens of some
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South American countries, they would undoubtedly be considered mestizo, or mixed
blood.

For various reasons irrespective of urbanization and blood quantum, scholars
contend that the Native American population appears to be experiencing significant
growth [18]. Unfortunately, their research has ignored the implications of Euro-
American domination and its effect upon the Native American perception of dark
skin. Surely, some such as Joanne Nagel have acknowledged it in their research but
said acknowledgment has been all too subtle [19]. Perhaps there is a feeling that the
implications of discrimination on the basis of skin color would invite group disjunc-
ture at a time when unity is imperative [20]. However, scholars in their hesitation
may in fact contribute to group disjuncture. In Avery F. Gordon’s Haunting and
the Sociological Imagination, discrimination can be banished from the research lit-
erature but not from the reality of the people [21]. Such banishment contributes
to tension in the absence of dialog, making it even more controversial and less
likely the subject of healthy intellectual debate. Those who prefer to define Native
American identity on the basis of skin color and other phenotypes exacerbate dis-
juncture. Conversely, “in opting for a purely cultural identity rather than a biological
one, . . . leaders realize that their legitimacy may be questioned by other Natives,
tribes and governments” [22]. Thus, as with this contradiction, the perceived Native
American population growth is arguably an extension of personal beliefs.

No doubt, resurgence of the Native American population of late has not been
irrelevant to governmental incentives [19]. Furthermore, the increase in governmen-
tal programs for Native Americans has provided opportunities for some that might
not have been available [18]. This is not to suggest that African-mixed-parentage
Native Americans are motivated purely by material gains. They encounter a unique
set of circumstances on the basis of skin color. For example, their claiming Native
American identity may be problematic for reasons including the following: (a)
African-mixed-parentage Native Americans may be seen as wanting to escape the
social stigma associated with being black and (b) discrimination on the basis of their
skin color may disqualify them because in appearance, unlike their Euro-mixed-
parentage counterpart, they are more physically similar to African-Americans, for
example, Lumbee, Pequot, and Seminole.

Thus, under the circumstances, it is plausible to suggest that Native Americans—
especially the urbanized—have been encouraged to discriminate against their num-
bers by African blood quantum. In the outcome, dark-skinned Native Americans,
regardless of their parentage, have been denied legitimate acceptance into the fold
of group nationhood. That denial is Eurocentric in essence because the Native
American psyche, like others among victim-group populations, has been shaped,
transformed, and constructed in such a way as to create a hierarchy that privi-
leges the dominant light-skinned group and denigrates all others. Limited research
overwhelmingly supports the notion that light-skinned Native Americans experi-
ence much less difficulty than the darker-skinned and may, in fact, discriminate
against them. The modern-day acceptance of light-skinned Native Americans into
the fold of mainstream America has resulted in their inculcation of white ways,
white culture, and, on occasion, white discrimination.
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The issue of discrimination pertaining to Native Americans lives on in African-
American and Native American interactions. Arguably, it is the influence of
dominant Euro-American groups that has encouraged the phenomena in both the
antebellum past and the postbellum present. This is not limited to the Cherokee
tribe or any historical era. The continued submission of Native Americans to Euro-
American ideals regarding dark-skinned populations is apparent in racial slurs
aimed at Afro-Canadians, that is, dark-skinned populations in Canada. Perhaps one
of the most noted, due in part to media attention, is the case of professional hockey
player Chris Simon. Simon—a member of the Ojibwa tribe—was fined $36,585
and suspended three games for directing racist remarks at a “black” player named
Mike Grier [23]. Inarguably the most white and homogeneous of major sports, the
behavior of modern-day Native Americans is analogous to that of their Cherokee
forebears. What is more, Native Americans have criticized African-Americans for
playing on sports teams that degrade them by symbolic team names and mascot rep-
resentation, such as the NFL’s Washington Red Skins and the major league baseball
team the Cleveland Indians. Yet no African-American has ever hurled public racial
slurs or degraded Native Americans in their use of mascots for professional sports
teams—their ownership is all but nonexistent. Criticism by Native Americans of
Euro-American sports team ownership is all too tacit. This oversight on the part of
Native Americans is arguably a manifestation of Euro-American domination and/or
mainstream influences [23].

Individual and group analyses of discrimination must consider the overriding
impact of the Euro-American social and cultural environment. This will enable
the evolution of more conducive coping strategies that will account for the Native
American psyche. Particular attention must be given to assisting dark-skinned,
mixed-blood Native Americans to develop a broader range of ego protection mech-
anisms. Dark-skinned, mixed-blood Native Americans must acquire the knowledge
to construct a psychological safety zone to accommodate the stigma associ-
ated with their skin color, as they challenge the institutionalized domination of
Euro-Americans. Additionally, Native American family and community projection
processes regarding skin color must necessarily be explored, as dark-skinned Native
Americans may need to mend emotional disconnects that weaken their indigenous
group systems of support. If this proves a viable strategy, those who are affected
must have had a chance to explore some of the color issues in both public and
private venues.

An imperative conclusion commencing the postcolonial Native American com-
munity is that, despite a multitude of sociohistorical obstacles, many dark-skinned
members of the group continue to thrive in a less than idyllic social environ-
ment, providing support to their children, families, and communities. Yet, despite
the stabilizing, powerful, and constructive influences had by dark-skinned Native
Americans upon the various systems, routine micro and macro efforts largely deny
or ignore the existence of the Euro-American light skin ideal. There can be little
doubt that current scholarship is unwittingly fueled by public perception that distorts
a subtle but complex dynamic in the postcolonial setting of Native American people.
Native American scholars must acknowledge the taboo nature of the skin color issue
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to accommodate its resolution. Seldom recognized is the impact of skin color upon
an emotional system that exerts a powerful but not always apparent force upon the
collective or dyadic relationship constructs germane to the Native American social
system.

Light skin as a manifestation of Euro-American discrimination was less powerful
in the Native American community prior to the arrival of settlers from Europe. This
notion accommodates the potential for racial harmony. The multicolored Native
American population contrasts with the distinct racial groups, characteristic of Euro-
Americans in the United States and elsewhere in the West. Despite this fact, Native
American norms in the shadow of Euro-American domination harbor concepts
of beauty and power that are more Euro-American and less Native American, in
substance accommodating a tendency to victim-group discrimination as victimism.

The incident of victimism vis-à-vis skin color is compulsory to the perpetuation
of discrimination by Native Americans and other victim-group people of color [24].
It substantiates their simultaneous status as victims and perpetrators. As with the
black/white dichotomy, the former is contingent upon having dark skin. The lat-
ter is a psychological residue of Euro-American domination [25]. Thus, it logically
followed that trends in racial diversity today, augmented by increased levels of mis-
cegenation, accommodate a view that America is no longer or perhaps never was a
homogeneous society. In the aftermath, the black/white dichotomy is rendered less
relevant. This does not negate the pervasiveness of Euro-American discrimination,
but allows for an amplified analysis to include the role engaged by all—including
victim-group populations as well. The ultimate outcome in discourse related to the
issue will benefit the society at large by contributing to the knowledge base required
for its eventual elimination.

While it is well known that responsibility for the genesis of discrimination in
America is derived, at least in part, from Europe and its Euro-American counterpart,
the role assumed by Native Americans must be acknowledged. If not, the aftermath
will enable tolerance of a dual standard of social investigation that will denigrate the
struggles of all—regardless of race and/or color—who made the ultimate sacrifice
for bringing discrimination to an end.
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Chapter 8
Biracial Americans: The Advantages of White
Blood

Similar to that of Native Americans, the genesis of victim-group discrimination
for biracial Americans is rooted in traditions of slavery and the antebellum South.
Biracial Americans during the antebellum period more often than not were the sons
and daughters of the slave master class and having light skin on occasion may also
have been of Native American ancestry. Whether biracial Americans were mixed
blood by having white or Native ancestry their phenotype, light skin set them apart
from the darker-skinned African-American populations whose bloodline had not yet
been mixed.

Life for biracial Americans during the antebellum was both privileged in some
respects and oppressive, in other ways similar to unadulterated dark-skinned blacks.
Due to the one-drop theory of racial identity, whites made no distinctions between
blacks and biracial Americans, despite the fact that, by genetic proportion, some
biracial Americans were more white than black. In the interest of maintaining slav-
ery and the myth of white supremacy, any known African ancestry defined even
those who were characterized by blond hair and blue eyes as black. Defined as
black, they were subject to discrimination, could be enslaved, relegated to second-
class citizenship, and have no more legal access to the institutions of government
than any other black person. Some resented being defined solely as black and in
numerous ways discriminated against blacks, which included separating themselves
from the black community, often friends and family members. During the antebel-
lum, biracial Americans temporarily passed for white when seeking employment
and permanently passed when considering marriage to a white fiancé. Permanent
passing was a critical form of victim-group discrimination that required that they
never again acquaint themselves directly or indirectly with those to whom they
were related by blood. Biracial Americans who could not withstand the emotional
turmoil associated with their conflicting physical characteristics were designated
as “mulatto.” Mulatto was the antebellum term applied to mixed-race or biracial
African-Americans who, but for a trace of black blood, were otherwise consid-
ered white. Their tragedy was inspired by the contradiction in who they wanted
to be—white—and who society required they be—black. Subsequently, they occu-
pied a mid-level racial status, which constantly challenged their quest for identity
and group acceptance. However, despite their being defined as black, being of light
skin and often having white features accorded many biracial Americans who were
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originally described as mulatto a somewhat privileged way of life within the context
of the black second-class citizenship. The aftermath accounted for the victim-
ism aimed primarily at their darker-skinned, less-refined, and unadulterated black
counterparts.

“Biracial” is a modern term devised and utilized by African-Americans of
mixed-race heritage, which eventually came to include all Americans of dual racial
background and is not limited to white. They are today an active political voice who
have advocated for a separate census category, among other issues. The desire for
a separate census category is not irrelevant to a history of indifference regarding
white stereotypical beliefs. Some antebellum beliefs held by whites about blacks
and mulattoes in general were complimentary, but no less discriminatory. For exam-
ple, blacks and mulattoes were said by Southern whites to be more talented in the
areas of music, arts, dancing, and acting. They were assumed to have innate abilities
in the handling of animals and children. Despite common assertions to the contrary,
they were also assumed to be loyal and reliable servants, which of course facilitated
a discriminatory belief that all nonwhites were more suited for work in service to
whites. The fact that whites believed that blacks and mulattoes were happy, warm,
and emotionally balanced, regardless of their depiction as heathens, did not warrant
curiosity to any significant extent. All white beliefs concerning blacks and mulattoes
could be reduced to a single common denominator: They fell short of challenging
any notions of white oppression because such oppression was accepted as the norm
in a world where discrimination dominated.

Scholars interested in the study of white beliefs about blacks and mulattoes could
produce volumes of research on the topic. However, careful analysis necessitate they
perform the daunting task of distilling fact from the maze of folklore and mistruths
to arrive at the underlying motive statements such as:

For both the student of popular beliefs on the Negro and the detective, the guide to the
explanation is given in the question: To whose good? Beliefs are opportune; they are in
the service of interests. It’s these general and specific rationalization needs which give the
beliefs their pertinacity. They give to the stereotypes their emotional load and their value to
the people who hold to them [1].

In this, the aforementioned beliefs about blacks, which included mulattoes, are
contained genesis of victim-group discrimination as in the mulatto hypothesis [1].
The mulatto hypothesis was a loosely organized pseudoscientific theory that con-
vinced mixed-blood mulatto blacks that they were in a status and societal worth
above their unadulterated counterparts by virtue of white ancestry. Mulattoes were
considered inferior to the white man but superior to blacks in intelligence, morals,
and civil refinement. The ultimate aim was to exhaust every available means to sus-
tain the myth of white supremacy. As they had so often done in the past to reinforce
the myth, white scholars including Oliver Goldsmith infused religion in their beliefs,
suggesting that no less than Adam of the Garden of Eden was indeed white.

Goldsmith was not alone in his attempts to sustain white supremacy. The num-
bers of nonscientists willing to comment on the subject were unlimited. Scottish
philosopher David Hume made perhaps an even more dramatic statement regarding
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race than did Goldsmith. He was convinced that races that lived nearer the poles
were much different from those who lived nearer the tropics. Both were inferior
to whites who lived in more temperate zones. Such a notion was not new. It was
also the belief of ancient Greeks, who ironically had been civilized on the island of
Crete by Africans [2]. The result of Hume’s assertion was not only to sustain white
supremacy but also, by association, to suggest the superiority of mulattoes in their
white-like light skin. That association served whites or any mulatto black person
who looked white. But Goldsmith, in History of the Earth, is the more dramatic
in validating the mulatto hypothesis. He determines which groups are superior and
then expounds upon the virtues associated with those having light skin. In reference
to white people in Europe, Goldsmith states:

The inhabitants of these countries differ a good deal from each other; but they gener-
ally agree in the colour of their bodies, the beauty of their complexions, the largeness of
their limbs, and the vigour of their understandings. Those arts which might have had their
invention among the other races of mankind, have come to perfection there [3].

In 1918, Reuter conducted a thorough study of the mulatto in the United States.
Based upon accepted beliefs of the time about skin color, science, religion, and
motivation combined to promote some universal form of the mulatto hypothesis.
Succinctly put, light-skinned mulattoes, being closer to white, not only occupied a
mid-level racial status above that of their darker-skinned brethren but were endowed,
being closer to whites, with the right to distance themselves just as whites might
from both blacks and mulattoes. This right to distance themselves from blacks nec-
essarily included discrimination by mulatto blacks who did not want to be associated
with such a despised inferior population. For those who did so, whites acknowl-
edged their superiority to blacks in various ways including wealth, education, and
overall quality of life. The sole means of determining who mulattoes were was based
purely upon the observation of skin color. Thus, in the event a mulatto black was
born whose features did not conform to the traditional light skin, she or he would
have no basis upon which to claim special status. Likewise, any black person born of
dual black parentage, but who, by some unusual biological circumstances, displayed
mulatto light skin would be treated accordingly.

In the aftermath of white supremacy, light skin was affectively idealized in val-
idating the mulatto hypothesis. Those who would become biracial Americans as
blacks enjoyed social, occupational, economic, and universal advantages because
the mulatto hypothesis defined them as an exception among the inferior. The need
to define blacks as inferior was associated with white supremacy and motivation for
victim-group discrimination by mulattoes. They became the favored class among
blacks, often selected for the less rigorous work as they were considered able
thinkers and generally closer to whites in every social, cultural, and political way.
Hence, among trained mechanics and the most trusted house servants in the ante-
bellum South—which dark-skinned blacks referred to as “house Negroes”—the
vast majority were light-skinned mulatto blacks. What is more, whites preferred
mulattoes to pure blacks by their “better appearance.” Whites were less offended by
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mulatto light skin and felt more inclined to select mulattoes for work, which brought
them into closest contact with whites.

The mulatto hypothesis encouraged victim-group discrimination by mulattoes
against unadulterated darker-skinned blacks. The mulatto hypothesis was a conve-
nient boundary between blacks and mulattoes during the antebellum, in that free
status was prevalent among mulattoes. Many had been given their freedom by
white males who, though they had owned them, were actually their fathers. In fact,
the mulatto among free blacks was so prevalent that in some cases was synony-
mous with manumission. Manumission-in-common enabled mulattoes to acquire
an education long before darker-skinned blacks could because, through the mulatto
hypothesis, they were already considered more intelligent and worthy. This further
accommodated in-group separation between blacks and suggested that the mulatto’s
assumed superiority was real. In fact, prior to the Civil War, any black person
described as educated was sure to be mulatto. Such advantages reinforced white
beliefs in mulatto superiority, as many actually were able to distinguish themselves
via special opportunities not provided to darker-skinned blacks.

Darker-skinned blacks were not irrelevant to the spread of the mulatto hypoth-
esis as many, with some exception, secretly admired mixed-race blacks for their
refined character and social exclusiveness. In an effort to buffer themselves from
the stigma associated with their black blood, these same mulattoes did not hesitate
to exaggerate their assumed superiority. They expressed little sympathy for their
darker-skinned brothers, who might envy them being forced to labor under harsh
conditions in the cotton fields. Free antebellum mulattoes formed private societies,
which denied membership to pureblood blacks and plantation slaves. Particularly in
the North, the status of having been a slave was an additional trait mulattoes used to
look down on less fortunate blacks. Thus, by virtue of the mulatto hypothesis, the
free mulatto society of Charleston, South Carolina, developed into a rather sophis-
ticated and highly selective organization. In other Southern communities such as
New Orleans, Louisiana, and Mobile, Alabama, mulatto blacks maintained a glaring
separation from other blacks. In fact, mulattoes there were so distinct and separate
from other blacks that some had volunteered to fight on the Confederate side in the
Civil War; that was the exception rather than the rule. But skin color and bloodline
assured continual separation between the mulatto, free blacks, dark-skinned blacks,
and slaves.

Northern whites frequently felt themselves above the racial fray of Southern
plantation owners. However, whites in the North maintained a color caste system
no less oppressive than the Southern version that had contributed to sustaining the
mulatto hypothesis. It also contributed to disjuncture in the black community in the
association of light skin with superiority. Consequently, Northern mulatto blacks
were no less black than they were in the South and they, too, formed exclusive soci-
eties and remained aloof from darker-skinned blacks. Like some among Southern
mulattoes, a few Northern mulattoes applied their assumed superiority to advocate
by leadership for their less able brethren. Their assumed superiority and formal
education positioned them to play a leadership role in confronting white oppres-
sion. Some among darker-skinned, pureblood blacks took issue with the mulattoes’
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assumed superiority and their unchallenged leadership role to speak for unadulter-
ated darker-skinned blacks. Such blacks maintained that mulatto blacks neither lived
among them nor associated with them and thus could not convey their pain and suf-
fering. Despite such resentment, many of the same dark-skinned blacks aspired to
gain admission to the exclusive mulatto leadership societies and escape their asso-
ciations with the pure unadulterated blacks. They recognized that mulattoes were
in some ways outside the race or, as they believed, above the race. Due to their
light skin, the mulatto hypothesis suggested mixed-race blacks were but a shade
of color from being equal to whites in every way. If they continued to excel and
advocate by leadership for their darker-skinned brethren, mulattoes were optimistic
about eventual equality. But, for the moment, they would advocate for the inferior
and despised.

Contrary to mulatto black leadership, the more hostile among mulattoes were
contemptuous of lower-class blacks whose manner and lifestyles they contend
conformed to white stereotypes. This further motivated them to excel in what-
ever ventures in hopes of differentiating themselves from lower-class, dark-skinned
blacks. Listed in Who’s Who in Colored America, compiled by Byron Reuter in
1918, these successful blacks, with few exceptions, were identified as light-skinned
and mulatto [4]. On occasion, a dark-skinned black might make such a list, but
because of some exceptional feat would be designated as mulatto.

Arguably, Northern mulattoes were more convinced of the mulatto hypothesis
than their Southern counterparts. Regardless of their leadership role and superior
education, they were without a definitive function in the black community, perhaps
due to the less overt racism in the North. But, per the mulatto hypothesis, they were
proud of their white blood, their white features, their “good” hair as well as their
wealth. Some might even make public comment about the fact. They not only chose
to separate from the black community but, as with mulatto blacks in other areas of
the country, were exclusive in their associations. They attended mulatto churches
for light-skinned blacks only or white churches where they might pass. Those who
were bona fide members of the upper class then had few associations. They almost
never came in contact with darker-skinned blacks in their social or professional
lives. Their attitude toward dark-skinned blacks was the same as that of whites: They
thought them ignorant, filthy, immoral, and perhaps less than human. They forced
themselves to tolerate dark-skinned blacks at best and expressed contempt from
which emerged outright discrimination and hatred whenever such blacks presumed
to consider themselves an equal. Thus, in public, mulatto black leadership may have
facilitated black unity in their rhetoric, but viewing themselves as superior harbored
not the least illusion to have any intimate associations [4].

The complexity of mixed-race mulatto blacks resulted in numerous attempts to
resolve any disputes as to their backgrounds within the courts. While problems per-
meated the courts involving racial issues, other institutions such as the US Census
Department experienced even greater difficulty. A less quantifiable but practical
solution was utilized by local communities in the application of personal knowl-
edge to assess a black’s status as a free house Negro or bonded field Negro, which
of course amounted to little more than personal preference or biased even racist
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opinion. Thus, the manner in which whites racially assessed blacks determined
not only their racial heritage but whether or not they were free to take part in the
privileges and opportunities allowed ordinary American citizens. Based on race, no
system of categorization could have been less objective or scientific. Accordingly, in
1862, when the District of Columbia decided to abolish slavery, the owners of slaves
were required to complete documentation of house Negroes and field Negroes as
their prior property through skin color description. This description included des-
ignation by color, as in the following: “dark black, quite black, light black, dark
brown, light brown, chestnut, dark chestnut, copper-colored, dark copper, light cop-
per, yellow, dark yellow, bright yellow, pale yellow, very light, and nearly white”
[5]. Such official category terms were surely an embarrassment to all but the most
blatant of Southern master class racists.

Not only was racial heritage critical in the determination of freedom for light-
skinned, mulatto house Negroes but it was crucial for their inheritance of wealth
and property as well. According to Martha Hodes, two 1850 Georgia court cases
made apparent the manner in which race category could be challenged legally and
in the community [5]. Both cases involved the male offspring of a white mother,
and both cases offered conflicting testimony from members of the local community
as to whether or not the fathers of the sons had been field Negro men of dark-
skinned African descent. Despite harsh taboos against such interracial sex between
black men and white women, the community, however tacitly, tolerated its existence,
which the courts could not acknowledge officially in public documents. In resolv-
ing the case, it became clear that much of the conflicting testimony from members
of the white community was contingent upon some people having to acknowledge
interracial sex and others having to deny it, for traditional reasons. The involvement
of wealth in such cases necessitated resolution of race criteria where it might other-
wise have been considered less significant. This issue of wealth was one of the most
potent factors that inspired mulatto, black house Negroes to distance themselves
politically from the masses of the impoverished, field Negro, black underclass. To
do otherwise might jeopardize the relative privileged life styles most house Negro
mulattoes had come to know. They thus felt rescued by their mixed-race blood, as
many were the offspring not of some poor ignorant Irish overseer but in fact of
upper-class white icons.

From the perspective of most historians, the number of the mulatto black aris-
tocratic class was quite small. However, in comparison to darker-skinned field
Negroes, the black aristocratic elite who were descended from house Negroes lived
relatively lavish lifestyles. Similar to whites, they distinguished themselves as old
family elite, and as the newcomers. At various times and places, this wealthy class of
black people were known as the “colored aristocracy,” the “black 400,” the “upper
tens,” and “best society” as opposed to their dark-skinned, inferior ethnic group
other [6].

What is most salient about the aristocratic elite as a class is how it regarded
itself in comparison to both the black and white communities, between which it is
considered to have existed. The black aristocratic elite regarded themselves as priv-
ileged based upon its values, norms, traditions, education, and other characteristics
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reflective of the white community. They were sure to reference the fact that the
black community was not a monolith and that, while the masses of illiterate, lower-
class, dark-skinned field Negroes were justly regarded as inferior, the aristocratic
mulatto black elite among them were as civilized and poised as any white person.
Particularly, poor whites were offended by this attitude, referring to them as “uppity
blacks” and the field Negro black masses were no less given to such intense anger.
They recognized that the effort on the part of the mulatto black elite to improve their
lot was done at the expense of denigrating and discriminating against less fortunate
darker-skinned blacks. In the aftermath of dislike for one another, such blacks often
exceeded dislike on the part of whites for black folk in general.

Aristocratic mulatto, black elite communities were evident in the shadows of
Southern plantations where just a few short years before many had lived and worked.
While most whites in the South and elsewhere regarded the whole of black folk as
inferior, some did acknowledge existing class distinctions. In 1877, a Southerner
employed as a writer for Atlantic magazine made note of an elite class among black
South Carolinians who practiced a rigid form of social ranking and discrimination
[6]. In daily life, they used painstaking measures to see to it that no lowly, dark-
skinned field Negro could enter their ranks by marriage, social circumstances, or
community affairs. If any black outsiders managed to acquire unusual wealth or
prestige, they might have been privileged to enter the ranks of the mulatto black
elite, but even then within such ranks they would be less than equal to established
members.

Whatever the circumstances, it is well known that a discriminating, aristocratic,
mulatto black elite existed throughout the American South in both small towns and
large cities. A widely read white journalist reported that in the South there were two
factions of aristocratic black elite evolving, which consisted of an aristocracy of
culture and an aristocracy of wealth. However, regardless to which faction the black
elite might aspire, their status within the community was grounded in their offi-
cial station in life, their church position, amount of wealth including money or real
estate, their previous ownership, and the city where they were born. Additionally,
when such criteria were satisfactory, the issue of skin color was not irrelevant to
overall importance [6].

In the late twentieth century, a white teacher who was employed in the Negro
school district in Memphis, Tennessee, took note of the elaborate class distinc-
tions blacks made, by listening to and observing her black students. She concluded
that they far exceeded whites in their zeal to distinguish differentiations within the
group. They created a greater number of categories and defended respect for those
categories with more enthusiasm than whites. At the very height of the black com-
munity was the “Negro aristocracy,” more often than not previously light-skinned
house Negroes. Even in the smallest of Southern towns, at least one such family
could be found among the residents. Membership required a black person born
into such a class assuming money, education, and a style of conduct that was fit-
ting of the group. The class sustained itself by a common form of victim-group
discrimination in marriage, selective of only those who possessed similar quali-
ties. When exceptions were made, education or some extraordinary accomplishment
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might suffice, but wealth alone would never prove satisfactory. Those lighter in
skin color experienced greater leniency in making exceptions compared to those
who were darker-skinned or otherwise held striking resemblance to lowly, despised,
dark-skinned field Negroes.

Given that the mulatto black aristocratic elite were descendants of light-skinned
antebellum house Negroes, they were much less of a threat socially and politically to
the white community. They were not envisioned to take part in the Nat Turner rebel-
lion, though some were of like mind. However, for the most part being viewed by
whites as less of a threat resulted in their becoming the first among blacks en masse
to be educated, gain professional employment, and thus become the first leaders of
the black community. They resided in the best houses located in the black commu-
nity, traveled for Northern vacations, and provided books, musical instruments, and
the best education that money could buy for their children. Their fear of reverting
back to a slave status resulted in placing great emphasis upon acquiring an edu-
cation. The most desirable educations were those that prepared their children to
assume a professional occupation such as doctor, lawyer, or minister. Those who
became doctors would be immune to failure and secure their status as members of
the mulatto black aristocratic elite. This might be cause to have only the most dis-
criminating contact with the dark-skinned underclass, but there was some sense of
responsibility, however limited, that elite blacks felt toward the underclass black
masses. They perceived themselves as setting an example for lower-class blacks
to aspire. Such blacks should look to them for morals, ideals, cultural poise, and
general self-improvement. However well intended mulatto black aristocrats might
have been, their efforts were not appreciated by the Negro underclass. Many con-
sidered them to be too arrogant and so far removed from the black community that
any kind of alliance between the two was virtually impossible. This inspired many
blacks, who felt unappreciated, to express even more disdain for lower-class blacks
than done by their white counterparts. Frustrated, the mulatto black elite were satis-
fied with doing whatever necessary to maintain order and provide for the continued
successes of their own.

While much blame was laid upon lower-class blacks for the ills of society, whites
and mulatto blacks both looked then to the lower classes as an imposition upon the
society at large. In 1893, in Knoxville, Tennessee, a member of the mulatto black
aristocratic elite suggested that the potential of his class suffered as a consequence
of the lack of morals and culture displayed by the masses of the underclass dark-
skinned field Negroes. In order to remedy the problem, he suggested an even greater
differentiation within the black community and an ever more rigid observance of
such differentiations than had been practiced in the past. Accordingly, this would
make it easier to separate the immoral and dysfunctional elements where they could
no longer impose upon the race as a whole [6].

The efforts of the mulatto black elite in the South were not peculiar to the
lifestyles of similarly situated whites. They, too, held disdain for the lowest ele-
ments of the white community who, regardless of how poor or uneducated they
were, considered themselves higher in status than that of the most esteemed among
mulatto black elites. Whites both rich and poor made no distinctions among black
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folk, although they were well aware of the fact that class differences did exist. The
mulatto black elite might acquire enough wealth to reside in the house or location
of their choice. However, the traditions of discrimination and segregation required
they locate in the best areas of the black community. On occasion, poor whites might
seek residence in the black area of town, but that was by choice and, even then, it
was an option of last resort. The mixing of the races was still a social taboo, while
growth in the mixed-race population was significant. At least publicly, within the
white community, strict separation of the races enabled the public appearance of
race separation. However, life and social traditions especially in the urban North
were somewhat different. Slavery was not the custom there, and the predominance
of urban life served as a vehicle for interaction between the races, which was less
possible in a small-town Southern environment where the social details of residents
were common knowledge throughout. Despite the fact that Northern urban areas
offered more opportunities for racial integration, the situation between the mulatto
black elite descendants of light-skinned house Negroes and the dark-skinned field
Negroes was no less separate and distinct: In the South, the descendents of house
Negroes were more often referred to as aristocrats; in the North, they were more
often designated as the “upper tens.”

Like their Southern counterparts, the Northern mulatto black, aristocratic elite,
in such cities as New York and Philadelphia, emphasized family background, edu-
cation, tradition, and respectability within the community. They included lawyers,
doctors, salaried employees, business owners, and entertainers. As was customary,
they sought to distance themselves from the masses of field Negro blacks when-
ever possible. The most assertive about class were proud to be members of the
older established black families. Being the member of an older black elite family
meant that one’s relatives had arrived prior to the Civil War. Among Boston’s older
upper tens were black families such as the Duprees, Haydens, Walkers, Baldwins,
Allstons, Lattimores, and Ruffins [6]. The most outstanding of this group, according
to Willard B. Gatewood [6], were those descended from Brazillia Lew. According
to reliable sources, Brazillia Lew was a black Bostonian said to have taken part in
the American Revolution. Indicative of the upper tens, the Lew family was not par-
ticularly wealthy, but their history as participants in the Revolutionary War entitled
them to acquire membership in Boston’s black upper tens. As recently as 1952, eight
generations of the Lew family were credited with significant roles in the social and
civic life of the Boston black community [6].

The upper tens, while quite discreet in membership, were not averse to
fraternizing with black Southerners. Those among the favored included distin-
guished families such as the Grimkes, Trotters, Ridleys, and Chappelles [6].
They were known to be socially exclusive from darker-skinned blacks, but did
seek and encourage associations with whites. These Northern upper ten descen-
dants of house Negroes, with few exceptions, were always mulattoes. They took
offense to being referred to as Negro. One such member of the upper tens
reported to a white investigator who was interested in writing about the black
community:
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When you write of the Negroes of Boston tell about us who are neither Negroes nor whites,
but an ambiguous something-between a people not yet known or named. While our sympa-
thies tend to unite us with the Negroes and their destiny, all our aspirations lead us toward
white [6].

Stephan Talty suggests that early in the antebellum whites were mostly indif-
ferent as to the welfare of blacks; they were considered as much a part of the
Southern landscape as magnolia trees and chicken coops. But mulattoes were con-
spicuous, being lighter-skinned. Their white-like skin color might cause confusion
at a slave auction. Perhaps their light skin made it difficult to perceive mulattoes as
being black. For example, in 1821, a Louisville auction of a mulatto woman and
her children occurred. They were described “as white as any of our citizens.” The
local community was so stunned that no one offered a bid for them while dark-
skinned blacks at the same auction were sold immediately. Apparently, whites were
so disgusted with any associations of light skin with bondage that bidding on white-
looking mulattoes was all but impossible. On the other hand, light-skinned mulattoes
who were black enough that their blood mixture was apparent were prized at auc-
tions. Black women, in particular, were sought for sexual exploitation by white
males. But mulattoes who were so light-skinned as to appear white were too strong
a suggestion, as if sexual exploitation would be raping a white woman. In fact, it
was reported that a small number of whites had been kidnapped by other whites and
then sold into slavery. This took place prior to the Civil War and weighed heavily
upon the white conscience. There were no official accounts of such slavery as most
were merely rumors or hearsay, which probably increased the impact. But the fact
is that white children, white immigrants, and white orphans were easily shipped to
the South and sold into bondage through unscrupulous auctioneers. Their stories,
as grist of the rumor mill, were told in the memoirs and courtrooms of antebellum
slave territories [7].

Many mixed-race mulatto blacks joined forces with other persons designated
as “colored” and agitated for equal access and equal rights comparable to those
of whites. Unspoken was their belief that, while they were not white, they were
superior to pureblood blacks. Accepting the black race label assigned to them,
mixed-blood persons often took leading roles in African-American political orga-
nizations. Others attempted, sometimes successfully, to maintain their in-between
positions. Forming closed societies—tight-knit communities in which all the mem-
bers shared the same ancestry, physical characteristics, and culture—they often
rejected altogether racial designations that ignored their mixed-race status, pre-
ferring to emphasize their differentiations from darker-skinned blacks. Still, most
mulatto blacks lived and worked in a world dominated and delineated by whites.
Despite their snobbish attitudes and separatist efforts, they interacted with whites
in the public world. Many recognized that, while the law made them black, their
appearances often told another story. Seeing that segregation was essentially a
dividing of persons by skin color, many of those blacks characterized by light
skin blended into the white world. In black folklore, this phenomenon is often
called by various colloquialisms, including “the other side,” “crossing,” or just
“passing” [8].
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Perhaps the ultimate act of discrimination against dark-skinned blacks by mixed-
race mulatto blacks was physical separation from the black community. In doing
so, the colloquialism of passing is not coincidental; it was used to describe mixed-
race mulatto blacks who despised blacks to attempt escape from their blackness,
and everything and everyone associated with it. Their contempt for dark-skinned
blacks motivated aspirations to reap the benefits of being perceived as white, which
often led to a kind of social death by being estranged from the black community.
According to Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary, passing is defined as “the act
of identifying oneself as white used of a person having black ancestry or otherwise
black in racial origin” [9]. Passing has been utilized in some form by a number
of ethnic groups in the United States who do not fit the white Anglo-Saxon ideal.
Jews, for example, have altered their noses while Asians have altered other aspects
of facial features including the eye fold to appear more Caucasian-like. For the most
part, these two groups have a phenotype, at least pertaining to skin color, similar
to the light skin American ideal. African-Americans or dark-skinned black people
are antithetical to the white ideal in that they have the darkest skin of any group
within the human species. Following miscegenation in the aftermath of slavery, a
nation of mulatto black mixed-blood peoples emerged from the antebellum circum-
stances, whose features ranged from the African dark to the Caucasian light. Given
racism and Jim Crow attitude that were antebellum traditions, an eventual advantage
evolved for those who had acquired enough Caucasian genes to present themselves
visually as white [10]. Except for the one-drop theory, many would indeed have
been classified as white. But in America, white has been defined by the notion of
racial purity. Any infusion of black blood automatically has determined the subject
in question to be a member of the denigrated black race who, by law, was forbidden
the rights and privileges of ordinary white men. Thus, by introducing black blood
into a family’s gene pool, they acquired the ethnic status of a stigmatized member
of society.

Whether or not a light-skinned, male or female black person decided to pass
was left up to the individual. There were, however, any number of reasons upon
which the decision could have been based. Given this reality, one fact is certain: For
economic, social, and political reasons light skin for mulatto black Americans gave
them a decided advantage. To clearly understand that advantage requires study of
the phenomenon in an historical context.

From the very dawn of miscegenation in the antebellum South, the definition
of “black” bordered on the absurd. Scholars of the day must have been aware of
how ridiculous such a definition was, but none objected with any authority. In
addition, there was no fail-safe method to visually determine the racial character
of any American. Thus, the idea of passing as a game to avoid discrimination by
whites and to experience an enhanced quality of life began with the first mixed-race
mulatto blacks who perhaps migrated far enough from home or the South to escape
knowledge of their black family background.

Depending on the degree to which a person passed—from sitting in the white
section of a theater to working in an exclusively white occupation to completely
altering one’s identity—a black person who was passing necessarily separated not
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only from the black community but from his or her family and peers. For instance,
blacks passing for white in the public realm often had to ignore darker-skinned black
friends and family as they walked by in the market place. It also sometimes meant
moving into a neighborhood where one’s friends and family would be conspicuous
to the white eye. Often, passing entailed altering one’s legal status or the status of
one’s children. For others, passing for white meant leaving the city, state, or region
and losing communication with peers and siblings. Considering the maneuverings
and risks that racial passing required, it is understandable that many did not think it
was worth the trouble. Nevertheless, passing proved a useful tool to many blacks of
mixed-race whose appearances were white or marginal enough to be perceived as
white.

Black Americans who passed in the postbellum period often did so for rea-
sons that differed from their earlier counterpart. He or she was likely to harbor a
more serious pathology with regard to psychological health. In an era where phys-
ical safety, at least by antebellum standards, was less a part of reality, there was
accordingly less need on the part of mixed-race mulatto blacks to pass. However, as
America became more urbanized, with more immigrants of color, passing became
not only significantly more possible but more likely as well. Myrdal makes that
abundantly clear in his classic An American Dilemma:

The immigration of darker-skinned peoples form Eastern Europe and from around the
Mediterranean Sea and also from Latin America, especially Mexico, and the rising social
respectability of the Native American, made passing for something other than black easier
for the Negro [11].

Since these immigrant groups were less likely to settle in the South where
the “Negro” was rooted, geographic location became a potent factor in pass-
ing. However, the dynamics associated with the light skin of mixed-race mulatto
blacks were not all bliss. Their problems became a popular theme utilized in early
Hollywood films, that of the so-called tragic mulatto. The tragic mulatto represented
light-skinned, mixed-race African-Americans born into a world that defined them
as African-American through any trace of African heritage, while visually they
appeared to be white. The prevailing desire among mulatto blacks was to escape
their despised blackness, which motivated their passing for white and to which white
people—including their blood relatives—were opposed. The end result was that for
mulatto black Americans the ability to belong was a constant struggle, hence being
tragic.

Light-skinned African-American women portrayed the tragic mulatto in film,
while men were equally convincing via their portrayal in literature. In Walter
White’s A Man Called White, the oppressions of race were revealed through chance
encounter and coincidence [12]. Walter White, head of the NAACP from 1930
to 1955, was waiting for a train in New York City and stepped on the toe of a
black man standing behind him. He turned to apologize to find the black man
staring at him. The man’s face was hard and full of bitterness. The man shouted
obscenities and asked White to look where he was going, accusing white people
of always stepping on black people. A moment later, White was approached by
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another African-American who wanted to discuss White’s NAACP work regarding
legislation of a permanent Fair Employment Practices Committee. The man whose
toe had been stepped on listened then apologized. He had realized that the person he
thought was a white man was, in fact, the leader of the NAACP. Walter White was
not white. In his book, White insists there is nothing in his mind or heart to tempt
him to think that, yet he realizes that the only attribute that matters in America is
skin color. As a light-skinned African-American, privilege and arrogance may be
seen in his black leadership role, but he concedes there is magic in a white skin;
there is tragedy, loneliness, and exile in a black skin. He is confused by the lack of
logic in that he insists he is black, when nothing but his self compels him to do so,
hence the conflicting tragedy of the tragic mulatto.

Mixed-race, African-American men who preferred dating white women as a form
of pseudo-passing may have been emotionally and psychologically bruised by the
experience. Willard Motley, in The Almost White Boy, describes such a scenario
between a mulatto African-American man named Jim and a white girl named Cora
[12]. While on the street, Jim encounters a fast type named Slick, a man reputedly
called Slick because of his way with women and because he wore all the latest
fashions in men’s clothes. Slick fit the stereotype and was undeniably black—he
was an embarrassment. Knowing Slick made it apparent to Jim’s white girlfriend
that Jim was black. Once introduced, Slick proceeded on his way. Cora’s attitude
toward Jim changed following her introduction to Slick. Cora never went to Jim’s
house again; she had him come by when he wanted to see her. The first time she had
him over she prepared him for what might be her family’s reaction. She insisted Jim
never reveal to her folks that he was black—asking him to pass. According to her,
her father did not like black people, as he was not as broad-minded as she. Being a
light-skinned, African-American man, Jim was forced to struggle with the issue of
denying some aspect of his heritage or lose Cora’s companionship—characteristic
of the dilemmas faced by the tragic mulatto.

Langston Hughes, in Who’s Passing for White, describes a black man out with his
light-skinned, African-American wife [12]. He is approached by a white man in a
restaurant and told to keep his hands off “that white woman.” The black man insists
the woman is not white and that she is his wife. A waiter in the restaurant confirms
his assertion. The white man then looks puzzled, drops his fists, and apologizes.
The woman, who had been silent, insisted she was black and admonished the white
man to leave her husband alone. Both proceeded to assault the white man who was
eventually asked to pay his bill and leave. Probably no harm was intended on the
part of the white man, who had given in to the rigid definition of race based on skin
color and that was further complicated by the white phenotype of the tragic mulatto.

Social access to a more human condition by mixed-blood mulatto blacks, includ-
ing so-called quadroons (1/4 black) and octoroons (1/8 black), was by having light
skin and—much to their delight—compromised the ability of whites to identify
them as black on sight. What is more, in the antebellum African-American com-
munity, the conditions under which mixed-blood mulattoes lived their daily lives
contributed to giving them a more favorable position than the dark-skinned. Their
having been the offspring of wealthy slave owners and persons of consequence in



122 An Historical Analysis of Skin Color Discrimination in America

society allowed for greater access to opportunity. Living in or near the “big house,”
they were closer to society of the dominant culture than the dark-skinned field
hands. They were the first to get the benefit of education, and they shared, to some
extent at least, the prestige of their masters and progenitors [13]. Through such cir-
cumstances, many among such blacks enthusiastically passed for white to escape
denigration and acquire some measure of dignity. As a group, blacks in a position
to pass for white were smart, creative, frequently educated, and the most likeable
of men and women. Their ages likely ranged from mid-twenties to mid-forties. The
significance of age was a function of mobility. The amount of time a black might
pass varied in each situation, but more often than not was limited. Once the period
of passing ended, such as in employment, the perpetrators would often share their
stories in great detail with other blacks. Blacks who passed might include screen-
writers, schoolteachers in the South, Wall Street workers, theological students, and
career servicemen [13]. During postbellum eras, these blacks would never have been
allowed to practice in such professions because of racial reasons and Jim Crow atti-
tudes. In passing for white, they gained acceptance by promoting themselves as
something other than black. Their motives included opportunity, safety, adventure,
or some desire to escape the black community. They have passed both by mistake
or intention. By intention, they passed to circumvent the tragic mulatto conflict or
rejection. Other reasons include passing to pursue professional aspirations. Some
passed temporarily and on occasion permanently, and in their own ways each dealt
with the moral and ethical implications of the act that so often imposed upon their
conscience.

For those mulatto blacks with the most daring, or perhaps the greatest investment
in their whiteness, the possibility of altering their legal status remained a desired
experience. Black persons of mixed race recognized that, in some cases, a white
appearance was enough to garner them the rewards they sought; in other cases,
official proof of one’s race was necessary. Government documents or various church
papers, including baptism and marriage records, required that they confirm their
racial status [14]. By obtaining these records and falsifying them (depending upon
the definition of “colored” in a locale), some persons secured their white status by
passing and the economic, political, and social gains and opportunities associated
with passing [14].

Some among mixed-race mulatto blacks decided to view their light skin color in
a pragmatic fashion. Their views facilitated unintended discrimination in the den-
igration of dark skin. To some this is interpreted as self-hate. Still to others, it is
perceived as doing what was necessary to get by. Thus, if all the inferiority stemmed
from Negroness, and Negroness stemmed from blackness, and the Negroness lay in
Africa, each person could according to his character and skin color seek his own
passing cutoff point. He could try to cease being a Negro. He could downgrade
his blackness. Most easily of all, he could divorce himself politically, socially, and
otherwise from Africa and all things associated with it [15]. Some mulatto blacks,
who were white enough, did the former, passing right out of the Negro commu-
nity permanently. Those who were not white enough or had dark skin but wanted
desperately to be white succeeded only in ending up among the pathological case
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histories of local psychiatric hospital wards. In its more viable form, this same con-
dition turned up in Negro life as color caste [15]. But there were still many who
were too Negro, too healthy, or too intelligent to carry their self-rejection quite so
far. They could not or would not deny their identity as African-Americans, nor deny
their blackness as ideal, perhaps not even the infamous one-drop theory. But they
could with much greater ease and reasonableness be cut off from Africa. Many of
them commonly did this by passing temporarily, to enjoy a moment of humanity
that had been denied by racist cultural traditions [15].

Behavior determined a passer’s success in maintaining the act. Certain speech
patterns, gestures, and so forth were commonly associated with being black. As long
as the passer avoided any display of such patterns, he might benefit from their light
skin color and remain unnoticed among the white population. Thus, a quiet, low-
keyed profile was often more than enough to succeed in selling the facade. Most
mixed-race mulatto blacks had already acquired the social skills and mannerisms of
whites, having been raised among them, so going unnoticed among them was not at
all difficult. In many instances, blacks raised among whites lived with or near their
white parent, usually a white male. Thus, behaviors attributed to being black were
already foreign to them. When they took it upon themselves to engage passing, as
a discriminatory act of black rejection, in effect they were more likely doing what
came natural.

Passing was a physiological phenomenon in which the only means of detection
was family history. For this reason, it was quite difficult for unknowing whites
to detect passers. In fact, detection was so well guarded by passers and their
black families that marriages to whites have been consummated where the white
spouse suspected nothing of Negro ancestry in the bloodline of their mate. While
researchers could not know as much about this phenomenon as they would have
liked, some factors were readily apparent. The first and most obvious is that mixed-
race blood was a necessary attribute to assume the desired light-skinned appearance.
The second is the implications of gender. Women were scrutinized to a greater extent
than men. Thus, those who could not account for their backgrounds were dismissed
immediately.

Although mixed-race phenotypes enabled light-skinned blacks to pass, there
were other mixtures with the same potential. Mixed-race Native American blood,
for example, in the black population is an established fact. However, unlike white
mixtures, Native blood did not enter the black population by rape of black women,
but more likely under agreeable union circumstances. What is more, there had been
such miscegenation between antebellum blacks and Native Americans that the US
government encountered great difficulty in determining who was Native and who
was not [13].

Passing was ultimately a phenomenon of the Southern antebellum, racial caste
system [14]. If mixed-race mulatto blacks were light-skinned enough, passing was
a relatively easy matter. Due to the fact that blacks were assumed initially to have
no white blood at all, those who did and who had white features were in effect
given access to an identity alternative. The passer would almost always be from
black to white, as it would have been impractical to desire a descent in caste status.



124 An Historical Analysis of Skin Color Discrimination in America

Additionally, there would have been no reason other than black racial pride, a fact
for some, whereby mixed-race mulatto blacks would have abhorred the act. In addi-
tion, it goes without saying that any white passing for black would have been all but
unheard of and via skin color virtually impossible.

Blacks who migrated to the North for passing on a permanent basis caused
the disjuncture of their families left in the South. Any number of black American
families know of someone with light skin who left North Carolina, Virginia, and
Maryland, for example, and who moved to New York or Philadelphia, never to be
heard from again. This form of passing required that passers never look back on the
home and families they left behind. Some might chance to reappear on the occasion
of a family funeral, but this was infrequent if ever at all. Without leaving a trace,
these souls were lost to the white community forever. Being so resolved to some
extent stresses the tragic mulatto, in finding a place to belong. Permanent mem-
bership in the white community meant that mulatto blacks struggling to escape the
inferiority associated with their black heritage could consider it irrelevant.

Today, being of mixed race no longer carries the stress and shame that it once
did during the American antebellum, allowing for passing as an unnecessary option.
Mulatto is an antiquated term and, having been replaced by biracial Americans, is no
longer a tragic situation. However, through victim-group discrimination any associ-
ation with black heritage remains a status burden upon those so identified. Modern
biracial Americans are free to embrace and be embraced by their white parentage
and have often done so with enthusiasm. Despite a minor modification in nomen-
clature, from mixed-race mulatto black to biracial, the pursuit of a white identity
is continually manifested in complete separation from blacks. Subsequently, bira-
cial Americans now advocate for a completely distinct racial category in vehement
opposition to being labeled as solely black. Their effort is a modern version of pass-
ing to the extent they redefine or otherwise deny their blackness. Others prefer still
to pass permanently, as did their mulatto black forbears under less brutal circum-
stances. By passing and advocating a distinct biracial category, modern mixed-race
black, biracial Americans, represent a manifestation of victim-group discrimination.

Biracial Americans whose skin is light enough to let them pass have presented
themselves as white because that act and that identity can improve their quality of
life. Dr. Alvin Poussaint contends [16] that some light-skinned biracial Americans,
such as actresses Jennifer Beals and Renee Tenisan, play down their blackness sim-
ply because they do not think there is any advantage in being identified as black.
With their light skin and straight hair they can pass as Greek or Italian, escape the
obvious stigmas associated with being black, and enjoy the privileges of a white
person. Often, as with Eurogamy among Asian women, they succeed by selecting
romantic unions with white males. Even if they choose not to define themselves,
they are clearly altering their identity as in passing.

Due to the one-drop theory of racial identity, today biracial Americans are con-
fronted by issues irrelevant to unadulterated blacks and whites, much like those of
their mulatto antebellum counterparts. But for a trace of black blood, mulatto blacks
were in essence members of the mainstream population who, like darker-skinned
blacks during the antebellum, yearned for freedom and equality. They thus spent
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every waking moment in devising ways to separate themselves from a people who
had been defined as inferior by the myth of white supremacy. Their intentions may
not have been discriminatory, but the outcome was no less a case of victim-group
discrimination. Their efforts to improve their own quality of life necessitated that
mulatto blacks submit to the denigration of their own, who in most cases included
black family members.

Overt discrimination against black Americans has all but ceased to exist, replaced
by more insidious, covert forms. While less dramatic today, discrimination against
black Americans is sustained in the modern era, giving biracial Americans no less
reason to deny their blackness as was true for their antebellum predecessors. They
pass, but not in fear of violence. They form separate communities, but do not openly
exclude darker-skinned blacks. They marry exclusively, but are not averse to marry-
ing darker-skinned blacks or socializing with them in the event of some exceptional
wealth or notoriety. Succinctly put, biracial Americans—being closer to white—are
not given to the overtly racist strategies of the past. However, advocating a separate
biracial category in consideration of the social and political implications is a covert
means of victim-group discrimination, which encourages a similar outcome.

In the aftermath of white supremacy, mixed-race light skin remains an idealized
quality in validating the mulatto, that is, biracial hypothesis. Having benefited from
educational and class opportunities that were historically denied to darker-skinned
blacks, lighter-skinned, mixed-race, biracial Americans have become beneficiaries
of the advantages accorded their ancestors. They are thus conspicuous as graduates
of the nation’s best educational institutions and occupy prestigious occupational
positions. Biracial American women, being more refined through class advan-
tages, have to some extent escaped black denigration and now marry into white
populations with little objection.

It goes without saying that not all mulatto blacks abhorred their blackness,
as is true today, and that not all biracial Americans are guilty of victim-group
discrimination. W.E.B. Du Bois, Thurgood Marshall, and Adam Clayton Powell
were a few, whose lives not only transcended discrimination against dark-skinned
black Americans but, indeed, rescued black esteem. Darker-skinned blacks are
not immune to discrimination against black Americans and biracial Americans.
Furthermore, victim-group discrimination against African-Americans is not pecu-
liar to biracial Americans, but is instead a manifestation of dominant-group white
power. Until such time as populations can accept a more global model of discrim-
ination, it will prevail as victimism changing only to accommodate the rhetorical
traditions of the time.
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Chapter 9
Gay and Lesbian Americans: Oppression
by the Oppressed

Discrimination against gay and lesbian Americans is a social pathology that extends
back to the colonial era, with the arrival to America of the first dominant-group
white heterosexual Europeans [1]. While gay and lesbian Americans were much
less vocal in the past, the ability of white, heterosexual Europeans to impose their
norms upon the gay and lesbian victim-group population was long lasting and not
without consequences. For modern gay and lesbian Americans, the legacies of those
norms exist as victimism in various forms of discrimination directed particularly at
dark-skinned and/or African-descended Americans without respect to gender, class,
or sexual orientation [2].

The largest populations of gays and lesbians in America are located in its urban
areas. This is not irrelevant to the greater level of tolerance for diversity that has
always existed in the nation’s cities. Gay and lesbian residence in cities, however,
has contributed to a belief on the part of some that gay and lesbian Americans are
associated with decadent urban lifestyles. Similar to African-Americans, their expe-
rience with discrimination then includes negative stereotypes relevant to their being
stigmatized as a deviant out-group, otherwise inferior to the white mainstream pop-
ulation [3]. With stigmatization, white gay and lesbian Americans, as opposed to
those of color, are both victims and perpetrators of victim-group discrimination.

Victim-group discrimination is an overwhelming problem in the gay and lesbian
community, perpetrated and perpetuated by its white members in particular. The
fact is that most anguish, experienced by gays and lesbians of color, is relevant to
the issue having been trivialized. That trivialization is dramatic, but not necessarily
confusing if it is investigated in the context of the history of the gay and lesbian
movements. While the gay and lesbian populations have existed historically, the
history of the two movements is credited with the political emergence of the gay and
lesbian communities and has been most aptly documented. Unfortunately, victim-
group discrimination by white gay and lesbian Americans against similar blacks
and others of color reveals the same problem in how gay and lesbian history is
characterized, regarding the most significant figures.

In June of 1969, a pivotal moment occurred in the history of American gay
and lesbian communities: the Stonewall Riot. Stonewall is the name of a night-
club, with homosexual clientele, located in the Greenwich Village section of New
York City. The club was frequented by dark-skinned gays and lesbians, plus
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others of African and Latino descent. Apparently, a confrontation ensued between
club patrons and New York City police, in the process of conducting one of their fre-
quent raids. During the raid, working-class African-American and Latino-American
patrons erupted out of frustration and anger over what they felt was an unjust form of
harassment and police brutality. They fought back and hence initiated the American
gay and lesbian movement. The news media took note in the various photographs
and journal accounts of the participants, which appeared nationwide. However, the
dark-skinned faces in the riot’s mainstay were conspicuously absent from the media
reports. African-Americans and Latino-Americans, who rioted on that historic night,
are not only absent from photos, but have been completely erased from the annals of
the American gay and lesbian history and yearly gay pride events. They have been
replaced by white American members of the gay and lesbian communities, who by
their social behaviors have proven themselves no less willing to discriminate against
darker-skinned Americans than their heterosexual white counterparts.

Americans less sympathetic to the Stonewall Riot or the gay and lesbian move-
ments are likely to regard such an event as insignificant. However, due to the
omission of dark-skinned Americans from history of the Stonewall Riot, the triv-
ialization of their role is no less an act of victim-group discrimination by white
gay and lesbian Americans. Subsequently, it is the critical omission of these black
and brown activists that renders it all but virtually impossible for white gay and
lesbian Americans to confront their role in the perpetuation of racism and discrim-
ination that is so prevalent in American society [4]. Suffice it to say that if gay and
lesbian persons of color are excluded from the history of their movement, and in
effect the decision-making process, white gays and lesbians should not expect sup-
port from them or the African-American community as a whole. Their dramatic
unwillingness to acknowledge their perpetuation of discriminatory acts and their
more insidious participation is best comprehended in the works of C. M. Pierce [5].
According to Pierce, the willingness of white, American gay and lesbians to priori-
tize their experiences with discrimination as more urgent than the history of brutality
suffered by black gays and lesbians is extended from the notion of entitlement
dysfunction.

Upon initial observation, the rational mind would be totally confused by the ten-
dency of white, American gays and lesbians to prioritize discrimination by sexual
orientation relative to race. However, Pierce contends that the white gay, lesbian, or
heterosexual mind is not rational regarding discrimination. The fact of being white
in America inclines those so defined to discriminate via a sense of entitlement as a
white birthright. Therefore, any discrimination suffered by black Americans or other
people of color regardless of their sexual orientation is perceived as trivial when
juxtaposed to discrimination against whites. That includes discrimination by race,
gender, class, religion, nationality, sexual orientation, and any other demographic
where white race is a feature of characteristics. Race being “white” is the ultimate
demographic category to which all other categories are subject hence entitlement
dysfunction. White gay and lesbian Americans, feeling entitled, apply colonial his-
torical traditions in assessing the implications of discrimination, which is in itself
a form of discrimination [6]. Such white Americans, without interference from



9 Gay and Lesbian Americans: Oppression by the Oppressed 129

formidable other populations, engage in the guiltless discrimination against black
Americans in all relevant qualities of life endeavors. Whenever they lose the abil-
ity to exercise superior power, they inevitably seek ways to denigrate or invalidate
the alternative, such as those who associate anti-gay or anti-lesbian discrimina-
tion with antiblack discrimination, despite dramatic differentials in FBI and other
source statistical data. Perhaps their objective should be to determine if coloniza-
tion were to be regarded as a source of shame rather than power, making white gay
and lesbian Americans subject to feelings of universal entitlement. This is critical
because the West in the coming decades will be witness to intense quality-of-life
debates. As our current crisis economy waxes and wanes, destabilizing our qual-
ity of life, Americans regardless of race, sexual orientation, or victim-group status
will be required to resolve the issue of discrimination or face dire consequences
unnecessarily.

The aforementioned conflicts relative to victim-group discrimination illustrate
a complex and all too commonplace dynamic directly linked to whites, including
gay and lesbian Americans. That is, by virtue of power enabled by significant and
tenacious historical events, white gay and lesbian Americans experience entitlement
fantasies that validate their oppression of nonwhite peoples. According to Pierce
[5], entitlement fantasies may have a major impact upon all human interaction that
would predispose culprits to victim-group discrimination. Hence, gay men and les-
bian women of European descent developed a universal sense of ownership and
superiority that has imposed upon their human interaction with blacks and other
people of color for decades, regardless if they are gay, lesbian, or not. Accordingly,
white gay and lesbian Americans may then feel entitled to the subjugation of any and
all issues less relevant to their quality of life. This entitlement manifests in nightclub
etiquette, attractiveness ideals, and their overall exaggerated status in the history of
gay and lesbian activism. When designating themselves as the “new black” in gay
and lesbian discrimination struggles, white gays and lesbians then feel entitled to
bargain totally in white colonial frames of reference. The American social scientist
needs to know how this effects and/or reinforces entitlement regarding victim-group
discrimination. Similarly, those gay and lesbian Americans who take part in the con-
struction of policy may want to familiarize themselves with the dynamic impact of
historical racist events, such as the prevalence of lynching black men upon the cur-
rent priority of gay and lesbian issues. That consideration as pertains to black gay,
lesbian, and heterosexual Americans will expose otherwise unavailable motives. In
particular, it will simplify the white gay and lesbian American’s inability to nego-
tiate policies independent of racial interests. Yet having the ability to dominate
without any formidable balance in power from minority victim-group populations
may encourage white gay and lesbian Americans to a universal sense of entitlement
that is ultimately pathological and self-destructive to all.

Because American gay and lesbian victim-group discrimination against dark-
skinned African-Americans is a statistical fact, it is documented in the literature of
black gays and lesbians and is actualized in the white attractiveness gay and lesbian
ideals. It exists not in some archival vacuum or demented fantasy. Quite to the con-
trary, it is apparent that what white gay and lesbian Americans think or say about
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their participation in discrimination follows certain intellectual prescriptions. It is
evident by a considerable degree of nuance and elaboration seen as the mechanism
of a postcolonial, white super-culture. Thus, most white gay and lesbian Americans
dismiss the reality that their discrimination toward black Americans and the trivial-
ization of black issues are advocated in a discriminatory atmosphere. They overlook
the explicit connection between that atmosphere and justifications for entitlement
advantages, which keeps white activist rhetoric pure. Any effort at all to contest the
white status quo has been perceived as crudely iconoclastic. But there is no negating
the fact that white gays and lesbians, and America in general, have avoided the effort
of seriously bridging the quality-of-life gaps between themselves and all people of
color. Much to their dismay, the existence of discrimination in America is rooted
not in sexual orientation, gender, class, and so forth but in race vis-à-vis skin color.
Race being the ultimate “ism” from which all other forms of discrimination flow is
a vehicle by which the white gay and lesbian American community has remained in
denial. In the aftermath is a form of victim-group discrimination even more elusive
and insidious than the subjugation of black issues as postcolonial entitlement norm:
gay and lesbian Americans as the “new black.”

Victim-group discrimination by white gay and lesbian Americans subsequent
to the white sense of entitlement extends beyond the heterosexual black commu-
nity to black members of the gay and lesbian communities themselves. The manner
in which the white gay and lesbian movements have chosen to frame issues com-
pletely ignores the unique marital issues encountered by gays and lesbians of color.
There exists no public discourse to articulate other than white attractiveness ideals,
nightclub discrimination, marketing strategies, and race-based romantic rituals that
precede partnering. In their passive-aggressive forms of victim-group discrimina-
tion, white gays and lesbians have in effect silenced gay and lesbian communities
of color. The entitled white gay and lesbian communities, having framed the mar-
riage issue to their preference, have not only silenced the concerns of others but
also trivialized their discrimination. The resultant discrimination is no less painful
and destructive than that which white gay and lesbian Americans have directed at
the black community at large. Their racist sense of entitlement renders it all but
impossible for them to comprehend or acknowledge.

Gay and lesbian movements for marriage equality are managed by white lead-
ers, both locally and nationally. According to Irene Monroe, black members of the
movement are significant to the extent they can enable “pimping a black page from
the civil rights movement for a photo-op moment to push their agenda” [7]. This
strategy is not unprecedented in that during the Greenwich Village Stonewall Riot,
black and Latino gays and lesbians were prominently featured in the actual event.
White gay and lesbian Americans then cast an account of what occurred absent
nonwhite activists. Thus, as too often happens, gay and lesbian history succumbs
to white entitlement as victim-group discrimination. If African-American gays
and lesbians are selectively excluded from the history of their movement and the
decision-making that prioritizes issues, white gays and lesbians cannot expect sup-
port from black gays and lesbians or the black community at large. Unfortunately,
if racial discrimination prevails, unchecked white gays and lesbian Americans
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will then have contributed significantly to the oppression of all victim-group
populations [8].

Assimilation theory absent domination views sexual orientation as an indica-
tor that being gay or lesbian is not a barrier to full assimilation particularly if
one is light-skinned and/or white [9]. An alternate approach sees sexual orien-
tation as a function of inequality in dominant heterosexual racist societies. For
light-skinned and/or white gay and lesbian Americans, sexual orientation associ-
ated with white issues then becomes their primary concern despite the prevalence
of more urgent institutional racism and discrimination against both gay and les-
bian African-Americans and other people of color. As members of victimized
out-group populations, white gays and lesbians support and take part in discrimi-
nation extended from the heterosexual European notions of white supremacy. On
that basis, white gays and lesbians are apt to deny black gay and lesbian Americans
in employment, in housing, or otherwise discriminate in the normal affairs of life
much as racist white heterosexuals [3].

According to the domination model [9] of assimilation, gay and lesbian
Americans are regarded similar to minorities and, as such, have been relegated to
the fringes of mainstream society. Their most controversial trait is sexual orienta-
tion, which unlike race via skin color is not readily apparent by observation. But
in a heterosexual culture, a heterosexual orientation is critical to assimilation and
equality because assimilation may have an effect upon every phase of life, including
job placement and earnings. Unlike race assessed by skin color, sexual orientation
is not an obvious “master status” but is of the most primary concern among the gay
and lesbian populations. Otherwise, unless a gay or lesbian American is a person of
color, they cannot be distinguished from the mainstream of the dominant white het-
erosexual population. So potent is this fact that it has recently become the focus of
a schism between the gay, lesbian, and African-American communities—including
black gay and lesbians in their struggles to gain freedom and equality.

Tension between the gay and lesbian communities of color is an indication that
discrimination has been particularly pervasive in America, given the negative cul-
tural implications of being dark-skinned or black. That is, both black and white
gay and lesbian Americans have internalized the norms of a dominant white racist
heterosexual population, but, unlike members of the dominant population, are also
the victims of the discrimination in which they may take part. Their willingness to
internalize self-destructive norms at whatever risk is not irrelevant to having been
persecuted themselves. Their ultimate objective is to improve their quality of life
and live out their aspirations. In so doing, gay and lesbian Americans may develop
a disdain for other victim-group populations, such as people of color. They might
disdain heterosexual black males in particular because that is a norm of the domi-
nant white majority [10]. It is regarded as an obstacle, which might otherwise afford
gay and lesbian Americans the opportunity to fully assimilate and improve their
quality of life. The stress this reality causes is ever present for black gay and les-
bian Americans who must thrive among the dominant white group population and,
simultaneously, in the victim-group, white gay and lesbian cultural context as well
[11]. Furthermore, since the degree of assimilation by gay and lesbian Americans
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closely correlates with their ability to assume racist white norms, discrimination
against African-Americans without regard to their sexual orientation has emerged
as one of the most critical issues relative to the white American, gay and lesbian
quality of life [12]. Succinctly put, similar to other victim-group populations who
discriminate, gay and lesbian Americans become predisposed to victim-group dis-
crimination in the aftermath of various prejudices and injustices that are directed
historically at nonwhite members of their own community.

A gay or lesbian sexual orientation may become apparent by the time an individ-
ual reaches adolescence [13]. The fact that such persons continue to be identified
as members of a stigmatized group after adolescence is even more stressful. In their
efforts to assimilate, youthful gay and lesbian Americans may also deny their sexual
orientation to escape prejudice. This means that they may never reveal themselves
or “come out,” not even to their families [14]. It is impossible to accurately mea-
sure the pathological affects of this phenomenon, but the fact that it exists is without
question [15].

A U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Report of the Secretary’s Task
Force on Youth Suicide report [16] shows that gay and lesbian youth are two to
three times more likely to attempt suicide than are heterosexual youth. Additionally,
Remafedi, Farrow, and Deisher [17] find that one-third of first attempts occurred
in the same year victims revealed their sexual orientation by haphazardly “coming
out.” It is no wonder, in such circumstances, that coming out is considered such a
dangerous undertaking.

Another study further exemplifies the negative attitudes held by young heterosex-
ual males with respect to gay and lesbian Americans: 89% of the study group regard
sex between males “disgusting.” Only 12% of that same group indicate they would
befriend a gay or lesbian person [18]. It is such attitudes in America that character-
ize the dominant heterosexual white population, which dictates cultural norms and
can severely injure, through stress, gay and lesbian Americans, young and old, who
must assimilate into this hostile, cultural environment.

Accordingly, there is substantial reason for the suggestion of a relationship
between sexual orientation and the incident of stress brought by homophobic dis-
crimination. Such stress may be the cause of depression among some as well as high
rates of suicide among others [16]. Inevitably, the inability of the dominant white
population to assimilate a diversity of groups without incident puts gay and lesbian
Americans at risk. Their manifestation of pathologies is symptomatic of a much
larger problem in society, the responsibility for which must be assumed by the white
dominant-group population [19]. Societal assimilation problems are encouraged by
the relentless utilization of a white, heterosexual orientation as the ideal model for
what is acceptable. Such rigid bias is not in the best interest of the overall society as
it promotes prejudicial norms. Those gay and lesbian Americans who assimilate, by
way of internalizing discriminatory white dominant-group norms, impact the abil-
ity of all victim groups to overcome discrimination and live viable productive lives,
which results in their perpetuation of victimism.

Most adolescents do not understand what it means to be gay or lesbian [3]. In
addition, there are few role models available to facilitate their understanding and
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implications for discrimination [20]. This further leads to conditions that Hetrick
and Martin [21] refer to as social, emotional, and informational isolation. It may be
stressful and in extreme cases lead to suicide [16]. According to Vivienne C. Cass
[22] and A. K. Maylon [23], avoiding such stress is normally accomplished through
denial. Temporary relief is possible when the adolescent not only denies homosexual
feelings but accepts them as wrong, while repressing any same sex attractions within
themselves [24]. What may follow is the phenomenon of victimism perpetrated
by the white victim-group gay or lesbian American whose white predisposition
to racism and discrimination against blacks differs little from that of heterosexual
white counterparts. It is motivated by the denial process and inspired by the desire
to escape the various prejudices directed on the basis of sexual orientation. It is
most dramatically illustrated in the unjust forms of sexualized discrimination aimed
at heterosexual black males by skin color in particular, which the gay and lesbian
American communities have passively endorsed.

Race, being the American “ism” from which all other “isms” derive, defines a
dark-skinned American as presumed to be of African descent, black, or a person
of color and thus racially nonwhite. Subsequently, race both past and present has
been ascertained via skin color as relative to white. In the aftermath, all racial
criteria are, in fact, a matter of skin color despite the designations of race in
the countless sexualized depictions of black males from the antebellum to the
current era.

Relative to the societal sexualization of black males, gay and lesbian victim
groups abhor being sexualized by use of the term homosexual to describe their lot.
Prior to the age of technology, from era of the Scottsboro boys until now, black
males have been sexualized to the point of it having become an American norm.
White gay and lesbian Americans, despite being similarly sexualized, have con-
tributed to such sexualization as a manifestation of victim-group discrimination. In
rationalizing the sexualized stereotype of modern-day black males, print media thus
uses buzz words like nigger, rape, and lynch to evoke passion and anger within the
white population. This is evident in the dramatic 1988 political campaign media and
Willie Horton.

The Republican Party, which boasts its share of gay and lesbian members,
expressed no concern for the sexualized stereotyping of black males, as in the case
of Willie Horton. Following World War II, television has become the most power-
ful form of media to date. Its moving pictures bring images to life in a way that
print cannot. More than any other component of modern media, television is by
far the most potent for presenting the sexualized stereotype of black males. Since
the advent of cable television, virtually every home across America has access to
media broadcasts. More so than print, television is intimate. Its ability to drive home
the stereotype of the black male was politically exploited in the person of Willie
Horton, who had been released from prison on furlough [25]. In the 1988 polit-
ical campaigns, television ads told how candidate Michael Dukakis was not only
opposed to the death penalty but allowed first-degree murderers—showing black
man, Willie Horton—to have weekend passes from prison. There was nothing new
about this image, but television allowed viewers to “pseudo-experience” Horton.
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It was assumed that white citizens, male and female, homosexual and heterosexual
would then vote accordingly.

The dynamics of discrimination associated with the campaigns in 1988 were
successful because they reflect a general tendency on the part of Americans to view
such discrimination as acceptable. No less accepting of discrimination against black
males is the white gay and lesbian community, despite their being oppressed for
different reasons. This community has harbored a criminal stereotype of black males
without due process. On occasion and, despite their being innocent of the crimes,
black males suffer accusations, as in the 1989 case of Charles Stuart and William
Bennett.

In 1989, a Boston crime involved a white male named Charles Stuart, who shot
and killed his pregnant wife and then accused a black male of being the culprit. This
incident, where a black male was accused of murdering a white woman, occupied
the front pages of American news media for weeks. A black male was arrested.
The entire nation assumed the guilt of the accused based upon media hype and its
larger-than-life photographs of the murder scene. Only after one of the accomplices
involved in the frame-up revealed the truth, that the white husband was the mur-
derer, was William Bennett—the alleged dark-skinned perpetrator—released from
police custody [26]. The belief that Bennett was guilty was arguably, in large part,
a reaction to black males having been institutionally sexualized as a societal threat.

The sexualized stereotype of black males in America has been institutionalized to
the extent that it has recently begun to influence criminal justice responses to black
male children. According to CNN reporter John Zarrella [27], law enforcement per-
sonnel in Tampa, Florida, were responsible for the 2006 death of a 14-year-old
child, a black male named Martin Lee Anderson. The child reportedly died at the
hands of adult male officers after passing out at the Bay County Sheriff′s Office
Boot Camp for juvenile offenders. Anderson had complained to officers of breath-
ing problems, but was ignored on his first day at the facility. Review of videotape
clearly illustrates the adult male officers beating the child and using various take-
down methods, including kneeing his thighs, putting pressure points to his ear, and
punches to his arms. According to the officers, the child had resisted orders and
run away. For this reason, they determined him to be uncooperative, after which the
child later died. Initially, law enforcement officers insisted the child’s death was due
to “natural” sickle cell causes based upon autopsy. The boy’s parents demanded a
second autopsy, which determined that “natural” causes did not result in the child’s
death. According to the coroner, sickle-cell traits had nothing to do with the black
child’s death. The second autopsy was confirmed by attorney Mark Ober, who was
directing the investigation into the child’s death, and who had also demanded the
second autopsy. In addition to the child’s family, other medical personnel took issue
with the first autopsy as well. Some accused the officers of murder, which in part
accommodated investigation and a second autopsy. Aside from local efforts, a fed-
eral investigation has been ordered to determine whether the child’s civil rights had
been violated by officers, who used excessive force. The investigation was at the
request of the child’s parents and local leaders. Currently, no charges have been filed
against the officers involved, but the juvenile facility has been closed. According to
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local law enforcement officials, the closing had nothing to do with the case and the
eight officers directly involved had their employment terminated.

These incidents reflect the ease with which Americans can perceive African-
American males as criminals and not full participatory citizens. However, empirical
research findings underscore that black males, more than any other demographic
group including gay and lesbian Americans, are in danger from criminal justice
institutions. Consider the following social facts: although African-Americans con-
stitute less than a quarter of the total US population, blacks comprise almost half of
the state prison population [28]. Moreover, in Michigan, blacks comprise 53% of the
state’s male prison population. Such deplorable facts have been tolerated historically
in America because discrimination against black Americans has been perceived as
justified by an innate national hatred. That hatred is so potent as to visit pathologi-
cal consequences upon the quality of life experienced by African-Americans of both
genders, all classes, and sexual orientations. This fact is quantitatively demonstrated
in the previously mentioned rates of FBI hate crime statistics [See Table 3.1], which
are a reflection of local law enforcement as well.

Local law enforcement institutions that are assigned the task of maintaining civil
public discourse have taken part in discrimination against black males, indicative
of its universal acceptance as with gay and lesbian Americans. This is illustrated in
an April 2006 case reported by Kevin Grasha [29], of the Lansing State Journal. A
black male has been accused of shooting a local Eaton County Sheriff’s Department
sergeant. The alleged victim, according to prosecutors, was not shot by a black
male, but in actuality had shot himself. According to the sergeant, shortly after 3
am he was shot in the right arm while patrolling in the vicinity of West Town Plaza,
located near West Saginaw Highway. Immediately, the local police took control of
neighborhoods and school buildings, conducting a massive manhunt that extended
into daybreak. An estimated 40 or more police officers from approximately six area
departments plus a helicopter participated in the manhunt.

The Eaton County Sheriff’s Department released a description of the assailant
to the news media, describing him as a black male, about 6 feet in height, with
“muscles.” He was said to be in his mid-20 s, had a relative dark skin color compared
to whites, with “pockmarks” about his face. Unfortunately, this description was also
inaccurate because the sergeant’s shooting description was a deliberate fabrication.
The police department released an artist’s sketch of the fabricated assailant, which it
has since retracted. To ensure an objective investigation, the local department turned
the case over to the Michigan State Police. Eaton County law enforcement insisted
that they had acted with the “highest professional standards.”

The sergeant was eventually charged with filing a false report, arraigned in the
Eaton County District Court, and faced a maximum sentence of 4 years in the peni-
tentiary. He was also liable for any costs incurred by other agencies that responded
to calls for apprehension. The sergeant was placed under observation at a local hos-
pital; some would argue that his actions were a psychotic anomaly. On July 22,
2008, the Michigan Court of Appeals unanimously affirmed the convictions and
sentences of the former sergeant. In actuality, societal circumstances suggest that
African-Americans are indeed a disposal victim-group population whose status does
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not equate with that of the white community. This belief is embraced not only by the
white gay and lesbian American communities but via victim-group discrimination
by some blacks as well. It is objectively illustrated in the statistical quality-of-life
indicators.

Correlating quality-of-life indicators such as employment may be directly linked
to an unwritten hierarchy whereby white gay and lesbian Americans feel enti-
tled to a desired quality of life as white postcolonial birthright. Their sense of
entitlement is a form of victim-group discrimination, as reflected in governmental
black/white employment statistics. For the years 1992–2001, the US Department of
Labor compiled the following unemployment data, showing that when considering
government compiled employment data, whites lead blacks in all preferred quality-
of-life categories. The quality-of-life advantages attributed to white Americans does
not exclude the white gay and lesbian communities as a matter of statistical fact [30]
(Tables 9.1, 9.2, 9.3, 9.4, and 9.5).

Despite government statistics, white gays, lesbians, and other white Americans
are quite adamant about the unfair nature of the workplace in providing black
Americans with an employment advantage. However, empirical data do not sup-
port their contention. As with tradition, black Americans have encountered overt
discrimination that has enabled all whites to experience a superior quality of life

Table 9.1 According to
these results, black
unemployment was more than
twice that of whites for each
year calculated (A)

(A) % Unemployment by race

Year White Black

1992 6.6 14.2
1993 6.1 13.0
1994 5.3 11.5
1995 4.9 10.4
1996 4.7 10.5
1997 4.2 10.0
1998 3.9 08.9
1999 3.7 08.0
2000 3.5 07.6
2001 4.2 08.7

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics [31]

Table 9.2 Education does
not seem to equalize the
black/white unemployment
gap, as 2.5% of
college-educated blacks were
unemployed in 2000
compared to 1.4% of whites
for the same year (B)

(B) % Unemployed by college educated and race

Year White Black

1992 2.7 4.8
1995 2.3 4.1
1999 1.7 3.3
2000 1.4 2.5

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics [31]
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Table 9.3 In 2000, 5.8% of
whites simultaneously held
multiple jobs while 5.2% of
blacks did likewise (C)

(C) %Multiple jobholders by race

Year Black White

2000 5.2 5.8

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics [31]

Table 9.4 Black and white
employment differentials are
no less dramatic than income.
The median weekly income
for whites consistently
exceeded that for blacks
during the years 1985, 1990,
1995, and 2000 (D)

(D) Median weekly income by race and year

Year White ($) Black ($)

1985 355 277
1990 424 329
1995 494 383
2000 591 468

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics [31]

Table 9.5 What is most
astounding about these
statistics is that by 1999
almost one quarter of white
American households earned
$75,000 or more per year (E)

(E)% Household income $75,000 + a year by
race

Year Black White

1970 3.6 10.9
1980 5.0 14.1
1985 6.6 16.9
1990 7.6 18.7
1995 8.0 19.1
1996 8.2 19.7
1997 8.5 21.0
1998 10.0 22.1
1999 12.6 23.7

Source: Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics [31]

through employment. Subsequently, labor market discrimination against blacks
increased by about 2% a year from 1973 to 1979 [30]. Furthermore, income by
autonomous wage growth (increases in income as a result of changes that occurred
because of some factor other than changes in individual attributes, such as changes
in macroeconomic policy or labor market institutions) for whites was 1.7% per year
from 1968 to 1973 [30]. From 1979 to 1991, it was minus 1% (-.01) per year, despite
being Affirmative Action years. Autonomous wage growth among black Americans
was twice that of whites from 1968 to 1973: 3.5% [30]. Unfortunately, autonomous
wage growth decreased significantly for blacks from 1973 to 1979 at minus 0.6%
(-.06). Qualifications cannot totally explain away wage differentials between white
and black Americans.



138 An Historical Analysis of Skin Color Discrimination in America

Between 1968 and 1991, it is plausible that 3–39% of the racial wage gap can be
assessed due to legitimate factors [30]. By objective reasoning, at least 50% of the
racial wage gap is purely a result of racial discrimination [30]. Moreover, the afore-
mentioned statistics conflict with postcolonial traditionalists such as Herrnstein and
Murray [32], who imply that interracial differences in income between black and
white Americans are biogenetically determined. The evidence herewith is obvious
that the increase in income inequality between blacks and whites was undoubt-
edly the result of an increase in racial discrimination [30]. Thus, while government
data note the unemployment, job discrimination, and employment advantages of
postcolonial whites, traditionalists cannot acknowledge this as reality. Their power
group status then dampens the boundary between what is real and what is contrived.
Yet white American, gay and lesbian activists insist they have no recollection of
their victim-group discrimination, directed at African-Americans. The criminalized
sexualization of black males of any age does not equate a priority for white gay and
lesbian Americans. In fact, they contend that they are the “new blacks,” because
of a culture that has oppressed gay and lesbian Americans on the basis of sexual
orientation. According to Tat [8], the white gay and lesbian American communities
are no less discriminatory in their regard for dark-skinned, nonwhite peoples than
the mainstream white, heterosexual Americans. However, providing information to
support Tat’s contention presents a formidable challenge. While a gay or lesbian
community has likely existed all through history, empirical evidence to substantiate
their acts of victim-group discrimination pales in comparison to people of color and
other victim groups. Subsequently, victim-group discrimination among gays and
lesbians can only be inferred from data pertaining to the white population. As such,
the anecdotes of Tat and others are intended to illustrate the existence of a pattern
of discrimination that might make plausible their victim-group transgressions.

The FBI maintains hate crime statistics, which compare offences against
American gay and lesbian communities in comparison to the black community. The
most biased of observers would conclude that the number of hate crimes committed
against gay and lesbian Americans (1460) is dwarfed by those committed on the
basis of race (4724).

Sexual-orientation bias: In 2007, law enforcement agencies reported 1460 hate
crime offenses based on sexual-orientation bias. Of these offenses:

• 59.2% were classified as anti-male homosexual bias.
• 24.8% were reported as anti-homosexual bias.
• 12.6% were prompted by an anti-female homosexual bias.
• 1.8% were the result of an anti-heterosexual bias.
• 1.6% were classified as anti-bisexual bias.

Racial bias: In 2007, law enforcement agencies reported that 4724 single-bias
hate crime offenses were racially motivated. Of these offenses:

• 69.3% were motivated by antiblack bias.
• 18.4% stemmed from antiwhite bias.
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• 6.0% were a result of bias against groups of individuals consisting of more than
one race (anti-multiple races, group).

• 4.6% resulted from anti-Asian/Pacific Islander bias.
• 1.6% were motivated by anti-American Indian/Alaskan Native bias [33].

Tat [34] has described the American gay and lesbian communities as among
the most diverse in the nation. Their membership boasts of Caucasians, Asian-
Americans, African-Americans, Latino-Americans, Christians, and even Atheists.
This diverse population shares a common demographic in their sexual orienta-
tion. As a victim-group population that has faced historic discrimination, it would
seem logical that they would be less inclined to discriminate against others. In
fact, among members of its own community, those gays or lesbians who are white
express particular prejudices against African-Americans or darker-skinned gays or
lesbians. According to Tat, this is racism, one of the oldest forms of discrimination
in America.

Racism is not at the forefront of issues in the white gay and lesbian communities,
but it is a no less formidable issue. Black gays and lesbians, similar to black males,
have lives imposed upon by pronounced levels of discrimination not experienced
by their white counterparts. What is more, the discrimination black gay and les-
bians experience comes not from mainstream society alone but in many instances
from the gay or lesbian community itself. This form of victim-group discrimina-
tion is most apparent, according to Tat, in gay and lesbian bars and nightclubs.
Similar to the type of discrimination encountered by blacks, black gays and lesbians
attending white gay or lesbian establishments are confronted with blatant accounts
of discrimination, perpetrated by their white counterparts, as reported by Tat:

Brad, a gay male, recounts his experience on Deja News, a popular newsgroup. Brad is
Caucasian and his boyfriend is African American. Brad’s brother and brother in law are
also African American. After finishing pool one evening, they decided to visit an after
hours club. When Brad checked on the entrance fees, he was quoted a lesser price then
when his boyfriend did the same. In another case, Vince tells his story on the Advocate
on-line. He, Caucasian, and his Filipino lover both received different treatment based upon
their skin color. ‘I had no problem with the entry guard, but he hassled my Filipino lover,
finally demanding a passport’ stated Vince. In the April issue of OUT, in an article titled
‘Boy Troubles,’ Ken states that ‘When I go to bars or those huge clubs where it’s nothing
but white middle-class, muscular guys, I don’t feel like I’m even gay at all’ [34].

To the typical white, American gay or lesbian person, the aforementioned prob-
lems are all but irrelevant because they are directed at black and/or gay and lesbians
of color. An equally dramatic display of white gay or lesbian discrimination is in
the fact that black gay men, by virtue of being black and perhaps dark-skinned,
are considered less attractive than lighter-skinned, Caucasian gay men. The appli-
cation of white attractiveness ideals to demean gay black men is replicated in the
application of white ideals of feminine beauty to demean black and other women of
color. Many similar issues are ignored or trivialized relative to white gay and lesbian
victim-group discrimination because such oppression is limited to people of color.
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The resultant emotional suffering has not gone unnoticed by gay men of color. Tat
reports the following accounts of such an incident:

Every time I go to a gay bar, being the darky, indio-looking Mexican American I am, not
one Anglo boy hits on me. A similar incident was experienced on-line. Bob was in an
on-line chat room and someone requested to talk to him. His very first sentence was, ‘Are
you white?’ Bob replied that he was not and he then finished with a ‘thank you, bye.’ Bob
was curious and looked up his profile. The other person was Caucasian [34].

I have written extensively [35] about victim-group discrimination regarding
skin color, attributed not only to whites but among people of color toward one
another. The mainstream scholarship in the form of its traditional discrimination has
responded with hegemony by the conspicuous absence of skin color discrimination
from major journals and other scholarly sources. In fact, victim-group discrimina-
tion by skin color is pervasive to the extent of existing among American gays and
lesbians of color as well. The same skin color hierarchy that is internalized by het-
erosexual people of color, blacks against blacks, and other people of color against
those darker-skinned is no less prevalent among gay and lesbian Americans. Tat [34]
reports the following scenario:

A friend of mine, who is Asian, attended a school dance that was hosted by the Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual, and Transgender Association at UCSD. There, he meet and befriended another
gay Asian male. When my friend asked him out on a date, his reply was that he only liked
white guys. This problem causes others to feel bad because they consider themselves less
worthy. Vince states in the Advocate idea exchange that he ‘. . .get(s) that old feeling of
being a sub-standard couple because Leon (his lover) is not white.’ This idea that one race
is more attractive has become deadly in that it effects everyone, even the people trying to
fight this notion. If a colored gay male, who is fighting to overcome this problem, falls for
a Caucasian gay male, is he being hypocritical? [34].

Gay and lesbian Americans are unlikely to accept the fact of victim-group
discrimination, as perpetuated within their own community. They would prefer
instead to focus upon the discrimination that they experience from the heterosex-
ual population as it releases them from responsibility of their own acts and is
the more important issue from the white gay and lesbian American perspectives.
Unfortunately, the evidence to the contrary is overwhelming. The aforementioned
anecdotes are subject to challenge because they are scenarios that can be embel-
lished without subjection to scrutiny. However, gay and lesbian advertising is
tangible and can be scrutinized for victim-group discrimination, which many in the
white gay and lesbian communities refuse to acknowledge.

Marketing companies are multimillion-dollar business enterprises. Whom they
hire to represent various commercial products reflect the ideals of both the gay
community and society at large. Commensurate with victim-group discrimination
are the dramatic prejudices acted out in the selection of advertisement models. As
expected, the majority of ads employ white gays and lesbians as the preferred ideal.
Such discrimination may even exceed that of the mainstream heterosexual commu-
nity. In fact, gay and lesbian advertisements employ whites 90% of the time [34].
The fact that the gay and lesbian communities are at least as diverse as the main-
stream community suggests that blacks are excluded intentionally as a manifestation
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of victim-group discrimination. Black gay and lesbian Americans report feeling an
overwhelming inadequacy at the thought of that discouraging fact [34].

You begin to feel bad because you do not look like the guys in the magazine. You also
feel especially bad when you are not represented in these ads. While using only white male
models creates a sense of what is beautiful, it also subliminally creates the notion of what
is not. If I do not see myself represented, I am more likely to think that I can lift weights
and exercise so I can look like what I see but there is no way I can make myself appear like
another race (well at least nothing that would not be natural) [8].

In an effort to promote gay and lesbian rights, some such Americans have elected
to equate their movement and struggles with those of African-Americans and civil
rights. However, according to Irene Monroe, who is an African-American lesbian
[36], “If you are African American and gay, and fighting alongside your white broth-
ers and sisters for queer civil rights, the notion that ‘Gay is the new black’ is not only
absurdly arrogant, it is also dangerously divisive” [36]. Gay and lesbian Americans
are members of a despised victim out-group, whose historical struggles for equality
and civil rights are justified on all moral grounds. However, white American gays
and lesbians have benefited from their whiteness, in a racist culture that defines
all nonwhite groups as inferior. Black gay and lesbian Americans have thus suf-
fered from discrimination as a consequence of their race and less so for their sexual
orientation. In addition, white gay and lesbian Americans have proven themselves
no less willing to discriminate against nonwhite Americans than the white hetero-
sexual mainstream. In fact, evidence suggests that white lesbians harbor a visceral
hatred for heterosexual black males, in particular as a dramatic illustration of their
victim-group discrimination.

In the aftermath of Barack Obama’s election to the presidency of the United
States, many would prefer to assume that racial or skin color discrimination no
longer exists. As it pertains to gay and lesbian Americans and their efforts to gain
marriage equality, racism prevails—while treating African-Americans as second-
class allies in the history of their struggle. Subsequently, black gays and lesbians
bond with the heterosexual black community cognizant that the primary issue is
not sexual orientation but race. True to their victim-group discrimination, white
gay and lesbian Americans, according to Monroe [36], have assigned blame for
the failure of California’s Proposition 8 on the black community. The historical
prejudice directed at both the heterosexual and homosexual black communities by
white gay and lesbian Americans has further polarized the two groups, whose ulti-
mate objective is aspiration to the same quality-of-life opportunities extended to
the mainstream heterosexual white community. The discrimination associated with
the marriage equality issue is that it has been selected as the primary focus of the
gay and lesbian movements. The not-so-subtle implication is that black pain and
suffering is trivialized and otherwise relegated to the less important. Such discrimi-
nation conforms to the white entitlement model, similar to the trivialization of black
issues in academe. This resort to arrogance, according to Monroe, is destructive.
By advocating a single white-inspired agenda, which ignores coalition building
with the black community, gay and lesbian Americans contribute to victim-group
discrimination and the ultimate demise of both.
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As with the aforementioned accounts of victim-group discrimination perpetu-
ated by white gay and lesbian Americans, one should not construe insignificance
of anti-gay or anti-lesbian bias. All members of American demographic out-groups
suffer some form of discrimination and, unfortunately, engage in acts of discrimi-
nation themselves. However, by virtue of their being white, white gay and lesbian
Americans among all out-group populations present the most formidable and poten-
tially explosive problem with victim-group discrimination. Being white as per white
supremacy carries an unspoken license of superiority in Western society, which
extends to every level of human interaction. Thus, being gay or lesbian is subject to
heterosexual job discrimination. Being a black gay or lesbian woman is subject to
heterosexual and white gay or lesbian job discrimination. Being a black woman is
subject to discrimination in the application of white physical ideals. Being a black
gay or lesbian is subject to discrimination in the application of white physical ideals,
which includes that from white gays and lesbians. Being gay or lesbian is subject to
discrimination by heterosexual Americans in the rejection of marriage equality, by
other gay and lesbian issues, and by white gay and lesbian Americans discriminating
against interracial gay and lesbian couples.

Victim-group discrimination acted out by white gay or lesbian Americans must
be eliminated before gay and lesbian Americans can wage an effective struggle for
their rights. Their tension-riddled relationship with the black and other communi-
ties of color must give way to constructive partnerships directed at the ultimate
attainment of common goals. Most of all, white gay and lesbian Americans must be
willing to attribute the responsibility for discrimination and the oppression of all not
to African-Americans but the white racial population into which they themselves
were born.
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Chapter 10
Women: Better White than Male

America is a patriarchal culture, wherein women have been traditional second-
class citizens. As a result, all women regardless of race, class, or immigrant status
are members of an oppressed victim-group population. That membership defines
women as a victimized out-group minority, whose quality of life is contingent upon
and directed for the most part by men. In the development of policy, law, and overall
behavior, men act foremost in the best interest of other men, generally at the expense
of women. However, the implications of victim-group discrimination regarding race
by skin color are no less dramatic for women than within the so-called races. As
a nation dominated by European ethnic groups, American white women among all
women have resorted to victim-group discrimination against women and people of
color as an historical extension of white supremacy. They have advocated their supe-
riority following the antebellum, not on the basis of equality with men of color but
superiority to all nonwhite populations on the basis of race, which includes all but
the white-male power structure. They seek equality only with white men as a pre-
sumed birthright of white supremacy. An account of their activism is documented in
the history of the seldom-acknowledged precursor to the feminist and/or women’s
rights movement—the white Women’s Ku Klux Klan (WKKK).

The history of women’s rights and what would lead to feminism in America
evolved in the historical context of antebellum racism, apparent in the popularity
of the larger Ku Klux Klan (KKK) [1]. Extended from the Klan’s racist objec-
tives, white women—in particular the middle class—discriminated against people
of color, that is, black, Asian-, Latino-, and Native Americans. Modern-day academe
has been reluctant to acknowledge this apparent victim-group discrimination by
white women through Klan ideals, but its manifestation is available for investigation
in the documented history of the WKKK.

The WKKK was a precursor to the women’s rights and feminist movements in
that initially it was comprised entirely of Protestant, white, American women who
recognized no relevancy in the struggles of black folk or other people of color.
Their objectives were equality for white women at the expense of all nonwhites
if and when necessary. Thus, white women of the WKKK espoused racial segre-
gation, quotas for immigrants, and the “eternal supremacy of the white race” [1].
They differed little politically from the Ku Klux Klan (KKK) except for one con-
spicuous detail: The WKKK incorporated the racist agenda of the KKK for the
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eventual realization of equal rights between men and “white Protestant women”
[1]. Furthermore, they objected to miscegenation, not for the white male raping of
black and Native women, but because such liaisons diminished the appeal of white
women to white men. This apathy for the abuses suffered by women of color was
one of the first acts of victim-group discrimination perpetrated by women (white)
against nonwhite victim-group populations in America.

The eventual waxing and waning of the WKKK was commensurate with changes
in the KKK. However, the struggles of white women for rights equal to those of
white men have remained consistent as an historical objective of women’s rights.
According to Louise Newman [2], white women in the Progressive era sought
greater participation in the political domain relative to white men based upon
their Protestant white identity. Hence, Newman [2] contends that “. . . by empha-
sizing a racial and cultural superiority shared with Protestant white men and by
claiming special roles as women civilizers of racially inferior peoples” (they could
accomplish this feat) [2]. Racist rhetoric was utilized in their objectives, including
discourses borrowed from eugenics biology, which substantiated the evolution of
white Americans as the assumed superior race made obvious by their relative light
skin color.

One of the luminaries of the initial women’s rights movement during the
Progressive era was Alice Fletcher. Fletcher was an anthropologist who attempted to
apply racist notions of white superiority to Native Americans. In doing so, according
to Newman [2], Fletcher insisted that Native American women forfeit the freedom
and status accorded them by Native culture and accept subordination to Native
American men as a means to their being civilized [2]. In this way, they might
eventually aspire to the same superior biological evolution as the lighter-skinned
white race.

Charlotte Perkins Gilman was perhaps the most influential of all white women
during the Progressive era. Gilman was regarded as the principal scholar of her
time among white women, within the environment of thinkers who influenced
her and with whom she sought discourse [2]. Gilman believed that the restricted
roles of white women impeded the evolution of the white race. She thought white
women invested entirely too much time on domestic activities when their advanced
biological development would allow them to contribute in a more specialized fash-
ion and help further develop the race. What is more, Gilman criticized white men for
sexual exploitation of black women, not for their participation in institutionalized
rape but its disruption of white propagation. For this reason and others according
to Gilman, white women should be allowed equal rights with white men that they
might “take charge” of mate selection in benefit to future offspring.

Activism on the part of white women dissipated in the WKKK and re-emerged in
the newly evolving profession of social work. The appearance of justice and equality
advocated by white, female social workers was little more than victim-group covert
racism by those not associated with the WKKK. As pertains to race via skin color,
white women engaged in confrontations with black female activists who were well
aware of the contradictions between white women’s rhetoric and their actions rela-
tive to the lynching of black men. In the heyday of lynching, Ida B. Wells, co-editor
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and part owner of the Memphis black weekly newspaper, was one of the most active
and eloquent spokespersons against it. Wells was a black woman, born a slave in
Mississippi, who investigated lynching and published her findings in black-owned
print media. She was regarded by some as the lead opponent of lynching—the most
insidious form of white racism. Her investigations shed light on the liaisons between
black men and white women that were, in her words, “Voluntary, clandestine and
illicit” [3].

In 1892, Wells published an editorial warning Southern white men that their con-
tinued acts of violence would result in damage to the reputations of white women.
No response occurred because the American concept of social justice being racist
did not extend to black folk. Black folk were considered inferior in every way and
thus exempt from the lofty credo reserved for other Americans. Hence, racism was
the vehicle by which whites made lynching the norm [4]. Victim groups such as
white women, who would otherwise have objected to the lynching of their own by
way of victimism, stood silent for a variety of reasons. Southern lynch mobs threat-
ened Wells’ life for speaking out. White journalists who sided with racists in an
attempt to justify violence wrote: “Every negro lynched is a big, burly, black brute”
[5]. In fact, as Wells had known, many of those who met such a tragic death had
been the sons of white men. They were neither black nor burly, but were sufficiently
attractive for white girls of culture and refinement to fall in love with.

Much to the apathy of white women, black women had also been subjected to
the violence of lynch mobs. However, as victims they were more likely to be raped
or assaulted by white men, a form of sexual violence that provoked neither legal nor
extralegal retribution on the part of the law-abiding white community—including
activist white women. Black women were used as a rationale by racists for the lynch-
ing of black men in that they were assumed responsible for the supposed criminality
of their sons and husbands.

Despite considerable activism by Wells and other blacks, white women as com-
munity activists were not moved to action by the murdering of black men. In the
same era, what would come to be known as the profession of social work was an
emerging grassroots movement that rallied to bring social justice to the masses of
oppressed populations [6]. The grassroots effort to provide for self was apparent in
the black community as an extension of black culture. Contrary to white culture,
in which individualism and competition are emphasized, mutual aid was empha-
sized in the black community. It relied upon cooperation rather than competition, as
reflected in black views on poverty, welfare, the ill fed, and exchange networks [7].
Furthermore, the extent of white racism ensured that any provisions that might be
available from federal or local governments would be denied to blacks. Hence, in
the grassroots black community, mutual aid societies functioned as welfare agencies
from which the genesis of social work evolved. Among the notable were members of
the Masons, Odd Fellows, Knights of Pythias, and the Galilean Fisherman [8]. They
fed the hungry, cared for the sick, supported the unemployed, and provided death
benefits to widows without any intervention whatsoever from white interests. The
leadership, recipients, and origin of resources were a collective grassroots effort by
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the black community that the victim group within the white community attempted
to destroy at every opportunity.

In the same year that Wells published her editorial, one of her closest friends,
Thomas Moss, was murdered, along with other black men who ran a successful
grocery store in Memphis. Their businesses took profits away from a nearby store
that was owned by a white proprietor. After arming themselves against the threat
of a white attack, the black storeowners were arrested and jailed, then kidnapped
and shot to death in the dark of night. Moss was lynched, accompanied by his clos-
est colleagues [3]. All this occurred while the leadership of a white woman, Jane
Addams, in another part of the country, advocated vociferously against oppression
and for social justice. Unfortunately, its grassroots influence had begun to wane,
ushering in the first among the white, female, social work intellectuals who would
replace activism with rhetoric; Addams’ rhetoric lacked the racist tones of lynch
mobs, but her inactions were no less victimism. Ida B. Wells sought support from
Jane Addams.

Jane Addams was representative of the prototype bourgeois intellectual who
played a major role in the social work leadership. She espoused the rhetoric of
equal opportunity and social justice for all while living segregated from blacks
who would have found respite in such words. Addams’ father was regarded as the
wealthiest and most prominent person in their village. College educated, she lived in
the largest house in her community, and the material advantages Addams had were
obvious. Her community, which included immigrants, contained no racial diversity
and nearly everyone was a Protestant. Some of the village girls, most of whom were
lower class, worked as domestics in the Addams household. They labored diligently
despite the aristocratic air that permeated the Addams’ home [9].

White social workers and historians have attempted to rescue the life of Jane
Addams from the racism of her times. They have characterized her as sympathetic
and understanding of blacks and black issues. In fact, by her victim-group apa-
thy Addams was no less a racist than the southern mobs who lynched any number
of innocent black victims. Thus, according to some: “She did not entirely avoid
the racist attitudes of her day, but she came much closer to overcoming them than
most of. . .her generation” [9]. Addams kept black company on occasion, but most
of these were bourgeois leaders like she. Booker T. Washington was among the
noted black/mulatto/biracial victim-group accommodationists. Washington was the
son of a white man and his black female slave servant. No doubt, as a black man,
Washington was not among the racists of his time, but he facilitated racism in vic-
timism by spearheading efforts to keep blacks subservient to whites, for which he
was soundly criticized by W. E. B. Du Bois [10].

Jane Addams actively advocated social justice for millions of newly arrived white
immigrants in Chicago [11]. She expressed little sympathy for the lynching and
murdering of American citizens who happened to be black and/or dark-skinned.
After constant prodding from Wells, Addams eventually and tacitly opposed the
lynching of black men. Wells responded with anger to Addams’ passive rhetoric
[3]. Despite criticism and victim-group discrimination, Addams eventually became
one of the first and most prominent intellectuals to influence the redirection of social
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work from grassroots, self-help, and activism to institutional racism, evident in the
priorities of social work today.

No doubt, articulation of the historical role of the women’s rights movement in
the racist oppression and victim-group discrimination against people of color will
be the grist of controversy [12]. Some in the academy will argue that to investigate
the unspeakable issue of victim-group discrimination by race and/or skin color ver-
sus gender will do more harm than good because the issue today is so provocative.
But what they fail to realize is that confronting such a provocative topic is a civil
and socially appropriate way to rescue academe and society at large from the his-
torical perils of modern victim-group discrimination. The dictates of victim-group
discrimination, by white women subsequent to their racist origins, have resulted in
their preferred faculty hiring to sustain the prestige and validity of the unspoken
traditions of white supremacy. This is significant because the influences of academe
are significant in what is deemed culturally justified. While white women are not the
sole determining factor in faculty hires, they too often join white men in bringing
about the biased results to which few have expressed active objection.

A recent investigation was conducted, of women (white) and people of color
(black) employed as faculty at Ivy League institutions. While women and people of
color have made minimal progress, statistical data confirm a much greater ability
on the part of white women to gain employment at such prestigious institutions
despite their being members of an oppressed, victim-group population. According
to the New York Times [13], 433 professors were hired into full-time positions on Ivy
League campuses. Of that number, 14 were listed as African-American and a mere
8 as Latino. The same data for women as a whole accounted for 150 positions. This
is so, despite accusations of urgency on the part of modern women’s groups. Data
for the investigation were extrapolated from a federal source complied by a Yale
graduate student. In the aftermath of recent controversial statements by Harvard’s
president about the inferior abilities of women in math and science, being white
and/or a woman would appear less disparaging than being black and/or Latino [14].

Prestigious institutions, similar to the Ivy League, suggest the existence of a
pattern. Among the largest public institutions, women and people of color face
similar obstacles in becoming members of the faculty. According to data provided
by the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), at Michigan
State University [15], at a select number of institutions, women—that is, white
women—are at no less of an advantage as prospective faculty than their Ivy League
counterparts. Hence, it is plausible that discrimination as a norm in the hiring of
academic personnel is arguably a reaction to the historical rigidity of various doc-
trines from which an equally rigid set of racist intellectual traditions had been
derived—perpetuated on the basis of race/skin color. The motive is to enable a
facade of fairness and equal opportunity for all victim-group populations. In fact,
by definition, discrimination in faculty hiring is the recapitulation of a narcissistic
exaggeration of what is white, that is, white supremacy [16]. In general, it may be
said that discrimination was initially advanced to facilitate the radical standardiza-
tion of conventional thinking not irrelevant to the white domination of academe.
Liberating the academy from the dogmas of white domination did little more than
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modernize racial/skin color discrimination to such an extent as to accommodate
victim-group oppression of other victim groups by victim-group (white) women.
Under the cloak of equality, victim-group discrimination replaced overt racial dis-
crimination in faculty hiring as a more temperate but ultimately no less effective
means of sustaining white supremacy. Such discrimination is manifested in the
statistical data contained in Tables 10.1, 10.2, and 10.3. These tables dramati-
cally illustrate differentiations between white women who were hired as faculty at
prestigious institutions of higher education versus their black and/or nonwhite coun-
terparts. Such disparities exist despite publicized rhetoric to recruit, tenure, and/or
maintain black scholars as a means to diversify a traditionally white institution in a
white-dominated, postcolonial society.

Table 10.1 Public institutions: Full-time female faculty, Fall 1995

Public institutions Percentage of female

University of Oregon 36.3
Rutgers 31.4
University of Pittsburgh 30.8
UCLA 30.3
University of Colorado 30.0
University of North Carolina 29.9
Ohio State University 29.9
University of Washington 29.4
Indiana University 29.3
University of Missouri 28.9
University of California, Berkeley 28.8
University of Texas 28.6
University of Arizona 28.0
University of Maryland 27.1
State University of New York, Buffalo 26.7
University of Michigan 26.2
University of California, Santa Barbara 26.1
University of Nebraska 26.1
University of Florida 25.7
University of Illinois 25.5
Pennsylvania State University 25.3
Iowa State University 25.0
University of Iowa 24.8
University of Virginia 24.2
University of California, San Diego 24.1
University of Minnesota 23.8
University of Wisconsin 23.7
Purdue University 20.4

Average of percentiles 27.3

According to the data in the following tables Table 10.1 [15], among prestigious
public institutions of higher education in the United States, of all full-time faculty, in
Fall of 1995, the average percentile for women was 27.3%. The average percentile
in Table 10.2 [15] for nonwhites including African-Americans, in Fall of 1995, was
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Table 10.2 Public institutions: Full-time nonwhite faculty, Fall 1995

Public institutions Percentage of nonwhite

University of California, Los Angeles 23.4
University of California, Berkeley 19.4
University of California, San Diego 19.3
University of California, Santa Barbara 18.3
State University of New York, Buffalo 17.0
University of Maryland 14.5
University of Pittsburgh 13.6
Rutgers 13.5
University of Michigan 13.5
University of Florida 13.0
University of Illinois 12.3
University of Colorado 12.1
University of Missouri 11.9
University of Texas 11.4
University of Arizona 11.2
Purdue University 11.2
University of Iowa 10.9
Ohio State University 10.9
University of Washington 10.2
Pennsylvania State University 10.1
University of North Carolina 9.9
Indiana University 9.5
University of Virginia 9.1
University of Wisconsin 9.1
Iowa State University 9.0
University of Oregon 8.4
University of Nebraska 8.0
University of Minnesota 7.5

Average of percentiles 12.4

12.4%. In Table 10.3 [15] is the most recent data, which illustrates by average of per-
centiles among full-time faculty at prestigious public institutions in 2003—31.3%
for women and 15.1% for nonwhites.

While the above data cannot be construed as being racist or the direct result
of white women’s victim-group discrimination, the data are a product of racist
impediments to sustaining a viable quality of life for nonwhite populations.
As institutions, academia is reduced by the objective discourse of knowledge,
accommodating the standardization of white ideals. The token assertions of white
women who do not object, but profess to abhor racism, then pose the question
of just what actions extend from their abhorrence when considering victim-group
discrimination. Passivity to racial injustice is no less racist in its outcome than active
participation. Thus, despite the emergence of white women in academia, the sexist
notion of sexual promiscuity on the part of black women assumed the force of fact
in American culture. This cultural debasement of black women, absent significant
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Table 10.3 Public institutions: Full-time faculty 2003

Public institutions
Percentage of
women

Percentage of
nonwhite

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 33 18
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign 31 18
Ohio State University, Main Campus 29 14
University of Wisconsin, Madison 28 13
Purdue University, Main Campus 26 13
Pennsylvania State University, Main Campus 32 13
Indiana University, Bloomington 34 13
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 28 12
University of Iowa 31 11
University of California, Irvine 31 28
UCLA 28 25
University of California, San Diego 27 19
SUNY, Buffalo 29 19
University of California, Davis 29 19
University of Florida 31 18
SUNY, Stony Brook 31 18
University of California, Berkeley 29 17
University of California, Santa Barbara 30 17
University of Maryland, College Park 35 16
University of Pittsburgh, Main Campus 38 16
Rutgers 34 16
University of Texas, Austin 34 14
Texas A & M University 24 14
University of Arizona 34 14
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 37 13
University of Washington, Seattle Campus 35 13
Iowa State University 29 13
University of Missouri, Columbia 33 13
University of Kansas, Main Campus 32 13
University of Nebraska, Lincoln 30 10
University of Colorado, Boulder 33 10
University of Virginia, Main Campus 29 10
University of Oregon 42 9

Average of percentiles 31.3 15.1

objection from white women activists, is a dramatic demonstration of victim-
group discrimination. Under the circumstances, the issues of nonwhite women are
regarded as less than relevant to women’s rights as a whole [17]. The assumed
promiscuity of black women, in the minds of antebellum white women, thus jus-
tified their being raped, as true feminists would have otherwise objected. In the
modern era, white women have been only slightly less apathetic to the injustices
that racism has visited upon nonwhite, victim-group populations, exemplified by
the challenges in academia directed solely at nonwhite faculty relative to grade
inflation [18]. Tolerance for biased student evaluations of nonwhite faculty is a
form of victim-group discrimination, which facilitates group failure and ultimately
diminished quality of life.
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During the promotion of one of his books, Derrick A. Bell—now Visiting
Professor of Law at New York University School of Law—paused to comment on
the ease with which white students complain to black professors. He reiterated that
while substituting for a white colleague at the Harvard Law School, white students
spent 10 minutes of class time complaining about the performance of their absent
white professor. It occurred to Bell that, when the professor is a black or victim-
group member, students are more likely to complain, whether such complaints are
relevant to the class or not. They must feel that it is their right as entitlement dysfunc-
tion to challenge black credentials, correct black scholars in their fields of expertise,
and to complain about black professors to department chairpersons. The fact of their
differential treatment vis-à-vis black and white professors is no doubt racist. The
predisposition of white students, at predominantly white universities in particular,
assumes a negative impact on the academic careers of black faculty members. Yet
differential treatment of black professors at white universities, though career threat-
ening, is nonexistent among the ideological priorities of whites and/or women who
dominate academia. Furthermore, while publications are usually the mainstay of
faculty retention and tenure evaluations, university political or financial issues may
exacerbate the importance of nonscientific student evaluations. White university
committees, in assessing their professors, require additional evidence to substantiate
the competence of black professors. Their efforts may be rendered culpable by the
application of time-efficient numerical summaries, such as ratings in 1–8 categories.
Such summaries take precedent over students written comments. And, rarely if ever,
will those committees acknowledge the empirical data that substantiate the fact that
white students apply a harsher standard for assessing black professors than to their
white counterparts. Ultimately, black women may suffer the harshest assessment of
all—to the apathy of their feminist white sisters as victim-group discrimination [19].

It is such a response to the oppression of victim-group populations that frees
white women from ascriptions of any responsibility. It has evolved and would appear
to have become a cultural tradition. More devastating is the idea of equality, implicit
in the feminist demand that women be given power and control over their bod-
ies [20]. Like all feminist demands for power and control, the idea of equality is
directed at forces thought to prevent white women from gaining equality. Black
women remain tainted by accusations of promiscuity and academic incompetence
because, under a racist system, white women cannot avail themselves to a struggle
that does not involve and/or benefit them personally. Thus, similar to white gay and
lesbian Americans, they have sought to frame women’s issues in a context subject
to the control and domination of white women only.

Among feminists, manifestations of victim-group discrimination are a direct
result of historical domination by white men, which has encouraged the subjuga-
tion of black women and people by white women. Regarding race and skin color,
the uppermost in status became those of European descent [21]. Under the guise
of eliminating sexism, white women contributed to it. Their efforts necessitated val-
ues, which are in many ways not only racist but were discriminatory [22]. The result
is a configuration of victim-group discrimination whereby women’s issues become
a matter of dominant-group, white female interpretation. Under the circumstances,
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other victim-group populations and their issues are relegated to second-class status
by white women and/or the fringes of the women’s movement and overall equal
rights sustaining the ultimate white privilege.

Regarding white privilege, white feminists may say they are against racism and
discrimination when what they really mean is individual racism [23]. They refuse
to recognize that whites, including victim-group white women, benefit as a group
from institutional and systemic racism against other victim groups, including people
of color. Thus, all white women are the nepotistic beneficiaries of a racist sys-
tem that bestows inherited privileges. For white feminists to admit their association
with racism would render it impossible for them to deny shared responsibility in
the subjugation of and hence victim-group discrimination against nonwhite women
and other people of color. They have thus elected themselves as the architects of
women’s rights, and who effectively define and direct the objectives of feminist
ideology.

According to white women, feminism should meet four conditions: (a) Feminism
should be acceptable to those who call themselves feminists and consistent with the
understanding of feminism held by sympathetic outsiders; (b) feminism should con-
strue feminism, which presents itself as a critique of some of the broadest features of
society, as comprehensive and systematic; (c) feminism should construe feminism
as more than a platitude, which no reasonable person would dispute but which has
no practical consequences; and (d) feminism should construe feminism as a view
that is taken seriously by a significant number of people. Who those people are is
assumed without direct reference to be white. Who is credited with the authorship
of such conditions is grist for debate, but arguably racist in its evolution within a
racist system of subjugation [24]. Similar to white gay and lesbian Americans who
have trivialized the nonwhite members of their community, white women have done
likewise to women of color, however unintended.

Extended from the conditions of feminism is thus a familiar theme in writing as
if the struggles of nonwhite women (and men) are insignificant by comparison. It
suggests the world would be a better place if women were leaders because women
are less belligerent than men are [25]. Whatever the other merits, this idea would
seem to involve a strong commitment to innate sex differences and less to race and
skin color issues. The theme is rendered moot, however, given the fact that a critical
point is left unclear: Is the lesser belligerence of women innate or is it the product of
socialization? This concept is as contradictory as an oxymoron. If women’s lesser
belligerence is innate, how are they to reach positions of leadership whose attain-
ment requires competitiveness? If women’s lesser belligerence is learned, how did
sexism result in moral superiority? And if sexism can produce moral superiority,
the application of women’s lesser belligerence to bring about peace will perpetu-
ate the oppression that produced it—a notion diametrically opposed to women’s
rights.

The foregoing principles would have otherwise been dismissed as sexist, had
they not been endorsed by white women. That is not to imply that substantial dif-
ferences do not exist between men and women. No doubt, differences arise in a
social context where elements of socialization and power combine with women’s
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reproductive ability. However, such differences would be less confining if white
women—in particular—had been reared to sympathize with the black and/or non-
white cultural experience. But in a racist system that differentiates by skin color,
there is no distinctive voice for the mainstream espousing of nonwhite factions.
Thus, the work of nonwhite scholars, such as Pierce and Du Bois, is all but unknown
to white scholars in the academy. Sex differences then dominate feminist ideology
and are usually a priority beyond all other forms of discrimination and oppression.
Thus, the conspicuous absence of racism and victim-group discrimination from the
discourse of white feminist ideology minimizes its existence to the point that white
women themselves are the lone beneficiaries of its perpetuation [26]. Under the cir-
cumstances, nothing short of the redistribution of power will sustain the ability of
nonwhite victim groups to be heard. Such a complex manifestation of victim-group
discrimination is a subtle but no less formidable form of what McIntosh [26] refers
to as white privilege.

As with victim-group discrimination, white women appear less than willing to
address the existence of white privilege while at the same time granting that black
women and other victim-group populations are acutely disadvantaged. They profess
efforts to gain women’s rights that focus on society’s most prestigious and powerful
institutions, including academia, stopping short of any effort that would limit white
privilege. Such efforts are unspeakable in polite circles and buffer the privileges of
white women from legitimate discussion.

Because racism is endemic to the institutions of America, including academia,
victim-group discrimination by white women prevails [27]. The polite façade and
moral pretense of feminists destine white privilege to a longevity rivaled only by
the racism from which it emerged. Thus, white women who dare acknowledge
white privilege prefer to do so in the context of some remote abstraction. They are
instructed by cultural experience to ignore white privilege, much as males in a patri-
archy are taught to ignore the advantages of gender. Their inability to confront their
unfair advantage predisposes them to a painful reality. Germane to that reality is an
illusive cask of inherited assets that gives them daily advantage as white women over
all nonwhite populations, regardless of gender roles [28]. As a result, they necessar-
ily perceive women’s issues via contrasting priorities with black and other women of
color. This presents a formidable obstacle to nonwhite women who have challenged
the most insidious forms of victim-group discrimination by white women, based
on skin color. White males have not been irrelevant to that obstacle as members
of the power structure. However, extended from that discrimination, the ideals of
feminine beauty in America remain a tradition of light skin and other white fea-
tures. Given the prestige of America at home and abroad as enabled by media
technology, nonwhite women have contributed to their own victimization by aspir-
ing to white beauty standards. In an attempt to effect white ideals, nonwhite women
have risked their health and self-esteem without objections from their white counter-
parts who, by their apathy, have contributed to the homogeny of blond, light-skinned
advertising images as the standardized ideal of feminine beauty—personified by the
Breck Girl.
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For women of color, American standards of feminine ideals define beauty in
a white, Eurocentric context. Subsequently, all other than a Eurocentric pheno-
type have become less than ideal, hence “ugly.” Following WWII and the colonial
liberation of Asia and Africa, the worldview consciousness of non-European peo-
ple changed dramatically [29]. This impacted accepted traditions of whiteness that
had been heretofore unchallenged. In the aftermath, Eurocentric traditions as the
ideal standard of feminine beauty have been subjected to persistent challenges from
women of color [30]. Those challenges are no doubt fundamentally justified in the
necessary evolution of society in an effort to reduce victim-group and other forms
of discrimination. The script is that women of color must challenge established tra-
ditions, which by their very nature have denigrated all but Eurocentric phenotypes,
that is, European skin color [31].

The modern ideal of feminine beauty is a postcolonial tradition that has domi-
nated American awareness [32]. This otherwise obvious assumption has not been
challenged. Standards of beauty are no doubt a recapitulation of the colonial
world order, which has been sustained by a Western geopolitical tradition since
the era of Europe’s global imperialism. What is more, as part of a geopoliti-
cal tradition, American standards of beauty originated largely in the context of
the Western experience. Thus, until recently, all mainstream representations of
feminine beauty originated in France, Great Britain, Germany, Italy, and the United
States. Furthermore, despite the academic trek toward diversity, feminine beauty
remains a bastion of Eurocentric operatives who by way of advanced media tech-
nology have come to dominate beauty-industry images [33]. Thus, ideal standards
of beauty evolved in correlation to Eurocentric norms, Eurocentric preferences,
and Eurocentric skin color, that is, white beauty standards. Hence, it was virtually
inevitable that women of color in the United States and elsewhere would idealize
the Eurocentric standard of feminine beauty in their desire to emulate the celebrated
attributes of the Breck Girl.

Western fantasies of idealized feminine beauty are relevant to the light-skinned
Breck Girl, regarding women of color. About 1930, Edward Breck, a white business-
man, inherited a Massachusetts shampoo company, started by his father [33]. In his
first order of business, he contracted Charles Sheldon, a commercial artist, to design
an advertising image for the Breck products. Sheldon represented the “Breck Girls”
as “provocative, even sensual, female poses executed in pastels, with soft focus and
haloes of light and color to create highly romantic images of feminine beauty and
purity” [33]. Sheldon was succeeded by a Ralph Williams, who depicted what he
envisioned as perfect feminine beauty, which has been sustained over numerous
decades: white women who were characterized by blue eyes, blond hair, and skin
that was so light as to appear like alabaster. All three traits are noted by the absence
of color. Light skin, having the most dramatic impact, became the Western stan-
dard of how the ideal in feminine beauty should appear. For any woman not born
with such traits, products could be obtained to bleach the hair and skin so that even
the darkest of women of color could attain some approximation to the idealized
traits of the light-skinned Breck Girl. The phenomenon lives on today in the sale
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of cosmetic contact lenses and bleach creams to produce Caucasian blue eyes and
white-like light skin.

To Western males, the Breck Girl represented the ultimate ideal of feminine
beauty. The artists who created the image found their inspiration in the person of
a young woman, Roma Whitney [33]. She was selected in 1937, at the youthful
age of 17, and was considered such an example of perfect feminine beauty that
her portrait was chosen, in 1946, by the Breck company to help launch their first
national advertising campaign. By 1951, her face became the registered trademark
for Breck company products. Men gazed at her blonde mane and light skin while
the women of her day looked on. No one ever considered the devastating affects
her image might have had upon the self-esteem of women of color. The Breck Girl,
as idealized standard of feminine beauty, did not produce a Western male counter-
part although women had ideas of what attractive men looked like. The Breck Girl
was more likely the fantasy of the dominant white-male power structure. There will
always be debate as to how certain specific ideals came about, but that they exist in
the ideal of light skin is verified by empirical data collected from women of color.

Among contemporary women of color, significant empirical evidence exists
regarding the role of light skin and perceptions of idealized feminine beauty: Skin
color is a significant but seldom publicized aspect of societal tradition, because it
is not polite. Using a sample of college students enrolled at a women’s institution
of higher education, I developed the following null hypothesis, formulated to pro-
vide a context for investigating this problem: “There is no relationship between skin
color and selected values for skin color ideals.” My testing sample consisted of
117 participants, during the traditional school year. Respondents had a mean age
of 20 years. The Cutaneo-Chroma Correlate (CCC), a self-reporting instrument,
was administered for assessing skin color. The CCC was developed and previously
pilot tested by myself to determine the relationship between skin color and various
aspects of bias relative to sections “A,” “B,” and “C.” Section B (of the CCC) was
used to appraise the respondent’s personal values pertaining to skin color [34]. In
differentiating responses, a designation of lightest was noted as (a) 5, (b) light as
4, (c) medium as 3, (d) dark as 2, and (e) darkest as 1. The results are contained in
Tables 10.4, and 10.5 below.

Table 10.4 Pretty Skin

Pretty skin is: Frequency % Valid % Cumulative %

5 Lightest 14 12.0 12.2 12.2
4 Light 75 64.1 65.2 77.4
3 Medium 22 18.8 19.1 96.5
2 Dark 3 2.6 2.6 99.1
1 Darkest 1 0.9 0.9 100.0

Total 115 98.3 100.0
Missing system 2 1.7

Total 117 100.0 100.0
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Table 10.5 Pretty Women

The skin color of
pretty women is: Frequency % Valid % Cumulative %

1 Lightest 11 9.4 9.5 9.5
2 Light 79 67.5 68.1 77.6
3 Medium 24 20.5 20.7 98.3
4 Dark 1 0.9 0.9 99.1
5 Darkest 1 0.9 0.9 100.0

Total 116 99.1 100.0
Missing system 1 0.9

Total 117 100.0 100.0

In Table 10.4, most students (76.1%) responded “lightest” or “light” when ques-
tioned about pretty skin. Only 3.5% responded “dark” or “darkest.” 18.8% of student
participants responded “medium” to pretty skin. Interestingly, less than 1% thought
of “darkest” skin as pretty.

In Table 10.5, most students (76.9%) responded “lightest” or “light” when ques-
tioned about the skin color of pretty women. Only 1.8% responded “dark” or
“darkest.” 20.5% responded “medium” regarding the skin color of pretty women.
Using this data, it would appear with some reservation that light skin is in fact a pre-
requisite of ideal feminine beauty among the women of color, as a whole. Hence,
per empirical data, it is plausible to reject the null hypothesis: “There is no rela-
tionship between skin color and selected values for skin color ideals” and accept
an alternative hypothesis: “There is a relationship between skin color and selected
values for skin color ideals.”

The standardization of light skin as ideal of feminine beauty is a post-Breck Girl
phenomenon, tacitly endorsed by feminists in victim-group discrimination. It is the
cause of both psychological and physiological pathologies among nonwhite women
in America and other parts of the world, formulated by myself [35] as the Bleaching
Syndrome. The Bleaching Syndrome is apparent among women of color who apply
toxic concoctions to their skin to affect alien ideals of feminine beauty.

A Canadian woman of color, 16-year-old Grace, is a student who is depressed
by what she sees when looking at herself in the mirror. She does not like her kinky-
permed-straight African hair in a world where almost all hair is straight. Her nose
is broad and her lips are thick in a world where noses are fine and lips are thin. Her
dark brown eyes suggest to her that she is ugly. She sees no option except applying
bleaching creams to her skin. Each time she resorts to using bleaching creams is an
opportunity to escape her self-perceived ugliness; with each application, she can get
closer to idealized, light-skinned Western beauty. When the effect wears off, Grace
is forced to acknowledge the fact that she is black. She feels that she is undesirable
to men and, only by bleaching her skin, can she be rescued. She believes a failure to
bleach will sentence her to a life of horror and shame in her dark skin.

Another woman of color, 17-year-old Jamaican Latoya, is determined to bleach
her skin, which the locals call “brownin,” a Jamaican term used in reference to
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light-skinned blacks. Latoya applies thick layers of bleaching creams to her face,
despite the threat that some may contain dangerous steroids. She is aware of warning
labels that bleaching could damage her skin. She does daily bleaching because she
is pleased with the outcome. “When I walk on the streets you can hear people say,
‘Hey, check out the brownin’. It is cool. It looks pretty. . .When you are lighter,
people pay more attention to you. It makes you more important” [36].

Selina Margaret Oppong, a 50-year-old African woman, started bleaching her
skin “with the aim to brighten up the skin.” Her counterpart hairstylist, Maama
Adwoa, is against the idea of bleaching as a practice for beautifying ugly dark
African skin. She contends that fading, as it is called, does little good. African
women fade “because they think they might look beautiful.” Another woman,
Cecilia Animahh is inclined to be even more frank: “In Ghana,” according to her,
“some of the men want bleaching girls.” That being so, it appears that getting a light
skin that glows is all but impossible for naturally dark-skinned African women.
Diana Gyaamfua, age 28, says, “I started bleaching two years ago, but stopped
because I started developing very bad stretch marks.” Added to the incidence of
stretch marks is the fact that those who bleach their skin usually eventually begin to
look like they have been sunburned. Their faces develop a brick red and puffy look
associated with black, grotesque-looking splotches.

“The commonest complication of bleaching that we see is post-inflammatory
hyper-pigmentation of the skin, especially at the areas around the eyes,” accord-
ing to dermatologist Prosper Doe, who is employed by Komfo Anokye Teaching
Hospital, in Kumasi, Ghana. Those who bleach begin by wanting to have lighter,
smoother skin, but the end result is darker and blotchy skin. “If people look red-
der or have a stranger color, which in their eyes looks lighter than ours, they feel
happier,” says tour guide Alloeei-Cofie. African newspapers document a growing
tendency among local Africans who prefer light skin and to bleach. Those, who
cannot afford to bleach, find a way, including wives of public officials to those of
local street vendors. They are the middle class as well as the poor. African women
who bleach are the least concerned about money when they have a chance to become
beautiful. Knowing the risks, many African women ignore that bleaching is a prac-
tice that in the end will cost them more than money. Thus, “I can’t go out in the sun
because the sun is too hot,” exclaims Animahh.

To get the same effects as bleaching, some women will use steroids on their
skin. Dr. Naureen Zaheer describes this as being a lethal combination. “They have
a very bad effect on the skin and make it thinner and more prone to disorders. It
can cause acne, and could also have the reverse effect and turn the skin black. . .The
tissue becomes very delicate and can be damaged even if it is scratched.” The two
harsh ingredients contained in bleaching creams used in this area of the world are
ammonia and hydrogen peroxide. Use of ammonia can result in skin irritation and,
according to skin specialists, it is this that is the cause of most problems. Such
irritation can cause the skin to show redness. Should the redness progress it can
blister and eventually burn. “The burn is usually superficial, but it can go deeper if
you leave the cream on for too long,” according to Zaheer, who then cited the case
of a patient whose skin was ulcerated and prone to eczema. The result was facial
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skin being covered in marks and black spots. “There have been patients whom I
have referred to the plastic surgery department because the burns are so bad,” said
Zaheer. When questioned as to what advice she would give women to discourage
them from bleaching, she answered: “We know that women will use these creams
regardless of the advice we give them. But what we do say is that they should not
use them when consuming other medication” [37].

Hydroquinone, a chemical found in many current skin bleaching products, was
initially used by African-Americans, who discovered that its use would lighten their
skin. The skin-lightening effect is made possible by the chemical’s ability to com-
promise the body’s manufacture of melanin—the skin color element. When using
hydroquinone, dark skin fades during the normal aging process and is replaced by
bleached cells. A number of scientists believe that the chemical is a carcinogen or
cancer agent. It is so harsh that it is used in photography as a developing agent.
Companies that manufacture skin bleaching products insist hydroquinone is harm-
less. However, in 1995, New York Commissioner of Consumer Affairs Mark Green
requested that the chemical be banned.

No less susceptible to the Bleaching Syndrome, African-Americans take note of
the implications of light skin in all matters. They understand the vilification of dark
skin has enabled the victimization of many as racist stereotypes. Those women who
cannot meet required skin color ideals suffer the consequences [38]. Thus, women
of African descent, compared to women of European descent, are victimized and
oppressed more often than any other racial, ethnic, gender, or social/culture group
[39]. Given the power of media to impose and monitor ideals, such victimization
may keep women, who are otherwise physically and psychologically healthy, under
constant emotional and psychological stress indicative of the Bleaching Syndrome.
Human service professionals, including social workers, have suggested by their
apathy to the problem that the health and well-being of nonwhite women is less
important.

Regarding victim-group discrimination, social work is a profession dominated
by white women. Similar to the attempts of white gays and lesbians to trivialize
issues that are significant to gays and lesbians of color, white women who engage
in victim-group discrimination against women of color have all but totally ignored
the Bleaching Syndrome in the social work literature. A cursory review of that lit-
erature attests to little inclusion of issues pertaining to skin color, notwithstanding
its life-threatening salience among women of color. According to the Social Work
Abstracts database [40], in the quarter century from 1977 to 2001, only 12 peer-
reviewed journal articles were published on skin color. In leading journals such
as the Social Service Review and Social Work, skin color has been totally ignored
in this time period, accommodating its trivialization. Social work journals such as
Affilia and Arete, specifically dedicated to issues concerning women and professing
feminist philosophy, have neglected skin color. In leading textbooks such as Human
Behavior in the Social Environment by Zastrow and Kirst-Ashman [41], the issue
of skin color pertaining to people of color is omitted from the index and the 300
plus pages of text that comprise the topic of skin color issues. The fact that both
authors are of European descent and that one is a white woman cannot be dismissed
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as irrelevant to their Eurocentric perspective, being victim-group discrimination.
While they may be cognizant of the critical issues pertaining to women of color,
as authors it is they who determine the priority of what is published. The knowl-
edge disseminated concerning women of color then determines the direction and
accuracy of the social work knowledge base, dominated by white women. What is
omitted otherwise ceases to exist. Given life-threatening skin diseases and assaults
upon self-esteem, the omission of white beauty standards from social work literature
and the pathological impact upon women of color is tantamount to the most blatant
distortions of knowledge—hence, it is victim-group discrimination.

Social work authors who attempt to convey the significance of skin color have
encountered resistance from the peer-review process, in its openness to new and/or
nonwhite ideas. Counter to what they are believed to be is the fact that white
women as peer reviewers will cooperate in the control and limitation of new the-
ories, ideas, and unexpected observations particularly pertaining to people of color
[42]. Ironically, the most potent source of that resistance extends from the very indi-
viduals whose precise mission is to sustain the merits and quality of social work
knowledge: authors and editors of books and referees of scholarly journals, many of
whom are white female victims of male oppression.

With few exceptions, all journals, including those of social work, assess the worth
and potential of submitted papers. However, white women control those that address
the issues of women of color. Their subjugation of the Bleaching Syndrome, despite
that it may threaten the lives of women of color, is a dramatic manifestation of
victim-group discrimination that must necessarily terminate to accommodate the
prestige of academia.

The inability of white women to acknowledge the pathology of skin color, rel-
ative to standardized white ideals of feminine beauty, suggests their discrimination
does not rise to a conscious level. Nonwhite women are astutely aware of the racism
and victim-group discrimination attributable to white women and white privilege.
The result is an intellectual chasm that has rendered feminism all but totally irrel-
evant to the interests and issues confronting women of color. Extended from the
denial of white privilege and apathy for the impact of white beauty standards upon
women of color among feminists is thus ignorance of oppression and their role in the
larger super-culture. Morality is measured by individual effort, which allows white
women to sustain their integrity despite their oppressing black and other women of
color.

As members of a “values” profession, dominated by white women, social work-
ers must be held to a higher standard of moral excellence. A multitude of lists
proliferated from that assertion. One of the most widely accepted of such lists
is Biestek’s Principles [43], of the casework relationship between professional
worker and client. While several values are listed, “individualization” and “self-
determination” are most relevant to the plight of women of color, in overcoming
victim-group discrimination and gaining a voice in the women’s movement and
other relevant white institutional venues such as academia.

Regarding individualization, women of color are unique and deserve to be treated
as such. They have dignity and self-worth pertinent to individual merits. By virtue
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of victim-group discrimination, feminism has not accommodated the individual-
ization of women of color in their efforts to sustain themselves. Being so, their
self-determination is rendered all but virtually impossible.

Self-determination is a most difficult goal to accomplish. As an extension of
individualization, self-determination gives women of color the license to have their
issues incorporated into the mainstream of women’s rights. The fact that it has
not been forthcoming lends credibility to the assertion of racist influences. Among
white social workers, failure to purge white standards from the social work ethos is
made apparent by the inauguration among nonwhite women of “womanism,” also
in response to victimism.

Self-definition is the anchor of empowerment for women of color. Increasing
awareness of self-worth will help sustain them in the midst of victim-group dis-
crimination perpetrated against them by white women. By any other nomenclature,
womanism is its antidote. Unlike feminism, womanism is not an abstract, tran-
scendental, race-bound, male-hate concept. Its cultural and spiritual relativism is
invigorating. It emerges from the same Afrocentric culturisms that have sustained
black and other people of color through the antebellum, persecution, and other
discrimination. It will enable women of color to retrieve their dignity when com-
promised by white racism. It thus transcends alien and/or irrelevant conceptions and
perceptions of nonwhite women. The chasm between women of color, as ugly and
objects of promiscuity on the one hand, and white feminists, self-elected to interpret,
negotiate, and direct gender policies on the other, has been accounted for [44].

Womanism is a response to victim-group discrimination enabled by white
feminism; this is a newly emerging ideology that allows for the voices of nonwhite
women as a whole to be heard [45]. Many have moved with deliberate speed and
caution in support of womanism as a valid ideology. To them it presupposes the
inauguration of their empowerment. Their empowerment represents the totality of
their feminine beauty and self-expression. Black author Alice Walker articulated
it best, describing it as an aspect of “African Americans’ appreciation of mature
womanhood in a girl” [46]. Another black woman, Chikwenye Okonjo, similarly
defined womanism as a “consciousness that transcends individual awareness and is
not new to African women” [46]. The efforts of both women contributed to the foun-
dation and growth of awareness that would necessitate an independent voice—apart
from feminism, which is too often dominated by white interests. Thus, according to
Professor Madhu Dubey, “The term womanism, coined by [Alice] Walker, may be
interpreted as an attempt to integrate black nationalism into feminism, to articulate
a distinctively black feminism that shares some of the objectives of black nation-
alist ideology” [46]. Womanism is distinctly different from feminism in that it is
grounded in a classless, genderless, folk culture committed to the sustenance of
nonwhite people as a whole. It is thus a global ideology that celebrates nonwhite
heritage without minimizing the worth of womanhood. It concerns itself as much
with sexual liberation and gender equality as it does with a racist white super-culture
that subjugates nonwhite people by means of victim-group discrimination and other
racist forms of domination.
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The eventuality of womanism is compulsory to the empowerment of all non-
European women. But the darker-skinned black woman, in particular, does not
exist in some pristine middle-class environment devoid of social problems, save
for gender discrimination. She is cognizant of the fact that those who would oppress
women of color make no distinctions as to the oppression of black people in general
[47]. She is a force to be reckoned with on the farm and in the market place. Her
issues, though less visible to the white super-culture, are rapidly gaining notice. It is
reflected in the new crop of female, black writers who have commenced celebrating
their emerging empowerment by way of more positive roles/images [48].

Womanism serves as a homeostatic force between spirituality and cultural real-
ity without compromising group values and individualism. It encourages nonwhite
women’s mutual support without negating the larger struggle of others, including
the dispossessed, alienated, exploited, and otherwise oppressed folk. It values fam-
ily, matrimony, and motherhood [49]. It does not envision empowerment through
hatred of men, of other races, or white feminists. It is contingent upon a need
for self-definition within a historical, geopolitical, and cultural context. Its divorce
from white feminism assures a voice and the empowerment of nonwhite women
worldwide in the eventual total elimination of victim-group discrimination.
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Chapter 11
Immigrants: The Desire to Be White

America began and remains a nation of immigrants, where citizens of foreign coun-
tries leave their birthplace for a chance to realize the American Dream. Initially,
most immigrants were from Europe. For them the American Dream represented
an opportunity for religious freedom, where they might worship without fear of
retribution from foreign governments or hostile dictatorships. This first wave of
immigrants was white, by racial identity. After a single generation, once their
children had acquired English language and American cultural skills, they were
accepted as members of the bona fide American mainstream. In a short span of
time, the American Dream had become a reality for them.

While Europeans continue to migrate to American shores, the second wave of
immigrants began, characterized by those from Third World and Latin American
countries—including Africa, Mexico, and the Caribbean region. With some excep-
tions, most are nonwhite and dark-skinned, by racial identity. They arrive having
been subjected in their birth countries to the historical influences of Western colo-
nization. For example, the white influences upon Third World and Latin American
immigrants are apparent in the British colonization of Asians from India and
Africans from Ghana or the Spanish colonization of South American nations, in
addition to Puerto Rico and its Latino neighbor, Cuba. Identifiable as people of
color, this second wave of immigrants is considered to be members of a minor-
ity group who, by Western colonization, are then predisposed to imperial Europe’s
colonial skin color hierarchy. Nevertheless, as people of color having been domi-
nated by colonial Europeans, they are also members of a victim-group population.
Their designation as nonwhite Americans necessitate that, as immigrants, they are
both the victims of race and skin color discrimination and are simultaneously per-
petrators in the discrimination they act out against other victim-group populations.
That discrimination is widely directed at dark-skinned Americans, that is, African-
Americans. Despite this historical social phenomenon in America that has been
dominated by white immigrants, there remain citizens who go about their daily
lives with hardly any notice at all of the discriminatory implications of skin color
in the perpetration of victim-group discrimination. Furthermore, those who attend
some of our most prestigious universities, which serve a substantial minority popu-
lation, have not the faintest idea of how the implications of skin color extended from
European colonization facilitate victim-group discrimination. Among this second
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wave of immigrant victim-group populations from Latin America are Nicaraguans,
whose colonial experience is typical and dramatically illustrated in its history.

Among Nicaraguans, victim-group discrimination has been all but ignored in the
scholarly literature. In fact, discrimination among Nicaraguans is manifested on the
basis of skin color, whereby those who are light-skinned presume the social and
psychological demeanor of their colonizers. This enables a hierarchy that results in
a form of discrimination directed particularly at persons of visible African descent.
For these newly arrived immigrants of color to America, the outcome is critical to
their ability to thrive within their own communities. Thus, to characterize discrim-
ination via a narrow white supremacy model does a disservice to its pervasiveness.
It results in the absurd rhetoric of discrimination, limited to white Americans and,
in fact, provides a conduit for the continued social, economic, and political oppres-
sion of victim-group populations—whereby those characterized by dark skin are the
focus of blatant forms of covert and overt oppression.

Many victim-group immigrants who were socialized under the historical rubric
of colonization do, in fact, discriminate against darker-skinned people of their own
racial groups. Their discrimination is a consequence of having emotionally and
psychologically inculcated white and/or European norms. For South Americans,
the social and economic impact of skin color is then increasingly potent [1]. The
previously mentioned history of the dark-skinned Afro-Nicaraguans from Coastal
Nicaragua is but one among any number of examples of victim-group discrimi-
nation. The fact that the original colonial African community largely saw itself
as descendants of British civilization would have likely occurred among other
groups under similar circumstances. They spoke English, while most Latinos
today speak Spanish. They idealized Anglo-Saxon values and cultural practices, as
most Latinos idealize Spain. They perceived themselves as they were defined—as
British subjects—as the upper classes among Latinos note with pride any white,
Spanish ancestry [1]. The continuing existence of victim-group discrimination
in South America is apparent to visitors [1]. Many, like Miskitu, mestizos, and
Garifuna—who share the same light skin trait—as well as a substantial number
of Creoles—who do not share skin color similarities—are a testament to the social
complexities of color [1].

Many studies have suggested that what existed in Nicaragua historically is typ-
ical for victim-group populations in South America and elsewhere. All are quite
sensitive to issues involving skin color. Aware of racism once they reach the United
States, light-skinned Puerto Rican immigrants may adamantly reject identifica-
tion with darker-skinned people of color. Data collected in recent decades from
Mexicans, Mexican Americans, Spanish-speaking Americans, and Euro-American
immigrants have verified high rejection rates by these groups toward all African-
Americans. That rejection is especially prominent among Mexican American
immigrants from rural areas. The situation is exacerbated by the modern numbers of
victim-group immigrants who seek citizenship in white countries, in contrast with
white immigrants and in the countries in which they seek residence.

According to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) [2], migration to white nations—including Germany, Netherlands, United
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Kingdom, Australia, Canada, and the United States—accounts for a significant por-
tion of the total immigrant populations, as seen in the following tables: Table 11.1
illustrates the percentage of foreigners in each of the stated countries in 1996;
Table 11.2 illustrates the number of foreigners, by thousands, who sought asylum
in 1996–1997; and Table 11.3 illustrates the percentage of people of color who
migrated by selected countries in 1997.

Table 11.1 The percentage
of foreigners in each country,
1996 Nation

Percentage of
population

Germany 8.9
Netherlands 4.4
United Kingdom 3.4
Australia 21.1
Canada 17.4
United States 9.3

Table 11.2 The number of
foreigners, by thousands, who
sought asylum in 1996–1997
(1000s)

Nation
Asylum seekers,
1000s

Germany 104.4
Netherlands 34.4
United Kingdom 41.5
Australia 7.7
Canada 23.9
United States 79.8

Table 11.3 The percentage
of people of color who
immigrated, by selected
countries, in 1997

Nation
Immigrants
of color Percent (%)

France Morocco 12
Turkey 06
Algeria 14

Germany Turkey 10
United

Kingdom
India 06

United States Philippines 06
Mexico 18
Dominican

Republic
04

As seen in Tables 11.1, 11.2, and 11.3, Australia has the largest foreign-born
population, at 21.1%, followed by Canada at 17.4%. Germany has the largest num-
ber of asylum seekers in the thousands at 104.4, followed by the United States at
79.8. France has the largest percentage of people of color who immigrated at 32%,
followed by the United States at 28%.
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The desire among people of color to migrate to white countries comes at the
threat of life and death, which is relevant to having been emotionally and psycho-
logically dominated by whites. For example, in Dover, England, 58 Chinese were
found dead from suffocation after stowing away in an airtight vessel. They had paid
criminals to smuggle them into the country in hopes of seeking asylum and eventual
entry. The inability of unskilled immigrants of color to enter states of the European
Union has led to such desperate loss of life [3].

Despite the oppression to which immigrant populations are subjected, their
worldwide experiences with hostile immigration are apparent wherever they have
attempted to assimilate into white Western populations. On more than one occasion,
they have encountered difficulties in their attempts to enter the mainstream of white
Western societies, in an effort to improve their quality of life. Unlike the first wave
of white immigrants from Europe, immigrants from South America and Third World
nations have been subjected to various forms of skin color discrimination when they
arrived in the United States. Such discrimination is active within daily life, as well
as at the micro level of common human interactions. Subsequently, those in social
work and other human service occupations where human interaction is critical are
then trained to handle the keenest aspects of emotional and psychological adjust-
ment, with hardly any consideration given to the social and cultural gaps perpetuated
by skin color. In fact, most social work faculties and academia in general have gone
through their entire educational experience with not a word mentioned about skin
color issues. Therefore, it should come as no surprise that students and faculties alike
have not understood the role of color, in both their perpetration of immigrant dis-
crimination and their experiences as immigrants who are discriminated against. For
many reasons, the topic in practically every sector of the academy and the society
at large has remained an unspeakable taboo. This inability to publicly acknowl-
edge such an insidious social ill helps sustain it. It serves the tenets of racism
and the mainstream status quo into which immigrants must assimilate. In the after-
math, immigrants of color as a victim-group population idealize racist traditions as
a means of embracing the American Dream. Thus, upon reaching American shores,
an immigrant’s first experience with the perpetration of victim-group discrimination
is the denigration of dark-skinned Americans—particularly of African descent, that
is, African-Americans. This historical exercise of racist oppression is not limited
to white or any particular Third World immigrants. Victim-group discrimination is
perpetrated by dark-skinned immigrants of African descent who insist they are not
black, despite skin color that identifies them as African-Americans. By emphati-
cally differentiating themselves from African-Americans who have been denigrated
in American culture, dark-skinned, victim-group populations serve the racist tra-
ditions of the postcolonial white status quo. Ultimately, they succumb to acting
out victim-group discrimination and the perpetuation of their own victim-group
demise.

Discrimination when formal, as in antebellum school segregation, or informal,
as in the antebellum social interactions between blacks and whites, can be nei-
ther understood nor assessed without a frame of reference. This is true not only
for the antebellum period but until and including the urbanized, modern-day era.
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The black/white discrimination dichotomy of the past is no longer an appropriate
paradigm to address the various forms of discrimination associated with immi-
grant populations. In the aftermath of Third World migration, where many newly
arrived immigrants not only carry the stigma of dark skin themselves but abhor dark
skin, the black/white dichotomy of discrimination cannot accommodate them within
its logic or its limited frame of reference. However, people of color have been no
less given to the dictates of black/white discrimination in their personal and group
behaviors toward one other, as a victim-group population subject to the racist after-
math of Western colonization. While some might arrive upon American shores more
than willing to subscribe to the humane tenets of social justice and equality for all,
many bring antiblack prejudice with them, which are exacerbated by white racism
once they arrived. In association with their experience as new arrivals, discriminated
against by the American mainstream, these immigrants may have their aspirations
dampened. This dampening affect, in their initial encounters with discrimination and
the historical prejudices gained from colonial aversions to dark skin as victims, is
a prerequisite to immigrant victim-group discrimination illustrated in the following
example.

As a nation in the midst of an economic crisis, Americans are increasingly
expressing concerns about the immigrant population. A large number insist that,
increasingly, immigrants have proven themselves to be a social and economic bur-
den to the country. Many of the concerns Americans express border on stereotypes
associated with jobs, housing, and welfare benefits. Other Americans express con-
cern for the cultural impact of immigrants, especially regarding Mexicans, who
seem averse to speaking English. Despite this concern, a considerable number of
Americans remain largely divided on what the overall impact will be of immigrants
upon the nation. Their concerns range from those who contend that immigrants will
contribute to American society while others believe that immigrants will threaten
traditional American values, making America something it was never meant to be.

In an effort to address the issue of illegal immigration, the Pew Research Center
for the People & the Press and the Pew Hispanic Center conducted a national survey.
The survey was administered from February 8 to March 7, 2009, and consisted of
2000 adults. Included were separate surveys of another 800 adults living in each
of five metropolitan areas: Phoenix, Las Vegas, Chicago, Raleigh-Durham, and
Washington, DC.

The statistical account of the immigrant population has become increasingly
formidable. According to respected sources, there are currently 11.5–12 million
unauthorized immigrants (illegal aliens) residing in the United States. About 53%
of Americans believe that those residing in the country illegally should be required
by law to return to their homeland. Conversely, another 40% are of the opinion that
illegal immigrants should be granted some kind of legal provision that would allow
them to remain legally. More confusing is the fact that, of those Americans who
contend illegal immigrants should return to their homelands, nearly 50% believe
that some should be allowed to remain under a temporary work program. Generally,
Americans are divided about equally relative to three strategies for addressing immi-
grants residing in the country illegally: 32% support their staying permanently; 32%
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support their staying temporarily for work, assuming they will leave at some point;
while 27% believe all illegal aliens should be sent home immediately. Thus, accord-
ing to statistics, most Americans to some extent prefer that illegal aliens be sent
home.

Americans are also divided as to how the nation should address the flow of illegal
immigrants across the Mexican border. After being given three options for stemming
the flow of immigrants from Mexico, 49% of Americans support increasing the
penalties for those employers who hire illegal immigrants. Another 33 1/3% support
a hiring increase in the number of border patrol officers available to enforce border
restrictions. Lastly, 9% support the construction of more fences to control the flow
of illegal immigrants from Mexico into the American population [4]. Subsequently,
the attitude of Americans toward the immigrant population is a complex illustration
of indifference or ambiguity, as suggested by the demographic statistics contained
in Table 11.4 [4].

Table 11.4 The attitudes of Americans toward the immigrant population, 2009

Area burden (%) Threaten values (%)

Republicans 56 53
College graduate 43 42
Not college graduate 62 58

Democrats 51 47
College graduate 32 31
Not college graduate 59 53

In Table 11.4, Republicans (56%) are more opposed to immigrants than are
Democrats (51%). Those Republicans who are college educated (43%) oppose
immigrants compared to fewer Democrats (32%). Republicans who have no col-
lege degree (62%) opposed immigrants more often than like Democrats (59%).
Regarding the belief that immigrants threaten traditional values, Republicans (53%)
exceeded Democrats (47%). Republicans who are college grads (42%) exceeded
Democrats (31%). Finally, Republicans who are not college educated (58%)
exceeded similar Democrats (53%) in believing immigrants will threaten tradi-
tional values. Hence, it is reasonable to assume by empirical data and the surveys
conducted by various agencies that immigrants from Mexico and other nonwhite
populations do not experience a welcome assimilation into the American main-
stream qualifying them for subjection to racial discrimination less relevant to the
first wave of white immigrants from Europe. Hence, the American experience
includes discrimination in various forms as a social norm.

Whether or not Americans are ambivalent toward immigrants, the number who
consider them a burden on the country is considerable. When immigrants such as the
Chinese are willing to risk their lives for the opportunity to assimilate into Western
countries, their motivation for victim-group discrimination is apparent in the risks
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they are willing to take. Such discrimination on occasion may exceed that associ-
ated with white immigrants from Europe, resulting in victim-group discrimination,
which dark-skinned Americans and immigrants alike must endure.

Victim-group discrimination by immigrants of color has been ignored for the
most part by mainstream scholars. In an effort to fill the void, Robert E. Washington
[5] investigated this phenomenon and called it “brown racism.” He contends that no
race relation issue in the modern era has been as insulated from academic scrutiny
as has the issue of victim-group people of color who discriminate against other
victim-group people of color. The term brown racism was selected to describe
the issue, not in the literal sense but in the figurative sense. The perpetrators of
brown racism, according to Washington, include immigrants who are Chinese, East
Indian, Filipino, and mestizo. They, in particular, are guilty of brown racism given
that racially they occupy an intermediate status along the black/white, race/skin
color hierarchy. In behavioral terms, the aforementioned victim groups act out
various forms of discrimination against darker-skinned victim groups, particularly
individuals of African descent.

Victim-group discrimination among immigrant people of color is practiced
throughout the Third World and Western countries. The phenomenon came into dra-
matic focus through film several years ago in a dramatization of the life of Egypt’s
leader, Anwar Sadat. A well-known, dark-skinned, African-American actor—Louis
Gossett—was hired for the role of Sadat, which insulted portions of the Egyptian
public. Indicative of victim-group discrimination, protesters objected to a dark-
skinned African-American portraying the slain leader. Apparently, the scheduled
telecast of this film was cancelled after the vehement protest [6]. Light-skinned
Egyptian immigrants who migrate to the United States also discriminate simi-
larly against African-Americans, as a consequence of having been dominated by
Eurocentric influences.

The Eurocentric influences leading to victim-group discrimination are no less
apparent among Chinese immigrants than among Egyptians. Similarly, the Chinese
government was recently subjected to international embarrassment after a racial
incident involving Chinese and African students in China; the Chinese students
violently attacked African students at a Chinese university [5]. The historical prej-
udice held by Chinese for all non-Chinese people is particularly intense, especially
regarding dark-skinned persons of African descent.

The Indian caste system is a tradition that spans centuries of Asian-Indian culture.
In India, not only are persons of African descent despised but any among dark-
skinned Indians are despised as well. Thus, according to Washington [5], there have
been numerous reports of victim-group discrimination directed at African students
in India; the students find themselves the victims of social isolation and relegated
to pariah group status [5]. What is more, in Eastern and Southern Africa there are
large Indian communities that may have arrived during British colonialism, which
would account for victim-group discrimination against African-descended peoples.
Thus, prior to their migration to the United States, immigrant Indians have also
detested associations with Africans or any other dark-skinned peoples, by virtue of
Indian culture in which they are viewed as racially inferior. The tendency of Indian
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immigrants to view African-Americans as racially inferior vis-à-vis victim-group
discrimination was dramatically illustrated in the murder trial of Indian immigrant
Chiman Rai, accused and convicted of having his non-Indian daughter-in-law killed.

On October 10, 2006, journalists Beth Warren and Jeffery Scott, of the Atlanta
Journal-Constitution, reported the murder of an African-American woman, Sparkle
Reid Rai [7]. Sparkle Reid was told by her Indian-Asian fiancé, “Ricky” Rai, that
his parents had died; Ricky had convinced her that his mother had been killed during
an earthquake in India the year before. The husband’s secrecy happened because his
parents did not approve of the marriage, as Sparkle Reid was black. According to the
Reid family, the husband’s family had gone so far as to offer Reid $10,000 to break
up with their son. When Sparkle would not accept payment from Ricky’s father,
Chiman Rai, the 67-year-old patriarch, living in Jackson, Mississippi, acted to have
her killed. Police contend that he initiated a plot, sought, and hired a contract killer
through business contacts. After being paid, the killer and his companions went to
the Ricky Rai residence, in Union City, Georgia, under the pretense of delivering a
package. When 22-year-old Sparkle Rai opened the door, a 300-pound, ex-convict
attacked her with a knife. When the attack was over, Sparkle had been brutally
stabbed at least 13 times in the back, neck, chest, and ribs. To ensure her death, the
attacker then strangled her and slit her throat. According to detectives, 20-year-old
Ricky Rai discovered her body when he returned home from work. Fortunately, the
couple’s 7-month-old daughter had not been harmed. Initially, the case could not be
solved for lack of evidence, until 4 years later. The killer’s female companion had
been arrested by Atlanta police officers. It was through her testimony that Chiman
Rai was arrested.

I think almost from the beginning his family opposed their relationship, said Lt. Lee Brown,
an investigator with the Union City police department. They’re Indian, and it was real taboo
for him to marry outside the family, and it was even more taboo for him to marry a black
girl [7].

Prosecutors sought the death penalty for Chiman Rai, whose attorney insisted
that his client was innocent. A number of Rai’s African-American colleagues and
friends believed him. To the contrary, evidence revealed that Rai had asked a former
business associate to arrange hiring a hit man.

Sparkle Reid had met Indian-Asian Ricky Rai in 1998, in Louisville, Kentucky,
where she had moved there to live with her grandmother after having failed college
courses. She found work as a desk clerk at a motel, managed by her soon-to-be
fiancé Ricky. After working there for 6 months, Sparkle Reid became pregnant by
Ricky Rai. According to detectives, the Reid family was convinced that the Rai fam-
ily had initially approved of their 18-year-old son dating a black woman. However,
in May of 1999, the couple moved to Atlanta. It is difficult to establish when the
Rai family began to disapprove of their son’s relationship with Sparkle, but it had
become a problem.

Shortly after moving to Atlanta, Sparkle Rai gave birth to a daughter, who
was given an Indian-Asian name out of respect for Ricky’s culture. According to
Sparkle’s father, she had become evasive when he asked about marriage, because
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the Rai family had long before arranged “. . .an Indian woman set aside for [Ricky]
to marry.” After Ricky said that his parents had died, the elder Reid learned on the
day of his daughter’s wedding that Ricky’s parents were alive. Apparently, a fam-
ily member had overheard a telephone conversation that revealed the truth. Ricky
Rai later became angry at Sparkle’s aunt, for telephoning his parents and informing
them of their son’s marriage to Sparkle. This is what the Reid family believes incited
Chiman Rai to have Sparkle murdered.

After Sparkle’s murder, Ricky Rai appeared to be a normal, Asian-American
adult. He relocated to a Chicago suburb, where he met a local businessman named
Salil Gandhi, who described Rai as someone who boasted of the girls he had been
with. When news of the murder reached the Chicago area, Rai’s friends were “dumb-
founded and in shock for several days after learning about the killing. We met him
within a couple of months of this horrible thing happening,” Gandhi said. “He didn’t
show any of the emotions you would expect” [7]. Gandhi is an Indian-Asian, mar-
ried to an Indian-Asian woman. He contends that many Asian-Americans are quite
happy in mixed-race marriages, but marriage to blacks may be disapproved.

But most of our parents would prefer we marry someone from India. And, for the unedu-
cated Indians who aren’t as worldly or metropolitan, who might have come from smaller
villages, marrying a black person would be about as bad as it could get [7].

Ricky later married a Chicago-area Indian woman who, like his family, is also
Hindu. According to the Fulton County District Attorney, Rai’s new wife had not
known about his previous marriage, daughter, or his first wife’s murder. After
spending his youth in India, in 1970 the senior Rai moved his family to Jackson,
Mississippi, where he taught math at Alcorn State University. The retired dean
responsible for Rai’s supervision described him as an “excellent teacher who never
showed signs of bigotry against blacks.” After 10 years at Alcorn State, Rai stopped
teaching and opened a small grocery store in Jackson.

Blacks who worked in Mississippi with the elder Rai are unconvinced Chiman
is responsible for a racist murder. Few members of Jackson’s black business com-
munity believe Rai could have taken part in murder. He is reputed to have helped
Jackson’s black poor, but police records reveal a different character: In 1985, Rai
received a sentence of 5-years probation for taking part in illegal food stamp traffick-
ing. Over a decade later, Jackson police raided his store and confiscated televisions,
bicycles, and other items they believed were stolen. They did not prosecute him,
and Rai left Jackson in 1998, moving to Kentucky where he managed a 100-room
hotel near Louisville’s main airport. He was arrested there for Sparkle Rai’s murder.
Prosecutors contend it was in Jackson, Mississippi, that the elder Rai met the two
black men whom he hired to murder his African-American daughter-in-law.

The arranged murder of Sparkle Reid Rai is by far an exception to the norm.
Most Asian-Americans are peaceful, law-abiding citizens, some of whom are hap-
pily married to African-Americans or members of other victim-group populations.
Asian-Americans, in fact, while a victim-group population, represent a diversity of
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phenotypes, languages, cultures, and nationalities. However, most have been colo-
nized, conquered, or otherwise dominated by Eurocentric influences. Their identifi-
cation as people of color suggests they have been the victims of racial discrimination
not irrelevant to their tendency to discriminate. After internalizing dominant-group
norms via the American assimilation process, Asian-Americans actively partake in
the denigration of dark-skinned Americans because such denigration has become
an American norm. In addition, despite their diversity, many Asian-Americans cul-
turally adhere to a strict tradition of human hierarchy, which places those darkest
in skin color at the lowest status. African-Americans in particular represent those
among the most despised, as manifested in Asian Eurogamous marital patterns,
beauty standards, and group interactions. Therefore, Asian-Americans, being peo-
ple of color, are both discriminated against and the perpetrators of discrimination.
Associated with their American assimilation experience as immigrants, they then
manifest as much as other people of color victimism acted out in their victim-
group discrimination against African-Americans, which in extreme circumstances
includes murder.

The phenomenon of victim-group discrimination among immigrants is not local-
ized to the United States. A similar situation exists in England, Canada, France, and
other Western countries where Third World brown and black groups live as minori-
ties. For the most part, as a consequence of colonial domination, brown victim-group
communities avoid association with black victim-group communities. In fact, in
all of the above-mentioned white-dominated countries, one finds far more frater-
nization between whites and browns and between whites and blacks than between
browns and blacks, a situation reflected in the difficulties the latter two groups have
experienced in attempting to form minority political coalitions. It should be noted
that this is because brown racism is not without its intrinsic irony. Brown groups
themselves have long been the objects of racism and of the racial prejudice of
whites, about which they bitterly complain. In fact, according to Washington [5]
nations such as India, Pakistan, and Egypt were among the harshest critics of South
African apartheid. Yet, oddly, they failed to recognize the problem of victim-group
discrimination in their own societies. Thus far, the social sciences have also ignored
the problem of brown racism, evidenced by the absence of a term for the direct spec-
ification of the phenomenon. Insofar as white social scientists have focused on color
prejudices in the aforementioned countries at all, they in particular have tended to
view such prejudices as peculiar to specific cultures and not as characteristic of a
general, worldwide postcolonial pattern. This point of view goes far to explain why
there has been little attention paid to the issue [5].

Victim-group discrimination as it exists among Indian-Asians and other victim-
group populations in the United States, while formidable pales in comparison to
that among immigrant Latinos, due to population size. In 2009, Latino-Americans
represent the largest nonwhite group in the United States [8]. Their relationship with
African-Americans has the potential to inflame racial tensions both socially and
politically in the aftermath of their victim-group discrimination. Research suggests
this given that Latino immigrants are likely to hold negative views about African-
Americans. What is more, unlike many other groups, they are likely to have arrived
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in the United States having brought such views with them absent negative personal
experiences with African-Americans.

Dr. Paula McClain, Professor of political science at Duke University in North
Carolina, conducted an investigation, funded by a grant from the Ford Foundation,
to substantiate this theory. Other contributors to the study include Niambi M. Carter,
Victoria M. DeFrancesco Soto, and Monique L. Lyle of Duke; Jeffrey D. Grynaviski
of the University of Chicago; Shayla C. Nunnally of the University of Connecticut;
Thomas J. Scotto of West Virginia University; J. Alan Kendrick of St. Augustine’s
College; and Gerald F. Lackey and Kendra Davenport Cotton of the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

In North Carolina, the Latino population has experienced an increase in the num-
ber of immigrants. According to her investigation, Latino immigrants who resided
among African-Americans were more likely to hold negative views about them.
Such views were inspired by their desire to have “more in common with whites”
despite the fact that whites did not acknowledge the same desired commonality with
Latinos.

McClain’s 2006 study was a thorough investigation, entitled “Racial Distancing
in a Southern City: Latino Immigrants’ Views of Black Americans” [9]. Findings
were based upon a 2003 survey consisting of 500 Latino, African-American, and
white residents of Durham, North Carolina, which includes one of the fastest-
growing Latino populations in the South. Items of the investigation were listed in
both English and Spanish. Included were 500 Durham residents, consisting of 160
whites, 151 blacks, and 167 Latinos. A similar study in Houston, Texas, conducted
a decade earlier drew similar conclusions in that Latino immigrants in particu-
lar expressed more negative views of African-Americans than African-Americans
expressed about Latinos. Thus, one of the most salient points of both studies is
the fact that African-Americans, while denigrated by Latino immigrants, did not
hold similar views about Latinos themselves despite victim-group discrimination.
Fortunately, the more educated a Latino was, and the more social contact was had
with African-Americans, the less likely Latinos were to hold negative views. Social
contact is more likely to dissolve negative stereotypes immigrants might have about
blacks. According to one commentator:

I think that’s a pivotal variable, especially for Latino immigrants who are learning English
and who have not had much contact with blacks, who are unfortunately influenced by the
American lens and vocabulary of race and what white America has constructed in terms of
stereotypes of blacks [10].

McClain decided to conduct her study in the South because Latino immigrants
began to migrate there only in the last 10–15 years. Reasons for the increase may be
attributed to the 1994 North Atlantic Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), an emerg-
ing global economy, and the fact that there is an increasing market for unskilled,
low-wage workers—many of whom are available from Mexico. Their potential for
victim-group discrimination presents a formidable challenge in that in 1990 Latinos
comprised 1% of the Durham city population. A little more than a decade later, in
2001, their numbers increased to 8.6% of the total population. The country of origin
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for these Latino immigrants is most often Mexico. This increase in the Latino pop-
ulation led McClain to investigate what impact their immigration would have upon
the black/white affiliation. She assumed this to be significant because, “No sec-
tion of the country has been more rigidly defined along a black-white racial divide
[than the South]. How these new Latino immigrants situated themselves vis-à-vis
black Americans has profound implications for the social and political fabric of
the South” [11]. The results of McClain’s investigation suggest that almost 59% of
Latino immigrants believe that “few or almost no blacks are hard working.” Another
33 1/3% of Latino immigrants report that blacks are “hard to get along with.”

While Latino immigrants hold negative views about blacks, blacks did not
respond in kind toward Latino immigrants. McClain’s survey showed that blacks
view Latinos much more favorably than Latinos view blacks. It was calculated that
72% of blacks believe most or almost all Latinos are hard working and 42.8% report
that most or almost all Latinos are easy to get along with. Lastly, 32.6% of blacks
believe few or no Latinos could be trusted.

Ironically, when Southern whites were questioned about the same information,
fewer than 10% held similarly negative views toward African-Americans. As a
result of this difference, McClain concluded that Latino immigrants were not assum-
ing their negative attitudes about blacks from whites. In fact, the negative attitudes
held by Latino immigrants about blacks more than likely were brought with them
from their mother countries. Earlier investigations regarding race in Latin America
concluded that blacks “represent the bottom rungs of society,” prompting investi-
gators to conclude that Latino immigrants “might bring prejudicial attitudes with
them,” which is relevant to the current study.

African-American scholars such as Dr. Ronald Walters, Professor in government
and politics at the University of Maryland, concur with much of what was found
by the Duke study. Walters, having spent considerable time in Brazil, can attest to
the desire on the part of Latinos to be white. This is verified by the fact that more
than 78% of Latino immigrants identified with whites and 52.8% reported having
the least in common with African-Americans. This is so despite most Latinos being
an indigenous people. They understand clearly the negative implications associated
with being black or nonwhite. According to Walters, “We’re dealing with a con-
flict between a Latin American conception of color and an American conception of
color” [11].

Despite most Latino immigrants wanting to be white, whites do not feel any such
connection with Latino immigrants. McClain’s study reported that 47.5% of sur-
veyed whites admitted to having the least in common with Latinos. Conversely,
22.2% of whites reported having the most in common with Latino immigrants.
Pertaining to blacks, 45.9% of whites report having the most in common with
African-Americans. No doubt, the issue of immigration is relevant to the attitudes of
whites toward Latinos. Many whites have used the immigration debate to success-
fully encourage racist opposition to Latino immigrants. For example, according to
the Southern Poverty Law Center, the number of documented white racist groups
increased from 144 in 2007 to 173 in 2008 [12]. Such an increase represents a
20% rise. The members of these groups, including vigilante border groups and
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motorcycle gangs, do not attack immigration policies, but violently attack immi-
grants themselves. Their activities accounted for a 40% increase in the hate crimes
committed by whites against Latinos, between 2003 and 2007 according to FBI
statistics [12]. This data is a dramatic illustration of the postcolonial impact of white
domination of the Latino immigrant psyche.

The results of McClain’s study do not differ significantly from past investiga-
tions. In the mid-nineteenth-century Mississippi, Chinese expressed similar denigra-
tion of blacks and idealization of whites, as did Cubans in the mid-twentieth-century
Miami. All such immigrants are members of a victim group whose idealization of
whiteness and light skin contributes to victimism in sustaining their own demise.

The anecdotal accounts of victim-group discrimination by immigrants are no less
dramatic than the surveys conducted by university scholars. Until very recently, not
many Cubans lived in the United States; Cuba had to some extent been a thriv-
ing nation just off the American coast and, although there have always been some
measure of Cuban immigration, it wasn’t until Castro’s revolution that a significant
increase occurred. Cubans then arrived in droves, exiled to the United States. Many
were light-skinned merchants and middle-class businessmen who had lost every-
thing to the revolutionary government. Because most left for political reasons, they
were able to gain entry into the United States with relative ease. They have been a
potent political force and tend to be very conservative in their political views. Thus,
it should come as no surprise that in 1970 census data about 95% of Cuban Latinos
living in the United States reported themselves as white. Logically, it would make
little sense to report being black, for a white identification could not possibly hurt
assimilation. What is more, according to Cuban census data, about 2% of the same
group—primarily Chinese—saw no need to report having Asian blood. That is not
to say that Cubans were so intent on concealing their black blood when coming to
the United States, though that may have been true. But, as one researcher reported,
many of the dark-skinned Cubans felt they would face too much discrimination by
electing to leave Cuba for the United States. Those who emigrate faced housing
discrimination in the United States when attempting to locate in Cuban neighbor-
hoods. Therefore, when dark-skinned Cubans came to the United States most tended
to settle in the North, while their light-skinned counterparts settled in Miami. The
skin color baggage brought by darker-skinned immigrants did not help their assim-
ilation into the United States or the subjection to victim-group discrimination by
light-skinned Cuban counterparts.

The tendency of Latino immigrants toward victim-group discrimination should
come as little surprise. The desire to be white extends quite commonly beyond
Cubans who discriminate, as documented in judicial litigation. Such discrimina-
tion was apparent in a 2002 case involving a Mexican restaurant owner in San
Antonio, Texas. The white restaurant supervisor contends that he was ordered by
the Latino restaurant owner to discriminate against his Latino employees, on the
basis of having dark skin. Specifically, the white supervisor was ordered not to allow
“dark-skinned” Mexicans to work in the dining room where they might be exposed
to public view. The case was settled before going to court; the restaurant owner
settled for $100,000 in damages [13].
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Travel brochures for the island of Puerto Rico aptly show a rich variation in skin
color and other phenotypes among its people. Vacationing tourists are impressed by
the seeming lack of color prejudice that residents proudly proclaim. Unmentioned,
however, is the perception of blatant discrimination against dark-skinned Puerto
Ricans, invisible to the casual observer but substantiated as fact by documented
litigation. This litigation is typological in that it accounts for charges of skin color
discrimination across group and gender lines and within the same. In fact, the above-
mentioned case of San Antonio victim-group discrimination was not the first. That
of Felix v. Marquez [14] establishes the truth of victim-group discrimination on the
basis of skin color as having a long and tenacious history among Latinos.

The previously mentioned case of Felix (plaintiff) versus the lighter-skinned
Marquez (defendant), litigated in 1981 by the US District Court of the District of
Columbia, should come as little surprise. Both the plaintiff and defendant are Latino
immigrants who, having experienced Latino culture, were well aware of the unspo-
ken but no less significant manifestations of victim-group discrimination by skin
color hierarchy. As Latino employees of the Office of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico (OCPRW), in Washington, DC, they emigrated from their island nation with a
reality too taboo to publicly acknowledge. The plaintiff, alleging that the defendant
did not promote her on the basis of skin color discrimination, was acknowledged
only in the moment of excessive suffering. Otherwise, the introducing of the per-
sonnel cards of 28 of her former fellow employees would have gone unnoticed. She
would not have testified that, among them, only two were as dark or darker in skin
color than she—because Latino norms suggest skin color discrimination does not
exist. In fact, it was the plaintiff’s belief and statement that all other employees in
the office were light-skinned and was not by coincidence. Despite that in summation
the court determined that the plaintiff was not promoted in grade for legitimate busi-
ness reasons, having nothing whatever to do with her skin color, does not suggest a
lack of merit pertaining to the population at large. Latinos know this only too well,
as do the most astute of outside observers.

Thus, while Latino immigrants aspire to be white—resulting in their victim-
group discrimination—unlike European immigrants they are prohibited from struc-
tural integration into Western society [15]. Their willingness to take part in
victim-group discrimination regardless reflects a desire not to devalue themselves
by becoming white, but to improve their social status and quality of life. In so doing,
Latino immigrants further develop disdain for dark skin because the disdain is an
aspect of postcolonial white domination [16]. They recognize the preferences of var-
ious Western institutions for light skin. The logical outcome for Latino immigrants
is then an effort to succeed by disassociation from their darker-skinned brethren by
denigration. For those who labor, unaware of the inherent limitations, failure is the
end result. Furthermore, since quality of life closely correlates with having a color
approximate to the Western ideal, light skin has emerged as critical to an immi-
grant’s ability to integrate and embrace the ideal [17]. Consequently, centuries of
colonial domination have predisposed Latinos to the internalization of Western ide-
als, which are in every way alien. Logically, their common experience has fostered a
sense of cohesion and solidarity. However, under the circumstances, common bonds
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between those who are nonwhite through variations in color are a myth manifested
in the immigrant’s desire to be white. Accordingly, this requires that those of darkest
skin, such as African-Americans, be subjected to various forms of discrimination
perpetrated by the dominated group Latino as well as the dominant-group white.
In the aftermath, victim-group discrimination—as victimism—prevails, resulting
in the newest form of oppression, facilitated by cooperation from those who are
oppressed.

Most investigations of discrimination have focused upon that which transpires
between whites and nonwhites. No doubt, the discrimination by whites directed at
nonwhites has been the most dramatic and insidious in the aftermath of colonial
domination. However, to address discrimination within the confines of the white
perspective is misleading. Given the pervasiveness of discrimination in American
society, to ignore brown and other forms of racism as discrimination is not only
callous but also pathological. That is because it facilitates the continuation and
normalization of both forms. Therefore, any effort to eliminate discrimination as a
whole must address that which extends from people of color and other victim-group
populations in a global postcolonial context. In that way, the immigrant experience
can be more clearly defined and enable a viable assimilation process.
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Chapter 12
Conclusion: Diversity in the Future

Discrimination on the basis of race, in the United States and elsewhere, is a
tenacious social pathology that has plagued Western civilization. It is among the
most potent topics for public discussion, in particular among interracial audiences.
Most scholars trace the origins of discrimination to the Atlantic slave trade and
European colonization. Subsequently, African-Americans are cast as victims and
Euro-Americans by way of the slave trade as the perpetrators of African-American
victimization. Eventually such victimization spread to other non-European, non-
biracial, male, gay, and lesbian immigrant populations, whose demographic status
located them on the periphery of the Western power structure. However, the origin
of racial and other forms of discrimination is much more extensive than the Western
power structure, which historically Western scholars in particular have been unwill-
ing to acknowledge. The inability to do that has dampened the worth of scientific
investigation, in that science and the academic community at large has been misled
by a simplistic dichotomous view of discrimination. Motivated by their allegiance
to the racial status quo, mainstream scholars have elected to ignore the works of
victim-group scholars who trace the origins of racial discrimination to its prehis-
toric genesis. Doing so, they presume, would be an affront to the academy that has
contributed to sustaining the current world order. In fact, tracing the origins of racial
discrimination to its genesis offers the best opportunity for a solution and thus its
eventual demise. By expanding the search for facts independent of race and politi-
cal sensitivities, the worth of scientific investigation will be enhanced having been
freed from dictates of the current status quo. Additionally, discrimination—as it per-
tains to people of color and other victim-group populations—will be amenable to
acknowledgment and subsequently more rigorous scientific investigation. Under the
circumstances of such investigation, victim-group discrimination as per victimism
will be revealed as a contingent of the more traditionally acknowledged Western
version. The fact is discrimination, perpetrated by postcolonials and victim-group
populations, extends from a common genesis consisting of the following chronol-
ogy: (a) the prehistoric glacial evolution of mankind; (b) color confrontations as
perceived inadequacy; (c) Western colonization; (d) development of the authori-
tarian personality; and (e) the ecological perspective relative to people of color
and other victim-group populations who discriminate. The hegemony of Western
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scholars and social work activists in their scientific investigation has been the most
potent obstacle in distorting the aforementioned.

In 1994, two relatively obscure Euro-Americans Richard Herrnstein and Charles
Murray published a widely noted book called The Bell Curve [1]. They professed
to explain the racial intelligence differentials between blacks and whites using
statistical analysis. No doubt, differentials do exist as for all groups for various
reasons irrelevant to race. The authors’ all but stated purpose was to warn society
of the social, political, and economic consequences of racial intelligence differen-
tials for the construction of comprehensive policies. The obvious unstated purpose
was to serve the subjugation of dark-skinned people under the environmental aus-
pices of the lighter-skinned, postcolonial status quo. Unfortunately, the effort failed
scientifically as The Bell Curve is rife with pseudo-facts and statistical errors in
suggesting that African-Americans by virtue of being black are endowed with a
gene for inferior intelligence. This hypothesis is based upon intelligence test score
differentials between blacks, whites, and Asian-Americans. Without reference to
any significant details, the authors conclude from such differentials that African-
Americans value intelligence tests equal to that of Asian-Americans and whites and
that the tests are a valid measure of intelligence. Given the intelligence test differ-
entials between Northerners and Southerners, the upper and lower class men and
women not acknowledged in the book not only reduces the scientific quality of
the work but leaves the suspicion of an ulterior motive. It is not prohibitive that
such research be conducted but that it should be subject to scientific rigor worthy
of legitimate scholarship. Despite this, The Bell Curve was a monumental finan-
cial success in Europe and America, where lighter-skinned, postcolonials dominate
the political, economic, and social environments. Upon release, it is reputed to
have sold 400,000 copies worldwide [2]. Many Americans—and conceivably some
conservative blacks—displayed a keen interest in the book. It was successful in res-
urrecting an old stereotype, which proposed that blacks are intellectually inferior
by genetic heritage. Similar beliefs have been assigned to other people of color,
such as Native Americans—whose reference in the book was secondary to that
of blacks. Global interest is evidence of a loosely defined conspiracy on the part
of lighter-skinned, postcolonial folk to dominate and control the environment of
human reality by professed genetic superiority, giving license to discriminate. The
need on the part of some to scientifically validate white supremacy, associated with
racial discrimination, is a consequence of their prehistoric evolution within a hostile
glacial environment where control, domination, and aggression were indeed the sus-
tenance of life. In 1978, Michael Bradley applied this rationale in his explanation
of white supremacy, which culminated eventually into victimism as victim-group
discrimination by victim-group populations.

Michael Bradley is a light-skinned American, of mixed-race genetic parentage,
who describes himself as a white man. He is currently a Canadian citizen and
author of a book titled The Iceman Inheritance [3], which is no less controversial
than The Bell Curve. However, the scholastic quality of Bradley’s book exceeds
that of Herrnstein and Murray’s work. While Bradley is critical, he is careful to
direct his criticism in the first person and never fails to accept responsibility for the
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atrocities he associates with the West. Western scholars, while they embraced
Herrnstein and Murray’s work, have not embraced Bradley’s work or acknowledged
the scholarly worth of his theory. Some have responded with uninformed criticisms
given to emotional platitudes, no doubt as a consequence of his less than compli-
mentary accusations. Bradley has found an audience, however, among Afrocentrists.
From their perspective, The Iceman Inheritance is the first theoretical construct to
logically explain the evolution of today’s worldwide domination of dark-skinned
people by those having light skin and the subsequent tendency to racial discrimina-
tion. Bradley attributes this domination to the prehistoric Western evolution within
a hostile, unforgiving, glacial environment.

According to Bradley, during the prehistoric era, Caucasoids were forced to adapt
to extreme glacial conditions, unlike darker-skinned people of color whose tropi-
cal surroundings accommodated nonviolence and viable human life. Scientific data
exist to support this notion, as the impact of glacial adaptation can be found among
lighter-skinned Caucasoids today. Bradley states:

These special adaptations had incidental side effects which resulted in an exceptionally
aggressive psychology, an extreme expression of the Cronos complex, and a higher level of
psychosexual conflict compared to all other races of men [3].

Thus, Bradley would differ with Herrnstein and Murray, attributing the advanced
technological state of the postcolonial West not to its proposed superior intelligence
but a tendency toward violence and aggression against the darker-skinned masses
they perceive as an environmental threat. Such aggression is a prehistoric product
of the hostile environmental experiences, which required domination and control
in order to survive. No longer confronted by a hostile, glacial environment today,
lighter-skinned Caucasoids have applied the same aggressive tendencies to dominate
the human social, political, and economic environment by dispersing themselves
geographically and culturally, at the expense of the darker-skinned members of
mankind. This postcolonial penchant for aggression and environmental domina-
tion, while coincidental with glacial evolution, has resulted in a defensive mentality
among today’s Western populations. According to Bradley, advanced technology,
chemical pollution, exploitation of earth’s resources, and the ever-present threat of
a nuclear confrontation are the end results. Furthermore, Bradley contends that the
modern-day penchant for aggression among lighter-skinned postcolonials is man-
ifested by their inability to cope well with intellectual conflict. That inability is
relevant to the American Puritanical tradition, which denigrates sexual displace-
ment activities intended to reduce aggressive behaviors within the human species.
Bradley suggests, “We have a low frustration tolerance because glacial adaptation
robbed us of sufficiently effective sexual displacement activities” [3].

Thus, Western problems in philosophical and religious conflicts derive from a
glacial corruption of therapeutic primate behavior patterns initiated by light-skinned
persons. In brief, this is Bradley’s explanation of white supremacy and the ongoing
attempt of Herrnstein and Murray to substantiate intellectual superiority as a ratio-
nale for discriminating against people of color. If successful, The Bell Curve will
scientifically rationalize the worldwide subjugation of all victim-group populations
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by their assumed superior counterparts who are predisposed to aggression and domi-
nation, according to Bradley, in the aftermath of having survived a hostile prehistoric
glacial environment. With their eventual encounters with a human environment
dominated by darker-skinned people, the lighter-skinned descendants of prehis-
toric Caucasians necessarily acted out prehistoric tendencies. They then applied
the same aggressive domination, previously thought necessary to survive a hos-
tile glacial environment, to nonwhite humanity. Extending from Bradley’s work, an
African-American psychiatrist acknowledged this modern-day color phenomenon
and labeled it the Cress theory.

In 1970, Dr. Frances Cress Welsing established the Cress Theory of Color
Confrontation and Racism [4]. The Cress theory is a clarification of skin color
confrontation that seeks to explain discrimination and the current racial world
order. As a scientist, Welsing takes the position that all observable human phe-
nomena can be explained or, at least, are amenable to explanation by rigorous
scientific investigation. No doubt, similar to Bradley, her work has sparked con-
troversy among scholars, but it is no less scientifically significant. Those such as
Herrnstein and Murray have been less apt to consider Welsing’s explanation of
Western world domination given its potential to challenge Western intellectual supe-
riority. Their objective is an aggressive attempt by discrimination to dominate the
human social, political, and economic environment. They intend to do so by arming
social engineers and policy makers with scientific evidence that will standardize the
postcolonial status quo. By reputation, the Cress theory lacks mainstream valida-
tion because its color explanation of black/white racial differentials undermines the
current distribution of wealth and power.

In her formulation of the Cress theory, Welsing encountered the work of Neely
Fuller. Fuller acknowledges the need for a functional behavior theory that could be
applied by those seeking to bring about social change that would end discrimina-
tion. At the risk of controversy, Fuller suggests that there is one single explanation
for the current world order associated with the subjugation of dark-skinned peo-
ple by those who are lighter-skinned. On the basis of skin color, Fuller challenges
his readers to identify and then to demonstrate the functional application of racial
discrimination by any of the world’s dark-skinned, nonwhite peoples. Since there
is no functional racism among any of the world’s “colored” people, the genesis of
worldwide domination is “white” supremacy. That is not to suggest colored peo-
ple are incapable of racist behaviors, as victimism suggests they are. However, in a
postcolonial Western dominated world, nonwhites are ultimately the victims of the
white supremacy process. Fuller places emphasis on the treatment of darker-skinned
people of color within Western societal institutions, where racism can be verified by
the obsession with intelligence testing. He ignores morality and individual, local-
ized cases to make his point. He instead systematizes racial discrimination via the
patterns of relationships between those who are effectively without color and those
who make color salient throughout humanity and who are thereby perceived as a
formidable environmental threat.

The pronounced existence of color in blacks is perceived not only as an environ-
mental threat but as a provocation as well. In an effort to rescue their self-esteem
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in a color-norm world, some have responded with defensive mechanisms, including
white supremacy, to account for feelings of skin color inadequacy. Initially, accord-
ing to Welsing, they repressed the thought or sense of inadequacy. Eventually, this
repression became deeply rooted and gained in complexity as the world moved
toward increasing levels of heterogeneous social interaction. It resurfaced in the
universal inability of Westerners to congregate in the presence of darker-skinned,
nonwhite populations. Segregated schools, housing, and education throughout the
West is explained by the Cress theory as the psychological discomfort experienced
by those who, in the presence of their dark-skinned counterparts, are confronted
with their skin color inadequacies as the prerequisite to a tendency to discriminate.
Unfortunately, efforts on the part of some in the West to rescue their self-esteem in
the wake of skin color issues have always been futile, in a human social environment
dominated by people of color. Thus, their prehistoric penchant for aggression, in per-
ceiving people of color as an environmental threat, culminated in an unprecedented
effort to colonize the entire nonwhite world.

According to Harry Kitano [5], colonization is defined as the peopling of foreign
territory previously settled by a native population with operatives from the mother
country [5]. Since the Atlantic slave trade, another form of prehistoric aggression
has prevailed through colonial powers. Colonial powers have consistently dealt
with their subjects in one of three ways: eradication, exclusion, or assimilation [5].
More often than not, the victim groups exposed to such domination were influ-
enced to perpetrate discrimination themselves, despite their skin color contrast with
their lighter-skinned colonizers. Ironically, it is the colonial experience of people
of color with Western domination that then facilitated their victim-group discrimi-
nation against other victim-group populations, which scientific investigation has all
but subverted. Subsequently, the historical impact of colonization has predisposed
dark-skinned and other victim-group populations to the internalization of prehistoric
and postcolonial ideals.

The remaining European black colonies have been emancipated or otherwise
gained their independence over the years. Some gained independence by confronta-
tion while others were freed on moral grounds. However, as it pertains to feelings
of color inadequacies, Western aggressive attempts at environmental domination
prevail in this postcolonial era. While people of color are no longer relegated to
overt colonization, they have succumbed to covert manifestations as victim-group
discrimination. This form of discrimination cannot be fully understood without ref-
erence to Bradley’s white racism and Welsing’s subsequent feelings of skin color
inadequacy. Both theories play a major role in describing the willingness of people
of color and victim groups to oppress other people of color and other victim groups,
despite that they might find the act objectionable.

According to Anthony Powell, it should not come as a shock that an unusually
large number of African-American soldiers deserted while serving in the colo-
nized Philippines; many joined the Filipino struggle for independence [6]. Even
so, today’s Filipino skin color hierarchy is ever so subtle but nonetheless exists both
at home and abroad. In every country colonized by European powers, a light-skin
hierarchy given to victim-group discrimination exists under similar circumstances,
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including Cuba, Puerto Rico, Mexico, and Panama. In fact, Cuba is regarded by
some such as Carlos Moore—a dark-skinned Cuban—as the most prejudiced soci-
ety in the Hispanic Caribbean. The physical, social, and cultural mores exported by
colonial powers were thus shaped and modified to effectively sustain people of color
under a system of colonial domination. The beneficiary of course was the colonial
motherland. The success of this system was largely dependent upon the experience
of the first generation of people of color to be colonized [7]. Although their lives
were directly impacted, dark-skinned and light-skinned people of color, prone to
discriminate, would continue manifestations of colonization covertly reflected in
their Western migration and color select marital patterns.

Language, bloodline, and urbanization became symbols of status among covertly
colonized people of color in the modern era. In an effort to reach higher moral
ground, postcolonial powers found another way to maintain control and/or dominate
victim groups of color. Furthermore, the ability of these powers in affecting a social
hierarchy by skin color was no less formidable than traditional overt colonization
having an impact upon the psyche of victim-group populations. A system of social
stratification that eventually overlapped with skin color and/or race can be summa-
rized as follows: The postcolonial powers found a way to maintain environmental
dominance via race criteria. They associated light skin with prestige, which meant
that people characterized by dark skin were universally regarded as inferior. This
reinforced sociocultural notions of human hierarchy. By the time overt colonization
had come to an end, a subtle but no less effective covert system of colonization by
hierarchy had been put in place that was particularly evident in the psychological
ideals exhibited by people of color. In other words, the indigenous mores of native
people had given way to the prehistoric influences of Western domination. That is
not to say that racism per se is typical of people of color, but that their psyche in par-
ticular has not withstood the assault of covert postcolonial influences or their regard
for mankind relative to status within society.

The common Western experience with oppressed nonwhite populations fostered
a sense of superiority among similarly oppressed groups. However, under the cir-
cumstances, solidarity between oppressed whites and nonwhites was discouraged.
Among all people of color, colonization remains a significant influence upon their
societal status. Resulting influences preceded the indiscriminate application of alien
skin color ideals among nonwhites. The uppermost in status became those whose
color approximated that of the dominant mainstream white population [8]. In an
effort to circumvent humiliation, people of color then accommodated a denigration
of self. In the aftermath, their own oppression was enabled due to a differential in
power, which motivated instances of stigmatization, as reflected in Eurogamy and
various other forms of institutionalized hypergamy.

Covertly colonized people of color, who marry and settle in Western countries
today, exhibit a color-based hierarchy commensurate with white somatic ideals.
In the West, where race dominates, skin color is strictly applied to formal and
informal group interaction among and between victim-group populations. Whereas
Europeans may be differentiated by socially selected cultural traits, in the West peo-
ple of color are distinguished by socially selected physical traits, that is, dark skin
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[9]. Designation by physical group traits would have little or no meaning in the
West if the dominant population did not recognize or acknowledge such traits as
stigmata. Hence, in Western countries including the United States, the classification
of nonwhites as being aliens is dependent on the perceptions and definitions held
by members of the Western mainstream. Whereas some Europeans, such as darker-
skinned Italians, did not fit the Western ideal initially, they are not now differentiated
as alien to its skin color norm. They do not regard themselves as stigmatized nor are
they so regarded by the mainstream Western population [10]. Covert colonization
of nonwhite people implies the ability of colonial-descended groups to otherwise
impose their ideals, omitting consideration for reactions [11]. Regardless of the
particular methods used, colonial-descended groups may then construct a social
environment extended from self-prescriptions. Furthermore, aside from the more
obvious aggressive tactics, true colonization may derive from influential behavior
and relative status. In the West, dominant groups have always been in a position to
impose their ideals upon the dominated, who have been stigmatized as alien to their
skin color norm [12]. As individuals, Americans may act out covert colonization
of nonwhites in particular, without ever making conscious or overt decisions to do
so. The willingness of nonwhites to acquiesce is rooted in their having been social-
ized to pursue the “American Dream.” Pertaining to the dynamics of this scenario,
research suggests dominant groups acquire power directly by emphasizing compe-
tence and action. Covertly colonized groups acquire power by virtue of identification
with and/or submission to Western group ideals, an example being the marriage
of conservative Republican Senator Phil Gramm to Asian-American Wendy Lee
Gramm [13]. Given the status differential, resulting interactions between nonwhites
and Western citizens of colonial descent are thus tantamount to institutionalized
servitude.

Consequent to covert colonization, nonwhites who relocate to the Americas and
who intermarry will have biracial offspring, a group with which many Americans
may have had little or no experience. Although the literature acknowledges the exis-
tence of a Eurasian population, there has been minimal discussion of the significant
differences and similarities indicative of biracial Americans and how these differ-
ences and similarities might impact the identity of the nonwhite population. Instead,
discussions regarding biracial Eurasians in the West tend to incorporate them into
Asian or white groups on the basis of skin color and other racial criteria that render
them invisible. In the aftermath, social scientists ask the following questions: (a)
First, in what ways are Eurasians diverse, and in what ways are they similar? (b)
Second, what are the implications for culturally and racially diverse populations to
be perceived as members of an alien group based upon skin color and other racial
attributes?

Modern-day standardization of the authoritarian personality exists today, in this
prehistoric glacial aftermath and colonization of the nonwhite world attributed to
skin color. The authoritarian personality is a mainstay of victim-group discrimina-
tion perpetrated by people of color. Victim-group discrimination is a prerequisite to
victimism by which Westerners maintain colonial control and domination of what
is perceived as a glacial human environment.
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The sensitive nature of discrimination has discouraged scientists from an inves-
tigation of that acted out by people of color. In particular, the role of mulattoes—
biracial, light-skinned blacks who took part in slavery during the antebellum—has
intimidated most scholars from study and pursuit of the facts. For all intents and
purposes, discrimination is no less insidious on the basis of skin color or racial
heritage. Arguably, those biracial antebellum mulattoes who took part in the ante-
bellum slave trade are significantly more culpable than were their white counterparts
in the social and biological associations they may have had with those they enslaved.
Any attempts to justify black ownership of slaves as beneficial to the slave or
their family is disingenuous. To then investigate discrimination absent the role
of participating biracial blacks is tantamount to a mockery of objective social
science.

Contrary to modern beliefs and stereotypes, discrimination is thus no longer
peculiar to the white community, but is much more extensive and complex as a result
of power. Relative to authority within human social structures, power is acted out
by those in control, in contrast to those who are the subjects of power. According to
Robert F. Bales [14], the enacting of power exists in deference to two primary forms
of authority: (a) authority as an instrumental form where subjects are required to
assist in the achievement of some group goal or (b) subject authority that occurs in
the reinforcement of group unity and harmony relative to in-group membership. To
be effective in promoting discrimination throughout society, both instrumental and
group unity forms are necessary with regard to those members of victim groups,
being less powerful, who are willing to demean themselves.

More often than not, the two primary functions of authority vis-à-vis power are
acted out by different personnel, relative to authoritarian personality in the exercise
of leadership. According to Talcott Parsons and Robert F. Bales [14], the existence
of such personnel and the division of roles are evident within the traditional Western
nuclear family unit. The patriarch exercises instrumental authority while the matri-
arch provides group unity via warmth, comfort, and so forth. Evidence of this among
Western families establishes its relevancy to humankind, and is not identified with
any one racial, ethnic, or religious persuasion.

In addition to its different manifestations, authority can be realized through a
variety of methods. In their classic mid-twentieth-century work, Lewin, Lippit,
and White address authority as being domination associated with leadership. They
exposed youths to three forms of leadership: authoritarian, democratic, and laissez-
faire. They then observed the impact of the leadership styles on the subject
membership behavior [15]. The results revealed a number of differentiations. Under
the authoritarian style, the leader is the sole determinant of group activity, such as
policy and the designation of specific tasks. Under the democratic style, policy and
specific tasks are determined by group discussion, which include participation by
the leader. Lastly, under the laissez-faire style, the subjects are in complete con-
trol, assisted by a very minimal input from the leader. What is more, the way in
which leaders praise and criticize the youthful male subjects differs by style as well.
In reference to authoritarian leaders, group criticisms are personal. Those exposed
to democratic leaders experience an environment of fairness and objectivity. In
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contrast to the laissez-faire group, leaders comment little and otherwise leave group
regulation totally to the subject male youth.

In the aftermath of these differing leadership styles, according to Marvin Shaw
[16], subjects experience 30 times more hostility in the authoritarian group, neces-
sary for discrimination, than in the democratic group, including eight times more
aggression. Additionally, under authoritarian leadership, subject membership par-
ticipate in significant levels of scapegoating, where others were assigned blame—as
in racism, sexism, homophobism, anti-immigrant, anti-biracial, and so forth. Those
exposed to democratic leaders appreciate them more than those exposed to author-
itarian leaders, by 19 of 20 boys. Additionally, 7 of 10 boys prefer the laissez-faire
leaders to the authoritarian style. While no appreciable difference in in-group pro-
ductivity exists, apparently the products of the democratic leadership style appear
of better quality than of other groups.

Relative to leadership is the manner in which leaders emerge from the mem-
bership [17]. According to George C. Homans [17], group leaders are generally
those who manifest something unique and are accorded a special status by group
members. In addition, other investigators contend that leaders consist of persons
who play a major role in the activities of the group [18]. Subsequently, leaders
may be predisposed to lead and followers predisposed to follow. Thus, the most
critical element of group behavior is a matter of person-centered behavior versus
circumstances requiring action.

Following World War II, sociologists at the University of California-Berkeley
investigated the notion of a person-centered hypothesis to determine its significance.
They concluded that there is a specific personality type that is predisposed to rigidity
and group hierarchical authority, hence the authoritarian personality. The essence of
their psychology is descended from the authoritarian dichotomous paradigm nec-
essary for discrimination. The result is a subject inclined to blind obedience and
submission to domination in committing discriminatory acts against less powerful,
nonwhite populations [19]. To illustrate this, investigators gathered empirical evi-
dence from American respondents using clinical interviews and attitude tests. What
they consistently found was the tendency of some respondents toward obedience,
which they again defined as authoritarian personalities. Relative to the authoritarian
dichotomous paradigm, in-group authoritarian personalities are prone to discrim-
inate against nonwhite Americans and also maintain specific sentiments regarding
authority. These sentiments include submission to those in power, harshness to those
they regard as powerless, and a pronounced belief in the significance of power and
domination of others. The authoritarian personality is associated with a consistent
agreement with such statements on the attitude scales as, “Obedience and respect
for authority are the most important virtues children should learn”; “Most of our
social problems would be solved if we could somehow get rid of the immoral, the
crooked and feeble-minded people”; and “People can be divided into two distinct
classes: [i.e.: dichotomous] the weak and the strong” [19].

The University of California-Berkeley researchers further contend that this atti-
tudinal pattern is a demonstration of subliminal personality traits subjects may form
during childhood. Subsequently, respondents who score high on minority prejudice
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and authoritarianism also depict their childhood as being dominated by a rigid,
all-powerful father figure who demands absolute obedience. In a Freudian man-
ner, children dominated to such an extent have few options other than to suppress
or negate any hostility toward their power superior father. They cannot afford the
mere acknowledgment of such hostility, necessitating that its existence be forced
from consciousness. They develop what psychoanalysts describe as a “reaction
formation” [20]. That is, as the powerless victims of their all-powerful father’s dom-
ination, they adopt the inverse response by becoming totally obedient as a matter
of justifiable virtue. However, their hostile feelings are not diminished completely,
but instead are redirected at less formidable victims including nonwhites, women,
gays, lesbians, biracial Americans, immigrants, or other less powerful out-groups.
To sustain this redirection of hostility, they place high value on “toughness” and
an equally valued “taboo on weakness.” Thus, the hostility these respondents could
not acknowledge within themselves is redirected as existing externally in others.
In Freudian terms, they displayed another defense mechanism called “projection,”
where the ego expels any personal attributes it cannot assimilate into its ideal per-
sonality structure [20]. Using such logic, any victim group is perceived by whites
prone to aggression and environmental domination as being hordes of destructive
barbarians who would annihilate peaceful and/or weaker populations if given the
chance. Thus, in Western parlance, victim out-groups including people of color,
biracial persons, gays, lesbians, women, and immigrants require control by subju-
gation to the power of white authority and, if necessary, violence. The status of
the aforementioned victim-group populations, comparative to colonial power and
authority, is similar to domination by a rigid all-powerful father, which predisposes
the culprit to discrimination.

Compared to principles of the authoritarian dichotomous paradigm, classical def-
initions of authoritarianism emphasize the rejection of victim groups. In the West,
in today’s predominantly Judeo-Christian environment, victim groups include more
than traditional nonwhite populations [5]. Recently, this particular form of group
psychology manifested an emphasis on absolute devotion to the dominant-group
population in response to what it perceives as environmental aggression. This reac-
tion further contributes to societal discrimination, where the risk of harm is not
only ignored but may be an integral part of a strategy. As a result, Americans are
convinced that discrimination against nonwhites will enable their valued exercise of
power and domination over the environment and the defeat of alien nonwhite forces.
Both the membership and the leadership of such groups are then characterized as
indicative of the authoritarian personality. Continuing evidence of white supremacy
suggests that the human environment is dominated by such a personality, no longer
exclusive of victim-group populations. Western domination of victim-group popu-
lations has resulted in the environmental standardization of racial and other forms
of discrimination. It is this environmental influence, referred to as ecology, that is
the last step in the eventuality of today’s victimism form of discrimination, enacted
by victim-group populations.

Succinctly put, ecology is a branch of science that investigates the relation-
ship between organisms and their environments [21]. Extended from ecology is the
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perspective utilized as a construct for integrating theories of human behavior [22].
This construct is tantamount to a metaphor enabling the organization of people and
their environments into a common entity where one is defined in context of its
relationship to the other. That relationship is differentiated by reciprocity, in which
people and their environments constantly manipulate, define, and occasionally alter
one another to make the relationship a transactional phenomenon.

Reciprocity is a significant aspect of the transactional phenomenon, where the
human organism produces momentous changes over time. In contrast to linear
cause-and-effect relationship phenomena, the environment in transactional phe-
nomena is altered as a consequence of changes in the organism [23]. Thus,
through transactional phenomena, both entities are impacted, making for a circu-
lar exchange. The occurrence of any major event will then commence at one point
and influence at another circuitously between the organism and its environment
[24]. This unprecedented view of human behavior determines how it is structured,
analyzed, and perceived. In the aftermath are found more effective strategies for
meeting personal needs in manners consistent with values, ethics, and principles of
defining—in this case—a Western entity. Thus, as a result of the ecological per-
spective, victim-group populations succumb to bio-psycho-social problems in the
occurrence of victimism as their own version of racism and/or discrimination.

Assessment of bio-psycho-social problems is enhanced by utilization of the eco-
logical perspective. The “bio” takes into consideration the implications of genetic
endowment, such as race and skin color, for the function or dysfunction of human
organisms that contribute to quality of life. The “psycho” takes into consideration
the implications of psychological endowment, such as covert colonization, in the
adaptive strategies extended from environmental demands contributing to the same
[25]. Finally, the “social” involves an ability to carry out roles in relation to other
members of the group, community, and/or society at large, such as subjugation of
victim-group populations, in a manner consistent with the aforementioned [26].

Adaptation is a concept germane to the bio-psycho-social apparatus of an organ-
ism. Adaptation is frequently confused with adjustment, but in fact is distinguishable
in that adjustment refers to a passive effort to accommodate the environment
[27]. Pathological consequences are all but irrelevant in the context of adjust-
ment. Conversely, adaptation contains a therapeutic dimension and is proactive,
that is, relative to adaptation, human organisms attempt to engage “goodness-of-
fit” between person and environment for the fulfillment of needs, aspirations, and
other quality-of-life conditions. Should fit be ill suited or should the environment
change, per adaptation, human organisms will actively attempt change in them-
selves, the environment, or both, including the organism’s internal and/or external
dimensions. Thus, unlike adjustments via the ecological perspective, adaptation
accommodates the preferred needs and objectives of the human organism relative
to its bio-psycho-social environment [28].

The pro-activity of adaptation should not imply that passivity is totally irrele-
vant. From the ecological perspective, human organisms may actively choose to
be passive in certain extreme situations. When this occurs in an adaptational con-
text, the critical dynamic is psycho-system control in making the decision to be
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passive. Furthermore, passivity in the context of adaptation may involve manipula-
tion of the environment as in geographic relocation, group association, and so forth
[29]. Accordingly, in the effort of the organism to obtain goodness-of-fit, passivity
may enable movement toward or from pathological circumstances. Hence, adapta-
tion occurs whether the movement is by active confrontation or passive avoidance.
The specific aspects of such adaptive movements are fashioned by the bio-psycho-
social styles endemic to groups at various stages of existence, reflected in what they
think of themselves. The incidence of discrimination among victim-group popula-
tions exists because victim groups think less of themselves, having evolved in an
environment dominated by authoritarian, Western bio-psycho-social ideals to which
few have been held accountable.

Some in the American mainstream would probably be astonished to know that
victim groups, including people of color, would discriminate against one another on
the basis of having light skin color. Their having evolved under an authoritarian ecol-
ogy relative to bio-psycho-social function should otherwise dispel confusion. The
time and effort invested by all to do away with discrimination might somehow make
victim groups appear less given to practices against which they have rallied con-
stantly. However, the idealization of light skin is a postcolonial bio-psycho-social
issue that is deeply rooted and complex. It is so institutionalized throughout the
world through Western influence that it is widely accepted that any victim of dis-
crimination is prone to impose such idealization upon other victim groups as well.
To some extent, those who immigrate and settle in the West give in to the per-
petration of discrimination once they arrive, regardless of their previous cultural
experience or skin color.

For victim-group populations, the idealization of light skin has a long and estab-
lished history. Contributing to their ignorance is the fact that for decades Europe
has been portrayed as the ultimate human ideal. Proximity to European traits has
become a psychosocial objective of victims, which facilitates discrimination against
those with dark skin and nonwhite racial features. There should be no doubt as to
the accuracy of this assumption. Notwithstanding, to then characterize discrimina-
tion in a narrow white context is tantamount to escaping from reality. It enables
the otherwise absurd rhetoric that only white Americans or persons of European
descent are capable of discrimination in a modern world that has elected a black
man as president of the United States. Analyzing the role of victim groups in acts
of discrimination is a necessity. Hence, and never previously suggested, it is imper-
ative to investigate discrimination as acted out by people of color, women, gays,
lesbians, biracial Americans, and immigrants. While it is no doubt politically incor-
rect to cite victims of discrimination or stray from the white perpetrator model,
avoidance would be tantamount to fraud. The role of victim groups in the perpetua-
tion of worldwide discrimination is one of the unspoken dynamics of the process in
this postcolonial era. The fact of less attention to victim-group discrimination is not
irrelevant to the aggressive suppression of nonwhite ideas, referred to in the modern
era as Eurocentrism.

Eurocentrism is defined herein as a Western worldview of the human univer-
sal social environment. It is an intellectual extension of prehistoric Caucasian
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aggression, where domination of the environment was perceived as a necessity for
survival. Eurocentrism is the reason for the Western discrimination model and the
inability of scholars to acknowledge discrimination perpetrated by victim-group
populations. Although victim groups such as people of color have acknowledged
skin color discrimination back to the antebellum era, the narrow Western perspective
of the human social universe has rendered it all but nonexistent.

Eurocentrism is a prehistoric paradigm that has prevailed into the modern era and
has impacted the professoriate throughout American history [30]. It is the founda-
tion for both eugenics and the white supremacist, intelligence theories of Herrnstein
and Murray. This otherwise obvious assumption has not been subject to challenge
in the least. Western academia is no doubt a recapitulation of the prehistoric glacial
experience that has spurred the current world order. Furthermore, despite the global-
ization of knowledge, higher education remains a bastion of Eurocentric operatives
[31].

Thus, commensurate with these operatives, higher education evolved in corre-
lation to Eurocentric problems, Eurocentric theories, Eurocentric perspectives, and
Eurocentrically appointed intellectual icons. Hence, it was virtually inevitable that
the incidents of victim-group discrimination, despite being well known among vic-
tim groups themselves, would go virtually unnoticed by otherwise learned scholars.
That inevitability reflects constrains upon nonwhite intellectuals and the resulting
trivialization of their perspectives.

In the aftermath, higher education and scholarship in general have become a
marketing outlet of Eurocentric perspectives and experiences [32]. This pronounced
contradiction between the ethos of academia and the experiences of an increasingly
diverse student population mandates profound challenges to its current structure and
ideological configuration. In order to remain viable, the Western professoriate must
accommodate flexibility in thought to facilitate emerging trends in population shifts.
The inability to do so will encourage accusations of propaganda from the various
tools of propaganda it proposes to confront [33]. The implication of this bias is that
scientific investigation will convert to a myopic state, in both shape and substance.
Scientific objectivity will then lend itself accordingly to Eurocentric standards of
fact at the expense of the universal human social and intellectual environment [34].

In this millennial moment of endings, not only are the implications of victim-
group discrimination being bandied about but, indeed, the entire world is poised
for universal transformation. In this new era, an official end to discrimination in
all of its various manifestations is a potent human possibility. Antiquated notions
of race as a biological concept are becoming extinct with alarming rapidity. The
ceaseless exploitation of social and political polarization has rendered race as little
more than a gigantic storehouse of raw emotion, destined for the archives of both
real and imaginary colonial political objectives. With this understanding, it is now
possible for all of humankind to begin the work of rewriting and redefining the uni-
versal human social environment. The antiquated notion of defining discrimination
by white perpetrators and black victims has come to an end in the sense that mis-
cegenation in the new millennium will continue increasingly to be the norm. That
fact is apparent, given that the relationship between phenotype and so-called race
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is changing drastically for Eurasians, Afro-Asians, and genetic heritage in general.
It is an interesting social evolution between the emerging importance of the non-
white perspective and the waning intellectual dominance of Eurocentrism. This new
dynamic has caused the world’s peoples to be engaged in an unprecedented era of
intellectual evolution. They are, in fact, the agents of intellectual evolution. Social
science, presently Eurocentrically organized, is losing its ability to assess this evo-
lution, being obliged to serve, instead, the whims of a Western intellectual power
structure that is driven by prehistoric intellectual forces it cannot acknowledge nor
fully comprehend and which are not irrelevant to victim-group people of color.

Mexico is America’s most immediate, southern, victim-group neighbor. Its
past president, Vicente Fox (Vicente Fox Quesada), is a primary example of
the Eurocentric mentality visited upon victim-group populations that have been
dominated psychologically by colonial ideals. While the circumstances of Fox’s
anglicized name are subject to challenge, the change from Zorro to Fox is read-
ily apparent. Like many other members of colonized victim-group populations, he
has taken part in the public display of black denigration. While defending illegal
Mexican immigrants, according to reports, he told white participants in a Texas
business meeting that “illegal aliens are doing the jobs that even blacks in the
U.S. won’t do” [35]. Such a statement is not an intended slight upon the black
community. Descended from a Eurocentrically colonized population, Fox merely
manifests a form of victim-group discrimination no less apparent among other
similarly dominated victim-group peoples [35].

This millennium will witness a radical reorientation of victim-group populations
in the increasing miscegenation of intellectual discourse. The intellectual tradi-
tions of Eurocentrism will continue to decline until it is defunct. Accordingly, a
new concept of scientific investigation will emerge, one in which a narrow view of
discrimination will be less and less significant. Thus, the assumption that discrim-
ination is contingent upon white perpetration will be diminished as an obstacle to
scientific objectivity. The end of white discrimination as the sole manifestation is
evident in the growth of discrimination litigation brought on the basis of skin color
by victim-group people of color in US District Courts, such as Walker v the IRS.
Furthermore, the influence of skin color is validated by various skin color stud-
ies that have been conducted by scholars who are sensitive to current trends. The
scientific method also forces Western society to correct itself. It raises the possi-
bility of realistically and permanently changing the prescripts of discrimination.
Undoubtedly, if it can be done, it will be done.

Thus, the end of the twentieth century is actually the beginning of a new era in
the perception of discrimination in the West and the world at large. Not long ago, the
West had little idea of how radically its fundamental ideas about racism and discrim-
ination would be overturned. In fact, given the new velocity of nonwhite scholarship,
it is logical to expect changes to be proportionately radical. It goes without saying
that such expectation is mere speculation. However, at a critical point in history,
this new millennium offers a basis for such speculation. It can be rationalized in the
utilization of two criteria that will manifest as megatrends (general shifts in think-
ing or approach affecting countries, industries, and organizations) [36]: skin color
miscegenation and intellectual miscegenation.
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Heretofore, skin color miscegenation has been the primary megatrend. It would
appear illogical on the surface, but this is because the first and most fundamental
objective of a group, racial or otherwise, is to conserve its own being. That notion
extends to the cultural mindset of all world populations. It cannot be stated with any
degree of certainty just how strong a drive it is. Notwithstanding, perhaps the funda-
mental idealizations of light skin are not written in stone, but they are habits that may
be broken, in the spasms of intellectual debate, and then transcended. Accordingly,
past notions about light skin have defined discrimination, leading to pseudoscientific
conclusions extended from a lapse in scholarly rigor. However, legitimate science
and biology, in fact, would suggest otherwise. Taken in a biological context, the
freedom to engage in skin color miscegenation is a megatrend that is justifiable on
moral grounds. The antebellum assumption of colonialists illuminates the point of
how far power structures, with their collective obsessions, are prepared to go to
dominate the mass mindset, by presuming to affect the universal characteristics of
human reality.

The idea that no one color group will actually dominate is among the most radi-
cal changes in this new millennium—indeed, the ideal of light skin color will cease
to exist. Scholarship will be less given to political solvency and more to the dictates
of a multi-intellectual perspective. Similarly, in the world there will be less intel-
lectual homogeneity and Western intellectual domination. This fact no doubt will
extend to the attitudes and respect for multiracial and multicultural ways of think-
ing. However, the idealization of a nonwhite multi-intellectual perspective in some
form may not, unfortunately, dominate but will still survive. Those who celebrate
the new millennium will continue to be discontented over past and present injustices
upon victim-group populations by the practices of discriminatory behaviors. Even
so, the new millennium promises a trend toward total rebirth and worldwide regen-
eration. It will continue to be cultivated in the intellectual seeds that will be sown
by victim-group scholars and how they scrutinize discrimination and other narrowly
defined social phenomena.

The questions thus remain as to what lies ahead amid the end of Western
Eurocentrism as the intellectual ideal. To what could history be pointing with its
ruthless discarding of such a sacred Western concept? A clue may rest in the end
of the tyranny of a Western perspective as the standard ideal. Science has already
seen technology end the tyranny of repetitive labor. In that time, the West has led the
world in charting the course of mankind in a new direction. Along the course of this
new direction will come the human effort to reorganize social life, to reinvent the
family, and to liberate victim groups from the tyranny of their universal denigration.
Enabled by their conscious and active intervention, the ideals of Eurocentrism that
are central to defining discrimination will be compromised in order to facilitate the
civil evolution of mankind well into the new millennium.
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