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RABIN, YITZHAK
1922-1995

At a time when Israel’s global economic and political
prominence was on the rise, the nation’s prime minister,
Yitzhak Rabin, was tragically gunned down. The three
shots fired into Rabin’s back on the night of November 4,
1995, also pierced through a newly emerging Isracl. As
Israel began to forge significant political bonds with its
Arab neighbors after years of territorial conflict, an Israeli
law student, Yigal Amir, assassinated Rabin out of reli-
gious conviction. Rabin’s premature death left questions
as to whether or not his objectives for a peaceful, econom-
ically strong Israel would be fully realized. This article dis-
cusses Rabin’s political and societal contributions to Israel,
his relationship with Palestine, and the impact of his
untimely death on Israeli politics and its relations with
Palestine.

During Rabin’s early years, Israel struggled for
national independence. Rabin was born in Jerusalem on
March 1, 1922. A littde over twenty years later, Rabin
fought in the 1948 War of Independence, from which the
Jewish population in Palestine could claim Israel as an
official state. In 1968, Israel successfully fought against
Egypt, Syria, and Jordan during the Six Day War, in
which it gained control of the Gaza Strip, the Sinai
Peninsula, the West Bank, and the Golan Heights.

Not long after, Rabin entered politics with minimal
political experience. In 1974, the incumbent prime min-
ister, Golda Meir of the Israeli Labor Party, stepped down
after vociferous public calls for her resignation after Israel’s
failure in the Yom Kippur War of 1973. Israel suffered a
large number of casualties and the loss of limited territory

in the Sinai Peninsula to Egypt and Syria during this war.
Since Rabin was free from blame, he won the election for
prime minister and took the oath of office on June 3,
1974. He faced numerous challenges as a political leader
during a tumultuous time in Middle East history.

As prime minister from 1974 to 1977, Rabin con-
tributed greatly to Israel in both the domestic and inter-
national arenas. He strategically forged a closer
relationship with the White House and the U.S. State
Department, a process that began during his tenure as
Israeli Ambassador to the United States. This relationship
was made evident when Richard Nixon became the first
U.S. president to visit Israel. The visit was also a way for
Nixon to resurrect his falling public stature during the
Watergate trials, according to Rabin’s memoirs. This bond
became significant as Rabin sought and garnered U.S.
support for arms sales to Israel. Rabin also succeeded in
finalizing a 1975 interim agreement with Egypt, in which
Israel agreed to pull back from the Sinai Peninsula.

Rabin exhibited more skill in his second term as
prime minister, from 1992 undil his assassination in 1995.
Israel and Palestine remained in conflict over the establish-
ment of Israel as a separate state. Yet Rabin and Yasser
Arafat, the leader of the DPalestinian Liberation
Organization (PLO), signed the Declaration of Principles
(DOP), which aimed to terminate Israel’s occupation of
the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. The Jewish and Arab
leaders later signed the Oslo II agreement, in which Israel
agreed to withdraw from seven West Bank towns and the
Palestinians agreed to hold elections. The historically sig-
nificant cooperation between the two leaders created
opportunities for political and economic ties with the rest
of the Middle East and nonregional states.
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The Arab-Israeli tensions resulted in divisions within
Israel itself. Rabin sought to resolve Israel’s conflicts with
its Arab neighbors, especially Palestine, through political
negotiation. However, some Jewish citizens such as Amir
felt betrayed by the Oslo IT accords. Amir saw the agree-
ment as handing over land given to the Jews by God to
Palestine. He felt that what he perceived as betrayal could
only be rectified through murdering Rabin.

A focus on the free market contributed to Israel’s eco-
nomic growth. Israel’s economic policy shifted away from
socialist ideology towards a liberal economic policy, and in
the early 1990s Israel experienced an annual growth rate
of over 5.5 percent. At the same time, unemployment
dropped below 7 percent. Israel’s economic stability
attracted more foreign investment.

Ultimately, Rabin’s premature death had a long-last-
ing effect on Israel’s relationship with the rest of the
Middle East. Many years later, Israel still struggles with
questions of its identity, democratic order, the future of
occupied territories, and the chance for peace with
Palestine.

SEE ALSO Arab-Israeli War of 1967; Arafat, Yasir; Meir,
Golda; Nobel Peace Prize
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RACE

The concept of race as a categorization system for human
beings did not exist formally until the late cighteenth cen-
tury. Most analysts (e.g., Feagin and Feagin 1999; Allen
1994; Roediger 1991; Omi and Winant 1994) have
linked the inception of the biologically based idea of dis-
tinct races of human beings to European colonization of
the New World. Although prior to this time human
beings certainly distinguished between themselves in
many ways, these distinctions tended to be based upon
tribal, clan, ethnic, or national differences that stemmed
from place of residence/territory or shared belief systems
rather than on innate, genetic characteristics. However, as
capitalist-based exploitation of certain (often darker-

skinned) groups began in the form of chattel slavery and
other abuses of humanity, those in power began turning to
science as a way to rationalize the oppressive conditions to
which these groups were consigned. The rush to develop
these pseudoscientific claims might have been spawned in
part by the need of the colonizers to assuage their guilt
and to resolve the cognitive dissonance and contradictions
evident in rising new societies that prided themselves on
freedom and democracy even as they relegated certain
groups in their societies to a nonfree, even subhuman sta-
tus (Horsman 1997). While the “science” that developed
the idea of race is certainly discredited by today’s stan-
dards, the social ramifications of humans having separated
themselves into races still remain firmly intact. As the
Thomas theorem once stated, “when men define situa-
tions as real, they are real in their consequences” (Thomas
and Thomas 1928, p. 572). Thus, although the idea of
race as a classification system of human beings is what
social scientists call socially constructed rather than bio-
logically based, it still is an enduring category of social
analysis. It is so not because of its genetic or biological
basis, but because of the power it has wielded as an idea to
create dividing lines between different classes of human

beings across the globe (Graves 2004).

BEFORE RACE

Prior to the eighteenth century, human beings were recog-
nizing differences between themselves as they crossed
national and continental borders in exploration and trade.
Sometimes these differences would be reflected upon pos-
itively and at others, negatively, especially when groups
clashed over territory and power. For example, there are
Biblical writings where African kingdoms and Jewish
kingdoms are regarded as allies of generally equal worth
and status. And in Greek and Roman periods, these two
societies expressed a great respect for the learning they
gleaned from African cultural developments. Even as
occasional negative images of blackness (associated with
sin, devil, and non-Christianity) were expressed, “these
views were never developed into a broad color conscious-
ness viewing Africans as a greatly inferior species” (Feagin
2000, p. 71). Thus, although human beings reflected
upon their own differences as they made contact with
each other throughout time, there was generally a mix of
negative and positive imagery, and prior to the idea of
race, no discussion of an altogether inferior or superior
species attached to physical differences yet existed.

From the 1400s to the 1600s, as colonization and
enslavement expanded, the Spanish and other Europeans
began to use consistently negative language to describe the
African human beings they enslaved. This pattern was
coupled with positive evaluations of their own group.
However, these evaluations still did not amount to explic-
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itly racial designations. The Europeans’ negative assess-
ments of Africans at this point were rooted in cultural and
religious differences rather than in any biological,
unchanging facts of their physical chemistry. For instance,
Europeans described themselves as rational and civilized
while they described Africans as uncivilized and uncon-
trolled. Further, the Africans not being Christian resulted
in Europeans characterizing them as “heathens,” and later
in North America, European settlers used the same line of
thinking toward the Native Americans (Feagin 2000;
Takaki 1993). In fact, in the 1600s, a European named
Frangois Bernier (1625-1688) even developed a hierarchy
of groups ranking them from the most primitive and civ-
ilized to the least, placing Europeans at the top and
Africans at the bottom (Feagin and Feagin 1999).

However ethnocentric and biased these claims were,
they were based upon the assumption that these were cul-
tural differences emanating from shared, learned beliefs
rather than body composition or other unchangeable bio-
logical inheritances. Indeed, in the case of the Native
Americans, for a brief time, the colonists in power consid-
ered the possibility that Native Americans could be civi-
lized and thus considered equal by converting them to
Christianity (Takaki 1993). These positions acknowledg-
ing a common human capacity for acquiring knowledge
across all skin color gradations (even as it was perceived as
underutilized or underdeveloped for some) still ran
counter to later notions of biologically grounded races.

RACE AS IDEOLOGY AND SOCIAL
RELATIONSHIP

Several scholars have identified the conception of human
races as a key part of the development of a racist ideology
(e.g., Feagin 2000; Yetman 2004). An ideology is a belief
system intended to rationalize and justify existing social
arrangements. In this way the concept of race is a deci-
sively social concept because it is not observed as existing
independent of the “racialized social systems” (Bonilla-
Silva 1997) that hold it in place. Feagin identifies three
dynamics that crystallized by the late 1700s to result in a
clearly racist (as opposed to nationalist or cultural) ideol-
ogy: “(1) an accent on physically and biologically distinc-
tive categories called ‘races’; (2) an emphasis on ‘race’ as
the primary determinant of a group’s essential personality
and cultural traits; and (3) a hierarchy of superior and
inferior racial groups” (Feagin 2000, p. 79). Thus, at this
point in history, no longer are human differences attrib-
uted first and foremost to national, regional, and cultural
variations. Instead, they become perceived in a biologi-
cally determined (static, unchanging) way, and the differ-
ences begin to be encoded into hierarchical categorization
schemas that connote superior and inferior species of
human beings.

Race

The language of race as a pseudobiological category
of humans emerged first in the 1770s with the German
philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). As noted by
Emmanuel C. Eze in his 1997 publication, Kants catego-
rization hierarchy for “races of mankind” was laid out as
follows:

Stem genus, white brunette;

First race, very blond (northern Europe), of damp

cold;
Second race, copper-red (America), of dry cold;
Third race, black (Senegambia), of dry heag

Fourth race, olive-yellow (Indians), of dry heat.

Roughly two decades later, another German scholar
(of human anatomy) named Johann Blumenbach
(1752-1840) ventured into similar territory of racial hier-
archies founded on what he viewed as biological premises.
Ivan Hannaford noted 1996 work that
Blumenbach’s categories were conceptualized in the fol-
lowing order (top to bottom; superior to inferior):

in his

Caucasians (Europeans)
Mongolians (Asians)
Ethiopians (Africans)
Americans (Native Americans)

Malays (Polynesians)

Blumenbach was the one who coined the term
Caucasian simply because he felt the Europeans he
observed in the Caucasus mountains were the most beau-
tiful, and he erroneously concluded that the first human
remains were found there (Gould 1994). Yet the power of
this pseudoscience remains in contemporary conscious-
ness, as some modern-day Americans who view them-
selves as white, for example, refer to themselves as
Caucasian, even when their genealogy hails from nowhere
near the Caucasus mountains from which this category
got its name. It is work like this that laid the groundwork
for the centuries that followed, with human beings across
the globe viewing themselves as members of distinct racial
groups. These groupings were never just nominal cate-
gories; they were always hierarchically arranged and struc-
tured by dominance (Hall 1980).

An important point to note about these racial cate-
gories is that they did not just come to have meaning sim-
ply because a couple of scholars penned these
categorizations systems and they attained popularity. They
were reified because racialized social systems were struc-
tured around them. That is, the social relations of the day
mirrored the order that the categories suggested. They
would not have acquired such powerful social meaning
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without the systems that held them in place. Thus, one
way to conceptualize race is a way of relating within a par-
ticular racial social system. Since its inception in the eigh-
teenth century, the meaning of any particular race changes
over time and is culturally specific. A single individual
could be deemed one race in one society but move or
travel to a different society (or even between states in the
same society, as in the case of the United States) and be
categorized as a different race. Its basis for meaning resides
in a particular society’s racialized social system and not
within an individual body. Some social scientists use the
term reification to describe this process of turning a social
relationship into a thing in and of itself. As noted by
Margaret Radin, once reified, race “acquires a ‘phantom
objectivity,” an autonomy that seems so strictly rational
and all-embracing as to conceal every trace of its funda-
mental nature: the relation between people” (Harris 1998,
p. 107).

USING BLOOD TO DETERMINE
RACE

Although the social distinction of a race of human beings
was often based upon physical characteristics, the ques-
tion of which physical characteristics were used to deter-
mine race and in what proportion has varied greatly across
cultures and across time. These distinctions are usually set
by those in power for a distinctly political purpose. For
example, in the United States, the so-called “one-drop
rule” predominated for all of the nineteenth and well into
the twentieth century. This rule stated that an individual
having even a distant ancestor who was categorized as
black (conceived as one drop of black blood) also made
that individual black as well. It is important to note that
this determination was not, of course, made from blood
testing but rather from knowledge of the individual’s fam-
ily tree and the racial categorizations (socially) attached to
each member. This rule served the political purpose of
limiting the numbers of persons who could cross the racial
dividing line to become white and enjoy all the perquisites
and privileges thereof. In the United States, chattel slavery
was officially permitted and governmentally sanctioned
until the Emancipation Proclamation of 1865. However,
shortly into the nineteenth century, no further importa-
tion of slaves from overseas was permitted under the
Constitution. Thus, it was convenient for the white patri-
archal powers of the country that any offspring resulting
from the sexual exploitation of their black female slaves
(even though these children were also half white) would
still be considered their own property and not eligible for
freedom (Graves 2004). However, even after slavery was
abolished, individuals who were defined as black by the
one drop rule had severely curtailed rights, and many lived
in a status that was similar to slavery except in name, due

to sharecropping, the convict lease system, and white ter-
rorism holding all of this in place.

According to court records, in order to escape this
awful fate, many individuals attempted to remove their
black racial categorizations by way of the law. What frac-
tion of black blood was needed in order to categorize one
as black? In Louisiana, for example, it was one-32nd of
“black blood” that made someone into “black.” The U.S.
Census identified the racial categories of Negro, Mulatto
(one-half black blood), Quadroon (one-fourth black
blood) and Octoroon (one-cighth black blood) as late as
1890 (Lee 1993). When individuals were not able to
attain legal freedom from blackness but were somewhat
light-skinned, they sometimes participated in passing by
portraying themselves as white. It is notable that such
passing activities almost always occur when someone cat-
egorized as an “inferior” race attempts to pass as a mem-
ber of the “superior” race and not the other way around.
This indicates how race is explicitly hierarchical and
designed to keep dividing lines between who does and
who does not receive the full rights and privileges of citi-
zenship in any given society.

In the contemporary context in the United States, the
pseudoscientific notion of a blood quantum (one-fourth)
has to be proven in order for citizens to be able to racially
categorize themselves as American Indian. Additionally,
this one-fourth fraction of Native American blood must
be with a tribe that is officially acknowledged and sanc-
tioned by the federal government (Thornton 2001). In
early 2006 there were about 569 such tribes (Taylor
20006). In order to get one’s tribe recognized by the gov-
ernment, one goes through a lengthy process of forms and
bureaucracy, which is sometimes a challenge for older
members of a tribe struggling with the level of literacy in
bureaucratic language that these forms require. Thus,
there are probably many more U.S. citizens who consider
themselves to have Native American ancestry than are
officially counted by the federal government, who esti-
mates they are only about 1 percent of the total popula-
tion. This official count, estimated by the U.S. Census,
experienced a sizable increase between the 1960 and 1990
censuses. Researchers pointed out that this “growth” in the
American Indian population was not due to increased
births, and certainly not to migration, but to the increase in
individuals who decided to categorize themselves as Native
American (Thornton 2001; Nagel 1995). This finding

again underscores the socially constructed basis of race.

RELIGION, ECONOMICS, AND

SHARED STIGMA AS RACE

While examining one’s family tree and ancestors is one
way that societies go about determining who belongs in
which race, occasionally, other factors are used. For exam-
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ple, government officials sometimes transform religious
groups into races. Adolf Hitler (1889-1945) during Nazi
Germany spoke of the Jews as a race and structured grue-
some genocidal public policy around this claim.
Additionally, the U.S. Census records show that in 1930
and 1940, Hindu was given as a choice for racial catego-
rization (Lee 1993). Besides these cases of religion being
racialized, sometimes, one’s social class is used as a marker
for race. In Brazil there is a saying o dinbeiro embranquece,
which means “money whitens.” Because there are many
mixtures of skin types in Brazil, skin tone combines with
socioeconomic status to create the notion of race. For
example, if a person is of a mixed skin tone but is dressed
professionally and holds a prestigious position, that per-
son may be considered white while a person with an even

lighter skin tone who appears impoverished might be
labeled black (Taylor 2006).

In a minority of cases, groups who are not in the
majority racially sometimes come together to create a
racial group and ask those in power to sanction it as a new
race. For example, the pan-ethnic racial category of Asian
and Pacific Islander (API) appeared on the U.S. Census
for the first time in 1990 (Lee 1993). This race was cre-
ated by bridging some major differences in terms of
national origins, languages, and religions. In fact, the
United States had a history of finding favor and disfavor
with different ethnic groups that are now in the API cate-
gory depending on the political and economic climate of
the day. When the economy became saturated with
Chinese laborers in the nineteenth century, the United
States passed the Chinese Exclusion Act. At this time, it
was more favorable to be Japanese. However, during
World War II (1939-1945) when the federal government
placed Japanese Americans (even those who were born
and raised in the United States) into internment camps, it
was more favorable to be Chinese. Despite these and
many other cleavages between the groups that are now
united in the API race, the groups came together under a
specific political climate in the 1980s when the United
States was experiencing an economic recession and some
dominant rhetoric blamed a global Asian face for the job
loss and downward mobility of those who considered
themselves white. Thus, regardless of national origin,
many API individuals began to be scapegoats and targets
of white hostility and even vicious hate crimes (Espiritu
1992). Perceiving common issues of oppression shared
across ethnic lines in the U.S. context was an important
motivating factor in the creation of the API race.

Omi and Winant (1994) developed a theory of racial
formation that underscores how racial categories such as
the API are socially constructed, usually for political ends.
Although in the majority of cases of racial formation the
state uses its power to control what defines a race and who
is allowed to claim membership within it, in a minority of

Race

cases (such as the API category), the initiative to construct
a racial category comes “from below.” These minority
individuals still have to find favor with the state in order
to make their category official. In the case of the one-drop
rule, many people were denied their legal efforts to chal-
lenge the state and become recategorized racially. But it is
important to note that in the case of the one-drop rule,
permission was being asked to join into the dominant
group (whites) whereas the API group created a new cate-
gory that did not upend or challenge the existing racial
hierarchy. Similarly, in 2000, a group of individuals who
considered themselves multiracial effectively lobbied to
change U.S. Census procedure so that for the first time
people could check more than one box to define their
race. Again, this was a movement from below to create
new racial possibilities, and it did not seek to challenge the
dominance of the category white. The closer policing of
the boundaries of whiteness by the state is indicative of
how structured by dominance race is.

DETERMINING WHICH
ETHNICITIES GET TO BE WHITE

Unlike ethnicities that are often directly linked to a partic-
ular continent, and usually a specific nation, the concept
of race is an obviously socially constructed category due to
its inability to be traced to any one geographic region.
One cannot point to black or white on a map as one can
with an ethnicity, such as Chinese, Japanese, Jamaican,
Irish, or Mexican. This is particularly evident when study-
ing the dominant category of whiteness. While some
might equate the term white with a term such as
European American, such terminology conceals how
much whiteness has adapted to incorporate various non-
European groups over time when it served the purpose of
solidifying the material and ideological advantage of the
category white in a particular area. For example, although
people claiming either Chinese or Japanese ancestry are
placed into the API category (usually known as Asian
Americans) in the United States, during apartheid in
South Africa, individuals with these two ethnicities had
very different racial experiences. The Japanese were classi-
fied into the white category, enjoying the social privileges
of the dominant group, while the Chinese were placed
into the “colored” category. Although coloreds were not
treated as poorly as those considered Africans, they
nonetheless were well below whites on the racial hierarchy
(Marger 2006). Thus, when it was crucial and beneficial
for South Africa to maintain positive economic relations
with Japan, it was not in their best interests to consign
Japan’s citizens to second-class status. Treating the
Japanese as whites meant that South African whites could
still cash in on the material advantages that came from
trading and doing business with the Japanese in an
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increasingly globalized marketplace in which China was
not yet a key player.

In the U.S. context, the Irish and the Jews are two
examples of ethnic groups that, although still predomi-
nantly European, were not regarded as white upon arrival
into the country and had to “earn” their incorporation
into whiteness. In the early nineteenth century, the Irish
arrived in a mass migration, escaping famine and British
oppression. They had no kind of shared identity with the
largely British white majority in the United States since
the Irish saw the British as their oppressors. Furthermore,
the Irish found themselves still excluded outright from
many of the best jobs and were even targets of the exag-
gerated big-lipped, ruddy-skinned caricatures that stu-
dents of history would typically associate with African
Americans. Yet when the political question of the aboli-
tion of slavery reached front and center by the middle of
the 1800s, the side that the Irish chose to take en masse
would be an important deciding factor in whether they
became incorporated into whiteness. To side with the
slaves, they perceived, would consign them to the second-
class citizenship they had just worked so hard to flee in
their native land. In coming out decidedly antiabolition
on the slavery question, already speaking the English lan-
guage, and attaining access to some key positions in civic
life (particularly in New York City), the Irish solidified
their position into the dominant race, white, by the mid-
dle of the nineteenth century (Allen 1994; Roediger 1991;
Takaki 1993).

The Jews also faced the kind of in-between racial sta-
tus upon first arriving to the United States that the
Chinese faced by being categorized as colored in South
Africa. The immigrant Jews certainly were not as ostra-
cized, disenfranchised, and terrorized as African Ameri-
cans were, but they were not at first deemed worthy of
receiving the full benefits of whiteness. They were
excluded from most major universities and were victims of
prejudices and ethnic slurs (Takaki 1993). Further illus-
trating the point that race is a relational category, it was
the outright exclusion of blacks from the educational and
housing benefits of the post-World War IT GI Bill that cat-
apulted Jews into middle-class status. Not unlike the situ-
ation of the upper class Brazilians, Jews gained the favor
of whiteness by their newly acquired socioeconomic status
during an economically prosperous era of U.S. history.
This prosperity was generated in part by huge government
subsidies for both college scholarships and home mort-
gages, which could be characterized as the nation’s first
affirmative action program, giving all those deemed white
a leg up over their African American counterparts.
Although many blacks technically were eligible for these
benefits due to their service in great numbers to the mili-
tary during World War II, they were often unable to cash
in on them when prejudiced southern commanders would

give them dishonorable discharges for no particular legit-
imate reason. Moreover, since the Fair Housing Act was
not passed until the late 1960s, it was perfectly legal for
African Americans to be excluded from buying any of the
quality housing to which those deemed white had full
access. The events of this time period have been identified
as the major factor contributing to the movement of Jewish
Americans from nonwhite to white (Brodkin 1998).

STATE-CREATED CATEGORIES
VERSUS PERSONAL IDENTITIES

While one’s state-defined race clearly plays a crucial role in
whether one can access the full material benefits of a soci-
ety, due to its explicitly hierarchical basis, it is also the case
that individuals are not completely without agency in nav-
igating their relationship to these racial categories. People
all over the globe have always resisted their oppression in
various ways. For example, a U.S. professional golfer
named Tiger Woods resisted the society’s one-drop rule
categorization of himself as African American and
invented the term Cablinasian to encompass his
Caucasian, black, Indian, and Asian heritage (Taylor
2006). Furthermore, there is a large group of U.S. citizens
who think of themselves racially as Latino or Hispanic
even though the nation’s census does not allow them the
option of identifying this as their race (unless they write it
in as “Other,” as many do). The census only includes the
racial choices of White, Black/African American, Asian
Pacific Islander, Native American Indian, and Other but
lists various Hispanic national origins under a separate
ethnicity question. This structure actually encourages per-
sons of Latino heritage to either identify as a white
Hispanic or a black Hispanic (as 50% did in 2000), fur-
ther reifying the country’s dichotomous black—white
divide. Nonetheless, as this group of persons with Latino
heritage in the United States grew exponentially by the
advent of the twenty-first century, national conversations
began to occur about the inadequacy of the state cate-
gories for race to adequately measure their experiences
(Swarns 2004).

Because of the extreme occupational, residential, and
social segregation that continues to exist in the United
States, distinct cultural and ethnic patterns have come to
be associated with these state-identified racial categories.
For example, due to their exclusion from white churches,
African Americans developed decisively different worship
patterns even from those who shared their same denomi-
nations as Christians. Additionally, due to the many pro-
hibitions during slavery of African Americans from
socializing and congregating with each other, they also
developed their own distinct linguistic patterns. Cultural
developments and distinctions like these often lead to

people talking about feeling (or not feeling) black, white,
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Asian, and so on. France Winddance Twine found that
some young women of African descent who had mixed
parentage and grew up in affluent suburban communities
stated that they did not feel black until they came to col-
lege campuses where they were not the only token minor-
ity and together with others developed a more politicized
identity (Twine 1997).
Conversely, many whites who subscribe to a colorblind
racial ideology state that they do not feel white or see
themselves as white at all (McKinney 2005; Bush 2004).
Nonetheless, due to the sedimentation of racial inequality
(Oliver and Shapiro 1995) where whites collectively trans-
mit their “ill-gotten gains” from slavery and segregation in
the form of wealth to succeeding generations (Feagin
2000), these whites still gain a material advantage from
being white even if they do not see themselves that way.

understanding of racial

Beyond feeling culturally and emotionally linked (or
not) to particular racial identities, some individuals may
eschew state-created racial categories for other reasons.
When perceiving that the dominant culture has a particu-
lar disdain for individuals of a certain race, new immi-
grants may seek to distance themselves from that racial
categorization, especially when the dominant culture’s
tendency is to lump them into that negatively perceived
category. For example, some members of immigrant
groups who would be classified as blacks in the United
States, such as Samoans, West Indians, and Haitians, have
been found to distance themselves from the racial category
of black due to the pervasive antiblack stereotypes they
encounter about such things as work ethic and dedication
to education (Waters 1999). Similarly, sensing negative
prejudices about Mexicans in the United States, some
Cuban Americans and other South American Latinos have
chosen to stress their national heritages over a more global
racial identity as Hispanic (Fernandez-Kelly and
Schauffler 1994). Although it is difficult to escape the sys-
temic benefits or lack thereof of being deemed within a
particular racial group (as a pseudoscientific birthright),
individuals certainly do participate upon occasion in chal-
lenging, at least at the personal identity level, their affilia-
tion with an assumed racial group.

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION,
MATERIAL REALITY

Race is not skin color, nor is it ethnic identity. It is not
reducible to genetics. Indeed, there is much more genetic
and physiological variation within the members of any
given race than between individuals of different races. It
has been estimated that the overlap between genetic mate-
rial of people of any two racial groups is about 99 percent,
so less than 1 percent of physiological differences can be
explained by race (Lewontin 1996). Moreover, eventually,
all genetic material of human beings traces back to Africa,

Race

where the earliest human remains were found (Feagin
2000). It has been established that any separate race (other
than the human race) is not an actual scientific category
and is, instead, a social construction. The assertion that
race is a social construction, though, should not be con-
fused with the notion that race is a complete fabrication
only needing deconstruction (or simply ignoring/discred-
iting) to no longer be relevant. Even if governments
decided to stop recording the racial categorizations of
their citizens (as many outside of the United States have),
race would still continue to be a fundamental organizing
principle in society.

As has been demonstrated, the concept of race origi-
nated as an ideology meant to justify colonization and
exploitation of people who happened to be, usually,
darker-skinned than their exploiters. Material conditions
between those who were eventually to be considered sep-
arate, superior/inferior races were already starkly unequal
by the time the pseudoscientific category of race was for-
malized. Rigid laws enforcing the so-called superior racial
group’s advantages and the so-called inferior group’s disad-
vantages continued for centuries. These chains have only
been lifted, as of early 2006, for a few decades, and the
material advantage/disadvantage gap has been so solidified
that people’s ways of thinking, being, and doing are still
very much tied to this way of relating called race.
Moreover, the pseudoscientific claims of racial difference
in intelligence, athletic/physical ability, and other charac-
teristics are constantly resurging into the present day.
People are also finding other ways to further racialized
understandings of the world without even mentioning
race by using various code words and rhetorical strategies
to camouflage what, in the end, has a very similar effect in
organizing the social world into superior and inferior
beings (Bonilla-Silva 2003).

Thus, regardless of how socially constructed race is,
for better or for worse, society is stuck with its legacies.
The rigid boundaries it was invented to enforce have cre-
ated distinct cultures and ways of being. To even expect
that these racial categories could eventually remain in
society in a more benign way as nominal ways of distin-
guishing between separate but equally valued cultural
groups is to confuse race with ethnicity. Race’s raison
d’etre was never solely to distinguish between various
national and cultural heritages; it was always proposed in
a hierarchical order, with attached value judgments of
superior/inferior and corresponding material advantages
or disadvantages. Until society addresses the material
foundations of race and rectifies the resulting imbalances,
simply deciding to erase race linguistically from the vocab-
ulary will hardly get rid of it as a fundamental organizing
principle of social life.
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Eileen O’Brien

RACE AND

ANTHROPOLOGY

The history of anthropology has been closely identified
with the study of race. In the early twenty-first century the
concept of race is highly contested among anthropolo-
gists, some of whom claim that it does not exist in either
biology or society except as an objectionable, stigmatizing
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fiction. Its problematic biological status has led some to
assume a “no-race” stance that resonates with the color-
blind ideology that has gained popularity in some seg-
ments of U.S. society. Color blindness denies the extant
social significance and the experiential and institutional
materiality of race, races, and racial inequalities.

Race is an ideologically charged and invidious social
distinction (Berreman 1972). As a social and often legally
codified classification, it is applied to populations pre-
sumed to share common physical, biological, or natural
attributes believed to be heritable. The “naturalizing”
effect of many racial discourses translates into claims that
the social disparities linked to racial divisions exist natu-
rally rather than having emerged as a result of human
practices and inventions. Due to the imprecision of what
physical variation, biology, and nature actually mean and
the slippage between culture and biology within any cul-
tural context, race is difficult to define in a manner that
clearly differentiates it from ethnicity, nationality, or even
gender. The permanence and fixity conventionally associ-
ated with nature and biology are questionable due to “the
human organism’s [and nature’s] constant state of
change”—often in response to human interventions
(Wade 2002, p. 6). A cross-cultural approach reveals that
in certain parts of the world (e.g., Latin America) racial
identification can shift, and the extent to which it is based
on appearance, ancestry, or sociocultural status varies.
Anthropological inquiry is rethinking and attempting to
provide clearer operational definitions for the basic cate-
gories around which the social analysis of race has been
built. Terms such as phenotype, nature, biology, blood, and
heredity must be scrutinized in view of the unspoken
assumptions underpinning them. Rethinking the parame-
ters of race is being done, from different angles, in all of
the discipline’s subfields: social and cultural anthropology,
anthropological linguistics, archaeology (particularly his-
torical archaeology), and biological anthropology (espe-
cially the specialty in which a critical biocultural approach
is employed).

Although race has long been a gloss for human bio-
logical variation, they are not the same. During the cigh-
teenth and nineteenth centuries along with the first half of
the twentieth, the race concept was used to make sense of
the diversity of human phenotypes, which were assumed
to index fundamental biological and sociocultural differ-
ences. Biological variation is more complex than the phys-
iognomic diacritics that came to signify race in the broad
geographically based taxonomies formulated in 1735 by
the Swedish botanist Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1778) and
in 1795 by the German professor of medicine Johann
Friedrich Blumenbach (1752-1840). Beneath the skin’s
surface are differences of blood type and strings of DNA.
However, genetic variation among human beings is small.
Humans are 99.9 percent alike genetically, with most of
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the difference “involv[ing] modest degrees of variation in
the frequency of shared genes” (IUAES). Most of this is
within groups rather than between them. Socially targeted
differences ignited the imagination of folk theorists and
scientists, who drew on the popular consciousness to con-
struct the formal typologies conferred the legitimacy of
science.

Skin color, hair texture, and morphological traits
were visible markers used to develop universal taxonomies
for classifying human populations during the age of
European exploration and colonial expansion. These dif-
ferences were linked to social and moral characteristics
that stereotyped and rank-ordered the world’s populations
in a global hierarchy (Fluehr-Lobban 2005). These hierar-
chical classifications naturalized perceived cultural varia-
tion and culturalized what was defined as nature. They
also justified the colonial expansion that gave rise to a
modern world system of culture, power, and political
economy in which privileged western Europeans exercised
supremacy over the heterogeneous peoples, habitats, and
resources of the world. These structures of domination
were predicated on the land alienation, coerced labor, and
repressive state policies that racialized colonial landscapes,
with the transatlantic region playing a central role in the
transfers of value that were a catalyst for the Industrial
Revolution (Williams 1944; Wolf 1982). This momen-
tous transition in social evolution occurred in the context
of the transatlantic slave trade and related forms of
enslavement established throughout the Americas.

Although color/phenotype prejudice preexisted the
modern world system, race as a worldview (Smedley
2007) and material relation did not emerge until the
“post-1400s western European racist order” (Sanjek 1994,
p- 8). According to St. Clair Drake (1911-1990), skin-
color prejudice and slavery converged for the first time in
the New World’s colonies of exploitation where the con-
ditions for racial slavery arose (Drake 1987). This trans-
formation laid the foundation for a global racial hierarchy
in which sub-Saharan Africans represented the most
extreme variant of cultural and racial difference. The
primitive savagery attributed to Africa and other peripher-
alized zones of the world system represented the binary
opposite of western Europe’s purportedly advanced civi-
lizations.

A chapter in the multinational history of racial
typologies is that in which Count Arthur de Gobineau
(1816-1882) elaborated the notion of the natural
inequality of human races and Aryan supremacy in his
Essai sur [inégalité des races humaines (Essay on the
Inequality of Human Races, 1851-1855). The part of this
history that is usually omitted is that Joseph-Anténor
Firmin (1850-1911), a Haitdan who belonged to the
Anthropology Society of Paris, wrote De [égalité des races
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humaines: Anthropologie positive (The Equality of the
Human Races: Positivist Anthropology, 1885), a robust
rebuttal and alternative approach to the study of
humankind (Fluehr-Lobban 2005, pp. 110-116). Similar
debates occurred in other national and regional contexts,
including Latin America, where interpretations of Charles
(1809-1882)
informed by cultural orientations significantly different
from those of Anglo North America. The Anglo-domi-
nant United States emphasized the permanence and
mutual exclusivity of race and that whiteness was con-

Darwin’s evolutionary theory were

structed along lines of purity. In Brazil and elsewhere in
Latin America, whiteness was tied to the idea, goal, and
social process of race mixing and its implicit ideal, whiten-
ing—Dbecoming white by marrying up the social scale or
by acquiring wealth and assimilating socially valued cul-
tural and linguistic characteristics.

Throughout the nineteenth and at least half of the
twentieth centuries, scientific racism or racialism
(Lieberman 2003) was espoused within theological and
secular varieties of monogenesis and polygenesis. At the
height of the antislavery movement, polygenists, claiming
that a single genesis could not account for the diversity of
the world’s peoples, honed the technical capacity of
phrenology and craniometry to measure differences. They
also promulgated their research results through scientific
outlets, popular culture, and political debate. Samuel T.
Morton (1799-1851), Josiah Clark Nott (1804-1873),
and George Gliddon (1809-1857), who constituted the
core of the early American school of anthropology,
attempted to substantiate the hierarchical ranking of the
races, with the Caucasoid at the top, the Mongoloid in the
middle, and the Negroid at the bottom. Louis Agassiz
(1807-1873), a Harvard professor, supported their poly-
genetic findings and advised President Abraham Lincoln
(1809-1865) that freed blacks were incapable of becom-
ing the equals of whites. Later in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, biodeterminism developed along the
lines of social Darwinism, couched in Darwinian cate-
gories but filtered through Spencerianism. These views
underpinned the unilinear evolutionism of Edward B.
Tylor (1832-1917) and the physical anthropology of Ales
Hrdlicka (1869-1943), leaders in anthropology’s profes-
sionalization. Anthropology’s scientific racism also pro-
vided ideological fuel for the eugenics movement.
Through sterilization and immigration restrictions, it
aimed to limit the growth of poverty, criminality, and
intellectual inferiority believed to be concentrated among
African Americans, immigrants from southern and eastern
Europe, and the poor. Eugenics laws developed in the
United States were later used as models for population
control policies in Nazi Germany. Also philanthropic sup-
port from the United States contributed to the rise of Nazi
anthropology (Schafft 2004).

A paradigm shift occurred under the leadership of the
Columbia University professor Franz Boas (1858-1942),
whose research challenged the dominant perspectives on
immigrants and other racialized segments of society.
Conceptualizing race, language, and culture as distinct
domains (Boas 1911, 1940), he influenced many col-
leagues and students, including Ruth Benedict (1887-
1948), Margaret Mead (1901-1978), Melville Herskovits
(1895-1963), Zora Neale Hurston (1891-1960), Ella
Deloria (1888-1971, Dakota Sioux), and Ashley
Montagu (1905-1999). Montagu (1942) insisted that
race was a fallacy and advocated the alternative notions of
genogroup and ethnic group. By World War II
(1939-1945) Boasianism had become more widely
accepted. It cleared the ground for major shifts in the
1960s, when race’s biological status was refuted
(Livingstone 1962). Many sociocultural anthropologists
assumed that race was not useful for understanding social
distinctions. This led to a silence concerning structural
racism.

The Boasian agenda was not the only antiracist tra-
jectory to influence anthropology. W. E. B. Du Bois
(1868-1963) produced critical social analysis that in
many respects paralleled Boasian thought (Baker 1998;
Harrison 1992). He was part of a tradition of black racial
vindication that contested biodeterminist ideas. Early
African American anthropologists, trained in leading
graduate departments but also influenced by Du Bois’s
noncanonical public intellectualism, often undertook
antiracist scholarship, which entailed negotiating the ten-
sions between mainstream disciplinary approaches and
more critical interdisciplinary frameworks. The physical
anthropologists Caroline Bond Day (1889-1948) and W.
Montague Cobb (1904-1990) along with the social
anthropologists W. Allison Davis (1902-1983) and St.
Clair Drake exemplify this trend (Harrison and Harrison
1999). Davis and Drake, under W. Lloyd Warner’s
(1898-1970) supervision, provided important inputs into
the collaboratively produced Deep South: A Social
Anthropological Study of Caste and Class (Davis et al.
1941). Drake and Horace Caytons (1903-1970) Black
Metropolis (1945), which became a race relations classic,
combined the methods and analytical perspectives of
anthropology and sociology. These books™ receptions in

anthropology were negligible.

After anthropology’s “biological revolution,” when
the discipline was largely silent about social race and
racism, Marvin Harris (1927-2001), St. Clair Drake,
Eleanor Leacock (1922-1987), Gerald Berreman, and
John Ogbu (1939-2003) kept these issues alive, often
bringing cross-cultural perspectives and data to bear on
them. In the 1980s Virginia Dominguez (1986) and
James W. Loewen (1988) explicated the social construc-
tion and dynamics of race, including how they related to
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the social identities of Euro-Americans and Asian
Americans. Eric Wolf’s (1923-1999) anthropological his-
tory of world capitalism (1982) elucidated the differences
between ethnicity and race, with race being associated
with forced exclusion, stigmatized labor, and other types
of dehumanization. Brackette F. Williams (1989) illumi-
nated the ways race and ethnicity operate as distinct yet
closely interrelated dimensions of identity formation in
projects of imagining, building, and contesting nations.

Since the early 1990s there has been an expanded
interest in race (Harrison 1995, 2002). In good part this
has arisen because of race’s heightened volatility in many
parts of the world, especially under the conditions and
outcomes of globalization: technologically mediated time-
space compression, widening disparities in subsistence
security and wealth, new migrations, transnational cul-
tural citizenries, and diasporic identities. Sociocultural
anthropologists have investigated the multiple histories
and cultural dynamics of race, the persistence of its social
significance, the shifts in its meanings, and its overt
and covert modalities (Smedley 2007; Baker 1998).
Neoracisms without races, the social censorship of talk
about race and racism, and race’s intersections with gen-
der and class have also captured anthropologists” scrutiny
and ethnographic gaze. Research is being undertaken in
many parts of the world, from eastern Europe, where
postcommunist restructuring has exacerbated discrimina-
tion against the region’s Roma (“Gypsies”), to the more
paradigmatic settings of the United States, South Africa,
and Brazil, which have long been a focus of debates over
the varieties of racial formation (Scheffel 2005; Sheriff
2001; Wilson 2001).

A great deal of attention has been given to the social
life of discourses that biologize or culturalize difference—
that is, use notions of culture to produce racializing
effects. Linguistic anthropologists have examined lan-
guage practices that contribute to or resist the dynamics of
racialization. Their approach to the racial politics of lan-
guage may lead them from explicit hate language to covert
language whose efficacy is affected by indirect indexes or
widely understood but never directly articulated nonrefer-
ential meanings (Hill 1998). Critical biocultural anthro-
pologists explore the embodied experiences that affect
human exposure to stress and susceptibility to diseases. In
their view, race affects the internal and external workings
of the body, which is always situated in a nexus of power.
These dynamics have health-related outcomes. Racism has
concrete consequences for human biology, which is social-
ized in historically specific contexts of culture, power, and
political ecology (Goodman and Leatherman 1998).
Historical archaeology is also unburying new layers of
understanding about past landscapes of race and racism.
Studies of the material cultural remnants of plantation
slavery, maroons (runaways), free and freed communiies,
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and the cultural life of other racialized or subracialized
groups (e.g., Irish immigrants) fill in some of the gaps that
historiographical research cannot (Orser 1998; Singleton

20006).

Other trends are studies of whiteness, which shift
from the traditional focus on racial subordinates (Brodkin
1998; Buck 2001). Critical studies of race and racism are
also examining indigeneity, especially in contexts in which
the concept of ethnicity has provided the conventional
analytical lens (Cowlishaw 1999; Wade 1997). Analyses of
nontraditional Indians and African descendants with a
history of contact with or even citizenship in Indian
nations are disrupting conventional boundaries of classifi-
cation and identity (Sturm 2002; Warren 2001). There
are also studies of racism as a site of human rights viola-
tion and of antiracism’s place within the international
context of human rights struggle (Banton 1996; Harrison
2005).

Finally, anthropologists have been vigilant in chal-
lenging the latest revival of biological determinism (e.g.,
Herrnstein and Murray 1994; Current Anthropology 1996)
and in detecting the potential dangers of reifying race in
the Human Genome Project. The intellectual and ideo-
logical heterogeneity of anthropology precludes a consen-
sus. In light of this, it should be of no surprise that the bell
curve thesis made sense to Vincent Sarich (1995) or that
Glenn Custred coauthored Proposition 209, the 1996
California civil rights initiative that aimed to dismantle
affirmative action. Race has figured prominently in
anthropology’s history of ideas and public engagement.
That relationship is likely to persist.

SEE ALSO Anthropology; Anthropology, Biological;
Anthropology, Linguistic; Boas, Franz; Colorism;
Determinism, Biological; Drake, St. Clair; Du Bois,
W. E. B.; Heredity; Hurston, Zora Neale; Mead,
Margaret; Montagu, Ashley; Nature vs. Nurture;
Other, The; Race; Racial Classification; Racialization;
Racism; Social Constructionism; Social Constructs;

White Supremacy; Whiteness

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Baker, Lee D. 1998. From Savage to Negro: Anthropology and the
Construction of Race, 1896—1954. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Banton, Michael. 1996. International Action against Racial
Discrimination. Oxford: Clarendon.

Berreman, Gerald D. 1972. Race, Caste, and Other Invidious
Distinctions in Social Stratification. Race 13 (4): 385—414.

Blumenbach, Johann Friedrich [1795] 1895. On the Natural
Variety of Mankind. 3rd ed. In The Anthropological Treatises of
Johann Friedrich Blumenbach, trans. and ed. Thomas
Bendyshe. London: Longman, Green.

INTERNATIONAL ENCYCLOPEDIA OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES, 2ND EDITION 11



Race and Anthropology

Boas, Franz. [1911] 1963. The Mind of Primitive Man. Rev. ed.
New York: Collier.

Boas, Franz. 1940. Race, Language, and Culture. New York:
Macmillan.

Brodkin, Karen. 1998. How Jews Became White Folks and What
That Says about Race in America. New Brunswick, NJ:
Rutgers University Press.

Buck, Pem Davidson. 2001. Worked to the Bone: Race, Class,
Power, and Privilege in Kentucky. New York: Monthly Review.

Cowlishaw, Gillian. 1999. Rednecks, Eggheads, and Blackfellas: A
Study of Racial Power and Intimacy in Australia. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press.

Current Anthropology. 1996. The Eternal Triangle: Race, Class,
and IQ. Reviews on The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class
Structure in American Life 37 (February supp.): S181.

Davis, Allison, Burleigh B. Gardner, and Mary R. Gardner.
[1941] 1988. Deep South: A Social Anthropological Study of
Caste and Class. Los Angeles: Center for Afro-American
Studies, University of California, Los Angeles.

De Gobineau, Arthur. [1851-1855] 1967. The Inequality of
Human Races. Trans. Adrian Collins. New York: Fertig.

Dominguez, Virginia R. 1986. Whize by Definition: Social
Classification in Creole Louisiana. New Brunswick, NJ:
Rutgers University Press.

Drake, St. Clair 1987. Black Folk Here and There: An Essay in
History and Anthropology. Los Angeles: Center for Afro-
American Studies, University of California, Los Angeles.

Drake, St. Clair, and Horace Cayton. [1945] 1993. Black
Metropolis: A Study of Negro Life in a Northern City. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Firmin, Joseph-Anténor. [1885] 2000. The Equality of the
Human Races: Positivist Anthropology. Trans. Asselin Charles.
New York: Garland.

Fluehr-Lobban, Carolyn. 2005. Race and Racism: An
Introduction. Lanham, MD: AltaMira.

Goodman, Alan, and Thomas Leatherman, eds. 1998. Building
a New Biocultural Synthesis: Political-Economic Perspectives on

Human Biology. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Harrison, Faye V. 1992. The Du Boisian Legacy in
Anthropology. Critique of Anthropology 12 (3): 239-260.

Harrison, Faye V. 1995. The Persistent Power of “Race” in the
Cultural and Political Economy of Racism. Annual Review of

Anthropology 24: 47-74.

Harrison, Faye V. 2002. Unraveling “Race” for the Twenty-First
Century. In Exotic No More: Anthropology on the Front Lines,
ed. Jeremy MacClancy, 145-166. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Harrison, Faye V., ed. 2005. Resisting Racism and Xenophobia:
Global Perspectives on Race, Gender, and Human Rights.
Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Harrison, Ira E., and Faye V. Harrison. 1999. African-American
Pioneers in Anthropology. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.

Herrnstein, Richard J., and Charles Murray. 1994. The Bell
Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in American Life. New
York: Free Press.

Hill, Joan H. 1998. Language, Race, and White Public Space.
American Anthropologist 100 (3): 680-689.

TUAES (International Union of Anthropological and
Ethnological Sciences). n.d. Proposed Replacement Statement
for the UNESCO Documents on Biological Aspects of Race.
heep://www.leidenuniv.nl/fsw/iuaes/08-race.htm.

Lieberman, Leonard. 2003. A History of “Scientific” Liberalism.
In Race and Ethnicity: An Anthropological Focus on the United
States and the World, ed. Raymond Scupin, 36-66. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Linnaeus, Carolus. [1735] 1806. A General System of Nature.
London: Lackington, Allen.

Livingstone, Frank B. 1962. On the Non-Existence of Human
Races. Current Anthropology 3: 279-281.

Loewen, James W. 1988. The Mississippi Chinese: Between Black
and White. 2nd ed. Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland.

Montagu, Ashley. [1942] 1975. Man’s Most Dangerous Myth: The
Fallacy of Race. 5th ed. New York: Oxford University Press.

Orser, Charles E., Jr. 1998. The Challenge of Race to American
Historical Archaeology. American Anthropologist 100 (3):
661-668.

Sanjek, Roger. 1994. The Enduring Inequalities of Race. In Race,
eds. Steven Gregory and Roger Sanjek, 1-17. New
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Sarich, Vincent. 1995. In Defense of 7he Bell Curve: The Reality
of Race and the Importance of Human Difference. Skepric 3
(3): 84-93.

Schafft, Gretchen E. 2004. From Racism to Genocide:
Anthropology in the Third Reich. Urbana: University of Illinois
Press.

Scheffel, David Z. 2005. Svinia in Black and White: Slovak Roma
and Their Neighbors. Toronto: Broadview.

Sheriff, Robin E. 2001. Dreaming Equality: Color, Race, and
Racism in Urban Brazil. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers
University Press.

Singleton, Theresa. 2006. African Diaspora Archaeology in
Dialogue. In Afro-Atlantic Dialogues: Anthropology in the
Diaspora, ed. Kevin A. Yelvington, 249-287. Santa Fe, NM:
School of American Research Press.

Smedley, Audrey. 2007. Race in North America: Origin and
Evolution of a Worldview. 3rd ed. Boulder, CO: Westview.
Sturm, Circe. 2002. Blood Politics: Race, Culture, and Identity in
the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma. Berkeley: University of

California Press.

Wade, Peter. 1997. Race and Ethnicity in Latin America. London:
Pluto.

Wade, Peter. 2002. Race, Nature, and Culture: An Anthropological
Perspective. London: Pluto.

Warren, Jonathan W. 2001. Racial Revolutions: Antiracism and
Indian Resurgence in Brazil. Durham, NC: Duke University
Press.

Williams, Brackette E 1989. A Class Act: Anthropology and the
Race to Nation across Ethnic Terrain. Annual Review of
Anthropology 18: 401-444.

Williams, Eric. [1944] 1994. Capitalism and Slavery. Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

Wilson, Richard A. 2001. The Politics of Truth and Reconciliation
in South Africa: Legitimizing the Post-Apartheid State.
Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press.

12 INTERNATIONAL ENCYCLOPEDIA OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES, 2ND EDITION



Wolf, Eric. 1982. Europe and the People without History.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Faye V. Harrison

RACE AND ECONOMICS

Commentaries by political economists about the concepts
of race and ethnicity and the implications of those cate-
gories for economic behavior and outcomes date back to
the eighteenth century. Classical political economists gen-
erally maintained that all groups have comparable abilities
to make rational economic decisions. Variations in
observed outcomes among groups were explained in terms
of history, luck, and incentives. Incentives and markets
were seen as especially powerful forces capable of generat-
ing convergence in observed outcomes. In contrast, most
postclassical economists believed that permanent and
semipermanent group differences in desirable wealth-gen-
erating characteristics are primarily responsible for differ-
ences in levels of development.

Although the Irish were often a principal subject of
discussion, the colonization of the Americas and the mas-
sive expansion of African enslavement ensured that atten-
tion would shift to Native Americans and blacks. Much of
that discourse consisted of thinly veiled rationalizations
for policies of discrimination, exploitation, and oppres-
sion through assertions that the victims were less than
fully human. The expropriation of Native American land
was justified by a “natural law” argument by which so-
called civilized communities were divinely mandated to
master and transform that environment.

EARLY THEORIES

Philosophers’ theories of Caucasian, Aryan, and Anglo-
Saxon racial superiority provided a rubric for distinguish-
ing between the civilized and the uncivilized. The
philosopher David Hume (1711-1776) insisted, for
example, on the universality of human nature in 1748,
but by 1753 he had become a staunch proponent of racial
hierarchies. Hume wrote, “I am apt to suspect the negroes
and in general all the other species of men ... to be natu-
rally inferior to the whites. There never was a civilized
nation of any other complexion than white, nor even any
individual eminent either in action or speculation.”

(Morton 2002, p. 3).

Such contrived claims about black inferiority served
to justify enslavement. As was noted by Eric Williams,
“Slavery in no way implied, in any scientific sense, the
inferiority of the Negro” (Williams 1994, p. 29).
Supporters of slavery predicted disastrous consequences if
blacks were emancipated. The inaccuracy of those predic-
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tions did not deter mid-nineteenth-century postclassical
economists who were influenced by the writings of
anthropologists from fully endorsing notions of differ-
ences among racial groups in the capacity to exercise
economic rationality. Nonwhites and the Irish were char-
acterized as “lower races,” and the category “Africanoid
Celt” and an “Index of Nigrescence” were introduced in
1870 to measure how close the Irish were to blacks (Levy
and Peart 2002).

DARWIN AND MARX

Charles Darwin’s 1859 book On the Origin of Species by
Means of Natural Selection, or, The Preservation of Favoured
Races in the Struggle for Life provided additional fuel for
speculations about racial hierarchies, although Darwin
and some of his supporters were dubious about the extent
to which the dictum “survival of the fittest” could be
applied appropriately to human beings. Alfred Russel
Wallace, for example, insisted in 1864 that natural selec-
tion does not apply to humans because of ethical issues
deriving from the phenomenon of human sympathy.
However, prominent social Darwinists, including Herbert
Spencer (1820-1903) and William Graham Sumner
(1840-1910), argued that human progress depends on
unbridled competition in all areas of economic life. As
individuals sought to improve their circumstances, con-
tinuous movement toward the perfection of the human
race inevitably would occur.

Karl Marx (1818-1883) was fascinated by Darwin’s
work, although his views about race were more nuanced
than those of most of his contemporaries. Although Marx
and Friedrich Engels (1820-1895) envisioned the eventual
disappearance of national and ethnic identities through the
expansion of global capitalism, Marx recognized that in the
interim a variety of social formations were sustainable and
that economic progress “does not prevent the same eco-
nomic basis ... from displaying endless variations and gra-
dations in its appearance, as the result of innumerable
different empirical circumstances, natural conditions,
racial relations, historical influences acting from outside,

etc.” (Marx 1991 Capital, vol. 3, p. 927).

Marx’s sensitivity to issues of race and culture is evi-
dent in his discussion of Native American societies, in
which he expressed special admiration for the Iroquois,
highlighting their “sense of independence” and “personal
dignity.” In addition, his writings are generally devoid of
many of the prevailing stereotypes about non-Western tra-
ditional societies, including India and pre-Columbian
Mexico (Anderson 2002). Nevertheless, the influence of
Darwin is suggested by Marx’s comments about the
dependency of barbaric and semibarbaric countries on civ-
ilized ones, indicating that he, like most thinkers of that
period, failed to recognize white supremacy as an overarch-
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ing global phenomenon (Robinson 1983). However,
unlike most postclassical economists, Marx believed that
differences in levels of social development among groups
could be mediated through social interventions rather than
reflecting a permanent pattern enshrined by innate geneti-
cally or culturally based variations in development poten-
tial. He argued that “all this crippling under existing social
relations has arisen historically, and in the same way can be
abolished again in the course of historical development”
(Marx and Engels 1976, p. 425). That view resonated with
those of classical political economists who insisted on the
efficacy of incentives and markets to produce convergence
in economic behavior and outcomes.

RACIAL HIERARCHIES IN
POSTCLASSICAL ECONOMICS

Pseudoscientific notions of racial hierarchies can be found
in the writings of several prominent postclassical econo-
mists, including William Stanley Jevons, Alfred Marshall,
Arthur Pigou (1907), John R. Commons, and Irving
Fisher (1930). In 1871 Jevons stated: “A man of lower
race, a negro, for instance, enjoys possession less, and
loathes labour more; his exertions, therefore, soon stop. A
poor savage would be content to gather the almost gratu-
itous fruits of nature, if they were sufficient to give suste-
nance; it is only physical work which drives him to
exertion” (Jevons 1871, p. 183). Those postclassical econ-
omists explored a variety of areas in which racial variations
in economic rationality were hypothesized to exist,
including labor supply, family size, consumption, and sav-
ings decisions. Marshall wrote about savage life ruled by
custom and impulse in which there was no conception of
future planning and rational economic decision-making
and people were incapable of steady work. Individuals
belonging to the “lower races” were deemed to be espe-
cially prone to the consumption of luxury goods and alco-

holic beverages (Marshall 1891).

Large-scale migration from southern and eastern
Europe to the United States beginning in the last decade
of the nineteenth century led to the extension of notions
of racial inferiority to those population groups. In 1907
Commons warned, for example, that the new immigrants
were genetically inferior and would reduce the genetic
quality of the nation. Various postclassical economists
characterized those immigrants as “untaxed imports” and
advocated eugenics policies to improve the genetic pool of
the nation, including measures to encourage fertility
among the “superior” genetic stock and reduce fertility
among those with “inferior” natural abilities, including
permanent segregation, sterilization, and selective restric-
tions on immigration (Levy and Peart 2002).

As described by William Darity, several researchers
who were actively involved with the American Economic

Association during its formative years subscribed to the
view that African Americans eventually would face extinc-
tion as a result of a combination of genetic deficiencies
and social maladjustment. Proponents of that view
refused to discard the underlying assumptions of black
inferiority even after demographic trends contradicted the
. . . . « M
predictions associated with the “Black Disappearance

Hypothesis” (Darity 1994).

REVIVAL OF THE CLASSICAL VIEW
Beginning in the 1930s, the Chicago School played a piv-

otal role in reviving the classical tradition of treating indi-
viduals as possessing equal competence to engage in
rational economic decision-making and reestablishing the
critical role of incentives and markets in conditioning
human behavior. Frank Knight’s 1931 critique of the pre-
sumed correlation between time preference and race in a
1931 review of Irving Fisher’s Theory of Interest was a
major turning point.

George Stigler and Gary Becker also helped under-
mine postclassical views about racially distinct time pref-
erences. Becker’s well-known “taste” or preference theory
of discrimination has determined the contours of discus-
sions about race for most contemporary neoclassical econ-
omists (Becker 1957). His analysis was conceived as a
response to the failure of economists to examine the phe-
nomenon of racial economic discrimination systemati-
cally. Two exceptions to the pattern of neglect of this topic
noted by Becker include a 1952 study of black workers in
southern industry by Donald Dewey and a 1955 analysis
of occupational racial wage differentials by Morton
Zeman. In Becker’s model social identities are treated as
economically nonproductive individual characteristics
that may, however, have significant economic conse-
quences. A racial group thus can be treated simply as the
aggregation of those individuals identified by a particular
classifying parameter, allowing neoclassical economists to
ignore the economic implications of individuals” decisions
for the intensity of group identification. The key theoret-
ical conclusion flowing from Becker’s model is that the
competitive forces of the market inevitably undermine the
economic impact of racial prejudices, which are presum-
ably irrational. However, the persistence of inequality in
outcomes across groups has been documented, and this
finding poses a formidable challenge to the efficacy of
Becker’s model. Among others, Patrick Mason (1999) has
suggested that racial discrimination may be consistent
with the competitive process.

LATER RECONCEPTUALIZATIONS

Efforts to explain persistent racial differentials have gener-
ated two markedly different approaches to reconceptu-
alizing the relationship between race and economic
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outcomes. One approach reintroduces the postclassical
notion of racial hierarchies. Monographs by George Gilder
and Charles Murray in the early 1980s assert that differen-
tials in economic outcomes between blacks and whites
stem primarily from dysfunctional behaviors endemic to
black culture, including willful refusal to adhere to the tra-
ditional American values of hard work, self-reliance, future
orientation, thriftiness, a strong emphasis on education,
and individualism. Economists such as Thomas Sowell and
Walter Williams readily integrated aspects of this discourse
into their writings in the 1980s, and subsequently the
number of subscribers to those views increased signifi-
cantly (Akerlof and Kranton 2000; Loury 2002). Although
claims about black genetic inferiority that were prominent
during the postclassical period have been resurrected, few
economists have been willing to endorse those claims
openly (Herrnstein and Murray 1994).

The second approach to reconceptualizing the ways in
which race affects economic behavior and outcomes revives
the classical tradition of focusing on the role of incentives
and institutions in reducing disparities and is associated
with the emergent subdiscipline of stratification econom-
ics. Stratification economists conceptualize race as a pro-
duced form of personal identity that is responsive to
changes in incentives for altruistic versus antagonistic
behavior in social interactions. Collective identity is
deemed to have economic value even as there are also costs
to identity formation. As a consequence, reductions in
intergroup wealth differentials are a necessary but not
sufficient condition for eroding traditional patterns of col-
lective identification. This conclusion is consistent with
Marx’s views on the value of culture and institutions.
Stratification economists believe that racial disparities and
racial discrimination are endemic features of the U.S.
economy and social systems that are reproduced by a myr-
iad of institutional practices that require transformation to
produce outcomes characterized by sustainable reductions
in racial differentials. Like Marx, stratification economists
recognize that historical inertia is a powerful barrier to
change, leading to caution in making predictions about
short-term reductions in racial differentials.

SEE ALSO Akerlof, George A.; American Economic
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Discrimination; Economics; Economics, Classical;
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RACE AND EDUCATION

Race and education becomes a social issue when educa-
tional opportunities are differentially available to mem-
bers of diverse racial groups within a society.

Educational discrimination has a variety of effects
that often lead to interracial conflict. Because education is
a major means of social mobility, discrimination in this
domain forces less-favored racial groups to occupy lower-
status jobs and receive less income. Such results form a
vital component in a wider system of racial oppression—

as in the former apartheid policies of South Africa and
state-mandated segregation in the U.S. South. But educa-
tional segregation by race also operates to limit the life
chances of discriminated racial groups in nations without
such formal systems of oppression, such as Brazil. And in
countries where social class and race are highly intercorre-
lated, as throughout Latin America, racial segregation in
schools results directly from intense patterns of residential
segregation by class.

Racially segregated schools are the hallmark of racial
discrimination in education. Separate schools allow for
vastly fewer resources to be provided for the oppressed
race. Indeed, racially separate schools are so central to sys-
tems of racial oppression that they are tenaciously main-
tained in the face of efforts to end them. The protracted
and only partially successful efforts to end segregated
schools in the United States provide a striking illustration.

Public schools did not emerge in the U.S. South until
late in the nineteenth century, and these early schools
were for whites only. Black schools came later, after formal
state laws for racial segregation had been sanctioned in
1896 by the U.S. Supreme Court in Plessy v. Ferguson.
Although the case involved segregated railroad seating, its
decision establishing the formula of “separate but equal”
was promptly applied by the white South to schools,
which became extremely separate and unequal.

It was fifty-eight years before the High Court over-
turned Plessy. By 1950, in two graduate education cases,
the meaning of “equal” went beyond mere parity in brick-
and-mortar terms to include such intangibles as faculty
reputation and general prestige. The decisions prepared
the ground for Brown v. Board of Education four years
later to hold separate facilities to be inherently unequal.
But implementing this unpopular decision has proven

difficult.

Critical to the acceptance of mandated social change
that runs counter to dominant public opinion is the per-
ception of inevitability. The responses of the white South
to the varying firmness of the High Courts rulings illus-
trate the point. With an uncompromising, nine-to-zero
decision in Brown, the Court in 1954 generated a strong
sense of inevitability. But in 1955 the Supreme Court
retreated in its implementation order to a vague “all delib-
erate speed” formula (Brown I1). This formula returned the
enforcement of desegregation back to southern federal dis-
trict courts without guidelines. Only when this weak order
undermined the sense of inevitability did southern polidi-
cians become uniformly defiant and prosegregationist
organizations gain momentum. Then the opposition
believed Brown could be effectively opposed. Brown II is
not solely responsible for the violent opposition that fol-
lowed, but its vagueness contributed to the resistance by
eroding the strong sense of inevitability that had prevailed.
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Consequently, the region’s school desegregation did
not take hold until the federal courts lost patience
between 1968 and 1973 (Orfield and Eaton 1996). This
brief period saw court orders achieve sweeping gains—
especially in the recalcitrant South but also in the cities of
the North and West. By the 1970s the South had more
racial desegregation in its public schools than any other
region. But this process ended abruptly in 1974 when the
Supreme Court reversed direction. In Milliken v. Bradley
the Court by five to four struck down a metropolitan
solution ordered by a district court to remedy the intense
racial segregation of Detroit’s public schools. What made
this decision so regressive is that such remedies were the
only means available to desegregate the public schools of
many of the nation’s largest cities (Orfield and Eaton
1996; Pettigrew 1981). Moreover, segregation between
city and suburban districts is now by far the major com-
ponent today in metropolitan school segregation
(Clotfelter 2004). Decisions of the High Court from
1974 into the twenty-first century continued this trend,
and allowed racial segregation of the public schools to
return not only in the South but also throughout much of
the United States.

Thus, Brown was largely reversed without the High
Court ever stating that it was overturning the famous
decision. By 2000 black children were more likely to be
attending majority-black schools than at any time since
the 1960s; 70 percent went to predominantly black
schools and 37 percent to schools with 90 percent or more
black students. The greatest retrogression during the
1990s occurred in the South, the region that had previ-
ously witnessed the greatest gains (Orfield 2001). And
Latino school children became more educationally segre-
gated from white children than African American children

(Orfield and Eaton 1996).

Supporting this retreat from desegregated schools, the
sociologist James Coleman (1926-1995) claimed in a
highly publicized speech that urban interracial schools
were impossible to achieve because desegregation causes
massive “white flight.” Desegregation led, he claimed, to
whites fleeing to the suburbs and leaving minority con-
centrations in central city cores. This research had serious
weaknesses, and its policy recommendations ignored met-
ropolitan solutions (Pettigrew 1981).

The “white flight” thesis is far more complex than
Coleman claimed (Pettigrew and Green 1976). Some
whites did move from large cities when school desegrega-
tion began, but this movement was neither universal nor
permanently damaging. Some cities without any school
desegregation also experienced widespread white subur-
banization. Other cities experienced little such movement
at the time of desegregation. And where so-called “white
flight” to the suburbs did occur, it constituted a “hasten-
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ing up” process; within a few years the loss was what
would have been expected without desegregation (Farley,
Richards, and Wurdock 1980).

But does school desegregation improve the life
chances of African Americans? From the 1970s to the
1990s, black high school completion rates rose sharply.
Although less than half finished high school at midcen-
tury, by 2000 the figure approached that of white
Americans. During these same years, the mean difference
between black and white achievement test scores steadily
narrowed (Neisser 1998). White scores were improving,
but blacks who entered school during the late 1960s
showed especially strong gains—when extensive school
desegregation began. Mean racial differences in achieve-
ment tests were not eliminated, but they began to close.
However, these positive trends stalled and were even
reversed by the late 1990s once the federal courts allowed
resegregation. Yet these trends are only suggestive, because
other factors were also influential—notably, rising black
incomes and such effective national educational programs

as Head Start.

More to the point, did school desegregation expand
opportunities for African Americans in the long term? An
array of sociological studies tracked the products of deseg-
regated schools in later life to find answers (Pettigrew
2004). With social class controlled, black children from
desegregated schools, when compared with black children
from segregated schools, are later more likely:

. to attend and finish majority-white colleges;

. to work with white coworkers and have better jobs;

1

2

3. to live in interracial neighborhoods;
4. to have somewhat higher incomes;
5

. to have more white friends and contacts and more
positive attitudes toward whites.

Similarly, white products of desegregation have more
positive attitudes toward blacks than comparable whites
from segregated schools. In short, desegregated education
prepares black and white Americans for an interracial
world.

These positive lifetime effects of desegregation are
not limited to test score gains—more important is the fact
that desegregation enables African Americans to break
through the monopoly that white Americans have tradi-
tionally had on informational flows and institutional
access. Sociologists have identified several interrelated
processes underlying this phenomenon (Pettigrew 2004).
These processes mirror the harsh fact that life chances in
America flow through white-dominated institutions.

Desegregation involves interracial contact. Inter-
group contact is one of social psychology’s best-established
theories. A comprehensive meta-analysis found that 95
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percent of 714 independent samples with 250,000 sub-
jects show that intergroup contact reduces prejudice

(Pettigrew and Tropp 2006).

Desegregation teaches interracial interaction skills.
Given the nation’s racist past, neither black nor white
Americans are skilled in interracial interaction. The prod-
ucts of desegregated schools have the opportunity to learn
these skills. Their anxiety about such interaction is
reduced. This is highly useful for both blacks and whites,
for it contributes to their willingness to enter biracial envi-
ronments and their acceptance in these situations.

Desegregation erodes avoidance learning. After long
facing discriminatory treatment, some black Americans
learn to avoid whites. But this reaction has negative con-
sequences. It closes off for ghetto dwellers the better
opportunities that exist in the wider society. And, like all
avoidance learning, it keeps one from knowing when the
situation has changed. Desegregated schooling overcomes
such avoidance.

Desegregated blacks gain access to formerly all-white
social networks, such as those that share information
about colleges and jobs. This process does not require per-
sonal friendships: Weak interpersonal ties are the most
informative, because close friends are likely to possess the
same information (Granovetter 1983). Interracial schools
allow black students to gain access to these networks.

Thus, although it is not a popularly recognized fact,
the racial desegregation of America’s public schools has led
to positive outcomes. But the resegregation of the nation’s
schools in the twenty-first century threatens to reverse
these beneficial processes.

Although the racial scene in the United States has
many unique features, social research in other nations sug-
gests that similar intergroup processes operate in schools
throughout the world. Additional research is needed, but
the separation of groups in schools and other societal
institutions, whether the groups are racial or not, appears
to have comparably negative effects. Indeed, in some
interracial nations such as Brazil, the deleterious effects of
separate education may be even greater than in the United
States. Educational differences between Brazilians of dif-
ferent skin colors explains much of the nation’s variation
in racial occupational inequality and its racial gap in
white-nonwhite mobility (Telles 2004).

In addition to thwarting beneficial intergroup con-
tact, intergroup separation triggers a series of interlocking
processes that make group conflict more likely. Negative
stereotypes do not just persist but are magnified; distrust
cumulates; and misperceptions and awkwardness typify
the limited intergroup interaction that does take place.
The powerful majority comes in time to believe that seg-
regated housing, low-skilled jobs, and constrained educa-
tional opportunities are justified, even “appropriate,” for

the minority. In short, racially segregated schools repro-
duce racial inequality. Intergroup schools have proven one
of the needed antidotes for combating these negative
processes—from Northern Ireland to South Africa.

SEE ALSO Colorism; Cox, Oliver C.; Park, Robert E.;
Park School, The; Race; Race Relations; Racism;
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RACE AND POLITICAL
SCIENCE

Although controversies surrounding race have arisen in a
variety of nations since at least the sixteenth century, it has
only been since the mid-twentieth century that these
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issues have generated serious attention in the discipline of
political science. Beginning primarily in the aftermath of
such watershed events as the civil rights movement in the
United States, the rise of Fidel Castro in Cuba, and the
demise of the apartheid system in South Africa, political
scientists have slowly begun to focus on the impact of race
in politics. In particular, scholars have examined issues
such as the impact of racial group membership and racial
attitudes on public opinion and voting behavior, partisan-
ship, and political incorporation.

The literature on race and politics is perhaps most
developed in the United States, where race plays a role in
the level of support garnered by black candidates. There is
little doubt that African Americans represent a small
percentage of elected officials nationwide and that self-
identified black candidates are rarely elected in majority-
white political jurisdictions. It is not at all clear, however,
that blacks fare poorly among white voters because of
their race. Scholars have sought to get a better grasp on
this question by relying upon experimental designs as a
way of isolating the effects of candidate race. When white
voters are randomly assigned to experimental condi-
tions wherein otherwise identical candidates differ only in
their racial background, some studies have found that
black candidates are evaluated less favorably relative to
white candidates.

Racial considerations do not just figure prominently
in biracial contests. Some political scientists argue that the
contemporary American party system is primarily based
on racial cleavages. According to this view, after the 1964
presidential contest pitting racial liberal Lyndon Johnson
(1908-1973) against racial conservative Barry Goldwater
(1909-1998), voters began to view the political parties as
primarily distinctive on matters of race. This view became
solidified with the War on Poverty, which seemed to link
the Democratic Party with the aspirations of racial
minorities. There is some support for this controversial
claim. Although African Americans have been part of the
Democratic coalition since Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
(1882-1945) second term, blacks have supported
Democratic presidential candidates—and identified with
the party—by increasingly lopsided margins since the
mid-1960s. Many whites, on the other hand, are now
firmly attached to the Republican Party, and since the late
1960s have consistently supported Republican presiden-
tial candidates over their Democratic opponents.

Much of this “realignment” of partisan loyalties has
occurred in the American South. Although solidly
Democratic since the end of Reconstruction, the South
began to abandon the Democratic Party in the 1970s and
1980s. The political science literature has not reached
consensus as to whether this is primarily due to racial con-
siderations. For example, some scholars would argue that
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social issues such as abortion, gay rights, and prayer in the
schools are more important as explanations for the con-
temporary embrace of the Republican Party among white
southerners. However this debate is resolved, there is no
doubt that the South remains the most racially conserva-
tive region in the United States. Whether the issue is
school integration, enforcement of antidiscrimination
laws, or increased spending on race-targeted programs,
national surveys conducted as recently as the 1990s have
consistently shown that white southerners are more con-
servative than their northern counterparts.

Regional differences have not only emerged from
standard survey data but also using experimental meth-
ods. James Kuklinski, Michael Cobb, and Martin Gilens
(1997), for example, developed an unobtrusive method
for gauging racial attitudes. In short, they provide a
nationally representative group of respondents with an
opportunity to indicate how angry they are at a list of four
items, one of which (the experimental condition) includes
a specific reference to African Americans, as well as three
topics not related to race. A randomly selected half of the
sample is asked only about the three nonracial topics (the
control condition), and all respondents are assured that no
one will be able to determine which specific item makes
them angry. However, because of random assignment, if
levels of racial resentment are higher in the experimental
condition relative to the control, then the differences can
only be attributed to racial concerns. With this technique,
Kuklinski and his colleagues show that white southerners
are far more racially resentful toward blacks than their
northern counterparts. This difference is also much
greater than the results from traditional surveys.

RACIAL ATTITUDES

Racial schisms and the influence of racial attitudes do not
just occur in the United States. Although some scholars
have argued that Latin America and the Spanish
Caribbean are mostly free from the racial strife associated
with the United States, more recent work has called this
Latin American exceptionalism thesis into question. For
example, Mark Sawyer, Yesilernis Pefia, and Jim Sidanius
(2004) fielded surveys in Cuba, the Dominican
Republican, and Puerto Rico and found that respondents
perceived racial hierarchies in their respective countries
that were very similar to those in the United States.
Whites were consistently perceived as having greater social
status, followed by “mulattos” and finally blacks.
Similarly, in follow-up work, Sawyer has found that
Cubans who identify as white are much more likely than
their darker-skinned counterparts to perceive other races
as less intelligent and moral.

Another area where scholars are beginning to exam-
ine the impact of racial identity and attitudes on public
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opinion is South Africa. This country has, of course, been
wracked with racial divisions since its founding and has
only been a multiracial democracy since 1994. James
Gibson conducted the first systematic nationwide survey
of attitudes on racial identity, national identity, and the
Truth and Reconciliation Commission. His 2001 survey
included a large number of whites, blacks, “colored,” and
South Africans of Asian ancestry. Gibson finds that race
relations in South Africa are far more complicated than
many often assume, with considerable variation on public
opinion within racial groups. Nevertheless, whites are far
more likely to 7oz identify with blacks than are blacks to
reject identification with whites. On a more optimistic
note, he finds that white South Africans who have greater
contact with other races are also more likely to embrace the
results from the Truth and Reconciliation Commission.

In the United States, the empirical study of the
impact of racial attitudes on policy opinion can be traced
to David Sears and Donald Kinder, and their subsequent
development of the theory of symbolic racism (also some-
times referred to as modern racism or racial resentment).
According to this theory, a new form of racial attitude
emerged in the waning days of the civil rights movement.
Support for the biological inferiority of African Americans
was discredited, but antipathy directed at blacks remained
a powerful force among whites. This anti-black affect
would, in the aftermath of the urban riots in the late
1960s, merge with the widespread perception that blacks
were making unfair demands on the system and not work-
ing hard enough to get ahead. According to Sears and
Kinder, it is this new form of racism—which blends neg-
ative attitudes about blacks with the perception that they
violate cherished values such as hard work—that accounts
for white opposition to various policies designed to
achieve racial equality.

The theory of symbolic racism has sparked a spirited
and longstanding debate in the literature as to the manner
and the extent to which racial attitudes influence whites’
policy preferences. None of the critics insist that racism is
nonexistent, or that it has no influence on the policy pref-
erences of white Americans. Instead, controversy has arisen
with regard to the ambiguity in the conceptual definition
and the measurement of the theory. These criticisms have
on occasion hit their mark, as the symbolic racism theorists
have modified their measures and sought to specify their
model more carefully. Some of the more recent work in
this literature has, however, generally supported the theory
(see, for example, Sears and Henry 2003).

An emerging literature on the influence of race-based
campaign communications also highlights the enduring
linkage between race and politics. This work suggests that
these communications can be effective, provided they do
not rely on overtly racist messages. Specifically, Tali

Mendelberg (2001) has shown that subtle racial cues, such
as pairing pictures of African Americans with a standard
conservative narrative condemning welfare, increased the
role of racial considerations in candidate evaluations.
Although this literature is both provocative and promis-
ing, scholars have yet to explore the frequency or impact
of candidate appeals that invoke race explicitly but in a
way that could not be interpreted as “racist.”

RACE AND RACIAL MINORITIES

Although most of the racial attitudes literature focuses on
the United States and white attitudes about African
Americans, an emerging literature has begun to examine
the role that race-based political perceptions have on black
public opinion. Much of this research can be traced back
to the pioneering work of Patricia Gurin, Shirley Hatchett,
and James Jackson’s 1989 book, Hope and Independence.
These authors argued that black attitudes about prominent
political figures, such as Jesse Jackson and Ronald Reagan
(1911-2004), are influenced strongly by race-based per-
ceptions of group solidarity and group consciousness. This
work, and much of the literature inspired by it, finds that
African Americans’ racial attitudes and policy preferences
seem to be driven more by their in-group bias rather than
out-group animus. Additionally, high levels of in-group
identity appear to account for the unprecedented levels of
black political unity.

Unlike the study of African American political behav-
ior, there has been comparatively little attention devoted
to other racial and ethnic minorities in the United States,
such as Latinos, Asian Americans, and Native Americans.
This has begun to change, however, as these groups have
become an increasingly large share of the American popu-
lation. Of these groups, the most attention has been
devoted to Latino politics. One of the central questions in
this emerging field is whether theoretical models designed
to explain the broader electorate, or subgroups such as
African Americans, can also be applied to Latinos (de la
Garza 2004). This comparison with blacks is a common
one since both groups are socially and economically disad-
vantaged relative to whites and both groups tend to sup-
port the Democratic Party. One question researchers have
asked is: Are Latinos more likely to participate in politics
when Latinos seek or have already achieved elective office
in the local jurisdiction? This pattern holds for blacks, and
some research finds similar effects among Latinos in
California. It remains to be seen whether this applies else-
where in the country. Another issue that arises frequently
in this literature is whether Latinos should be treated as a
single ethnic group or if national origin is the more salient
identity. There is not yet a consensus on this question,
although it is clear that Mexican Americans and Puerto
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Ricans tend to have different partisan and political prefer-
ences compared to Cuban Americans.

With the 2000—2001 Pilot National Asian American
Political Study (PNAAPS), scholars have taken their first
steps toward understanding the political views of this rap-
idly growing demographic group. Relying on this ground-
breaking dataset, The Politics of Asian Americans (Lien et
al. 2004) provides a wealth of descriptive information on
this diverse population. For example, it reports that most
Asian Americans identify with their country of origin
rather than with pan-ethnic labels. Additionally, more
Asian Americans identify with the Democratic Party than
with the Republicans, although about half do not identify
with either major party. Although this work is largely
descriptive, it represents an important first step in map-
ping the contours and variations present among this
largely foreign-born population. At a minimum, it is clear
from the PNAAPS that many of the political theories and
hypotheses developed for the larger electorate must be
modified when applied to Asian Americans.

SEE ALSO Affirmative Action; African Americans;
Apartheid; Attitudes, Racial; Blackness; Civil Rights
Movement, U.S.; Democratic Party, U.S.;
Identification, Racial; Japanese Americans; Latinos;
Native Americans; Political Science; Politics, Asian
American; Politics, Black; Politics, Latino; Race;
Racial Classification; Racism; Reagan, Ronald;
Reconstruction Eva (U.S.); Reparations; Republican
Party; Segregation; Southern Strategy; Terror; Truth
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RACE AND
PSYCHOLOGY

Before the formal institutionalization of psychology in the
nineteenth century, academics attributed psychological
qualities to specific ethnic groups (such attributions can
even be found in Aristotle’s writings). However, the sys-
tematic combination of psychological characteristics
with race occurred in the eighteenth century when
Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1778) linked varieties of
humans (“races”) with psychological and social charac-
teristics in his taxonomy. Johann Friedrich Blumenbach
(1752-1840) advanced the concept of the Caucasian
based on his idea that European culture originated in the
Caucasus. The term Caucasian, still used in empirical psy-
chological studies, has no scientific validity.

In the second half of the nineteenth century, some
European scholars suggested that the Caucasian variety
divided into two branches, identified as Semites and
Aryans. Both were associated with different psychological
characteristics and formed the theoretical basis for Hitler’s
ideology. In the 1860s John Langdon H. Down
(1829-1896) studied the structure and function of vari-
ous organs in “idiots” and “imbeciles.” He observed a
group of individuals that he characterized as having round
faces, flattened skulls, extra folds of skin over their eyelids,
protruding tongues, short limbs, and retardation of motor
and mental abilities. Down classified this group on the
basis of their resemblance to racial groups. He suggested
that the physical features and behavioral attributes of
these individuals represented typical Mongols—hence the
term Mongolism for what is now called Down syndrome.

Pioneers of social psychology such as Gustave Le Bon
(1841-1931) incorporated an ideology of race into their
studies of intellectual ability, emotion, and volition. Le
Bon understood races as physiologically and psychologi-
cally distinct entities that each possessed an immutable
race soul. Paul Broca (1824-1880) was convinced that
non-European races were inferior and used a variety of sci-
entific studies to prove his preconceived conviction.
Francis Galton (1822-1911) argued that Europeans were
by nature more intelligent than “primitive races” and sug-
gested the quantification of levels of racial intelligence. In
the United States, pioneers of psychology such as
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Granville Stanley Hall (1844-1924), the first president of
the American Psychological Association (APA), argued
that “lower races” were in a state of adolescence, a claim
that provided a justification for segregation.

Empirical race psychology was prominent and influ-
ential during the first half of the twentieth century. Race
psychologists used the accepted methods of the discipline
and applied them to the empirical comparison of various
groups. An early example is the research emerging from
the Cambridge Torres Straits Expedition, which produced
psychophysiological data on racial differences. Many race-
psychological studies were used to demonstrate the inferi-
ority of certain races and thus were part of the program of
scientific racism. American race psychologists performed
empirical studies on immigrants and were motivated by
fears that the “national stock” was declining. They partic-
ipated in empirically “evidencing” the inferiority of south-
ern and eastern Europeans and African Americans.

Based on the results of the Army Mental Tests,
administered to 1.75 million American recruits during
World War 1, it was concluded that there were inborn
racial differences between whites and blacks, and among
various European “races.” Psychological studies played a
role in the Immigration Restriction Act of 1924, which
imposed quotas on the allegedly less intelligent European
nations. Leading American psychologists participated in
race psychology, including two APA presidents: Robert
M. Yerkes (1876-1956), who played a decisive role in the
army testing, and Lewis Terman (1877-1956), who sup-
ported segregated education. Also popular in race psychol-
ogy was the study of the mulatto hypothesis, which
suggested that a greater proportion of white “blood” in a
black person’s ancestry would lead to higher intelligence.

Most of the empirical studies on race carried out in
North America and Europe during this period were
unable to overcome prejudicial ideas. Research found dif-
ferences and these differences were frequently interpreted
in racist terms. These studies were also unable to challenge
the cultural meaning of psychological instruments, con-
cepts, theories, and methods. After World War II and the
international recognition that racism was an integral com-
ponent of the atrocities committed in the name of racial
superiority in Europe and Asia, empirical race psychology,
which could not overcome its racist connotations,
declined significantly. However, contemporary studies on
differences among races on intelligence tests continue a
racist legacy when these differences are interpreted as rep-
resenting essential racial divisions in mental life or when
ideas of inferiority or superiority are invoked.

Social psychologists began, as eatly as the 1930s, to
shift away from studying race differences to researching
prejudice. Some racial studies took on a different perspec-
tive and were performed in the context of challenging

racism, especially in the United States, where racial con-
flict, injustice, and discrimination were still endemic.
Kenneth Clark (1914-1995) and Mamie Clark (1917-
1983) performed a variety of studies in order to demon-
strate the negative impact of prejudice, racism, and
discrimination on African American identity. The best-
known studies included a “doll test” that assessed whether
African American children preferred to play with a brown
or white doll and which color they considered nice. Many
of the children preferred the white doll and considered it
nice. The Clarks interpreted the results as showing that
black children had low self-worth, an argument that
played a role in court cases concerning desegregation and
also in the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka
case, in which the U.S. Supreme Court judged segregation
to be unconstitutional.

In the wake of the civil rights movement, Lyndon B.
Johnson’s War on Poverty, and early educational compen-
satory programs such as Head Start, a dedicated and high-
profile group of researchers personally and ideologically
committed to a naturalistic concept of race emerged in
Great Britain and North America. In 1969 Arthur Jensen
published an article in the Harvard Educational Review
that challenged the idea of the value of compensatory edu-
cation. He also suggested that because intelligence had a
heritable component, it seemed reasonable to hypothesize
that genetic factors might play a role in producing racial
differences in I1Q. His argument was speculative but had
an enormous impact on the field of psychology and on
society in general.

From a methodological point of view it is important
to understand that even if intelligence has a heritable
component, mostly estimated through twin studies, this
does not mean that differences between groups can be
explained through heredity. For example, a heritability
estimate of .50 for IQQ means that 50 percent of the vari-
ability of IQ that one finds within a given population can
be attributed to heredity. Hypothetically assume that a
researcher finds a heritability of 55 percent in a “white
group,” 50 percent in a “black sample,” and 45 percent in
a sample that contains various ethnicities (heritability
estimates do not have a single true value and change
with environment). These results mean that 55 percent
of the differences that can be found within the “white
group,” 50 percent of the differences within the
“black group,” and 45 percent of the differences within
the “mixed group” can be attributed to heredity. They say
nothing about the differences berween the groups.

In 1994 Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray sug-
gested in their book 7he Bell Curve that genetic differ-
ences might be involved in producing racial differences in
IQ. Again, they provided no evidence for this speculation.
Beginning in the 1990s J. Philippe Rushton promoted his
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ideas of a racial hierarchy. He presupposed the existence of
three major races (Orientals, whites, and blacks) and has
argued that there is a three-way pattern of differences in
brain size, IQ, and behavior. For Rushton, whites and
Asian developed larger brains and are more intelligent
than blacks because gathering food, providing shelter,
making clothes, and raising children during long winters
was more mentally demanding than accomplishing the
same tasks in permanently warm climates. Rushton has
not provided any genetic evidence for his interpretations
that genes cause racial 1Q differences.

The genetic speculations of contemporary race
researchers in psychology take place in the context of
anthropological and biological research that posits race as a
sociohistorical and not a natural-biological category.
Empirical differences are not interpreted as inborn and as
reflecting a natural hierarchy, but as variations that must be
understood as the product of cultural difference.
Advancements in genetic analyses have shown that the
variation within traditionally conceptualized races is much
larger than between them. Instead of three or five races one
should assume several thousand populations that are in the
process of changing. Empirical studies that include race as
a variable are now often motivated by the idea that a socio-
historical concept of “race” should be taken into account
when making generalizations in psychology.

Social psychologists have provided alternative and
more complex explanations for ethnic group differences
than have traditional race psychologists. Experimental
stereotype threat research conducted by Claude Steele
(1997) is of particular significance. It is based on the
empirically validated finding that the threat of being neg-
atively stereotyped leads to underperformance in accor-
dance with that stereotype. A negative stereotype is
threatening when it provides an explanation for one’s
actions or experiences, or aligns with one’s self-definition.
For example, when a test is presented as assessing intellec-
tual ability, black participants underperform in compari-
son to white participants. When the same test is presented
as assessing problem solving unrelated to intellectual abil-
ity (and therefore unrelated to stereotypes about black
intellectual ability) both groups achieve the same level of
performance.

Effects of stereotypes can also be found in other areas.
A study examining the stereotype that Asians perform well
at numerical tasks has shown that Asian American women
performed better than a control group on a mathematics
test when ethnic identity was focused on, but worse when
their gender identity was highlighted (Shih, Pittinsky, and
Ambady 1999). In addition, social psychologists have
studied attitudes associated with minority life that
increase successful psychological functioning. Robert
Sellers has investigated the meaning that African
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Americans attribute to race in their self-definitions (e.g.,
Sellers and Shelton 2003). He has developed a conceptual
framework as well as instruments to provide a comprehen-
sive assessment of African American racial identity.
Instead of focusing on the negative impact of prejudice
and discrimination, he has studied the protective role of
identity. He has analyzed how African Americans are able
to live normal lives in a context of discrimination. This
has allowed him to provide a more precise picture of
African American realities.

Other researchers have looked at interethnic interac-
tion and its consequences from the standpoint of both
minorities and majorities. Nicole Shelton, Jennifer
Richeson, and Jessica Salvatore (2005) have demonstrated
that the expectation of being the target of prejudice has
complex implications for the dynamics of interethnic
interaction. For example, the more ethnic minorities
expected whites to be prejudiced, the more they had neg-
ative experiences during interethnic interactions. Yet, for
whites, the more ethnic minorities expected them to be
prejudiced, the more positive experiences they had during
interethnic interactions. Richeson and Shelton (2003)
have also examined the influence of interracial interaction
on the cognitive functioning of members of a dominant
racial group. Racial attitudes were predictive of impaired
cognitive performance for individuals who participated in
interracial interactions. This means that the activation of
racist beliefs on the part of “whites” actually reduces their
own cognitive functioning.

Despite the human genome project and advance-
ments in human population genetics, ideological struggles
over the concept of race continue. In the genome era, psy-
chologists have been publishing increasingly on race and
psychology. Although many psychologists suggest that the
results from genomic research demonstrate that a biologi-
cal concept of race is not tenable in psychology, others dis-
agree. What is evident from the history of race psychology
is that scientific methods are not sufficient to prevent bias,
prejudice, and racism. In fact, empirical research has been
used to support racism. Finally, it must be emphasized
that much of race psychology has participated in epistemo-
logical violence—meaning that psychologists have pro-
duced and distributed interpretations, presented as
knowledge, that have negatively shaped the life, health,

and opportunities of minorities.
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Thomas Teo

RACE AND RELIGION

Although both race and religion are enormously difficult
to define, almost all human beings in almost all societies
recognize, shape themselves, and are shaped by represen-
tations, influences, effects of the phenomena and dynam-
ics to which each term generally refers. Bringing these two
freighted and problematic terms together in critical analy-
sis may force consideration of certain issues that may oth-
erwise not be addressed at all, or at least not addressed in
the manner befitting their complexity. Notwithstanding
evidence of phenomena associated with both terms going
back to the beginning of social ordering among human
beings—for example, language and behaviors—the
understandings, usages, and representations most often
associated with both race and religion among contempo-
raries in the English-speaking world were determined by
interests at the beginning of the modern era.

RELIGION AND MODERNITY

The modern and contemporary English term religion is
taken from Middle English (refigioun) and the Latin of
ancient Rome (religio, “piety”; re-ligare, “to tie,” “to bind
back”). Although different connotations and uses of the
term have developed over the centuries in different cul-
tures and settings, the baseline assumption that has per-
sisted in the English-speaking world has to do with
different understandings about the operations, officers,
ideologies, rhetorics, and symbolic objects facilitating ori-
entation to—that is, communication with and reverence
of—what is understood to be the supernatural, the Other.
This supernatural or Other is a social-psychological pro-
jection that can be experienced as a form of transcendence
or as a special aspect of inward presence.

Those human beings for whom a certain set of the
operations, ideologies, rhetorics, and symbolic objects
come to mean generally the same things, through what-
ever means, are thereby bound together into a type of
society. This society may be large-scale and international,
nationalist, or local and on the fringes of the dominant
host society. It may have its beginning as an alternate,
oppositional, unpopular, and illicit society, but over a
period of time, with growth, complexity of organization,
and social power, it may develop into a dominant force
such that its boundaries overlap with the boundaries and
interests of the dominant society. The binding effect of
that large-scale “society” inspired by or reflective of “reli-
gion” then comes to be represented in recognizable exter-
nal forms—in canonical practices, structures, societies,
offices, officers, ideologies, and operations. Such forms
generally have fairly serious ramifications—social-cul-
tural, political, economic—for the larger host societies;
and they are what distinguish “religion” in strict terms
from some of the ongoing experiences, practices, and sen-
timents of single individuals often understood and
claimed to be comparable.

What has come to be called “religion,” then, can be
considered ways of orienting individuals to certain types
of societies. Given this general function, religion has some
specific complex purposes and effects—that of binding
persons into a new alternate society or order. It simultane-
ously and to different degrees and in different respects
separates such bound persons from all or some other soci-
eties that do not recognize and respond to the same forms.
It leads to a binding with larger-scale pressure and chal-
lenge for the purpose of institutionalizing the new soci-
ety’s ideologies within or across a larger expanse of society
or territory.

RACE AND MODERNITY

The origins of the modern and contemporary English
term 7ace are not at all clear. The term has multiple origins
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and valences from different cultural settings and discursive
domains. It comes from Middle and Old English (rase/e))
and (rzes) and from Old Norse (7a5), meaning “a run-
ning,” “rush,” “swift movement,” “attack.” These mean-
ings may have had an Indo-European base (-eras), carrying
the meaning “to flow,” “to move rapidly.” The term has for
centuries if not millennia been used most basically to refer
to particular types of athletic competition. From this spe-
cific usage the term has been widely borrowed and pressed
into service to reflect a rather wide range of provocative
meanings in domains far from the original. Uses have
come to be more figurative in order to reference different
types of competition and differentiation.

Included among such figurative uses is the poignant
usage whereby different groups of human beings are dif-
ferentiated, classified, and hierarchialized. That at the
onset of modernity the term race came to be accepted by
almost everyone—from scientists and learned scholars of
many types within and beyond the academy to politicians
in their chambers to the haranguers on the streets—as a
way to refer to and classify human beings was consequen-
tial. That the term came to be used to refer to and classify
human beings not on the basis of their activities, accom-
plishments, or exploits but in terms of external physical
features, especially color of skin, was decisive. This change
facilitated a type of freezing of categories to the point that,
notwithstanding more recent scientific (especially biolog-
ical) and postmodernist arguments about the problemat-
ics, even nonexistence, of “race” (in strict physiological
terms) as applied to human beings, many observers and
critics would consider the contemporary world to be
obsessed with it and many persons—especially “racial” and
“ethnic” minorities—radically (over-) determined by it.

RELIGION AND RACE AND
MODERNITY

No responsible critical grasp or engagement of “religion”
and “race” in our times is possible without attention to the
specifically modern-era determination of the concepts and
phenomena associated with the terms. The modern-era
understandings and uses begin with the European
encounters—through the exploits of their commissioned
merchants, military seamen, explorers, and missionaries—
with other peoples in the lands mistakenly and unfortu-
nately called “new.” Beginning in the fifteenth century
these contacts challenged and inspired Europeans to name
and conceptualize themselves in relationship to the newly
“discovered” peoples and their lands. This naming and
conceptualization led to a type of hierarchy of human
classification that squared with and justified the eventual
domination of many of the newly discovered peoples.
Notwithstanding the emergence of modern nation-states
and their nationalist ideologies and fierce competition, in
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this period of “discovery” Europeans began to think of
themselves more consistently and collectively as
“European” in culture and orientation over against the
several newly discovered other worlds and their ways, and
they began to think of themselves as “white” over against
the others who were “black,” “red,” “yellow,” and
“brown.” The recognition of the differences between
European and North American “white Christian
European” ways (in all their variety) and the ways of the
others came to be exploited. This exploitation came to
include a conceptualization of power on terms that deter-
mined some of the others as inferior, befitting the roles of
natural perennial servants and slaves. The “discovery” of
other peoples by Europeans made for Europeans the
“race”-ing of all peoples compelling and strategic.

In such circumstances “religion” became along with
“race” a marker of associations and identities shaped in
relationship to modern imperial forces. Throughout the
nineteenth century and into the early twentieth century,
the critical study of the “science” of religion, the history
of religions and comparative religions, was invented, and
the concept of “world religions” evolved in conjunction
with the first convocation of the World Parliament of
Religions. These developments reflected the heightened
awareness of the complexity of the world, its many differ-
ent peoples, traditions, varied global developments, chal-
lenges, and crises, including the beginning of global wars
and their resultant power reformations and arrangements.
Religion increasingly came to be seen as one of the reflec-
tors of social-cultural differences, with a presumed hierar-
chy that established the “world religions’—those religions
built around literacy and sacred books—as the superior
formations. Within this larger period and set of develop-
ments, there could be found alongside the large transna-
tional boundaries and formations—for example, the
“Christian” West, the “Islamic” Near East, the “Hinduism”
of South Asia; and the “Buddhist” Far East—modern
nationalist religious formations—for example, French
Catholics, German Lutherans, and Chinese Buddhists.

In relationship to these large-scale global formations,
one can further distinguish the religions of the formerly
colonized, enslaved, and otherwise dominated, who were
through various more or less violent means heavily mis-
sionized—for example, African American Baptists and
Methodists, East African Anglicans, Korean Presbyterians,
Mexican Catholics, Brazilian Pentecostals, Nigerian
Muslims, and so forth. As religion was used to integrate
persons into and to hold together large social-political for-
mations, it also provided minorities and the subaltern
within the large-scale formations media and means by
which to register resistance and criticism. The symbols,
offices, officers, operations, and ideologies that consti-
tuted local traditions, on the one hand, and the “religions”
of dominants, on the other, have in certain situations been
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critically engaged by the subaltern as part of efforts to
undermine the social-cultural and political-economic
effects of dominance as well as to help restructure identity
and reorient themselves to the world.

The historical and ongoing consequences of the
imbrication of the two categories are at best mixed. The
enslavement and disenfranchisement of black peoples in
Europe and in the Americas, the Holocaust and pogroms
against Jews in Europe, the violence of apartheid in South
Africa, ethnic conflicts and wars among black Africans,
hate crimes in the United States and Europe, denomina-
tional splits, the Israeli-Palestinian-Arab world conflicts,
the genocidal crisis in Darfur—these are just a few exam-
ples of religion-inflected conflicts in the modern world. Yet
not to be forgotten are the biblically inspired songs and
artistry as well as insurrections of the slaves and the reli-
gious piety and formations of the soldiers of the civil rights
movement, of the modern-day Palestinian movement, and
of the Irish Republican Army. These examples suggest that
the confusion of “religion” and “race” set forth at the
beginning of modernity is likely to obtain with mixed con-
sequences for the futures that can be imagined.

SEE ALSO Black Nationalism; Blackness; Christianity;
Culture; Discrimination; Islam, Shia and Sunni;
Liberation Theology; Modernism; Modernity; Nation
of Islam; Natives; Palestinians; Postmodernism;
Protestantism; Race; Race and Economics; Racism;
Religion; Segregation; Whiteness
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RACE MIXING

Shortly after Europeans first arrived in America in the
mid-1600s to colonize the region that would become the
United States, the issue of race mixing arose. The concept
of race itself was then just emerging in its modern form,
but European thinkers drawing from firsthand accounts
of encounters with Native Americans and Africans began
debating the meaning and scope of the physiological and
cultural differences among people from different regions
of the world. The conception that eventually won out
understood racial difference to be real, intrinsic to indi-
viduals, and linked to hierarchies of status and capability.

In addition to the well-known case of Pocahontas, the
Powhatan woman who entered into a formal European
marriage in 1614 with an English settler and traveled to
England before her untimely death, there are many docu-
mented instances of intermarriage and other sexual con-
nections between Native Americans and European
settlers. Although unions between Native American
women and European men were more likely to be
acknowledged and accepted, occasionally European
women partnered with assimilated Native American men
or joined Native American tribes. As time passed partner-
ings between Native American men and white women
became less acceptable culturally, and by the late 1700s
these types of partnerings gave rise to a stock story that a
variety of Native American tribes readily kidnapped and
assimilated white women forcibly. (James Fenimore
Cooper’s 1826 novel The Last of the Mohicans provides an
example of this type of narrative.) Still, even as late as the
twentieth century, descendants of prominent families in
southeastern states such as Virginia and Alabama related
family stories of their descent from early male European
settlers and “Indian princesses.”

Race mixing between Africans and Europeans in the
colonial era was also initially a matter of debate and con-
fusion rather than censure. Records dating back to the
mid-1600s suggest that colonial officials struggled to sort
out whether sexual relations between slaves and white
indentured servants were legally problematic. By the late
1600s several colonies had begun to regulate against rela-
tionships between white women and slave men by render-
ing them as crimes, shifting the status of white women
involved with black men to that of slaves rather than free
or indentured persons or by fixing the status of children
produced in such relationships as slaves. By the dawn of
the 1700s the legal status of slavery had been more firmly
fixed, and the descendants of slaves were understood by
most people in the southern colonies to be slaves them-
selves, absent formal emancipation by their owners.

Despite the centrality of slavery and its increasing
connection to blackness, European conceptualization of
race mixing in the Caribbean and Latin American
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colonies did not initially rest upon a rigid bifurcation
between white and black. As early as the seventeenth cen-
tury white Spaniards and their descendants living in
Mexico developed the concept of casta, a classificatory
scheme for race mixing that categorized individuals by
descent. In addition to introducing the categories of
“quadroon” and “octoroon,” designating individuals with
three white and one black grandparents and seven white
and one black great-grandparents respectively, such
schemes provided means of taxonomizing by name vari-
ous degrees of native and black ancestry. These categories
had real legal consequences for the status and rights of
individuals placed in them—in but one example, the
required amount of tribute paid to the Spanish Crown
varied on the basis of one’s racial classification, and that
variance marked individuals as belonging to particular
classes and holding particular statuses.

At this point the cultural and legal differences
between relationships involving white men and black
women versus black men and white women became more
distinct. Although both types of relationships had the
capacity to produce children, intimate connections
between white women and black men gradually became
perceived as more worthy of censure, based on culturally
embedded beliefs about the threat of black masculinity
and the need to protect white femininity. Interracial inti-
macy between slave women and white men became
defined as undesirable and occasionally scandalous con-
duct on the part of the white men, but the legal system
did not define it as a crime even if the relationship was
overtly coercive or violent; the children born from such
relationships were universally understood to be slaves.
(Same-sex interracial intimacy was not formally recog-
nized or regulated other than under the general rubric of
same-sex sexual intimacy, which was often culturally and
legally effaced when between women and punished as
sodomy when between men.)

In the Revolutionary era in the United States, blacks
experienced a brief taste of a more egalitarian ideology as
several northern states abolished slavery or set it on a
course for extinction after the freedom of the United
States had been won. Some states experimented with
extending the franchise to blacks and women as well. By
the 1820s, however, this openness had dissipated com-
pletely as the franchise was withdrawn in state after state
and southern pressures to protect and defend the institu-
tion of slavery increasingly led to harsh application of
fugitive slave laws. Nonetheless, by the 1820s a substantial
and growing mixed-race population was established in the
United States. Descendants of blacks and whites were
called mulattoes, although some scientists who studied
race in the United States, the Caribbean, and Latin
America persisted with intricate classification schemes for
various combinations of black, native, and white ancestry.

Race Mixing

Mulattoes were at the time understood to be a distinct
race but one more closely related to the African race than
the white race. In some circles in the South, mulattoes
were particularly prized as house servants or concubines.

At the same time, although some descendants of
Native Americans and whites assimilated into white com-
munities and gradually forgot their mixed-race heritage
over the generations, some tribes actively embraced
mixed-race individuals and defined them as wholly
Indian. In some regions of the South small communities
composed of the descendants of free blacks and Native
Americans who had resisted removal began to establish
themselves. The Seminole Indians of Florida, Georgia,
and Alabama are an example. Eventually the United States
became frustrated with the Seminoles’ refusal to cede their
land and move west, and the government entered into a
long and vicious war to remove them forcibly, which was
won only through the U.S. Army’s betrayal and capture of
the Seminoles’ leader under a false truce.

As sectional conflict worsened, understandings of
race and racial difference shifted toward a harder line
based in emerging scientific theories about the superiority
of the white race and the inferiority of other races. As sci-
entists began to argue for a rigid hierarchy of physical,
emotional, and intellectual fitness among the races, they
also began to warn of the dangers of race mixing. In the
1840s and 1850s Debow’s Review, a southern agricultural
and social journal, began to publicize much of this work,
including various versions of the theory that the mixed-
race descendants of white and black parents were inferior.
As scientific debates hardened racial categories and sepa-
rated them more broadly, new theories emerged about the
dangers of racial mixing.

This scientific anxiety reflected and reinforced social
and cultural anxieties about race mixing, which became
increasingly disfavored. Although some black men
accused of engaging in intercourse with white women
were able to avoid severe punishment even in the South,
such connections increasingly were framed as rape. And
although white men continued to have the legal authority
to exercise sexual control over slave women, many south-
ern states passed laws limiting white slave owners’ ability
to free their slaves and give them substantial property,
actions that white men occasionally took to benefit their
enslaved sexual partners and children. By the time of the
Civil War many southern states had adopted rules that
allowed property to pass to enslaved individuals by will
only if they were first freed and then sent out of the state
or the country.

Anxieties about race mixing ran high among whites as
slavery was abolished and the possibility for a new, more
egalitarian, political order arose. Two Democratic newspa-
per editors sought to capitalize on these anxieties by
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secretly publishing a pamphlet extolling the virtues and
benefits of race mixing, coining the word miscegenation to
refer to the practice; they sent copies of the pamphlet to
prominent Republicans in the hopes that some would
endorse it. Although the plot failed, the term quickly
became part of the public lexicon, and despite an intense
constitutional struggle in the early postbellum years, bans
on interracial marriage were passed and upheld across the
South. Through the remainder of the nineteenth century
and into the twentieth century, these bans spread into the
western states as well.

Bans on interracial intimacy took different forms.
Some states, such as Alabama, broadly criminalized
attempts at intermarriage, interracial adultery, and inter-
racial fornication between blacks and whites as felonies,
and the courts interpreted these bans to bar sexual rela-
tionships that paralleled legitimate same-race marital rela-
tionships. Other southern states such as Florida made
intermarriage between blacks and whites a serious crime
but left interracial fornication at the level of a misde-
meanor offense. Western states often incorporated a
bewildering array of racial groups in their injunctions
against interracial intimacy between whites and people of
color; Native Americans were prohibited from marrying
whites in many states, but the western coastal states also
barred marriages between whites and Asians, whites and
Hawaiians, and whites and Filipinos.

Through the first three decades of the twentieth cen-
tury, cultural and legal definitions of race increasingly
moved toward eliminating the broad array of terms for
mixed-race individuals in favor of a limited range of rigid
categories. The category of mulatto gradually disappeared
in favor of a strict separation between black and white,
with those formerly considered to be mulattoes reclassi-
fied as black. Although communities of racially ambigu-
ous individuals with Native American, white, and black
ancestors persisted in southern rural areas, they increas-
ingly had to operate under difficult conditions of fitting
into the legal regime of segregation, which presupposed a
black-white binary universe.

The bans on interracial marriage fell to judicial
attack, first in California’s 1948 state court ruling in Perez
v. Sharp that such bans violated the Fourteenth
Amendment and then nationally in 1967 when the U.S.
Supreme Court decided in Loving v. Virginia that
Virginias antimiscegnation statute was unconstituional.
In conjunction with this, however, state legislatures in the
West had been removing bans in the 1950s; by the time
Lovingwas announced, only the Old South retained statu-
tory bans. Although further judicial action was necessary
to enforce the rule of Loving in a few southern states, by
1970 the legal struggle was essentially over regarding mar-
riage. Social acceptability of interracial relationships

required more time, and even in the early twenty-first cen-
tury marriages between blacks and whites comprise only a
small percentage of marriages in the United States.

Controversy over race mixing arose again over pro-
posals to add a mixed-race category to the 2000 census,
which allowed individuals to select more than one race as
an identifier. Nearly seven million Americans identified
themselves as mixed race or multiracial.

SEE ALSO Miscegenation; Sex, Interracial
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RACE RELATIONS

The term race relations entered the sociological lexicon
through Robert Ezra Park (1864-1944), who pioneered
the study of race at the University of Chicago. Before
becoming a professor in 1914 at the age of forty-nine, Park
did a stint as a reporter and then worked for eight years as
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publicist and ghostwriter for Booker T. Washington
(1856-1915), the founder of Tuskegee Institute in
Alabama, whose mission was to provide blacks with
“industrial education.” Washington, of course, is famous as
the apostle of self-help and racial accommodation. He was
catapulted to national prominence in 1895 with his speech
at the Adanta Exposition exhorting blacks to forego poli-
tics and to pursue education and manual labor. His core
assumption was that once blacks demonstrated that they
were deserving of full rights of citizenship, better race rela-
tions would ensue. This raises the tantalizing question: To
what extent was Park, as he entered the nascent field of
sociology, the purveyor of ideological tenets associated
with Washington’s uplift ideology?

Park was also heavily influenced by the evolutionary
theories prevalent at the turn of the century when he stud-
ied social philosophy at Harvard and in Germany. Herbert
Spencer (1820-1903), the English philosopher and polit-
ical theorist, applied Charles Darwin’s (1809-1882) the-
ory of evolution to the social order, arguing that history
progressed through a series of stages from lower to higher
levels of development. Park, in turn, applied Spencer’s
theory to the domain of race, and expounded a theory
that “in the relations of races there is a cycle of events
which tends everywhere to repeat itself” (1950, p.150).

According to Park’s famous formulation, the race
relations cycle has four distinct phases. It begins with con-
tactwhen different races come together through migration
or conquest. This leads to conflict as the rival groups com-
pete for supremacy. During the third stage, accommoda-
tion, the weaker group resigns itself to its subordination,
and a racial etiquerte is established that maintains social
distance between the races. The final stage of the race rela-
tions cycle is assimilation, which involves the gradual but
inexorable absorption of the subordinate group into the
dominant group, culturally and biologically. Thus,
according to Park, new races are formed out of “the bro-
ken fragments” of different racial groups, and the race
relations cycle provides the impetus of human evolution.

Park applied the race relations cycle both to people of
color and to “the races” of Europe who were flocking to
Chicago and other American cities at the time he wrote.
Park’s race relations model had a sanguine political sub-
text: it rebuffed the nativist claim that the new immi-
grants were “unassimilable,” and provided reassurance
that the intermingling of the peoples of the world was the
stuff of human evolution. As Park wrote in Race and
Culture: “Every society, every nation, and every civiliza-
tion has been a kind of melting pot and has thus con-
tributed to the intermingling of races by which new races
and new cultures eventually emerge” (1950, p.192).

Park acknowledged that the race relations model did
not proceed as rapidly or completely when it came to peo-
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ple of color. Even so, he clung to his evolutionary opti-
mism that the assimilation process eventually would run
its course, and like Washington, he emphasized the great
progress that blacks had made during the half-century
after slavery. Park also shared Spencer’s view that attempts
to influence the flux of history were in vain. He was con-
temptuous of social reformers, and exhorted social scien-
tists to observe an Olympian distance from the world of
politics. Thus, Park’s race relations model gave theoretical
exposition and scientific legitimacy to Booker T.
Washington’s politics of accommodation. As Charles U.
Smith and Lewis Killian observed, Park “constructed a
theory of assimilation which paralleled Washington’s pro-
gram in its major premises of accommodation and assim-
ilation, realism and optimism” (1974, p. 200).

Park’s race relations model emerged as the reigning
paradigm in the social sciences, both in the United States
and Britain (Banton 1967; Rex 1983). The hallmark of
this paradigm was to normalize and naturalize race and
racial inequality, and to remove them from the political
realm. Even black demands for full civil rights remained
off the radar screen of mainstream social science. In a
trenchant analysis of the social science literature on race,
Stanford Lyman shows how leading sociological theorists
from Park to Gunnar Myrdal (1898-1987) to Talcott
Parsons (1902-1979) avoided the issue of civil rights.
Instead, they advanced teleological models that projected
racial improvement as part of an evolutionary process of
societal change. “Since the time for teleological redemp-
tion is ever long,” Lyman writes sardonically, “blacks
might consign their civil and equalitarian future to faith
in the ultimate fulfillment of the inclusion cycle’s prom-
ise” (1993, p. 394). Lyman concludes with an indictment
of the entire discipline: “Sociology, in this respect, has
been part of the problem and not part of the solution”
(1993, p. 397).

The race relations paradigm had enormous implica-
tions for praxis as well as for theory. Social scientists of all
disciplinary stripes were cast into the role of managers of
the troubled and fractured “relations” between the races
(Steinberg 2001). The root cause of racial conflict was
seen as prejudice: the distorted, derogatory, and often
malicious beliefs that placed a stigma of inferiority onto
blacks and led to their discriminatory treatment.
Sociologists over many decades have charted historical
trends in the prevalence and distribution of prejudiced
beliefs. Other practitioners in “the race relations indus-
try,” as it came to be called, engaged in projects of educa-
tion and social work, designed to bridge the racial chasm
and to forge better, more tolerant and harmonious “rela-
tions” between the races (Killian 1979; McKee 1993).
According to critics, the fatal problem with this otherwise
innocuous approach was that it elided those structures of
oppression that enforced black subordination: Jim Crow
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laws in the South, racial apartheid in jobs and housing in
the North, and structured inequalities along racial lines
that pervaded all major societal institutions.

Nor was criticism of the University of Chicago’s race
relations model only a matter of hindsight. There were
some contemporaneous critics, though they were mostly
black or Marxist, and therefore could be easily marginal-
ized. Throughout his long career as both scholar and
activist, W. E. B. Du Bois (1868—1963) treated racism not
as an individual anomaly but as a feature of major politi-
cal and economic institutions. In 1909 Du Bois was a
principal founder of the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), whose main
purpose was to secure full rights of citizenship for blacks.
Oliver Cox (1901-1974), another black Marxist, directly
challenged Park’s “new orthodoxy” on race relations, argu-
ing that Park’s “teleological approach has diverted him
from an examination of specific causal events in the devel-
opment of modern race antagonism” (1948, p. 476). For
Cox, race prejudice was merely “the social-attitudinal con-
comitant of the racial-exploitative practice of a ruling class
in a capitalist society” (1948, p. 476). That both Du Bois
and Cox were beleaguered and ostracized within the soci-
ological profession, and their work dismissed as “propa-
ganda,” underscores the intellectual hegemony of the
Chicago School of race relations (Deegan 2000, p. 284).

Just as the Chicago School studiously ignored power
“from above,” it was oblivious to the possibility of revolt
“from below.” All of this changed with the eruption of
black insurgency, beginning with the Birmingham,
Alabama, boycott in 1955 and culminating with the pas-
sage of landmark civil rights legislation in 1964 and 1965.
The ensuing societal crisis threw into question the prevail-
ing paradigm on race. A pivotal moment occurred at the
1963 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological
Association when Everett Hughes (1897-1983), a student
of Robert Park, delivered his presidential address in which
he pondered the reasons that sociology had failed to antic-
ipate the civil rights revolution (McKee 1993, p. 9). Here
was a rare admission of intellectual failure and an unmis-
takable sign of paradigm crisis. Indeed, with the intensifi-
cation of racial conflict beginning with the Watts revolt in
Los Angeles in 1965 and the escalating black militancy
during the 1970s, events demonstrated the utter failure of
the race relations paradigm to shed light on the forces that
were tearing American society apart. The time was ripe for

paradigm change.

TOWARD A NEW PARADIGM

The civil rights revolution engendered a “scholarship of
confrontation” that emphasized the centrality of race and
racism, and incorporated minority and radical voices that

had long been relegated to the fringes (Steinberg 1995).

The most important revision to the race relations para-
digm came from a book that was a collaboration between
Stokely Carmichael (1941-1998), a frontline activist, and
Charles V. Hamilton, a political scientist at Lincoln
University. In Black Power (1967), Carmichael and
Hamilton posited a distinction between “individual
racism” and “institutional racism,” the latter referring to
the ways in which racism is not necessarily predicated on
racist motives but rather embedded in routine institu-
tional practices that reproduce racial inequalities. The
concept of institutionalized racism provided a crucial the-
oretical underpinning for affirmative action policy, which
succeeded in integrating significant numbers of blacks
into blue-collar industries, corporate management, and
the professions (Collins 1983; Darity and Myers 1998).

In another landmark study, Racial Oppression in
America (1972), Bob Blauner gave theoretical exposition
to ideas that emanated from the anticolonial movements
in the third world. Even his title, Racial Oppression,
implicitly challenged the obfuscating terminology of the
“race relations” model. Blauner also drew a sharp distinc-
tion between “immigrant” and “colonized” minorities—
the latter referring to people of color who did not arrive as
voluntary immigrants secking a better life, but who
entered American society en masse, as the result of con-
quest or slavery. These “colonized minorities” were not
only exposed to more virulent prejudice, but were also
denied the rights and opportunities that delivered immi-
grants from poverty.

Recent scholarship is marked by two opposing
schools of thought. On the one hand, there has been a
“scholarship of backlash” that contends that racism is of
declining significance, and restores the victim-blaming
discourses that anteceded the civil rights revolution
(Wilson 1978; D’Souza 1995; Thernstrom and
Thernstrom 1997). In the tradition of Washington and
Park, these theorists see racial progress as contingent upon
blacks acquiring the education and skills that explain the
relative success of the black middle class. The flip side of
this proposition is that the sources of persistent inequali-
ties are located not in societal structures but in putative
defects of black families, communities, and culture.
Institutionalized racism is either ignored or defined out of
existence.

On the other hand, there is a rival discourse that
builds on “the scholarship of confrontation” associated
with the civil rights movement, and posits “colorblind
racism” as the central concept for both theory and praxis
(Bonilla-Silva 2006; Brown et al. 2003; Feagin 20006).
According to these writers, despite progress on some
fronts, we are far from the colorblind society that Martin
Luther King (1929-1968) envisioned in his 1963 “I Have
a Dream” oration. Indeed, the claim of colorblindness has
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been used as a smokescreen to conceal the retreat from the
affirmative action and other antiracist policies that
account for much of the success during the post—civil
rights era.

This intellectual contestation is indicative of an
ongoing struggle for intellectual hegemony between rival
paradigms. The outcome may well determine whether
sociology will continue to be part of the problem, as
Stanford Lyman has alleged, or whether it will be part of
the solution.

SEE ALSO Park School, The; Park, Robert E.; Race; Race
and Education; Race Relations Cycle; Racism
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RACE RELATIONS ACT
OF 1968

SEE Integration.

RACE RELATIONS ACT
OF 1976

SEE Integration.

RACE RELATIONS
AMENDMENT 2000

SEE Integration.

RACE RELATIONS

CYCLE

Robert Ezra Park (1864-1944) was a member of the
Chicago school of sociology and had a major hand in
establishing the discipline of sociology in the United
States. One of his many contributions was his “race rela-
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tions cycle,” the first systematic attempt to account for the
origins and evolution of group relationships. Park posited
four stages in the development of group relations: compe-
tition, conflict, accommodation, and assimilation.

When groups first come into contact (through immi-
gration, conquest, and so forth), relations tend to be com-
petitive and conflictual. Park (1969) saw competition
between individuals and groups as fundamental and uni-
versal. In a world of finite resources, all living things com-
pete to satisfy their needs and survive. Competition is
impersonal and unconscious and does not require contact
or face-to-face interaction. Competition becomes conflict
when competitors become aware of each other
“Competition ...
is intermittent and personal” (p. 574). Group conflict
requires some form of ethnocentric awareness of group
differences—some sense of “we” versus “they’—and is a
struggle for control of the other group—for resources, sta-
tus, or other scarce commodities.

is continuous and impersonal, conflict

Conflict between groups is disruptive and costly and
will tend to move toward an accommodation or an insti-
tutionalized, stable relationship. Accommodations can
take a variety of forms, including slavery and other forms
of institutionalized discrimination. An accommodation
organizes social relations and encourages social attitcudes
and norms that permit groups to coexist and conduct
their daily activities.

Accommodations may persist for long periods of
time, may be disrupted and dissolve into further periods
of conflict, or they may evolve into assimilation, which is
“a process of interpenetration and fusion in which persons
and groups acquire the memories, sentiments, and atti-
tudes of other persons or groups, and, by sharing their
experience and history, are incorporated with them into a
common cultural life” (Park 1969, p. 735). Thus, assimi-
lation merges two or more cultures into a single, shared set
of traditions and memories.

Assimilation does not produce uniformity or same-
ness but rather a “unity of experience and orientation, out
of which may develop a community of purpose and
action” (Park 1969, p. 737). Competition and episodes of
conflict continue after assimilation but are organized
along lines other than those of ethnicity, culture, or race,
such as class, for example.

Although his ideas have been extremely influential,
they are not without their limitations. Park’s theory has
been criticized for its lack of specificity in the time frame
required for assimilation and, more importantly perhaps,
in its lack of detail with regard to the process of assimila-
tion. On the other hand, Park’s work initiated a tradition
of theory and research that has guided the American soci-
ology of immigration and assimilation for the past eight
decades.

The cycle can be illustrated in the history of
black—white relations in the United States. The earliest
period of competition and conflict in colonial days was
followed by the institutionalization of slavery, an accom-
modation that began to emerge in the 1660s and ended in
1865 at the end of the American Civil War. After a brief
period of renewed conflict (Reconstruction), black—white
relations were stabilized in a second accommodation: de
jure segregation, which ended in the 1960s. Since that
time, black—white relations have returned to conflict and
struggle. There are some signs of assimilation (e.g., rates of
intermarriage are increasing, even though they remain a
tiny percentage of all marriages), but continuing sharp
distinctions in group identity and cultural traditions per-
sist, reinforced by continuing racial exclusion and persist-
ent racial inequalities of income and wealth.

While black—white relations have not (yet?) evolved
to assimilation, examples of the completed cycle can be
found in the histories of other American groups.
European immigrants who arrived between the 1820s and
1920s competed for jobs, housing, and status and faced
intense rejection, prejudice, and discrimination.
Accommodations gradually emerged, and the descendents
of the immigrants eventually assimilated and achieved
parity with national norms in terms of occupations,
income, and other measures of equality. Various
researchers (e.g., Alba 1990; Gallagher 2001) have found
that white ethnic identity is currently in its “ewilight” and
that descendents of European immigrants currently share
identity, memories, and traditions with other white
Americans.

Since the 1960s, the United States has received a sec-
ond great wave of immigration. These immigrants are
extremely diverse and compete for jobs and position in
every niche of American society from high (e.g., scientists
and surgeons) to low (e.g., day laborers and nannies),
including work in the irregular economy (e.g., piecework
in garment industry “sweatshops” and sex workers). Some
analysts (e.g., Portes and Rumbaut, 2001) argue that some
contemporary immigrant groups will not assimilate into
the dominant culture but into the marginalized urban
underclass, where they will learn cultures, values, and tra-
ditions that invert or challenge the dominant culture.
Evidence for this assertion includes the high rates of
unemployment and poverty and low levels of education
for some groups, even those with substantially large third
generations. For example, some recent immigrant groups,
such as Mexicans and Haitians, bring low levels of educa-
tion and job skills and take jobs marginal to the main-
stream economy. In an era of hardening social mobility
and increasing inequality, these immigrant groups and
their descendents may find themselves permanently
excluded from the mainstream job market.
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Other analysts believe that this viewpoint amounts to
little more than “blaming the victim” and present evidence
(e.g., Bean and Stevens 2003) that suggests that the
descendents of current immigrants will acquire the values
and traditions of the larger society and, much like the
descendents of the first mass immigration, gradually assim-
ilate. For example, Alba et al. (2002) report that the ten-
dency to speak English rather than the “mother tongue” at
home increases by generation for recent immigrant groups.
They found that the percentage of second-generation
group members who reported that they spoke only English
at home ranged from a low of 8 percent for Dominicans to
a high of almost 80 percent for Filipinos. For the third gen-
eration, the percentage speaking only English at home rose
for every group and ranged from a low of 50 percent for
Dominicans to a high of almost 100 percent for Japanese
and Filipinos. This pattern of language assimilation is quite
consistent with the experiences of the descendants of the
great wave of European immigrants who arrived between
the 1820s and 1920s and may denote a movement of these
groups toward higher levels of inclusion and assimilation.
The ultimate fate of these groups—whether they will move
toward assimilation or be caught up in a constant cycle of
conflict and accommodation—will not be known for some
time. As Park himself noted, immigration can be very fast
but assimilation is by nature slow.

SEE ALSO Assimilation; Competition; Conflict; Culture of
Poverty; Ethnic Conflict; Identity; Immigration;
Intergroup Relations; Park School, The; Park, Robert
E.; Race; Race Relations; Reconstruction Era (U.S.);
Sociology; U.S. Civil War
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Race Riots, United States

RACE RIOTS, UNITED
STATES

Scholarly concern with riots and crowd behavior dates
back to some of the earliest theorists who can be called
social scientists. Gustave Le Bon (1841-1931), often
credited as the most important early writer on crowd
behavior, published 7he Crowd at the end of the nine-
teenth century, a book that influenced thinking about
temporary assemblies of people for decades after. Le Bon
and other important crowd theorists, such as Sigmund
Freud (1856-1939), viewed crowds as crazed, criminal,
unanimous masses of anonymous individuals who had
ceded psychological control of themselves to the group
mind and whose behavior was being directly controlled by
the mob. Although this view of the crowd has been almost
completely debunked in later empirical work, it is impor-
tant not only because it had a decisive influence on the
development of social psychology and sociology, but
because the notion of mob psychology still lives on in the
popular mind and the media. In particular, when serious
rioting occurs, it is inevitable that commentators will
draw on LeBonian notions to characterize both what hap-
pened and those who participated. But, in fact, riots in
general, and race riots even more so, are expressive inci-
dents in which actors have a large variety of motives for
participating. They also make purposeful choices about
their own behavior, and although some coordination of
activity occurs, crowd members actually engage in very
heterogeneous behaviors.

WHAT IS A RACE RIOT?

Defining race riots is a two-step process. First, we must
come to an understanding of what constitutes a riot and
then, among those events that qualify, decide which are
fundamentally racial in character. One can easily imagine
an event that would qualify as a race riot: hundreds of
people in a pitched battle on the streets of a large city,
where one racial group hurls rocks, bottles, and epithets at
the other, and then receives an in-kind response. Such
prototypical visions of race riots are straightforward.
The edges of the concept, however, are more difficult to

establish.

One tricky issue is the number of people involved.
Rioting is undoubtedly a collective phenomenon—a sin-
gle person cannot riot. But how many people are neces-
sary before we can call the event a rio# Indeed social
scientists have often faced this issue, and lacking a reason
to use a particular threshold, have instead decided to call
the events in question collective violence or civil disorders—
and, in fact, many of the events analyzed in such studies
would not be recognized as riots by most social scientists.
Most social scientific studies of phenomena that are called
riots appear to involve a minimum of thirty to fifty peo-
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ple, even if the popular conception of a riot is something
of a much grander scale.

A second defining characteristic of a riot is violence.
Protest marches, confrontations between two racial
groups, or even face-offs between citizens and police can-
not be called riots unless some kind of physical violence
transpires. Definitions of riots and of the broader category
of collective violence almost always include the require-
ment that someone is injured or significant property dam-
age occurs before the event can be counted. Sometimes,
however, it is only necessary that such damage or injury be
attempted, rather than accomplished. If a large crowd of
protestors pelts the police with stones and refuse, but the
police are adequately protected with riot gear so as to pre-
vent any injury, scholars would still judge that a riot has
occurred.

Third, riots must have a significant period of dura-
tion. A clash of only a few moments that is immediately
broken up by authorities is rarely considered a riot. And
finally, riots involve a temporary breaking away from the
participants’ normal routines in a way that is not typically
sanctioned by authorities or prevailing social norms.
Rioting is not everyday behavior and also must be distin-
guished from sanctioned violence like an American foot-
ball game or the running of the bulls in Pamplona, Spain.

Even having drawn a boundary about what social sci-
entists have considered to be riots, it is still important to
recognize the diversity within the category. Consider the
differences among these subtypes of riots, all of which
meet the demands of the core definition: sports celebra-
tion riots that often occur after championship games;
genocidal ethnic purges such as those that occurred in
Rwanda in the 1990s; food riots in Latin America;
machine-breaking raids in nineteenth-century Britain;
brawls among soccer fans throughout Europe in the 1980s
and 1990s; lynch mobs in the southern United States in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century; immi-
grant protests of French police brutality that resulted in
thousands of torched automobiles; and the urban riots of
the 1960s that occurred throughout the United States.

Among these many forms of rioting, a 7ace riot occurs
when a racial grievance is expressed or is apparent through
the behavior of the rioters. For example, if African
American riot participants selectively loot white-owned
stores, then a racial riot has occurred. If white Klansmen
attack a peaceful African American civil rights rally, if an
African American crowd burns down a government build-
ing in reaction to reports of white police brutality, or if
Mexican Americans and African Americans clash on the
border of their neighborhoods, causing deaths among one
or both groups, then a racial riot has occurred. All of these
scenarios were repeated throughout the 1960s in the
United States.

WHAT CAUSES RACE RIOTS?

Although the U.S. urban riots of the 1960s dominate
both the popular vision of race rioting and the scholarly
literature on the subject, it is far from the only race riot-
ing in the history of the United States. U.S. race riots can
be thought of as belonging to one of two categories. The
first are those typified by the Watts riot of 1965 (in Los
Angeles, California); the Newark, New Jersey, riot of
1967; the Detroit, Michigan, riot of 1967; and the
Washington, D.C., riot of 1968. These riots were most
typically sparked by a confrontation between local police
and African American residents of poor inner-city neigh-
borhoods. In the most severe of these riots, the action
lasted for several days and millions of dollars of property
damage occurred before the authorities reasserted control
of the riot areas. The activity of rioters was most often
directed at damaging stores and government property,
rather than attacking members of another racial group.
Injuries and a few deaths did occur, but these were mainly
the result of police attempts to contain and extinguish the
riot. Imitative events followed in the wake of large riots
and spread unrest across the region and the nation. And
although there was a major concentration of these events
during the 1960s, similar riots have since occurred
throughout the United States and in urban environments
in other countries.

Before the 1960s, the dominant kind of racial collec-
tive violence did not involve minority attacks on symbols of
economic and political exploitation. Rather, they involved
majority group members attacking minorities who had
made gains in competition over occupational and residen-
tial turf. Here the dominant character of the conflict was
white groups physically attacking members of minority
groups, and destroying their property as well. For example,
thousands of whites gathered in the “five points” area of
downtown Atlanta in September of 1906 and ended up
murdering dozens of blacks. Other such riots occurred
throughout the United States, including both southern and
northern cities. In the “Red Summer” of 1919, a devastat-
ing string of riots crossed the United States, killing many
whites and blacks in cities such as Washington, D.C,,
Chicago, and Omaha. Although in extreme cases the
authorities had to step in to quell the violence, more often
than not, the attacks were carried out with the approval, if
not the active participation, of the police.

For both of these types of race riots, economic condi-
tions have been at the center of theorizing about their
causes. In the case of the 1960s, sociologists hypothesized
that unemployment and poverty were root causes of the
dissatisfaction that African Americans seemed to be
expressing through the riots. In this view, African
Americans were not receiving their fair share of the
American dream, and in many cases, they were struggling
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to even survive. Lacking the political access to address their
problems through institutional means, they turned to the
streets in order to draw needed attention to their problems.
Although this argument seemed more than plausible, the
research has been considerably less than definitive. Studies
attempting to explain why riots broke out in some cities
but not others, and why riots in some locations were more
severe than others, have had a hard time connecting riot-
ing to poor economic conditions. Closely related ideas
about insufficient social services, population changes, and
political access to the city government have not been any
more robust than the core economic indicators.

Competition notions, however, have had more suc-
cess in predicting both kinds of rioting. Here, the idea is
that competition over scarce resources (jobs and coveted
residential areas) produce conflict—especially when one
group begins to make gains perceived to be at the expense
of another. The group that is losing ground is therefore
motivated to fight back and to punish those who seem to
be threatening its position. In the end though, economic
conditions are not strong predictors of racial rioting.
Economic hardship may very well be a prerequisite for
rioting, but it is not sufficient to ignite the flames of riot-
ing itself. Other conditions, such as poor relations
between the police and the community, must provide a
catalyst in areas where economic conditions have created
fertile ground for unrest.

SEE ALSO Riots; Tulsa Riot; Urban Riots
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Daniel ]. Myers

RACE-BLIND POLICIES

In a race-blind (or synonymously color-blind) society,
persons of all ethnic backgrounds are supposedly viewed
as equal and have access to the entitlements of a meritoc-

Race-Blind Policies

racy. It is a theoretical position that gradually emerged in
the post-1960s civil rights era and has become a con-
tentious topic in both academic and social policy circles.
Many advocates of race-blind policies, but not all, tend to
be from the conservative-right school of thought. They
adhere to the view that “racelessness” will help bring about
equal opportunity for all and is ultimately good for soci-
ety. Moreover, they view overt racism as an issue from the
past that does not figure in the imagination of the major-
ity of Americans. Hence, there is no longer a need for
affirmative action policies (or positive discrimination)
that were designed socially to engineer greater equality for
minority cultural groups—in the United States, primarily
African Americans, American Indians, and Hispanics—
that had historically been underrepresented in key institu-
tions such as education, law, the media, and politics.
However, one could argue that any group considered as a
“people of color” could come under an affirmative action
mandate.

Race should not be viewed as the only criterion for
affirmative action policies. The main beneficiaries of such
policy initiatives have been white women. However, race
is arguably the key factor in determining the push for
race-blind policies. Those who are most vociferous in
advocating race-blind policies tend to focus on race being
the salient factor in creating what is often deemed reverse
discrimination. Arguably, one of the key personalities in
race-blind policies is Ward Connerly, who made his name
after being appointed to the University of California
Board of Regents by Republican governor Pete Wilson in
1993. Connerly is largely acknowledged as responsible for
Proposition 209, which outlawed racial preferences in the
1996.

Ironically, Connerly professes to be of one-fourth African

California university system in November

ancestry, and his opposition to racial preferences in admis-
sion to universities or to employment, which gained wide-
spread support in the 1990s, shows no sign of diminishing
in the 2000s. Indeed, writers of all hues such as Shelby
Steele, Ann Coulter, David Horowitz, Dinesh D’Souza,
and Thomas Sowell, to name a few, have provided ideo-
logical support for Connerly’s position as probably the
preeminent anti-affirmative action proponent.
Interestingly, some conservatives employ Dr. Martin
Luther King Jr’s perspective on race to argue for race-
blind policies, arguing that King wanted his children to be
judged by the content of their character and not by the
color of their skin. However, it could be contended that
race-blind advocates have taken King’s perspective out of
context. It would be wrong to suggest, for example, that
he envisioned a society devoid of color or that his children
would not be seen as African American. Rather, he wanted
a society that did not discriminate on the grounds of race,
as had been the case for centuries through the African
American experience of enslavement, segregation, and sec-
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ond-class citizenship. To suggest that King did not favor
affirmative action to provide a fairer playing field is tanta-
mount to not comprehending the civil rights movement.
In this sense, there had to be some form of institutional-
ized redress for centuries of systemic exclusion based on
one’s racialized identity.

Contemporary advocates for race-blind policies con-
tend that institutions that favor race-based preferences
actually do harm to the person of color by stigmatizing
the person with the “affirmative action” label. The argu-
ment is that the person has gained his or her place in the
university or employment sphere on unmeritocratic prin-
ciples. For commentators like Shelby Steele, race-preferen-
tial treatment actually does more harm than good.
Moreover, Steele argues that racism is no longer a relevant
factor in the experience of African Americans. For him it
is a macter of applying one’s individual talent to the task
of achievement in society. Race should not enter the equa-
tion when it comes to getting ahead in life.

Criticism of the race-blind school of thought has
been constant and ever-present. One of the key opponents
of the color-blind approach is sociologist Eduardo
Bonilla-Silva. He argues forcefully that it is simply
another form of ideological racism on behalf of those who
benefit from the practice of racialized discrimination. To
be sure, individuals such as Steele and Connerly, from his-
torically disadvantaged racial groups, are personally bene-
fiting greatly from their anti-affirmative action points of
view. What they oppose, it could be said, is what they
most benefit from. Some critics see race-blind advocates as
persons wanting to shed every vestige of their ancestral
past that identifies them as a “person of color” or as an
African American. Others claim that the Katrina hurri-
cane tragedy in Louisiana in 2006 all but confirms the
reality of race in North America and continues to be a
salient factor in the life chances of many millions born
into a cycle of essentially racialized poverty. When mil-
lions viewed the tragedy on television screens across the
world it was obvious that the Katrina hurricane exposed
both race and class in relation to the African American
experience. Moreover, if one considers the criminal justice
system and how defendants and prisoners continue to be
grossly overrepresented by African American males, there
is certainly food for thought in considering race as a major
factor in the life chances of many.

In short, critics of the race-blind perspective contend
that there is still too much social significance in the deter-
mining factor of race for North America to suddenly
become color-blind in finding methods that ensure equal-
ity of opportunity. One only has to read King’s books
carefully to realize that his vision of a “beloved commu-
nity” meant, in relation to the reality of race, being aware
of the past while carefully monitoring the future via affir-

mative action policies. There is a strong case for a color-
conscious affirmative action initiative that offers equal
opportunity without relinquishing fairness in the process.
To put it another way, some would suggest that not to
consider race as a factor in determining life chances is to
suggest cancer will go away if we simply ignore it.
Although Proposition 209 has gained momentum, most
universities still employ affirmative action, but now it has
become based more on one’s overall socioeconomic stand-
ing rather than one factor such as race or gender. In the
latter part of the 2000s, a more nuanced approach to
equality of opportunity is being thought through by uni-
versity administrations.

SEE ALSO Affirmative Action; African Americans; Civil
Rights Movement, U.S.; Diversity; Equal Opportunity;
King, Martin Luther, Jr.; Race-Conscious Policies;
Stigma; University, The; Whites
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Mark Christian

RACE-CONSCIOUS
POLICIES

Race-conscious policies are usually defined as those explic-
itly and directly intended to affect the life conditions of
racial minorities, whether it be to promote racial equality
or preserve the racial status quo. Race-conscious policies
in the contemporary United States have been targeted pre-
dominantly at African Americans.

Race has been entangled with public policy through-
out the history of European settlement in North America.
Slavery was introduced early in the seventeenth century,
and lasted until the Civil War (1861-1865), more than
two centuries later. It was soon replaced by the two-caste
racial system known as “Jim Crow,” which was most for-
mally organized in the American South. That system was
passionately supported by most southern whites, and it
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was, by common agreement, essentially ignored in both
local and national political debates for many years.

The 1930s brought renewed political attention to
race. The peremptory lynching of blacks for real or imag-
ined offenses was then a common, though extreme, tech-
nique for enforcing the two-caste racial system. Federal
anti-lynching legislation was proposed in Congress, but
President Roosevelt refused to support it, fearing the loss
of his critical political base in the white South. Roosevelts
centerpiece economic legislation, however, which created
the Social Security system, was intended to provide sup-
port to all older and disabled Americans, regardless of
race. But at the behest of white congressmen from the
South, agricultural workers and domestic servants were
excluded from coverage, leaving those predominantly
black segments of the southern work force dependent on
the low wages normally paid by white farmers, business-
men, and families. Race was central to congressional
debates on both of these issues. Unlike lynching, however,
social security was not an explicitly race-conscious issue.

At the end of World War II (1939-1945), formal
racial segregation and discrimination remained the cor-
nerstones of southern society, and they were only some-
what less common elsewhere. Civil rights advocates soon
began to propose a wide variety of race-conscious policies,
all designed to eliminate the elaborate machinery of law,
institutional practice, personal behavior, and public opin-
ion that sustained racial inequality. These proposals were
almost always greeted with overwhelming opposition in
the white South, and they were often initially opposed by
whites elsewhere as well. Nevertheless, a number of civil
rights successes followed, including the 1950 desegrega-
tion of the armed services; the 1954 Supreme Court order
to end school segregation; the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
which mandated the desegregation of public schools and
public accommodations and banned discrimination in
employment; the Voting Rights Act of 1965, which out-
lawed discrimination in the voting process; the 1967
Supreme Court order invalidating laws against racial
intermarriage; and the Civil Rights Act of 1968, which
banned discrimination in housing. By the 1970s, these
paradigmatic race-conscious policies had largely elimi-
nated both the legal foundations and public support for
formalized racial segregation and discrimination.

Still, major racial gaps persisted in most areas of life,
including educational attainment, income, wealth, health,
crime, and mortality. These racial gaps were national
problems, but outside of the South they often were per-
petuated by custom rather than law, making them more
difficult to address directly. Moreover, many of the new
civil rights policies had initially been accompanied by
weak enforcement provisions. For example, the 1964

Civil Rights Act mandated equal opportunity for all indi-

Race-Conscious Policies

viduals, but lawmakers explicitly rejected proposals that
would have required racial equality in outcomes, such as
quotas for hiring or college admissions.

In the 1970s, a variety of new race-conscious policies
were proposed that were more results-oriented. That is,
they were designed to produce actual racial equality in
outcomes, not just opportunities, with less concern about
the reasons for inequality. The end of de jure segregation,
originally created by the legally mandated separation of
the races in the public schools, had not ended extensive de
facto segregation, created by the largely voluntary residen-
tial separation of the races. In 1971 the Supreme Court
first ordered the use of busing to redistribute children
across school systems. Court-ordered busing soon spread
throughout the nation as a solution to racial segregation.
This race-conscious policy was vastly unpopular among
whites, and racial prejudice was apparently the strongest
factor in generating that white opposition.

“Affirmative action” became a blanket term applied to
results-oriented policies in several domains, including
preferences for minorities in hiring and promotion, “set-
asides” of government contracts for minorities, and pref-
erences for underrepresented minorities in higher
education. Such policies soon attracted opposition from
many, if not most, whites, again often driven by racial
prejudice. A series of closely divided court cases followed.
The Supreme Court narrowly upheld preferences in
higher education in the 1978 Bakke case, but in 2003 it
rejected one University of Michigan plan while narrowly
accepting another.

A second category of race-conscious policies is some-
what different. Like de jure segregation, explicit racial
policies directly target blacks. Like de facto segregation,
implicit racial policies may disproportionately affect
blacks, although they are designed to be universalistic and
apply equally to people of all races. Implicit racial policies
are marked by advocacy that usually includes racial over-
tones in its visual aids and stereotyped anecdotes, by the
polarization of the attitudes of whites and blacks (both
among advocates and the mass public), and by the role of
racial actitudes in motivating policy preferences, both pro
and con.

“Welfare” is a prominent implicit racial-policy
domain. In the late 1960s, “the poor” came to be increas-
ingly identified by many Americans as being urban and
African American (Gilens 1999), and the opposition to
“welfare” among whites became rooted more strongly in
racial animosity. A second implicit racial domain is that of
“law and order.” A number of tough crime policies have
been tainted by their association with racial inequality,
such as the death penalty, “three strikes” laws, mandatory
sentencing laws, the opposition to “permissive” judges,
and the especially harsh penalties for the sale and use of
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crack cocaine, which is used extensively by African
Americans. A celebrated political case focused on Willie
Horton, a black murderer who, while on a weekend fur-
lough from prison, brutally assaulted a white couple in
their home. This case was used successfully by the 1988
Republican presidential campaign to attract racially con-
servative whites.

A third category of potentially race-conscious policies
has been generated by the expanding waves of immigra-
tion to the United States and western Europe.
Immigration policies concerning border control, citizen-
ship requirements, and public services for the undocu-
mented are all relevant here, as are language policies, such
as bilingual education, multi-language ballots, and the
drive for an “official” language. These political issues do
not comfortably fit within the category of explicit race-
conscious issues, because most of the new immigration to
the United States has come from Latin America and Asia,
rather than involving people of African descent. However,
they often are framed as explicitly targeting other stigma-
tized groups, such as Mexican Americans.

By the turn of the twenty-first century, white support
for the old system of legalized segregation and discrimina-
tion had virtually disappeared. However, there was still
much white opposition to policies intended to remedy
racial inequality, and new theories explaining this opposi-
tion began to develop. Social psychologists described new
forms of racism—such as “symbolic racism”—that had
replaced the old, discredited Jim Crow racism (Sears &
Henry 2005). Sociologists, meanwhile, focused more on
whites’ feelings that black gains threatened their real
resources and superior group position (Bobo and Tuan

20006).

The gradual movement of American society to formal
racial equality and the expanding numbers of non-
European immigrants have converged to produce new
political debates on multiculturalism and identity politics.
“Multiculturalism” has several meanings, variously
describing a society with peoples of many cultures, toler-
ance and equal treatment for people differing in values
and customs, or the privileging of group identities as bases
for resource allocation, political alliances, and even self-
concepts (Citrin et al. 2001). Although multiculturalism
has been influenced by the long intellectual history of
black nationalism, it has spread far beyond race and eth-
nicity as group categories, and therefore well beyond race-
conscious policies as well.

SEE ALSO Affirmative Action; Attitudes, Racial; Brown v.
Board of Education, 1954; Civil Rights Movement,
U.S.; Desegregation; Desegregation, School; Jim Crow;
Lynchings; Racism; Welfare
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RACIAL
CLASSIFICATION

Modern racial classification schemes emerged in the eigh-
teenth century during a period of European colonization
and empire building. Racial classifications have been cen-
tral to state formation, nation building, and the establish-
ment of hierarchies that determine access to power in the
form of material, social, cultural, and natural resources.
The racial classifications schemes employed in the
English-speaking, French-speaking, Spanish-speaking,
and Portuguese-speaking worlds were established during
European colonialism, when indigenous peoples were
conquered, enslaved, and forcefully incorporated into
European nation-states as colonial subjects. These classifi-
cation schemes are not simple reflections of “biological” or
natural differences in physical appearance, but power rela-
tions that were established during the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries as colonial expansion brought people
in diverse regions under the control of Europeans.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The scientists who produced classifications of human
groups were Europeans. Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1778), a
Swedish botanist, produced the first modern classification
of human populations in 1735. Linnaeus, the founder of

38 INTERNATIONAL ENCYCLOPEDIA OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES, 2ND EDITION



scientific taxonomy, divided the genus Homo into four
racial types: Eurapaeus, Americanus, Asiaticus, and
Africanus. During this period the dominant view was
monogenesis—the view that all humans were the descen-
dants of a common original ancestor. Johann Blumenbach
(1752-1840), a German professor of medicine, became
the most influential of the scientists who classified human
populations. Between 1770 and 1781 Blumenbach pro-
posed the division of humans into four and later five “vari-
eties” that represented the world’s major regions:
Caucasian, Mongolian, Ethiopian, American, and Malay.
Blumenbach considered women from the Caucasus region
in Russia to be the most beautiful of all Europeans, so he
chose them to represent the European ideal type, and all
other human groups were a departure and degeneration
from this ideal. These racial typologies were ranked and
were not considered equal in aesthetic beauty, intelligence,
temperament, or morality. The racial typologies created
by Blumenbach reflected a belief in European supremacy,
legitimated racialized slavery, and the subordination of
groups of people based upon their physical and cultural
differences. These racial classification schemes linked
physical traits such as eye color, skin color, hair texture,
nose shape, and mouth size to intellectual capacities, cul-
tural traits, and moral temperaments. To formulate these
classification schemes Blumenbach and other scientists
relied primarily on the written observations and descrip-
tions of “ordinary” men who earned their living as slave
traders, slave owners, merchants, or others in dominant
positions over peoples whom they considered “savages.”

By the end of the eighteenth century the economic
interests and political goals of European colonizers had
firmly established racial classification systems as tools
employed by nation-states to subordinate the people
whom they had colonized and conquered. Three hundred
years after the establishment of modern racial classifica-
tion systems, patterns of social and economic inequalities
remain between racial and ethnic groups in multiracial
nations throughout the world. The racial typologies estab-
lished by European men during the eighteenth century are
used as “legal” and political identities, and they continue
to inform “scientific’ thinking today. Many of these
typologies’ terms remain in use today. For example, the
term Caucasian continues to be used as a reference to
white people of known and visible European ancestry, and
is a term of self-identification in North America. In some
countries such as the United States it is common to clas-
sify children by race when they are born in hospitals.
Race, like gender, has become part of people’s “legal”
identities, which follows them through their lives as they
move from various institutions such as schools, hospitals,
and prisons. Their “racial” and ethnic identity may change
as they move across nation-state boundaries where the cri-
teria for inclusion or exclusion in a racial category

Racial Classification

changes. In other cases, individuals may be “reclassified”
as adults upon their request. For example, prior to the dis-
mantling of apartheid in South Africa, special legal courts
were established to handle racial reclassification cases.

POLITICS OF RACIAL
CLASSIFICATION

In nations that were structured by state-sponsored racial
segregation (and white supremacy) such as the United
States and South Africa, one’s racial classification deter-
mined where one could live, purchase a home, and attend
school, whom one could marry, and what occupation was
suitable. In other words, all aspects of one’s economic,
intimate, social, and political life were structured along
racial lines. In the late twentieth century as state-sanc-
tioned racial inequality such as Jim Crow segregation in
the United States and apartheid in South Africa were dis-
mantled, nations established a range of public policies
designed to remedy past group-based discrimination.
These policies have taken various forms, such as affirma-
tive action in the United States and positive discrimina-
tion in the United Kingdom. Although nation-states have
dismantled de jure (legal) racial segregation and formally
criminalized discrimination against members of racial and
ethnic minorities, one’s racial status continues to overde-
termine an individual’s life chances and access to resources
in multiracial societies.

Social scientists have documented patterns of social
inequality that demonstrate that belonging to a racially
dominant or racially subordinate group is correlated with
infant mortality rates, educational achievements, access to
healthcare, housing, and wealth, and freedom from rou-
tinized violence. In other words, resources and privileges
are unequally distributed along racial and ethnic lines.
Public-policy initiatives by nation-states and local govern-
ments depend on racial classifications to remedy and
counter group-based inequalities. Governments employ
census data that classifies individuals by race and “ethnic-
ity” in order to redistribute resources such as education,
health care, housing, public assistance, and other
resources in an effort to eliminate and minimize racialized
inequality that continue to determine life chances. For
example, in the United States, the direct descendants of
American Indians and the descendants of enslaved
Africans are more likely to endure intense poverty, lower
life expectancies, residential segregation, social isolation,
higher suicide rates, and higher infant mortality rates, and
are more likely to be victims of hate crimes when com-
pared to European and Asian Americans in the same age
cohort and/or class position. One’s racial classification is
strongly associated with one’s location in economically
impoverished regions and communities where access to
valued resources is minimal.
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CHANGES IN THE U.S. CENSUS
CATEGORIES

Racial classification schemes reflect power relations and
political constituencies and thus are not stable. For exam-
ple, in the United States, racial categories have been
added, removed, revised, and altered during the past 300
years in response to demographic changes, immigration,
political mobilization, technologies, cultural shifts, and
economic interests. The United States is unique in its his-
torical enforcement of what has become known as the
“one-drop rule,” in which a person of multiracial ancestry,
who had known or visible African ancestry, is legally clas-
sified as “black,” regardless of appearance, cultural train-
ing, and self-identification. The one-drop rule has been
consistently upheld by state and federal courts. In states
such as Louisiana there were so many people of African
ancestry socially classified and living as “whites” that “race
clerks” were hired to strictly enforce the one-drop rule. A
number of significant changes have occurred in the census
during the past 100 years including changes in census cat-
egories, instructions to the census enumerator, and the
ability of individuals to self-report their race and ancestry.

In 1918, the U.S. Census Bureau estimated at least
three-fourths of all native blacks were racially mixed, and
it predicted that pure blacks would disappear (see Davis
1991, p. 57). Consequently after 1920 the mulatto cate-
gory was removed from the census and no further attempt
was made by the U.S. government to systematically count
the number of visible mulattos in the United States, partly
because there were so many persons with some black
ancestry who appeared white.

Social scientists have documented the inconsistencies
in the logic employed by the U.S. census and the dispar-
ity between social-cultural and scientific definitions of
race. By 1960 the practice of self-identification by race
replaced the earlier practice in which the census taker
assigned race. Beginning in 1960 the head of household
indicated the “race” of all of its members. Surprisingly this
did not introduce any noticeable changes in the numbers
of blacks in the population. In 1970 the Hispanic cate-
gory was added to the U.S. census for the first time. While
in 1980, for the first time, a question on ancestry was
included in the census. In response to increased political
mobilization by members of interracial or multiracial fam-
ilies, the United States added the category “multiracial”
to the 2000 census. In the following year the United
Kingdom also added a “mixed race” category to their 2001
census. These changes in the official census reflect politi-
cal struggles over the boundaries between and within
racial groups, as well as how resources will be distributed
and who will be counted and included in racial and eth-
nic minority categories. Racial classification schemes are

socially produced, yet they have real material, social, and
economic consequences for members of racialized groups.

SEE ALSO Discrimination; Economics, Stratification;
Hierarchy; Identification, Racial; Identity; Identity,
Social; Policing, Biased; Race; Racism; Self-
Classification; Social Categorization
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RACIAL SLURS

Racial slurs, often called racial epithets, are words or
phrases that refer to members of racial and ethnic groups
in a derogatory manner. Slurs and all other forms of racial
defamation dehumanize targeted groups and justify racial
oppression by suggesting that targeted populations are
unworthy of equality (Clark 1995, p. 6). Racial slurs take
myriad forms and are often adapted by users to fit a vari-
ety of contexts. They may mention a racial category
explicitly (e.g., Japs for Japanese people, Chinks for
Chinese people, and spics for Hispanics) or indirectly
allude to the targeted racial group by referencing common
derogatory stereotypes (e.g., porch monkeys and
spearchuckers for African Americans). Other racial slurs
refer to historical encounters (e.g., redskins for Native
Americans). In some cases, racial epithets targeting one
group are derived from slurs targeting a different group
(e.g., sand niggers for Middle Eastern people). Other
examples of racial slurs commonly used in the United
States include nigger, wetback, coolie, kike, and dago.

Racial slurs are usually created and used primarily by
the dominant racial group in society. A variety of sociopo-
litical circumstances govern the creation and duration of
racial slurs. Initial contact between racial groups in the
form of militaristic exploration (colonialism) or migration
frequently leads to racial conflict. This, in turn, often gen-
erates racial imaging and racial slurs, when one racial
group considers itself distinct from and better than
another. During conquests, European conquistadors and
colonists invented numerous racial slurs (for example,
Indian savages) to denigrate and rationalize the oppression
of Native Americans. Subsequent generations of European
Americans coined other slurs to disparage and rationalize
the subordination of African Americans and various pop-
ulations of immigrants of color.

After their creation during initial contact, racial slurs
persist in two contexts, which Leslie Picca and Joe Feagin
(2007) have termed the social frontstage and backstage.
Frontstage refers to multiracial environments where racist
acts are performed. These environments range from rela-
tively private gatherings to major public events. Members
of dominant groups use racial slurs in public spaces to
intimidate members of other groups and to prevent chal-
lenges to the dominant group’s status and privileges.
Racial slurs are extremely common when the economic
and political privileges of dominant groups are threatened
by resistance from oppressed groups. In 1994 six African
American employees were embattled in a racial discrimi-
nation lawsuit against the Texaco company. Threatened by
their act of resistance, some angry Texaco executives were
tape-recorded referring to the employees as “black jelly-
beans.”

Racial Slurs

Explicit public uses of racial slurs range from their
appearance on signs during white supremacist demonstra-
tions to their use by whites during lynchings and other
incidents of racial violence. In the absence of a sufficiently
powerful formal or informal social structure, dominant
groups may use racial slurs as the primary colloquial term
for discussing racial others. In contemporary times, some
have resorted to referring to African Americans with
derogatory “coded” racial slurs. In 2006 the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission filed a lawsuit
against a medical clinic that was referring to a black
employee as a “reggin,” the N-word spelled backwards.
There has been a rise in the use of “coded” racial slurs such
as “boy,” “drug dealer,” “you people,” and “thug.” These
coded racial slurs carry a contemporary message of hate.

Despite the attention such public usage receives,
racial slurs are now most commonly used backstage, in set-
tings where only members of the dominant racial group
are present. In this environment, slurs insult the relevant
racial others and build solidarity among those present.
Formal and informal sanctions against the public use of
racial slurs have created a climate of political correctness
in which most people refrain from the use of terms and
symbols that may be viewed by other populations as
offensive. Ever since the moral climate of the civil rights
movement there have been changes in the United States
that have curbed the public use of racist epithets; however,
in private, members of the dominant racial group may
continue to use them with impunity.

Because race is a social construction and not a biolog-
ical reality, over time a minority group may be redefined
as part of the dominant racial group. As this process
occurs, these redefined groups are less often the targets of
racial slurs. For example, in the United States, white
Anglo-Saxon Protestant Americans originally classified
Irish Catholic immigrants as nonwhite and racially infe-
rior. During the mid-nineteenth century, established
European Americans targeted the Irish with racialized
slurs, such as paddy and mick. As generations of Irish
Catholic families assimilated to the Anglo-Saxon core cul-
ture, the established white groups were unable to distin-
guish Irish people from other European Americans, and
the use of anti-Irish slurs decreased. The use of slurs
against racial groups who cannot pass as white does not
decline as sharply, regardless of their degree of cultural
assimilation.

Arguably, no racial slur has been as prominent and
damaging as nigger, which remains a potent epithet used
against people of African descent. Use of nigger is so hurt-
ful to African Americans that most people publicly refer-
ence it as “the N-word.” Possibly derived from niger, the
Latin word meaning black, nigger has been decidedly
derogatory since the eighteenth century. The term has pri-
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marily been used by white Americans to derogate blacks as
unworthy of equality due to their alleged intellectual,
moral, and cultural inferiority. Although generations of
white Americans used nigger as their primary term for
referring to African Americans, whites would often use the
slur during explicitly violent racist actions, such as lynch-
ings, adding an implicit threat of violence to any use of
the word. Despite contemporary use in popular media,
sometimes by black musicians attempting to defang its
potency, nigger retains its power to insult, intimidate, and
threaten African Americans.

In the United States, many citizens have looked to the
political and judicial systems for relief from hateful terms.
In a landmark case, Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire (1942),
the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that “ ‘fighting’ words—
those which by their very utterance inflict injury or tend
to incite an immediate breach of the peace,” are not pro-
tected by the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
The court ruled that restricting fighting words is permis-
sible because hate speech is not valuable for contributing
to greater understandings and because the state has a legit-
imate interest in limiting disruptions of the peace. Under
Chaplinsky, state laws proscribing the public use of racial
slurs were deemed constitutional. Since Chaplinsky, how-
ever, the Court has limited the scope of the doctrine to
incidents in which provocative words are “directed at the
person of the hearer” and there is an immediate threat of
retaliatory violence (UWM Post, Incorporated v. Board of
Regents of the University of Wisconsin System, 1991). In so
doing, the court has largely disregarded the first half of the
fighting words doctrine, which recognized the injury that
racial slurs and other hate speech inflict on hearers.

The Supreme Court has generally struck down laws
limiting free speech on the grounds that they are either
“overbroad,” meaning they restrict speech beyond that
which falls under the fighting words doctrine, or are
attempts to regulate ideas and content. Speaking to
attempts to regulate content, in RAV. v St Paul,
Minnesota (1992), the Supreme Court declared that the
purpose of the First Amendment is to prevent the major-
ity from expressing its preferences by silencing the minor-
ity. Consequently, the high court provided protection for
racially hostile speech in public spaces by deeming uncon-
stitutional laws precluding speech simply because that
speech is racially hostile.

Academics and legal scholars have responded to the
courts by emphasizing the right of individuals to move in
public spaces without the fear of racial hostility. These
scholars take seriously the harmful effects that racial slurs
and closely related actions have on their targets. Many vic-
tims of hostile and intense racial slurs suffer physiological
and psychological injuries, including high blood pressure,
breathing difficulty, nightmares, and thoughts of suicide

(McKinney and Feagin 2003; Matsuda 1995). To avoid
subjection to recurring racist slurs, people of color often
must leave their homes or jobs, which limits their socio-
economic opportunities. Scholars also criticize the Court’s
insistence on limiting only words directed at individuals.
Because racial slurs dehumanize members of the targeted
group, they lay the groundwork for both individual and
state-sponsored violence against that group (Fergenson
1995). To take a major example, the German Nazis” hos-
tile slurs against Jews as vermin and parasites were directly
connected to the “final solution” that Jews must be “exter-
minated.”

Prompted by the effects of German Nazi propaganda
during World War IT (1939-1945), international efforts
to regulate hate speech have given far more consideration
than have U.S. policymakers to the rights of the targets of
such speech. Consequently, the international community
has outlawed most racist hate speech (Matsuda 1995, pp.
92, 96). Article 4 of the International Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (1965)
declares illegal all propaganda based on ideas of the supe-
riority of one race over another or that promote racial
hatred and discrimination. Other human rights treaties,
including the European Convention for the Protection of
Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) and
the Inter-American Declaration of the Rights and Duties
of Man, (1948) protect people against recurring racist
slurs and other hate speech. Similarly, many national gov-
ernments have outlawed racist speech.

SEE ALSO Anti-Semitism; Civil Rights Movement, U.S.;
Colonialism; Feagin, Joseph; Harassment;
Humiliation; Immigration; Nativism; Obscenity;
Other, The; Political Correctness; Race Relations;
Racism; Supreme Court, U.S.
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RACIALIZATION

The concept of racialization has developed over time. In
his 1989 book Racism, sociologist Robert Miles described
racialization as “a dialectical process by which meaning is
attributed to particular biological features of human
beings, as a result of which individuals may be assigned to
a general category of persons which reproduces itself bio-
logically.... The process of racialization of human beings
entails the racialization of the processes in which they par-
ticipate and the structures and institutions that result”
(Miles 1989, p. 76). Eatlier, in The Wretched of the Earth,
the political theorist Frantz Fanon (1925-1961) had
described the “racialization of thought” in reference to the
failure of early Europeans to recognize that Africans had a
distinct culture that was unique to them. Instead
Europeans, “set up white culture to fill the gap left by
[what they believed was] the absence of other cultures”
(Fanon 2001, p. 171). Sociologist Yehudi Webster later
defined the concept of racialization as “a systemic accen-
tuation of certain physical attributes to allocate persons to
races that are projected as real and thereby become the
basis for analyzing all social relations” (Webster 1992, p.
3). Webster goes on to argue that “the second foundations
of racialization are provided by social scientific research on
race relations, in which the disciplines of history and soci-
ology play an eminent role” (p. 4).

Culture is a key aspect in both Miles’s and Fanon’s
definitions of racialization. Historically, there have been
intense debates over the issue of race as a social construc-
tion versus race based on biology. Omi and Winant
addressed the debate and articulated the concept of racial-
ization that many scholars use today. They defined racial
formation as “the sociohistorical process by which racial
categories are created, inhabited, transformed, and
destroyed.... Race is a matter of both social structure and
cultural representation” (Omi and Winant 1994, pp.
55-56). This view revolutionized the conception of race
as a process and as a social construction.

CRITIQUING “RACIALIZATION”

Some scholars have critiqued current definitions of racial-
ization. Karim Murji and John Solomos, for example,
argue that the idea of racialization “has become a core
concept in the analysis of racial phenomena, particularly
to signal the processes by which ideas about race are con-

Racialization

structed, come to be regarded as meaningful, and are
acted upon.... Racialization is applied to whole institu-
tions such as the police, educational or legal systems, or
entire religions, nations, and countries” (Solomos 2005,
p- 1.

Sociologist Joe Feagin argues that “Omi and Winant
view the past of North American slavery and legal segre-
gation as not weighing ‘like a nightmare on the brain of
the living,” but rather as lingering on ‘like a hangover’ that
is gradually going away” (Feagin 20006, p. 7). Feagin adds
that what is “missing in both the mainstream race-ethnic
relations approach and much of the racial formation
approach is a full recognition of the big picture—the real-
ity of this whole society being founded on, and firmly
grounded in, oppression targeting African Americans (and
other people of color) now for several centuries. Given
that deep underlying reality of this society, all racial-
ethnic relationships and events, past and present, must be
placed within that racial oppression context in order to be

well-understood” (p. 7).

Sociologist Eduardo Bonilla-Silva notes that although
the perspective of Omi and Winant “represents a break-
through, it still gives undue attention to ideological/cul-
tural processes, does not regard races as truly social
collectivities, and overemphasizes the racial projects ... of
certain actors (neoconservatives, members of the far right,
liberals), thus obscuring the social and general character of
racialized societies” (Bonilla-Silva 1997, p. 466). Bonilla-
Silva further states:

Although all racialized systems are hierarchical,
the particular character of the hierarchy, and thus
the racial structure, is variable.... The racial prac-
tices and mechanisms that have kept Blacks sub-
ordinated changed from overt to eminently racist
to covert and indirectly racist. The unchanging
element throughout these stages is that Blacks’ life
chances are significantly lower than those of
Whites, and ultimately a racialized social order is
distinguished by this difference in life chances....
The historical struggle against chattel slavery led
not to the development of race-free societies but
to the establishment of social system with a differ-
ent kind of racialization. (Bonilla-Silva 1997,
p. 470)

In their 2005 book Racialization, Murji and Solomos
summarize the arguments that suggest that the conception
of racialization introduced by Omi and Winant may not
have represented a breakthrough:

Barot and Bird feel that Omi and Winant “use the
concept of racial formation as a perspective that is
not fundamentally different from the concept of
racialization as deployed in British literature in the
1980’s.... Miles himself has argued that Omi and
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Winant’s conception of racialization is underde-
veloped and not used systematically.... Miles and
Torres state, ‘Omi and Winant’s defence of the
race concept is a classic example of the way in
which the academy in the US continues to racial-
ize the world.”” (Murji and Solomos 2005, p.
22-23)

RETHINKING RACIALIZATION

Bonilla-Silva proposes use of “the more general concept of
racialized social systems as the starting point for an alter-
native framework. This term refers to societies in which
economic, political, social and ideological levels are par-
tially structured by the placement of actors in racial cate-
gories or races” (Bonilla-Silva 1997, p. 469). In rethinking
a theory of racial oppression, Feagin suggests three ele-
ments: “It should indicate clearly the major features—
both the structures and the counterforces—of the social
phenomenon being studied; it should show the relation-
ships between the important structures and forces; and it
should assist in understanding both the patterns of social
change and the lack of social change” (Feagin 20006, p. 7).
As the critiques of these scholars suggest, the concept of
racialization has changed over time and continues to
change.

SEE ALSO Discrimination; Preference, Color; Race; Race
Relations; Racism; Whiteness; Whitening
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RACISM

Racism is intertwined with discrimination in two dimen-
sions. On the one hand, discrimination is a specific prac-
tice that can arise from racism. On the other hand, racism
is a specific form of discrimination directed against a
social group that is constructed with regard to physical
attributes, for example the color of the skin or the hair
type. To these physical attributes specific social features
such as behaviors and values are ascribed, thus naturaliz-
ing social attributes. Privileges and disadvantages of
groups are therefore grounded in nature and gain their
legitimacy through this naturalization. The identity of a
person is always dependent on the marking, the ascrip-
tion, and the perception of others. Self and other are
defined in a reciprocal relationship: Racism is a specific
process of producing self and other (see Darity, Mason,
and Stewart 2000). It is the praxis of a dominant group
classifying and characterizing an inferior group. Thus
some scholars argue that racism transforms political or
economical interests into apparently natural facts. Because
racism affects social relations, class and race should be
examined together (see Hall 1980).

Racism is produced on different levels of societies.
On the macro level, racism comes into being through
institutional rules, guidelines, and processes of exclusion
that are based on and justified by racist discourse.
Examples are the Jim Crow laws in the United States, the
Nazi regime in Germany, and the apartheid system in
South Africa. On the micro level, individual racism comes
into being through generalizations, stereotypes, and dis-
crimination against the other’s everyday activities.

The phenomenon of racism existed long before social
scientists defined the term. In the 1930s the term racism
was first used by the German physician Magnus
Hirschfeld (1868-1935) to describe the ideology upon
which the Nazis based their identification of the Jews as
members of an alien, subordinate, and dangerous race,
providing an ideological foundation for the Holocaust
(for a wider analysis see Horkheimer and Adorno 1947).

THE DEVELOPMENT OF
IDEOLOGICAL RACISM

Ideological racism developed from the processes of con-
struing the human races as apparently homogenous and
then building a hierarchy of these races on the basis of
ascribed features. These concepts were developed in
Europe in the ecighteenth century in the context of the
Enlightenment and the increased trust in scientific knowl-
edge. Laws of nature were presented as the foundation for
differences between social groups, and scientists tried to
classify human beings according to categorizations devel-
oped in the natural sciences.
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Some argue that these classifications based on nature
replaced former classifications based on religion, following
a trend to secularization. In contrast, Robert Miles and
Malcolm Brown argued in Racism (2003) that the clash
between the idea of biologically constituted different races
and the religious belief that all human species descend
from Adam and Eve and are therefore homogenous was
harmonized by the claim that in response to human sin
God damned the sinners and their descendents by distinc-
tive features, such as black skin.

The main impulse to formulate racism as a theory
came from French aristocrats striving to get back the priv-
ileges they lost in the French Revolution. According to
them, the French aristocrats were descendants of the
Franconian conqueror, so any restriction of their privi-
leges was a violation of their inherited rights; this idea was
formulated as “the legend of the Franconia” by the French
historian Henri de Boulainvilliers (1658-1722). Socially
different estates in France became referred to as different
“races.” In consequence, the privileges of the aristocracy
became legitimized not only by the legal system, but also
by what were presented as hereditary, physical traits.
Charles Darwin’s theory of natural selection and evolution
(1863) provided further justification for this theory of the
naturally grounded inequality of human beings. The
adaptation of Darwin’s theory of evolution to society is
called social Darwinism (see Hawkins 1997, Dickens
2000). Following this theory, disadvantaged races have
their social positions because of their inferior qualities,
and those inferior qualities are translated to inevitably
lower social status in the common struggle for existence.
The idea of a racial hierarchy based on nature became
important during the colonization period beginning at
the end of the fifteenth century when in the process of
oppressing and exploiting Africans, Asians, and Native
Americans the supposed racial superiority of whites was
established (for a discussion of whiteness, see Bonnett

2000 and Allen 1994).

Racial inequality is a matter of scholarly debate. Some
academics argue, with the help of recent genetic research,
that there are more genetic variations within races than
between them. In this view, races do not naturally exist,
but instead are powerful social constructions of racist peo-
ple (see Miles and Brown 2003). Adherents to this theory
argue that there are no clear natural borders between the
races; racism itself constitutes these borders and tries to
maintain them by ignoring any exceptions. Two crucial
aspects of the impact of racism emerge: On the one hand,
there is the practice of defining an apparently homoge-
nous group of human beings as a race by negating dif-
ferences between the individual members of the group;
on the other hand, it is essential that the differences
between the social groups that are constructed as races are
emphasized.

Racism

Other scholars argue that the reason for racism is not
that there are different races. According to them, racism is
caused by the ascription of specific attributes to the races,
and they hold that by identifying races as an ideological
effect the racial solidarity of the disadvantaged race is
undermined.

PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF
RACISM AND REFLECTIONS OF
RACISM IN THE PSYCHE

Racism gets its full power by infiltrating people’s own spe-
cific perceptions. In the minds of both victims and perpe-
trators, racism is produced and reproduced with
prejudices and stereotypes from the other and the own. It
has been widely demonstrated that from the perspective of
whites, blacks are seen as violent and criminal. Studies in
psychology illustrate that the same behavior pattern is
interpreted differently depending on the race of the actor
(see, for example, Eberhardt, Goff, Purdie, et al. 2004).
From the point of view of whites, a positive action by a
black person, like being smart and helpful, often is seen as
an atypical event explained by special circumstances,
whereas a negative action by a black, like committing a
crime or an aggressive behavior, is seen as typical of the
genuine personal characteristics of black people. For the
actions of whites, the relation is reversed. Claude Steele
and Joshua Aronson illustrated the harmful effects of
stereotypes when they demonstrated that the mere pres-
ence of a question asking the race of those taking an aca-
demic test led to a distinct decrease in the scores of
participating African American college students: The race
question activated negative stereotypes and self-confirm-
ing mental representations of poor academic performance.
In consequence, the test participants confirmed unwit-
tingly the stereotype that African Americans are intellec-
tually inferior. Different tests showed that the simple
activation of race stereotypes had different effects on test
performances, depending on the kind of stereotypes

(Shih, Ambady, Richeson, et al. 2002).

RACISM IN THE UNITED STATES

Because racism depends on economic and political fac-
tors, it is important to point out that racism came into
being in different forms depending on the historic epoch
and geographical region in which it appeared.

Slavery Slavery came into existence in China, imperial
Rome, and West Africa without relying on racist concepts.
However, in the colonial period the ideology of racism
was useful in circumventing any of the conquerors’ reli-
gious or moral considerations that would make all human

beings equal before God and thus require that they be
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treated equally by man. Using racist arguments, white
conquerors could justify slavery, the use of slaves as prop-
erty, the destruction of their social and cultural identities
(Patterson 1982), and their exploitation. This was possible
because the conceived hierarchy of races presented the
whites as superior to other races; from a racist perspective,
human beings are not equal and therefore they can be
treated unequally.

The main reasons for the growth of slavery were eco-
nomic. Slaves were used as a cheap labor force and as a
profitable trade good. In the United States the profits
acquired through slavery were an important factor in the
growth of the shipping industry and a source of surplus
wealth for early industrialism. Slaves worked in house-
holds, in mines, and on sugar and cotton plantations in
the southern states of North America, in Brazil, and in the
Caribbean. Most of the 4 million slaves in 1860 were the
property of a small upper class in the U.S. southern states,
and for this elite, their own economic power was bound
directly to their property of slaves. They justified slavery
by identifying blacks as a weak race that had to be pro-
tected by the slave owners, who knew how to treat them
according to their natural status.

Before the end of the slave trade in the mid-nine-
teenth century, between 11 and 15 million Africans were
enslaved and transported to Europe and South, Central,
and North America. Most of them were enslaved during
the eighteenth century, and most came from the West
African coast and from central Africa.

After the Civil War After the U.S. Civil War (1861-1865)
slavery was legally banned in 1870 by the Fifteenth
Amendment to the Constitution. Because there was no
land reform most African Americans were solidly concen-
trated in the southeastern states, nominally free but eco-
nomically tied to the same cotton lands and the same
employers as before the war. Former slaves were still stig-
matized and pressed into economic poverty. From the per-
spective of racist whites in the northern and southern
states, African Americans were an inferior race without
the right to participate equally in political and social life.
After the end of slavery in the United States racism took
shape in the oppression of the African American popula-
tion and in defining them as a subordinated race.

Discriminatory practices continued in the United
States; the Jim Crow laws (1890-1912) banned African
Americans from public places, curtailed their educational
rights, and allowed widespread violence against people of
color, including the lynching of more than 3,000 African
Americans in the southern states between 1882 and 1936.
Clandestine organizations such as the Ku Klux Klan mur-
dered and harassed African Americans.

The Twenty-First Century The civil rights movement in
the United States led to the passage of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, ending institutionalized racism in the United
States. However, racism is still alive; the durability of ide-
ological racism and the idea of naturally based inequality
between races still is present in the attribution of social
traits to racial groups. In consequence, economic and edu-
cational opportunities are still unequal between the races.
African Americans are still put into a position of inferior-
ity in the hierarchy of races; an expression of this is segre-
gation in urban ghettos (see Massey and Denton 1993
and Wilson 1987). Racist discourse still exists and repro-
duces itself in the stereotypes; it is part of everyday dis-
crimination, and it leads to different chances for access
and participation in the contemporary United States and
elsewhere.

SEE ALSO Discrimination; Economics, Stratification;
Hierarchy; 1Q Controversy; Prejudice; Race; Stigmas
Stratification; White Supremacy; Whiteness; Whites
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RADCLIFFE-BROWN,

A. R.
1881-1955

Alfred Reginald Radcliffe-Brown was a British anthropol-
ogist closely associated with the development of struc-
tural-functionalism. His firm theoretical framework and
his administrative skills helped to consolidate social
anthropology as an academic discipline across the British
Commonwealth.

Defying his impoverished lower-middle-class begin-
nings, Radcliffe-Brown enjoyed an elite academic educa-
tion at Cambridge University, where A. C. Haddon
(1855-1940) and W. H. R. Rivers (1864—1922) were his
mentors. He first wanted to study natural sciences, but
was directed toward “moral sciences” (comprising philos-
ophy, psychology, and economics). Yet his leanings toward
the natural sciences remained with him throughout his
career, and the use of analogies between social structures
and structures occurring in nature are emblematic of his
style of thought. At the same time, he was able to combine
his insistence on “structure” with a flamboyant way of
dressing and a fascination with Peter Kropotkin’s (1842—
1921) anarchism, earning Radcliffe-Brown the nickname
“Anarchy Brown.”

Most of Radcliffe-Brown’s adult life was spent outside
England. He conducted ethnographic fieldwork in the
Andaman Islands (1906-1908) and Western Australia
(1910-1912), but never achieved the kind of in-depth
familiarity with local settings that would soon become
typical of social anthropology. Radcliffe-Brown’s influen-
tial academic career began in 1920, when he became the
founding professor of social anthropology at the
University of Cape Town in South Africa. He went on to
become founding professor at the University of Sydney
(1926-1931), professor at the University of Chicago
(1931-1937), and chair of social anthropology at the
University of Oxford (1937-1946). He continued lectur-
ing at universities in Brazil, Egypt, England, and South

Radcliffe-Brown, A. R.

Africa, and served as president of the Association of Social
Anthropologists until shortly before his death.

Even by his own account, Radcliffe-Brown was a slow
writer. His only monograph is The Andaman Islanders
(1922); the rest of his publications are articles and lecture
transcriptions. Although his academic career spanned half
a century, Radcliffe-Brown’s theory remained more or less
unchanged throughout. He constantly systematized the
idea that social anthropology should become a “natural
science of human society” through empirical investiga-
tions of social structures. Comparisons between different
societies should enable anthropologists to discover univer-
sal and essential relations; apparent diversity should be
reduced to clear classifications. Anthropology should
focus on directly observable networks between persons,
and distill “general structural forms.” Rejecting diffusion-
ism, evolutionism, and any kind of “conjectural history,”
Radcliffe-Brown was also critical of the concept of “cul-
ture,” which for him was a foggy abstraction and subordi-
nate to social structure.

Assessments of Radcliffe-Brown’s contribution to
anthropology tend to be polarized. He was a charismatic
lecturer, able to impress upon others a habitus of scientific
rigor. Even some streams of American anthropology, with
its longstanding emphasis on culture and historical partic-
ularity, were influenced by him. But just as much as he
united scholars during his lifetime, his name soon became
synonymous with an overly rigid and intellectually unsat-
isfying approach that no one wanted to follow anymore.
From the 1950s onward, all major figures in British social
anthropology, notably E. E. Evans-Pritchard (1902-
1973), Raymond Firth (1901-2002), and Edmund Leach
(1910-1989), denounced Radcliffe-Brown’s theory as
unable to grasp history, social change, and unequal rela-
tions of power. That he wanted anthropology to become a
“natural science” attracted particular scorn (e.g., Leach
1976). Even if Radcliffe-Brown’s importance for the disci-
pline is now widely seen as historical, his emphasis on
observable social networks, as opposed to cultural values,
retains a certain influence, especially in Britain.
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Stefan Ecks

RADICALISM

The word radicalhas a number of meanings, one of which
involves “getting to the root of the matter.” This analogy
is helpful in focusing attention on the key characteristics
of the term, and on its various usages within social sci-
ence. When people talk about “radicals,” they mean those
who take ideas and concepts back to first principles. They
are those who are unafraid of laying bare what is hidden,
subterranean, or uncomfortable to discuss. Radicals do
not mind upsetting the status quo, received wisdom, or
“common sense” conceptions of any kind. To talk about
radicalism is therefore to talk about the belief systems of
radicals. Yet what is it that characterizes radicalism, and
how does this impact our understanding of knowledge
generally?

As is clear from the above, radicalism is not a concept
that denotes a particular set of ideas or a particular
approach, in the manner of many other terms in the lexi-
con of social science. When one discusses Marxism, it is
clear that this relates to the word and ideas of Karl Marx
and his many followers. The same cannot be said of radi-
calism, which is a concept that is positional or contextual.
Whether a given ideology or stance can be regarded as
radical depends on where it stands in relation to dominant
or “accepted” ideas. Thus a “radical conservative” (if this is
not an oxymoron) is someone whose radicalism is defined
in relation to dominant conservative ideas. He or she
wishes to get to the “root” of conservatism, or of the prob-
lems discussed by conservatives. Radical conservatism is
therefore not inherently radical, it is only radical in rela-
tion to other conservative ideas. Likewise, radicalism only
exists insofar as there are ideas that are mainstream, ortho-
dox, and widely accepted.

Radicalism can also be regarded as contextually
dependent. In other words, whether a set of ideas is radi-
cal depends on the context in which these ideas are being
offered or pursued. Many ideas that were once perceived
to be radical have, over the course of time, come to be
regarded as mainstream. Thus, radicalism should be
understood less as a description of a core orientation of
the kind associated with labels such as “Marxist,” “lib-
eral,” or “conservative,” and more as a set of ideas that is
inclined to query orthodoxy, whether it be secular, reli-
gious, social, or scientific. A starting point of this article is
thus the contention that radicalism does not denote a par-

ticular set of ideas or arguments, but rather any ideology
or position that takes issue (or appears to take issue) with
settled, accepted or otherwise mainstream views. Some
examples will help to clarify the above.

RADICALISM AS POSITIONAL AND
CONTEXTUAL

As mentioned above, radicalism does not denote a partic-
ular set of ideas or arguments, but any argument that
takes issue with accepted positions, however defined. In
this positional sense, radicalism can be mapped in terms
of certain well-known debates. To take an obvious starting
point, Darwin’s account of evolution was once regarded as
radical (as well as absurd and despicable) by mainstream
commentary. However, from the late nineteenth century
onward, more and more scientists in the West began to
hold Darwinian views. A great deal of the evidence, from
a wide variety of scientific and social scientific investiga-
tions, seemed to support the view that evolution takes
place over very long periods of time and can be adduced
to random genetic mutations. Darwinism, therefore, once
a radical and heretical doctrine, became mainstream sci-
ence. Likewise, those who opposed Darwinism, such as
Christians and other religious groups, were once in the
majority, but over the course of a century or so they
became “minoritarian” in relation to issues in basic sci-
ence. One might ask whether Darwinism or intelligent
design should now be regarded as the more radical posi-
tion. This is a moot point, however. In areas or commu-
nities that are deeply committed to a deist view of the
universe, Darwinism remains a radical doctrine to be
combated wherever possible. To Darwinists, the claims of
creationists are radically conservative.

It is often held that radicalism is necessary because
progress is impossible without challenges to orthodoxy.
Thus, philosophers of science frequently reserve a special
place for radical ideas as necessary, and indeed desirable.
This usually comes with the caveat that radicals submit
to the norms of falsification and experimentation.
Radicalism can be good if it is seen to be in tune with the
general tenor of scientific understanding, but it is less so
when it appears to take issue with a certain set of expecta-
tions. Albert Einstein’s radicalism is useful on these terms,
for example, but Sigmund Freud’s is less so, at least
according to figures such as the philosopher Karl Popper
(1902-1994). Those who oppose such a conventional
view of scientific progress, such as Jean-Francois Lyotard
(1924-1998) and Paul Feyerabend (1924-1998), are
themselves regarded as radicals by philosophers of science
and social science because of their insistence on the rela-
tivism of knowledge claims. This kind of radicalism
equates to the view that science does not deserve the spe-
cial status many accord it, for it is merely one kind of “nar-
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rative” to set alongside other narratives—such as
“Creationism”—that claim to offer privileged access to the
true nature of things.

FROM SCIENCE TO IDEOLOGY

More generally, there have always been radical views that
have challenged or undermined the mainstream. The
twentieth century, for example, is often noted for the vari-
ety and impact of unorthodox, extreme, and nonmain-
stream views that surfaced during this period. To illustrate
the way in which radicalism is context-dependent, the
century can be divided up into four periods: the interwar
years; the postwar era up to the oil crisis of the mid-1970s;
the period of conservative preeminence to the fall of the
Berlin Wall; and finally the period of the “Post—Cold War
Order,” which carried over into the twenty-first century.
Traversing a century of radicalisms will illustrate the
changes in the nature and form of radicalism from moder-
nity to what is often termed “postmodernity” or a “sec-
ond” modernity.

In the interwar years (1918-1939), the world wit-
nessed an astonishing burst of radicalism, radical parties,
and radical politics. This was due to a number of factors,
principally the impact of war, the rise of capitalism, and
the perceived shortcomings of individualism. The radical-
ism of the Russian Revolution came out of a deep discon-
tent with the inherited monarchic order. Bolshevism
promised a world without hunger, hierarchy, or war, and
a world without capitalism, individualism, or imperialism.
The rise of Hitler owed a great deal to similar sentiments,
although it translated into a different set of demands.
Nevertheless, radicalism in this period meant collectivism,
as opposed to individualism; state control, as opposed to
the free market; and universalist claims, in the name of
“proletarian internationalism” or Aryan superiority. The
individual counted for little when compared with the
needs of the class or the race. This common set of charac-
teristics offered commentators such as Hannah Arendt,
Karl Popper and Carl J. Friedrich license to roll up these
otherwise diverse radicalisms into one overarching phe-
nomenon: “totalitarianism.” This was a radicalism that
threatened the annihilation of prevailing orthodoxy,
whether characterized as liberal or conservative.

In the postwar period (1945-1975) the dominant or
mainstream ideology in most Western states was that asso-
ciated with the work of the British economist John
Maynard Keynes. The “postwar consensus” insisted on the
growth of the public sector or welfare state, the extension
of basic rights and liberties (as announced in the UN
Charter), and the pursuit of policies of growth through
the management of demand. Social-democratic or
welfare-state thinking became dominant across the devel-

oped world.

Radicalism

In terms of political ideas and positions, “radicalism”
at this point referred to two main tendencies: those who
were opposed to Keynesian because it was too statist, and
those who argued that it was not statist enough. With
regard to the former, the period is noted for the emer-
gence of neoliberal ideas associated with figures such as
Friedrich von Hayek, Milton Friedman and, later, Robert
Nozick. Their radicalism consisted in the suggestion that
the welfare state was despotic and heralded the end of
choice, the end of the individual’s control over his or her
fate, and the elimination of the entrepreneurial and risk-
taking characteristics upon which economic growth
depended. The state should give way to the market, they
believed, not the other way around. At the same time,
considerable interest developed in models of socialism
that radicalized the terms of the postwar consensus while
also seeking to avoid the perils of communist dictatorship.
Multiple left-wing radicalisms emerged and flourished
(e.g., The Frankfurt School, situationism, Maoism,
“humanist Marxism”), reflecting the “postmaterialist” dis-
content with both Western and Eastern society that was to
be such a feature of the late 1960s.

Other kinds of radicalism arose in this period out of
the desire for “liberation,” particularly liberation from
racism, colonialism and, “patriarchy.” Antiracism became
a powerful current and gave birth to a number of radical
groups and figures across the developing and developed
world, including the Black Panthers, Malcolm X, and var-
ious figures in the civil rights movement, such as Martin
Luther King Jr. Anticolonial or postcolonial demands
were articulated in the work of writers such as Paolo
Freire, Frantz Fanon, and Jean-Paul Sartre, while radical
anticolonial movements swept the globe, led by figures
such as Che Guevara and Ho Chi Minh. For feminists,
the problem was the “patriarchal” assumptions of main-
stream political theories and practices. “Radical feminism”
spared little in its critique of the exclusionary and
demeaning character of patriarchal practices. Women had
to assert not equality, but their difference from men. This
entailed developing novel and inclusive strategies in rela-
tion to oppressive discourses wherever they were found.

The oil crisis of 1973 and 1974 was followed by a
period of conservative preeminence, which put into relief
what was at stake in these ideological battles and allowed
advocates of what had been regarded as a deeply radical
position to win support in the mainstream. In a matter of
a decade, neoliberalism moved from being a deeply het-
erodox and radical position to being “common sense”—as
described by prominent advocates such as Margaret
Thatcher and Ronald Reagan. Orthodoxy now shifted
away from being protective of public services and
demand-fuelled economic growth, moving toward a posi-
tion hostile to the welfare state, “dependency culture,”
and public spending. This, in turn, encouraged a new set
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of radicalisms highlighting the perceived shortcomings of
the prevailing political orthodoxy. Chief among these was
the emergence of environmentalism. Associated with fig-
ures such as James Lovelock, who developed the “Gaia
hypothesis,” E. E Schumacher and Ivan Illich, environ-
mentalism was a response to the oil crisis and the percep-
tion that there were structural “limits to growth.” The
problem was not too little market, as advocated by the
neoliberals, but too much. In particular, there was too
much unfettered market activity in relation to scarce nat-
ural resources.

There was also a change in the morphology of radical
activism during this period, coinciding with the decline of
the mass party in the wake of the emergence of so-called
new social movements. These movements were much
more diffuse than mass parties, less ideological, and often
very radical. This radicalism expressed itself in terms of a
rejection of mainstream political processes in favor of
“direct action” or DIY (do-it-yourself) practices.

The era of the “Post—Cold War Order,” which began
with the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, has witnessed an
explosion of radicalisms in response to widespread discon-
tent with several new orthodoxies, particularly the
“Washington Consensus,” associated with the extension of
neoliberal policies to many different areas of economic and
social activity; the idea of the “clash of civilizations,” posit-
ing an inevitable conflict between cultures; and the contin-
uing dominance of individualism and consumerism.

In the 1990s an “antiglobalization movement”
emerged in response to the neoliberal ideology that had
come to prominence. This involved a panoply of radi-
calisms—some old, some new—all responding to the per-
ceived shortcomings of the free-market policies pursued
by global institutions such as the International Monetary
Fund (IMF), the World Trade Organization (WTO), and
the World Bank. The antiglobalization movement gives
witness to one of the more remarked-upon features of the
contemporary period, namely the proliferation of radical
currents and energies, as opposed to their crystallization
within mass parties united by a single ideology. This is not
to be mistaken for the “end of ideology,” as long lamented
by cultural commentators such as Daniel Bell, Herbert
Marcuse, and Francis Fukuyama, but rather the prolifera-
tion of ideologies, some of which are radical, while others
are much less so.

Samuel Huntington’s “clash of civilization” thesis is
perhaps both a result and a cause of the profusion of cul-
tural and political radicalisms across the world. This is
paradoxical in the same sense that globalization is, for
while globalization seems to be drawing people closer
together, it also renders “local” resistance more intense
and radical. Thus, key radicalisms that emerged at the
start of the twenty-first century include neoconservatism

and Islamic fundamentalism. Both are responses to per-
ceived isolation and cultural embattlement: the former in
defense of values associated with the imperiled Greco-
Roman civilization; the latter in defense of an ever more
literal reading of the Qu'ran. Each faces the other as a
defensive response against incorporation into what are
perceived to be homogenizing global forces beyond the
control of distinct nations and cultures.

More generally, any set of ideas that challenges the
supremacy of the free market, of dominant interpretations
of ideals such as equality and freedom, or of the idea of the
individual as preeminently a consumer will be perceived
by the mainstream as “radical.” In this sense, there are
many sources of radicalism, including religion (and not
just Islam). There has also been a rise in the influence of
all manner of fundamentalisms, New Age ideas, alterna-
tive therapies and perspectives, and postmaterial ideas and
ways of living that stress the need to escape from the dom-
inant ethic and values.

FROM MODERN TO POSTMODERN
RADICALISM?

In the political sense, radicalism has ceased to express itself
on the same terms that marked the radical currents of the
twentieth century. Radicalism had one goal during that
period: the transformation of the existing world into a
world that would, so it was claimed, be markedly better
than the one displaced. Today’s radicalisms are rarely built
from such certainties. Nor are they, in the main, built on
the kinds of universalist ambitions that characterized ear-
lier radicalisms. Instead, they are partial, sectional, partic-
ularistic, local, and fragmented. Where commentators
once lamented the prospect of being engulfed by a singu-
lar countervailing radicalism (“totalitarianism”), there are
now many radical currents and tendencies—some benign,
and others much less so. Orthodoxy, however defined,
does not have one rival but many, and radical ideas are
often resolutely minoritarian. Ideas, positions, philoso-
phies, and therapies no longer seem to harbor the ambi-
tion, once shared by the world-transforming ideologies of
modernity, to transform the world itself. What they
demand is a space of “difference,” a space in which hetero-
doxy, otherness, and particular identities and positions
can stand apart and flourish.

These “postmodern” radicalisms are modest, even
parsimonious, in relation to the claims they make for
themselves. With the “end of grand narratives,” as Lyotard
put it, many radical groups and movements have evi-
dently lost or abandoned that sense of certainty that was
such a hallmark of the ideologies and movements of the
twentieth century. In a world of skeptics, radicalism (as
expressed in the ideas of the leftist Zapatistas in Mexico,
for example) can only be sustained by thin or partial
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affinities and affiliations, by appeals to shared “intuitions”
and the desire for “dignity.” This is hardly the basis for the
kind of mass mobilization hoped for by yesterday’s radi-
cals, but it seems to be enough to sustain the radicals and
radicalisms of today.

In sum, radicalism is not on the wane or in danger of
being made redundant by an overarching conformity to
ideas and values, no matter how expressed (as per
Fukuyama’s “end of history” thesis). Any such view reveals
a certain naivety about the role of ideas in history. As this
brief overview suggests, mainstream and conventional
ideas are always faced by ideas that challenge or under-
mine them. Indeed it makes little sense to talk about “the
mainstream” or “the conventional” without reference to
ideas or positions that lie outside them. Radicalism is, in
simple terms, the name given to whatever is different,
challenging, or otherwise difficult to digest. As such, rad-
icalism is just as much a feature of contemporary life as is
the status quo, however defined.
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Simon Tormey

RADIO TALK SHOWS

Radio talk shows can be defined as radio broadcasts cen-
tered primarily on conversational speech. They encompass
numerous discourse genres and formats, ranging from
political diatribes to highly interactive exchanges with
members of the listening audience. Many talk shows have

Radio Talk Shows

hybrid formats featuring music, sound effects, and news
interspersed with interviews, debates, social and political
commentary, religious exegesis, medical advice, therapeu-
tic discourse, question-and-answer sessions, sports-fan
exchanges, and storytelling.

Talk shows are typically hosted by a single radio per-
sonality, usually positioned as an expert in some area.
Many also feature occasional guests who are interviewed,
as well as one or two regular interlocutors who assist the
host. Audience participation is usually a major feature of
talk radio shows worldwide, with opportunities for listen-
ers to telephone or write to the program host with ques-
tions, comments, or music requests, which are then
relayed on air. The place of talk radio in non-Western
nations parallels the role of talk radio in Western nations,
yet it is a relatively new area of exploration that merits
more in-depth research.

The social consequences of talk radio are extensive.
Three major types of impact can be identified. First, talk
radio has far-reaching implications for the nature of the
public sphere in modern societies as it creates forums for
participatory democracy and the development of public
opinion. Second, talk radio influences both everyday dis-
course and political discourse by providing models of talk
and by setting agendas through talk. And third, talk radio
has become a major part of everyday life for countless peo-
ple around the globe as they structure their days around
favorite programs and as they develop affective ties to
radio personalities.

HISTORY

Talk shows have been a prominent feature of radio since
the inception of broadcasting in Western nations in the
1920s and in non-Western contexts from the 1940s
onward. Early examples include Alexander Woolcotts
(1887-1943) urbane commentary on New York’s WOR
in the 1920s and Walter Winchell’s (1897-1972) political
gossip program on NBC in the 1930s. More interactive
formats emerged in the 1930s, first with vox populi “man
on the street” interviews being taped and then later
relayed on air, and then with radio “town hall meetings,”
which featured live broadcasts of studio audiences dis-
cussing current events. Such formats were also introduced
in colonial broadcasting in Africa as carly as the late
1940s. In the United States, radio call-in programs began
in the mid-1940s. Precursors of talk radio formats and
functions include public traditions such as town hall
meetings, and gathering places such as literary circles, cof-
fee houses, village squares, and beer gardens, as well as
mass entertainment forms, such as vaudeville and circus
sideshows.

Between the early 1980s and the mid-1990s, the
number of radio stations in the United States featuring
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talk radio quadrupled. By the mid-1990s, talk radio
ranked as the second most popular radio format in the
United States, with country music being the first. The
dramatic rise of talk radio during this period is attributed
to several factors, including a general collapse of public life
in the United States, coupled with an increased pre-
dictability and absence of personality in FM radio pro-
gramming. Some scholars have argued that Americans
found themselves increasingly isolated and thus turned to
talk radio as a way to be connected to community and to
others. Similar arguments have been made about talk
radio in other parts of the world, such as England and
Israel.

During the 1980s, certain AM stations as well as
National Public Radio (NPR) strategized to “reactivate
attentive listening” (Douglas 1999, p. 286) through less
predictable formats, more chatty ad-libbing, and greater
emphasis on sound effects and voice qualities. Further
contributing factors to the prevalence and popularity of
talk radio at the end of the twentieth century include the
increased facility of national broadcasting afforded by
satellite technology and the increased facility of audience
interactivity afforded by cell phones. A final factor rela-
tively unnoticed by scholarship is the fact that countless
radio listeners are engaged in lengthy commutes to and
from work. Morning “drive time” talk radio formats as
well as evening news magazines fit into these lifestyle pat-
terns and relieve the boredom and isolation of commuting
for long periods every day.

CONTEMPORARY TRENDS

Approximately 80 percent of all U.S. radio stations
include some form of talk radio in their programming.
Many stations, such as NBC’s Talknet, ABC’s Talkradio
Network, and Air America Radio, are exclusively devoted
to round-the-clock live talk programming. NPR also fea-
tures a substantial number of entertaining and informa-
tive talk programs, such as All Things Considered, Talk of
the Nation, Car Talk, and A Prairie Home Companion.

While the genre of talk radio might be best known
for its strong language, irreverence, and polarizing dis-
course, encapsulated in the persona of the shock jock, the
majority of talk radio programs worldwide do not adhere
to this model. Examples of the former in the United States
include broadcasters Howard Stern, Rush Limbaugh, and
Don Imus. As with many shock jocks, these individuals
and their stations have been subject to investigations by
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), a gov-
ernmental regulatory body, and some have received fines
and suspensions for pushing the limits of respectability on
the airwaves.

By contrast, most of the world’s talk show hosts,
including those in the United States, are models of

respectability. They work to build community, air com-
mon concerns, solve problems, and develop better futures
for their listeners. In many African nations, for example,
talk radio programs play a significant role in informing
people about electoral processes, debating political issues,
and allowing citizens to air their views. One dramatic case
of talk radio in the service of democracy in Africa is exem-
plified by the 7alk Mogadishu program on Somalia’s sta-
tion, HornAfrik. On this program, listeners from different
parts of the city call in to update each other on events
across the chaotic, war-torn city landscape. In addition,
they pose pointed questions to rival warlords who appear
as program guests. Other examples include the popular
talk shows on Zambia’s national radio station. Two
Bemba-language programs, Baanacimbuusa (Women
Advisors) and Kabuusha Takolelwe Boowa (a proverb
meaning “the inquirer was not poisoned by a mush-
room”), are inspired directly by indigenous modes of
advising. In the former, the host introduces a topic con-
cerning family and marriage, which a panel of elder
women then discusses. In some cases, the topic is devel-
oped from a listener’s letter. In the Kabuusha program, an
expert advisor answers listeners’ letters on a variety of sub-
jects, including corrupt politicians, adulterous spouses, in-
laws who demand more marriage payments, and
employers who exploit their workers.

In their capacity as important avenues for influencing
public opinion and voting behavior, talk radio programs
have attracted the attention of politicians in numerous
contexts worldwide. In the United States, for example,
talk radio contributed to a coordinated popular protest
against a proposed congressional pay raise in 1989. It con-
tinues to be a vital influence on the tenor of presidential
campaigns, cabinet and Supreme Court nomination hear-
ings, and the reception of government policies in general.
In contexts where there is less media freedom, political
radio talk show hosts often risk charges of sedition, phys-
ical threat, or forced exile, as recent cases from Uganda
and Haiti attest.

CRITICISMS, CONCERNS, AND
PROSPECTS

Critics of talk radio describe it as a debased form of jour-
nalism and public discourse. Their concern is that per-
sonal opinions and private experiences are emphasized
over relevant facts and information. Listeners are thus not
enlightened in ways that allow them to develop informed
opinions. In this analysis, talk radio is not about citizen-
ship or participatory democracy, but about sensationalism
and ratings. Other criticisms include an assessment that
hosts with call-in programs simulate a model of authentic
dialogue, but in reality are engaged in a complex form of
social control and norm making. These criticisms are well
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founded when applied to certain forms of talk radio, par-
ticularly the shock jock genres, but detract from the fact
that a multiplicity of talk radio genres also work to foster
positive social change, personal growth, and enjoyable lis-
tening experiences among audiences.

Talk radio will continue to be a vibrant and multifac-
eted hybrid genre well into the future. The recent emer-
gence of Internet radio and Internet telephoning is already
yielding many more possibilities for talk radio formats
and talk radio communities, including global talk radio.
Coupled with the rise of other participatory and audi-
ence-produced media such as blogs and wikis, talk radio
will continue to be a media form that allows audiences to
“be the media” and thus have an impact on the tenor of
political life and communication environments more gen-
erally. From ice hockey fan exchanges to dialogues on
compassion in Zen Buddhism, talk radio provides an
important area of scholarly inquiry as it touches on virtu-
ally every field of the social sciences, including media
studies, cultural studies, anthropology, sociolinguistics,
social psychology, and political science.
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Debra Spitulnik

RAILWAY INDUSTRY

A railway industry is a group of companies that transport
goods (freight) or individuals (passengers) by railcars from
one place to another. Locomotives pull or push railcars
(containing freight or passengers) over rail tracks.
Railways enhance the access consumer and resource mar-
kets have to goods and individuals, which in turn con-

Railway Industry

tributes to economic development and rising land values,
and influences industry locations.

Even before the advent of locomotives, horse-drawn
railcars (or tramways) were an improvement over other
means of land transportation—the resistance encountered
by a wheeled vehicle traveling over smooth rails is less
than with non-smooth roadways. By the late eighteenth
century, tramways were commonly used in the United
Kingdom for transporting coal. The first tramway in the
United States appeared in Boston in 1807. Experiments
with steam-driven rail locomotives began in the 1820s. By
the middle of the nineteenth century, steam locomotives
had made the railway industry the world’s dominant
provider of land transportation. Steam locomotives, in
turn, were subsequently replaced by diesel locomotives.

Freight railway companies are primarily transporters
of bulk commodities (such as coal, chemicals, and grain)
over relatively long distances. By comparison, trucking
companies are transporters of manufactured commodities
over relatively short distances. In the United States, rail-
way companies generally incur less cost than trucking
companies in transporting goods at a distance of five hun-
dred or more miles. Passenger railway companies provide
intercity transportation service, moving individuals from
one city to another. Rail service for passengers traveling
within a city or to and from a city and its suburbs is pro-
vided by urban transit companies.

Governments in many countries have assisted in the
early expansion of the railway industry. Forms of govern-
ment assistance include government ownership, outright
donations, tax exemptions, and loans. This assistance
stimulated railway construction and, in turn, economic
development. At the same time, many projects were
undertaken that were not economically justified, resulting
in an overexpansion of the railway network.

Cheap labor also stimulated the early growth of the
railway industry. Chinese laborers were hired by the
Central Pacific Railroad Company in 1863 to build a sec-
tion of the U.S. transcontinental railroad over the Sierras
and into the interior plains. They worked for meager
wages through harsh winters and under dangerous work-
ing conditions. Convicts and slaves also built railways in
the United States and in other countries.

Eric Williams (1944) has argued that, because the
African slave trade was instrumental in U.S. and British
economic development, it indirectly stimulated the
expansion of railway networks in the United States and
Britain. This claim was countered by Stanley L. Engerman
(1972) through what is called the “small ratios” argument,
which maintains that slave-trade profits were too small to
stimulate British industrialization. In response to
Engerman, William Darity Jr. (1990) argues that there are
several growth and trade theories supporting a prominent
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role for the African slave trade in British industrialization
that cannot be dismissed or disproven by the small ratios
argument.

An earlier application of the small ratios argument by
Robert Fogel (1964) focused on the economic history of
the railway sector itself. As part of his development of an
overarching hypothetical picture of American economic
growth without a transport revolution, Fogel sought to
demonstrate that the revenues generated by the railway
system as a percentage of gross domestic product were too
low to have been decisively important. But Fogel’s argu-
ment is subject to the same response that has been given
to Engerman’s attempted refutation of the Williams
hypothesis: While it is true that the revenues or profits of
any single sector as a percentage of total national income
generally will look “small,” the critical consideration is the
full impact of the sector via its linkages with numerous
other productive sectors forming the economy.

To protect the public against monopoly-related
abuses, railway companies were often economically regu-
lated by government. In the United States, for example,
the 1887 Interstate Commerce Act established the
Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) to economically
regulate railway transportation
Economic regulation of railways may include rate/fare
regulation, entry regulation, service regulation, and finan-
cial regulation. Rates (prices for freight service) and fares
(prices for passenger service) charged and entry into the
industry are subject to approval by the regulatory commis-
sion. Freight and passengers are to be delivered in the
same physical condition as received. Various financial
aspects of the railway industry, such as mergers and

interstate service.

accounting systems, are also regulated.

Government assistance and regulation aimed at eco-
nomic development and protection of the public interest
may also restrict competition. In the United States,
restrictions on “intermodal” competition (i.e., between
two modes of transportation, such as railways and truck-
ing) have contributed to a decline in the U.S. railway
industry, exhibited by a decrease in industry market share
and return on investment. In 1945, 67.2 percent of the
U.S. domestic intercity freight traffic (in ton-miles) was
transported by railways and 6.5 percent by truck; by
1975, 36.7 percent was transported by rail and 22 percent
by truck. The rate of return on net investment for U.S.
Class I (the largest) railroads was 4.7 percent in 1944, but
declined to 1.2 percent in 1975. Regulation suppressed
intermodal price competition and the abandonment of
excess track capacity.

In the 1970s the U.S. Congress responded to the
decline in the railway industry by creating Amtrak (the
National Railroad Passenger Corporation) to take over all
rail passenger-service lines over seventy-five miles in

length, and Conrail (a government corporation), to oper-
ate the freight service of seven major Northeast railways in
bankruptcy. The Staggers Act of 1980 partially deregu-
lated the industry by providing railway companies with
greater opportunities to compete and thus reverse the
industry’s decline. Specifically, the Act provided greater
pricing freedom and reduced the time permitted for the
ICC to make merger and track-abandonment decisions.

The U.S. railway industry, its shareholders, and most
shippers have benefited from deregulation—the industry’s
share of intercity freight traffic (in ton-miles) increased to
41.7 percent by 2001, the rate of return on net investment
for Class I railroads increased to 6.1 percent by 2004, and
real railway prices (adjusted for inflation) have declined.
On the other hand, labor has been harmed. In 1975 the
industry had 548,000 (488,000 Class I) employees; by
2004 the number had declined to 226,000 (158,000 Class
I) employees. These job losses are attributed to industry
restructuring and the increased use of technology.

The United Kingdom has sought to promote compe-
tition in its railway industry by privatizing the govern-
ment-owned British Railways (BR) through passage of the
Railways Act of 1993. The ownership and control of
infrastructure were separated from train operation.
Infrastructure was placed under the control of a new gov-
ernment company, Railtrack, in 1994, but in 1996 BR’s
freight-train operations (including rolling stock) were split
into six companies and sold to the private sector.
Passenger train operations were not sold, but were fran-
chised to twenty-five private-sector train-operating com-
panies. Under privatization, however, government
subsidization of the railway industry has more than
tripled, due to subsidies to passenger franchises and to
Network Rail, the company that replaced the collapsed
Railtrack. The numerous private freight-operators that
have entered the market have resulted in more competi-
tive freight operations. The four remaining freight-opera-
tors are profitable.

The European Commission (EC) is seeking to liberal-
ize the national railways of its European Union member-
states by creating a single market for rail transport through
the removal of barriers to cross-border freight and passen-
ger rail traffic. Specifically, the EC is seeking to separate the
control of rail infrastructure from operations, to eliminate
physical differences among national railways (e.g., with
respect to signaling, electrification, and operating rules),
and to open the market up to competition. The entry of
numerous private freight operators into the market has
forced the national railways to become competitive.

An important challenge facing railways in many
countries is to provide enough capacity to keep pace with
the growth in world trade. The volume of ocean-container
shipments is growing worldwide at the rate of 9 percent
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per year, thereby overburdening the infrastructure of rail-
ways that transport containerized cargo to and from ports
(i.e., railways engaged in intermodal traffic). Today, the
largest share of the cargo mix for U.S. railroads is inter-
modal cargo. In Canada, a shortage of intermodal rail cars
has resulted in congestion (or traffic delays) at a number
of its ports. Intermodal rail service in China has numer-
ous problems, such as lateness and cargo damage.

SEE ALSO Immigrants, Asian; Industry; Servitude;
Slavery; Transportation Industry
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SEE Coalition.

RAJ, THE

The Raj, a Hindi word meaning “rule,” is the epithet most
closely associated with British rule of the Indian subcon-
tinent. While the English East India Company (EIC) had
been present in South Asia from the early seventeenth
century, formal British rule began in 1757. The British
finally left the subcontinent in 1947, ceding indepen-
dence to the new states of India and Pakistan on August
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14/15. The latter included Bangladesh as East Pakistan,
which gained independence in 1971. The period of the
Raj covers two hundred years of South Asian history and
is one of the most important episodes of colonialism in
modern history.

THE EAST INDIA COMPANY

(1757-1858)

The origins of British rule of South Asia lay in the found-
ing of the English East India Company (EIC) in 1600.
The company’s participation in the lucrative spice trade
led it to establish trading posts first at Surat on the
Gujarati coast and later at Bombay, Madras, and Calcutta.
By the mid-eighteenth century, competition with the
French drew the British into the South Asian political
scene through alliances with local powers. Political insta-
bility following the disintegration of Mughal authority
enabled the EIC to transform from a mere trading inter-
est to a territorial ruler. The company exercised power
indirectly through local allies and rulers, setting a prece-

dent followed up to 1947.

The indirect exercise of control contributed to the
hybridity of EIC governance. An English trading com-
pany driven by European ideas of economy as well as
European norms and practices of political authority, the
EIC was also a participant in the South Asian political
universe, asserting its credentials as a successor state to the
Mughal empire. It continued to transact the business of
government through local allies, according to local custom
and in local languages. The company made an extensive
effort to codify indigenous law and practice. Yet this effort
to preserve and participate in Indian “traditions” funda-
mentally transformed them. The EIC became the ultimate
arbiter of what constituted tradition, and its codification
turned previously fluid arrangements of social interaction
into rigid systems of social classification. Throughout its
reign, the debate as to whether the company’s role was to
transform Indian society or to preserve Indian tradition
continued unabated.

THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

(1858-1947)

Company rule ended with the abolition of the East India
Company in 1858 in the wake of the Indian rebellion,
more commonly known as the Indian Mutiny. The revolt
convinced the British that their efforts at reform of In-
dian society had been dangerously miscalculated.
Consequently the Government of India (Gol) understood
its role in an extremely conservative light. India was to be
governed for the benefit of the British metropole as
cheaply as possible. The Gol’s mission was thus to pre-
serve stability and control, largely through a strategy of
“divide and rule.” Government was to be exercised
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through a collaborative elite responsible for the imple-
mentation of government policy in the locality.

The emergence of a national political discourse in the
late 1800s came about against the wishes of the Gol, but
on a stage prepared by it. Only in a society penetrated by
contemporary European ideas of nationalism and tied
together by modern communication and transportation
technologies could the conceptualization of an “Indian”
political community emerge. That conceptualization was
dominated by the all-India Congress, initially a vehicle for
the collaborative elite to advocate their interests. By the
turn of the century however, Congress began to transform
itself from a party of collaborators to a party advocating
home rule (swaraj) and eventually independence. During
the First World War, Indian nationalists promised their
support in exchange for guarantees of postwar political
movement. They were bitterly disappointed as the
expected peace dividends dissolved in the face of a reasser-
tion of imperial control. The 1920s witnessed the trans-
formation of the Congress and Indian nationalism into a
mass political movement. This change was largely engi-
neered by Mohandas Gandhi (1869-1948), who organ-
ized mass campaigns of civil disobedience built upon a
cross-communal political platform of Indian nationalism.
Gandhi’s efforts redefined the bounds of Indias public
political space, including parts of society, such as women
and so-called untouchables (dalits), previously excluded
from political participation. Yet local elites proved wary of
the perceived peasantization of politics and the erosion of
their autonomy by the nationalist cause.

The preeminence of Indian nationalist discourse was
threatened by communalist politics, progressively more
prominent from the late nineteenth century. India’s for-
merly plural religious traditions became increasingly stan-
dardized, hardening the boundaries between them. The
Anglo-Indian judiciary arguably played the primary role
in the standardization of the diverse traditions of India’s
various communities, in turn leading to the solidification
of communal borders. As the colonial state became more
involved in civic disputes through the course of the nine-
teenth century, it increasingly usurped the spaces formerly
regulated by communal “tradition” and “custom.” Faced
with an array of competing and often contradictory cus-
toms, the judiciary established the parameters of what
constituted judicially recognized, and therefore state-sanc-
tioned, “tradition.” The judicial establishment of tradition
was followed by its codification by the colonial executive,
such as in the Hindu and Muslim law code bills, which
created corpuses of standard communal private law. These
traditions thus transformed into central tenets of exclu-
sivist communal identities, which in turn became politi-
cized through their patronage by the colonial state. Rather
than the state enforcement of uniformity, so often central

to the construction of the modern state, colonial authori-
ties codified and enforced difference.

The Raj reinforced this difference through the cate-
gorization of its subjects in the decennial census, where it
denominated people into religiously based communities
to which it then dispensed entitlements. The most impor-
tant manifestation of this communally centered politics in
the formal, state-regulated arena was the creation and
extension of separate electorates. Muslims, Christians, and
Anglo-Indians were granted separate electoral lists in
which candidates and eligible voters were restricted to
members of these denominated communities. The
Motley-Minto reforms of 1909 first made widespread use
of separate electorates, which were significantly extended
by the Montague-Chelmsford reforms of 1919 and the
1935 Act on the basis of the 1932 Communal Award. Gol
leaders’ official rationale for the use of separate electorates
was twofold. First, they sought to deny Indian nationalists
an outright majority in the formal structures of govern-
ment, which they feared open elections would ensure
them. Second, the Government believed that by granting
Muslims separate electorates where they would be elec-
toral minorities in all but two of the provinces of British
India (Bengal and the Punjab) they would be forced to
look to the Raj as their protector, thus more firmly tying
Muslim fortunes to those of the British. The British
believed that because separate electorates would fracture
the formal spaces of governance they surrendered to
Indians, native politicians would be forced to work on the
basis of cross-communal alliances. This course would
therefore have a moderating influence on communal pol-
itics, which would reward the collaborative, conservative
elites on whom British authority largely depended.

The colonial state’s enumeration of people along con-
fessional lines was only one of the ways in which it cate-
gorized people. It also enumerated people according to
their caste affiliation, specifying their varna as well as
jati. The colonial state used these categories to create com-
munal rights and entitlements as well as to facilitate
communal punishments. Untouchables, also known as
“backward” or “scheduled caste,” mainly suffered social
discrimination widespread throughout the subcontinent,
while the “criminal tribes” were the objects of penal state
regulation. Whereas the separate enumeration of the for-
mer by the Raj was partly an attempt to ameliorate their
low social position through special state dispensation, the
latter was purely a punitive construction of the colonial
state creating categories of “group” criminality. Yet the
consequences of categorization varied widely throughout
India, with members of the “same” community experienc-
ing differential treatment in the various regions of British
India as well as in the princely states. The legal positions
of both the untouchables and tribals were transformed
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with the advent of independence, when these groups were
granted comparatively extensive political entitlements and
reservations. The use of communal patronage and punish-
ment as a strategy of governance imprinted a lasting legacy
on Indian politics.

By the end of the First World War, British governing
circles reached a consensus that India would eventually
have to be granted independence. However, no time line
for such a move was agreed upon. Their actions during the
interwar period were designed to more firmly embed
British rule. The Raj endeavored to undermine the appeal
of all-Indian nationalists through the inclusion of Indian
elites in local elected assemblies. Yet as the Gol invested
localities with governmental responsibilities, it tightened
its grip on key areas of governance it considered essential
to its paramountcy—defense, communications, and for-
eign affairs. The British sought to fracture Indian political
opinion further through the use and extension of separate
electorates for “minorities” within the newly elected
assemblies. By channeling state-recognized political power
through communal identity, separate electorates had dire
consequences for the Indian body politic.

By 1945 the once far-off potentiality of Indian inde-
pendence had become an imminent reality. The cost of
the Second World War, Britain’s early defeats by the
Japanese, and the force of Indian nationalism combined
to shatter the myth of the Raj’s invincibility. The most
extreme anti-British nationalists found expression during
the war under the leadership of Subhas Chandra Bose,
former president of the Congress, in his Indian National
Army (INA) set up under the tutelage and ultimate con-
trol of the Japanese. The campaigns against the Japanese
and their INA auxiliaries in Burma from 1942 onward
had a lasting psychological effect on the Raj. More power-
fully however, the activities of mainstream Indian nation-
alists, culminating in the Quit India movement of 1942,
underlined the Raj’s moral and political bankruptcy and
also laid bare the costs and limits of what force could
achieve. The memory of the wartime experiences of
Indian nationalism weighed heavily on the minds of
British policy makers as they looked to their future in the
subcontinent, forcing an acknowledgment that the local
collaborationist politics that had been the foundation of
authority during the interwar period no longer served the
realities of a postwar world. Opting for a quick exit, the
British negotiated the transfer of power with India’s
nationalist politicians, represented by Congress and the
All-India Muslim League. Congress, proponent of a
strong center, jockeyed with the League, which claimed to
exclusively represent India’s Muslims and advocated a fed-
eral outcome, to author India’s independent future. Under
pressure to leave and recognizing the League’s weakness,
the British decided on Congtess. Their withdrawal led to
the independence and partition of the Indian subconti-
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nent into the successor states of Pakistan and India.
Partition was accompanied by horrendous communal vio-
lence and resulted in the largest forced migration in
recorded history. After nearly two hundred years, the Raj
succumbed to a bloody and ignominious end.

In the early twenty-first century the memory of the
Raj remains contested. In the immediate aftermath of
independence, nationalists attempted to minimize the
legacy of the Raj and largely expunge it as a historical
aberration in the Subcontinent’s history. A nationalist tra-
dition of historiography buttressed popular perceptions of
the Raj as an episode of exploitation that was eventually
defeated by the strength of the Indian freedom struggle.
This image remains firmly fixed in the public imagina-
tions not only of India and Pakistan but also to a signifi-
cant extent of Britain as well. Nostalgia for the Raj,
however, has continued to be a subtle but powerful coun-
tercurrent. The belief in the ultimate munificence of the
Raj, held by a few intransigent imperialists and their col-
laborators, has morphed into a more muted romantic
reminiscence. The experience of rule is projected through
the memory of those who wielded authority, such as the
families of imperial administrators, as days of order, inno-
cence, and benevolence. The juxtaposition of “Raj nostal-
gia” with a narrative nationalist “freedom struggle”
underlines the depth of the experience linking South Asia
and Britain. Just as the experience of the Raj had a diverse
array of expressions, so too does its memory.

SEE ALSO Colonialism
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RANDOM EFFECTS

SEE General Linear Model.

RANDOM EFFECTS
REGRESSION

The random effects estimator is applicable in the context
of panel data—that is, data comprising observations on
two or more “units” or “groups” (e.g., persons, firms, coun-
tries) in two or more time periods. The simplest regression
model for such data is pooled Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS), the specification for which may be written as

Y= KB+ U, (1)

where y, is the observation on the dependent variable for
cross-sectional unit 7 in period # X isa 1 X £ vector of
independent variables observed for unit 7 in period % [ is
a k x 1 vector of parameters, and «,, is an error or distur-
bance term specific to unit 7 in period

One of the assumptions required in order that OLS is
optimal is that the error term is independently and iden-
tically distributed (IID). In the panel context, the IID
assumption means that E(ui), in relation to equation (1),
equals a constant, O'i , for all 7and # whereas the covari-

ance E(u, u.) equals zero for all s = # and the covariance

51
K ”j;”i) equals zero for all j = 7
This may be inappropriate in a panel data context,
because it amounts to saying that y, is no more different
from y. than it is from y,. That is, observations from the
same individual at a different time are just as independent
from y, as those coming from different individuals.
Because this assumption is hard to maintain in many sit-
uations, the probabilistic model is often taken to be

Vp= XiB+ v+ e (2)

where we decompose %, into a unit-specific and time-
invariant component, v, and an observation-specific
error, €,

The fixed-effects and random-effects models differ in
their interpretations of the v, term: In the fixed-effects
model, the vs are treated as fixed parameters (unit-specific
y-intercepts); in the random-effects model, in contrast,
they are treated as random drawings from a given proba-
bility distribution.

In the fixed-effects approach, we merely acknowledge
that differences between individuals exist. Therefore, the
parameter ( can be estimated by including a dummy vari-
able for each cross-sectional unit and suppressing the
global constant. If, however, we are willing to go the extra
step of modeling the v, greater efficiency may be attained
by using Generalized Least Squares (GLS), taking into
account the structure of the error term. This is the ran-
dom effects approach (for an early and influential exam-

ple of this, see Balestra and Nerlove 1966).

Consider observations on a given unit 7 at two
times s and # From the hypotheses above, it follows that
Var(u,) = Var(u,) = cri + 0?, whereas between #,_and ., is
Eu.u) = O’i. In matrix notation, we may group the T;

s 1
observations for unit 7 into the vector y, and write

y=XB+u, (3)

The vector #, which includes all the disturbances for
7, has covariance matrix

Var(u) = 2, = o2l + o2 (4)

where /is a square matrix with all elements equal to 1. It
can be shown that the matrix

_ 0
K =1- T J,
I
2
where 0 =1— ﬁ has the property
KX K. =0'l

It follows that the transformed system
Ky,= KXB,+ Ky, (9)

satisfies the Gauss-Markov conditions, and OLS estima-
tion of (5) provides efficient inference. But because
Ky, =y,- 07,

GLS estimation is equivalent to OLS using “quasi-
demeaned” data—that is, variables from which we sub-
tract a fraction 6 of their average. Notice that for 0> — 0,
0 — 1, whereas for 072) — 0, 0 — 0. If all the variance is
attributable to the individual effects, the fixed-effects esti-
mator is optimal; if, instead, individual effects are negligi-

ble, then pooled OLS is optimal.
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To implement GLS we need to calculate 6, which in
turn requires estimates of the variances o” and 0. (These
are often referred to as the “within” and “between” vari-
ances, respectively, because the former refers to variation
within each cross-sectional unit and the latter to variation
between the units). Several means of estimating these
magnitudes have been suggested in the literature (see
Baltagi 2005).

The above derivation presupposes that the €, term is
IID. Departures from this assumption (e.g., heteroskedas-
ticity) have been analyzed, leading to a sizable body of
literature (see, for example, Baltagi 2005 and Arellano
2003).

When is the random effects estimator preferable to
fixed effects? If the panel comprises observations on a
fixed and relatively small set of units of interest (for exam-
ple, the member states of the European Union), there is a
presumption in favor of fixed effects, because it makes lit-
tle sense to consider the »; terms as sampled from an
underlying population: In the case of the European Union
states, the sample and the population coincide, and even
a thought experiment in which the units are different
would be audacious. If, instead, the sample comprises
observations on a large number of randomly selected indi-
viduals (as in many epidemiological and other longitudi-
nal studies), there is a presumption in favor of random
effects. Besides this general heuristic, however, certain sta-
tistical issues must be taken into account.

First, some panel data sets contain variables whose
values are specific to the cross-sectional unit but which do
not vary over time (for example, the gender of an individ-
ual). If such variables are to be included in the model, the
fixed-effects option is simply not available. (When the
fixed-effects model is implemented using the dummy
variables approach, the trouble is that any time-invariant
variables are perfectly collinear with the unit dummies.)
Second, the random-effects estimator can be shown to be
a matrix-weighted average of pooled OLS and the
“between” estimator (a regression using the group means,
and hence ignoring the intragroup variation). Suppose we
have observations on 7 units and there are 4 independent
variables of interest. If £ > m, the “between” estimator is
undefined—we have only  effective observations—and
hence so is the random-effects estimator.

If one does not fall foul of one or other of these issues,
the choice between fixed effects and random effects may
be expressed as a tradeoff between robustness and effi-
ciency.

The robustness of the fixed-effects approach stems
from the fact that it makes no hypotheses regarding the
differences in mean across the units, except that such dif-
ferences exist. This estimator “always works,” but at the

Random Samples

cost of not being able to estimate the effect of time-invari-
ant regressors.

The richer hypothesis set of the random-effects esti-
mator allows for estimation of the parameters for time-
invariant regressors, and ensures that estimation of the
parameters for time-varying regressors is performed more
efficiently. But these advantages are tied to the validity of
the additional hypotheses. If the individual effects are cor-
related with some of the explanatory variables, then the
random-effects estimator is inconsistent, whereas fixed-
effects estimates are still valid. It is on this principle that
the “Hausman test” (Hausman 1978) is built: If the fixed-
and random-effects estimates agree, to within the usual
statistical margin of error, then there is no reason to
believe the additional hypotheses are invalid, and as a con-
sequence, no reason 7ot to use the more efficient random-
effects estimator.

SEE ALSO Regression

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Arellano, Manuel. 2003. Panel Data Econometrics. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Balestra, Pietro, and Marc Nerlove. 1966. Pooling Cross-Section
and Time Series Data in the Estimation of a Dynamic
Model: The Demand for Natural Gas. Econometrica 34 (3):
585-612.

Baltagi, Badi H. 2005. Econometric Analysis of Panel Data. 3rd
ed. New York: Wiley.

Hausman, James A. 1978. Specification Tests in Econometrics.
Econometrica 46: 1251-1271.

Allin Cottrell
ack” Lucchetti

Riccardo

RANDOM SAMPLES

A teacher has four students who have done well in their
homework, and she wants to reward them by assigning
them a special task that they enjoy. The problem is that
the task requires only two students. What is a “fair” way
to choose the two students who receive the reward? When
this question is posed to the students themselves, they are
quite likely to say something like, “Put the four names on
individual slips of paper in a box, mix them up, and have
someone draw out two names, sight unseen.”

The students are describing a random sample of two
names from the four. Labeling the names as 4, B, C, and
D, the six possible samples of size two are (4,8), (4,C),
(A,D), (B,C), (B,D), and (C,D). Because there is no rea-
son to suspect that one sample is any more likely than
another, the appropriate probability model for this ran-
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dom sampling assigns each of the six a probability of 1/6.
This leads to a definition of a simple random sample for the
general case in which 7 names are selected from the N
names in the box, generally called the population. A sim-
ple random sample of 7 objects selected from a population
of NV distinct objects is a sample chosen so that all possi-
ble samples of size 7 have an equal chance of being
selected.

It follows from basic rules of probability that the
probability that person A gets selected, written PA(A), is
given by P(A) = 1/2; because three of the six equally likely
samples have A in them. For the general case, the proba-
bility of any one object ending up in the sample is 7//N.
Thus the definition implies that, in simple random sam-
pling, each individual has the same chance of being
selected as any other individual. The reverse statement is
not true, however. A method of sampling that gives each
individual the same chance of being selected is not neces-
sarily a simple random sample. For example, suppose A
and B are male and Cand D are female. Then selecting
one male at random and one female at random gives each
person the same chance (1/2) of being selected, but no
sample would ever contain two boys or two girls.

If Nand 7 were large, the process of physically draw-
ing names from a box would be impractical if not impos-
sible. Most often simple random samples are selected by a
process that essentially numbers each of the /Vobjects and
then generates # random numbers between 1 and NV by
means of a calculator or computer, selecting as the sample
those objects whose numbers were so generated.

SAMPLING WITHOUT AND WITH
REPLACEMENT

The sampling scheme described above is referred to as
sampling without replacement. Drawing the two names is
mathematically the same as drawing one name at random
and then drawing a second name from those that remain

in the box. Using basic rules of probability, it follows that

P (selecting A and then selecting B)

= P (A on first draw) - P (B on second draw given
that A is already selected)

= (1/4)(1/3) = 1/12.

To get the probability of the sample (4,B) this has to
be doubled, because B could have been selected first and
A second. Thus P(A,B) = 1/6, as shown above.

Suppose, however, that the two students receiving the
reward could perform the task separately and at different
times, so the same person could be selected twice. This
could be accomplished by selecting one name at random,
placing that name back in the box, and selecting the sec-

ond name at random from the same set of four names.
Under this scheme of sampling with replacement,

P (selecting A and then selecting B)

= P (A on first draw) - P (B on second draw given
that A is already selected)

= (1/4)(1/4) = 1/16.

Because the probability of selecting B after A is the
same as the probability of selecting B on the fist draw, the
events “select A” and “select B” are said to be independ-
ent. Under independence (sampling with replacement),
the probability of selecting two specific students changed
from that of sampling without replacement. Suppose,
however, that N were 40,000 instead of 4. Then removing
one object would not appreciably change the probability
on the second draw, and the counterparts of the two prob-
abilities displayed above would be practically equal.

This fact leads to a second definition of a random
sample, one based on independence. A random sample of
size 7 is a set of n objects selected independently and at
random from the same set of NV objects.

If Nis large compared to #, the second definition
results in a probability structure for the sample that is
approximately the same as that of the first definition.
Moreover the second definition makes the statistical the-
ory of sampling much easier to work out. That fact, cou-
pled with the fact that the most common uses of random
sampling, sample surveys and opinion polls generally
involve large populations, makes the second definition
more useful in practice.

Populations have been discussed thus far as if they
were well-defined entities that the sampler could actually
see or list. Consider a classical die toss using a balanced
die. The population of possible outcomes of die tosses is
infinite and conceptual, but it can readily be modeled as
if the possible outcomes, 1 thro