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林连玉青年公民学程——讨论单 

专题讨论会：种族政治、华教运动与建国历史 
 

一、历史的斗争：谁遗忘、谁记得林连玉？ 

（2018年 7 月 7日，星期六，2p.m. – 4:30p.m.） 

专题讨论会读本 

I. 何国忠，2002，马来西亚华人：身份认同、文化与族群政治，吉隆坡：华社研究中

心，页 49-88。（第三章，林连玉：为族群招魂的故事） 

II. **Cornell, Stephen (2000) That’s the Story of Our Life. Pp. 41-53 in 

We are a People: Narrative and Multiplicity in Constructing Ethnic Identity, 

edited by Paul Spickard and W. Jeffrey Burroughs. Philadelphia, PA: Temple 

University Press. 

III. Cheah, B. K. (2002). Malaysia: The making of a nation. Institute of 

Southeast Asian Studies. Pp. 1- 74. (Chapter 1: ‘1945-1957: Malay 

Dominance and the Making of a Malay “Nation-state”’ and 2: ‘1957-2001: 

The “Bargain” and Contesting Nationalisms’) 

讨论重点 

• 什么是「反对叙事」（counter-narrative）？ 

• 官方历史中的建国功臣是谁？如何评断林连玉的建国贡献？ 

• 为什么需要说族魂的故事？族魂的故事对华人的文化认同有什么影响？ 

#讨论会开始前，参观林连玉纪念馆，由馆员导览讲解“族魂林连玉”的生平与奋斗史；

学员须做笔记，以延伸对照讨论官方历史叙事与反对叙事。 

 

 

 

 

 

 



讨论单 

1.  III.马来西亚有哪些建国方案？为何特定的建国方案胜出与落败？胜出与落败的社会条件是什

么？ 

 

2.  III.如何看待殖民对马来西亚的影响？独立建国以后，马来西亚的政治结构（民主选举、文化态

度等等）是与过去断裂而走向一个全新的自治道路，或是延续殖民与历史的问题？ 

 

3.  III.谢文庆 Cheah Boon Kheng 提到“Malay dominance”（马来人支配），他如何利用这个概念

贯穿解释 1945-47 的历史进程？马来人支配具体上是指什么（请从作者的资料、论证来谈）？ 

 

4.  III.谢文庆认为，马来亚建国形成一份社会契约，这份社会契约如何被体现？那你是否赞同这样

的史观？就这份社会契约而言，作者如何评价英殖民政府的作为？ 

 

5.  I.林连玉在争取华语作为官方语言的运动中所遭遇的结构性困境为何？林连玉运用哪些管道与社

会条件来回应困境？ 

 

6.  I.谢文庆提到的“Malayan Nationalism”与林连玉对马来亚的认同有何相同或冲突之处？这种

相同与冲突之处是否延续至今，展现在哪里？ 

 

7.  II.Stephen Cornell 认为，ethnic identity 与 narrative 有何关系？对弱势团体而言，

narrative 在认同上可以起何种作用？ 

 

8.  II.Stephen Cornell 提及，美国移民脉络下浮现 multiplicity 的叙事，那在马来西亚的脉络是

否有相似的情况？林连玉纪念馆、林连玉的故事是否可以称之为 multiplicity 的叙事？林连玉

（招魂）的故事是否一种认同的叙事？林连玉（招魂）的故事与 Malay dominance有何关系？ 

 



导读 

II. **Cornell, Stephen (2000) That’s the Story of Our Life. Pp. 41-53 in We are a People: 

Narrative and Multiplicity in Constructing Ethnic Identity, edited by Paul Spickard and W. 

Jeffrey Burroughs. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press. 

 

叙事作为族群认同的一种形式 

1. When people take on, create, or assign an ethnic identity, part of what they do—

intentionally or not—is to take on, create, or assign a story, a narrative of some 

sort that captures central understandings about what it means to be a member of the 

group. 

2. The story has a subject (the group in question), it has action (what happened or 

will happen) and it has value: it attaches a value to its subject. It makes group 

members feel good or bad or guilty or self-righteous or superior or justified or 

something else. 

3. Narrativization involves three steps: Selection, Plotting, Interpretation. It 

situates groups among events and situates events in larger matrices of relations. 

 

认同如何改变——说的故事不一样了 

1. At those moments old assumptions or understandings maybe challenged, calling for a 

new or reconfirmed definition of the situation—a new sense of things. New events 

have to be taken into account or dismissed; new relationships among events proposed; 

new interpretations made. In short, such situations call for a renarration of group 

identity. 

 

但不是每个人都有能力重构故事，说不一样的故事体现了权力关系 

1. Both identity narratives and their production are bound up in power relations.  

2. The first issue has to do with who gets to narrate whom and with whose version of 

an identity narrative gains currency where. Narrative construction is often a 

contested process, shaped by power differentials. 

3. The second way in which narratives are bound up in power relations has to do with 

what an identity narrative claims. Particular interpretations of event may 

undergird moral or legal claims to power. 

 

说不一样的故事体现了权力地景、社会结构的变迁  

1. Narratives of multiplicity, whether revealing the complexities within established 

categories or the overlaps among them, challenge this social arrangement. At the 

very least, they argue that “we are the people who do not fit the established 

categories.” More ambitiously, they deny some of the assumptions that underlie 

exclusion. 
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years and has drawn on all his historian's skills to tell us what it has been

like to make a.nation. He has thought deeply about what the people hoped

for, the quality of their leaders, and the processes that re!1dered Malaysia so

distinctive. He has written a terse and focused account about the hopes and

realities that the country's many communities have experienced. His venture

into contemporary history makes an appropriate start to this series.

NOTES 

1 WangGungwu, ,;Nationalism and its Historians", Bind Us in Time: Nation and

Civilisation in Asia (Singapore: Times Academic Press, 2002). That volume of

essays is offered as a companion volume to the series.

2 The three political parties were the United Malays National Organization

(UMNO), Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) and Malayan Indian

Congress (MIC). 

CHAPTER ONE 

1945-57 

Malay Dominance and the Making of 
a "Malay" Nation-State 

With regard to the proposal that independence should be handed over to 
the 11Malayans", who are these uMalayans"? This country was received 
from the Malays and to the Malays it ought to be returned. What is called 

0Malayans", it is not yet certain who they are; therefore let the Malays 
alone settle who they are. 

Tunku Abdul Rahman in his inaugural speech as 
President of UMNO on 26 August 1951 

on taking over from Datuk Orm. 

You asked who are these fMalayans?', and I must admit ffl.at this remark 
really worried me. I regarded this remark as implying that the non-Malays 
in this country had no right to call themselves Malayans . . .  in the last 
analysis what converted not me, but many other Chinese, was your 
� leadership. It is no exaggeration to say that had anybody but 
you been at the helm of the Alliance in the early years of independence, the 
history of Malaya, and later Malaysia, could well have been different. 

Tun Tan Siew Sin, former Finance Minister in the Tunku' s 
Cabinet, in.his letter to the Tunku, reproduced in the 

Tunku's memoirs, Looking Back, pp. 175-81. 

W
HO WOULD inherit power from the British? Who would receive
independence? In the contest for Malaya, these issues were quickly 

1 
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decided in the immediate post-war period. "For the people of Malaya," 
says a Britisb observer, 1 11 decolonisation was a series of p;ofound struggles 
through which they fought for the w� of their communities, to secure 
position and place, and to c� the identity of the nation." 

A resurgent Malay nationalism was born during this period. It was 
-- . . 

manifested in the United Malays National Organization (UMNO) which 
successfully campaigned against the British Government's post-war Malayan 
Union plan. Under the plan the British had intended to end Malay 
sovereignty, impose direct rule in Malaya and create an equal citizenship 
for both Malays and non-Malays. If this plan had been fully implemented 
(the Malayan Union was only in force for two years), Malaya would have 
become more of a "Malayan" nation-state than a "Malay" nation-state. 

, When it withdrew the plan in the face of the strong Malay opposition, the / 
British Government restored Malay sovereignty and Malay �� 
of the country and thereby ensured Malay political pr@clc:y cl:Q'.long the 
various races. This allowed .the Malays to set the pace and �E�� for the 
creation of a new 11Malay" nation-state. Independent Malaya e�!tJ.ally 
materialized on 31 August 1957. It formed the basis for the future enlarged 
federation of present-day Malaysia. 

The period 1945-57 marked the crucial last 12 years of British rule, the 
period of decolonization. In 1948 British officials together with the UMNO 
nationalists and the Malay Rulers worked out the legal framework for a 
modern administration, citizenship, the future basis for the construction of 
nationhood, and a brief, final and meaningful pattern of collaboration and 
partnership. All three parties had agreed to create ·a Federation of Malaya 
comprising the nine Malay states together with the settlements of Malacca 
and Penang to replace the Malayan Union under a centralized form of 
government. In order to end colonial rule and achieve national independence 
for Malaya, the UMNO nationalists were c� by the British _<:>fficials
to work out a formula of inter-racial co-operation, �ty and l}armony 
among the various races in the country. In 1955 and-- ·again in 1956 they 
negotiated and achieved a "Social Cori.tract" with the two major non-Malay 
political parties, the Malayan Chinese Association (MCA) and the Malayan 
Indian Congress (MIC), on the basic principles for co-operation, partnership 
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and administration of the future nation-state. The UMNO-MCA-MIC 
coalition won the country's first general elections in 1955. Two years later, 
after independence talks had been concluded, the British Government 
handed over power to the UMNO-MCA-MIC coalition government. It is 
necessary to assess the major political events which had led to the formation 
of the new nation-state of Malaya. 

The New Malay 11Nation-State" 

To a large extent, the UMNO nationalists had dictated, and obtained, their 
terms for the future nation-s�ate when they and the Malay Rulers had 
secured from the British Government the Federation 6£ Malaya Agreement 
in 1948. The Agreement had won back recognition from the British 
Government that Malaya was basically 11the country of the Malays". In 
actual fact, this meant the nine Malay States under their Sultans, although 
the settlements of Penang and Malacca were still British colonies with 
larger non-Malay populations. The Agreement, however, also secured 
c� from the UMNO representatives and the Malay Rulers that 

· qualified immigrant non-Malays who were resident in Malaya would be
allowed to share citizenship with Malays. The British Government had·
negotiated the terms for citizenship following representations by the non
Malays. But the conditions for obtaining citizenship were made restrictive

____ J.__ 

by both the UMNO representatives and the Malay Rulers.
Although the 1948 Agreement returned political rights to the Malays,

the issue of who would �tpolitical power had still to be settled. :i;n 1948
---an armed communist i_fil_�cy had broken out, and the British

Government found itself fighting a "war" that could not easily be won
overnight. Although Malays and non-Malays were found among the ranks
of the armed communist !Il5urgent_�c the majority of its members were
actually Chinese. The British Government saw its fight against the communist
insurgents as part of the Cold War against international communism. Within

Malaya, however, the communist struggle had made British rule untenable
as the former �ttempted.to present itself as a nationalist movement and part
of a world-wide anti-colonial struggle for national independence. The Bri�h
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Government was, therefore, forced to adopt a policy of rapid decolonization. 
It decided to grant self-government, hold general elections and eventually 
transfer power to a locally-elected non-communist government. One of its 
conditions before it would relinquish colonial rule was that there should 
first be inter-racial co-operation and unity among the various races. This 
triggered off the formation of several inter-racial alliances and political 
groups among the various communities, such as Datuk Orm J aafar 's 
Independence of Malaya Party andTunku Abdul Rahman's UMNO-MCA
MIC Alliance. 

In Malaya's first general elections held in 1955, the UMNO-MCA
MIC Alliance won 51 of the 52 contested seats and was allowed to form 
the government. In the eventual agreement which the Alliance component� 
parties had worked out among themselves and with the British 
Government, the UMNO leaders had dominated the negotiations and 
dictated their terms. These terms were eventually spelt out more clearly 
in Malaya's 1957 Constitution in the provisions for "the special position 
of the Malays", "Malay r�vations", Malay as "the national language" 

. and Islam as "the religion of the Federation".2 In 1957, as they had done 
in 1948, the sovereignty of the Malay Rulers and the individuality of 
each of their respective states were reaffirmed. The rulers were also 
given considerable powers as constitutional �onarchs to "safeguard the 

- -------=:::,-

special position of the Malays" and reserve\8UOtas::for public service 
jobs, licences, services and scholarships to Malays:3In contrast, the non
Malay nationalists in the MCA and the MIC could only secure citizenship 
rights for those non-Malays born in Malaya or who qualified on 
residential and other terms. They failed in their demands for Chinese 
and Tamil to be accepted as official languages on par with Malay and 
English. But they secured guarantees that 11no person shall be prohibited 
or :erevented from using (otherwise than for official purposes), or from 
teaching and learning, any other language" ,4 and that "other religions 
may be practised in peace and harmony in any part of theFeder�_!ion".5 

All parties, however, agreed that for a period of_lO years Englisl)lcould 
be used in the Parliament, in the law courts and for the driiting of 
legislation and for "all official purposes" .6 

Malay Dominance • 5

In fact, what had been put into place on Independence Day on 
31 August 1957 was a new, inclusive 'Malay" nation-state called "Federation 
of Malaya", similar to the 1948 state. Known by its shortened name, 
"Malaya"7 comprised some 5,200,000 million people, of whom about 
2,200,000 were Malays and other races deemed indigenous, and the other 
3,000,000 were non-Malays. In the Alliance representations to the 
Constitutional Commission in 1956, "Malaya" was the name preferred by 
the MCA, while the UMNO wanted the new state to be called "Malaysia"1® 
"Malaya" was, however, retained. It marked a continuity with the earlier 
Anglo-Malay structured Federation of Malaya, which was established in� 
1948. 

The name Malaya continued to be used until 1963 when "Malaysia", 
comprising Malaya, Singapore, Sarawak and Sabah, was created, but Singapore 
left Malaysia in 1965. This time, UMNO got the name it desired originally. 
The Malay name for the Federation of Malaya was Persekutuan Tanah Melayu

(literally Federation of Malay States or Federation of Malay Lands). Malaya 
in the ��e "Federation of Malaya", as well as in 'Malaysia"; reflected 
tht{l\11alayne�§) o) the nation-state and the Malays' racial identity. Malaya's 
citizenship in the 1957 Constitution, however, was known only as "Federal 
citizenship". "Federal citizenship" meant membership of a nation, like a 
membership of a club with rights and duties. Nationality, however, meant a 
national identity,� was something else. The Alliance parties failed !O 
spell out the features of Malaya's nati��ty in the Constitution because they 
were uncertain how to d�_its natic1r·1.al identity.9 

"By Merdeka [Independence] the Malay community had been elevated 
into a nation, and it seems that to Tunku Abdul Rahman the nation was a 
political and cultural entity based on the concept of original sovereignty. 
Non-Malays could be a�tted to the nation, but Tunku Abdul Rahman did 
not concede that nationality should be the basis of citizenship. Citizenship 
had a different foundation: it was-merely a legal guarantee of specified 
privileges. This distinction was played down in the interests of unity, and in 
so far as the term '_na�('.mality' was used it was used in its restricted legal
sense, almost SJ:?Q!l�ously with citizenship - but the Tunku would not 
allow.the term bangsa [race/nation] to be used for it. In 1951 Tunku Abdul 
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Rahman had asked rhetorically who the 'Malayans' were: his answer was 
that there co�d be �ation, but the Malay bangsa [race/nation] 
would exist as a distinct core within it."10 

This constitutional arrangement represented a compromise and a 
dilution of the UMNO' s Malay nationalism and its initial stand of an 
e�"Malaya for the Malays" nation-state. Given the strident nationalist 
appeals of its early days from 1946, its transformation in the �A7 period 
of state formation was, indeed, remarkable. In order to adiieve national 
independence, it had become a "nucleus" of an inclusive, wider, multi
ethnic nationalis!Il which has been called "Jvi��c1yan nationalism" by some 
scholars. 

The fact that IBvfNO' s leaders did not develop their nationalism into an 
exclusive nationalism of "Malaya for the Malays" would make the future 
�tate always subject to continuous pressures and challenges from its 
own members and from other Malay nationalists and organizations to 
realize that goal in the future. This in turn would arouse among the non
Malays strong resistance to such Malay nationalist appeals. These recurring 
struggles and conflicts would dominate the history of racial politics and � 
nation-building in Malaysia. 

UMNO' s Malay nationalism had developed in strength during its 
formative years in the wake of the country's worst inter-racial conflicts 
between Malays and Chinese in 1945-46 during and after the period of the 
Japanese Qc;<:::1:!pation. In this first post-war contest for Malaya, Malays were 
the ""real victor�\ They had successfully resisted and defeated a wartime 
armed predominantly-Chinese communist movement which had tried to 
seize power inmany parts of the country when the Japanese Occupation 
ended. The second �e, they defeated the British Government's "Malayan 
Union" plan to offer non-Malays citizenship and equality of status with 
Malays.11 

Both the wartime and post-war interraci� conflicts have left long
lasting repercussions on national politics until today. The Malay-Chinese 
clashes also meant that Malays would resort to widespread extremist violence 
if pushed. The long-term implications of this extre_mism_were very great: 
. the pve!@_ Malayan polity might always be held subject to 1:1:!��t�-�alay
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recourse to mass bloodshed. If so, then the Chinese would have to either 
accept this threat perpetually and make concessions whenever demanded, 
or develop their own capability at least to make the violent Malay option 
very debilitating. Otherwise, talk of pan-ethnic co-operation would usually 
be at Chinese expense.12 

If history could be said to repeat itself, the May 1969 interracial clashes 
demonstrated once again that�c1:Shinese political challenge could result in 
bloodshed. The 1969 clashes reaffirmed Malay political primacy which in 
turn upheld the historic "Social Cori.tract" of the UMNO-MCA-MIC as the 
'' comer-stone of the new Malaysian nation" .13 Much of present-day racial 
politics and nation-building in Malaysia can only be understood wi� this 
wider historical context. 

The Problematic #Malayan" Nationality 

To ensure that their future nation-state would be Malay in character, the 
UMNO nationalists had since 1946 objected to the term "Malayan" 
_because this was associated with the detested Malayan Union. In their 
representations to the Anglo-Malay Working Committee to review the 
Malayan Union, the UMNO representatives had asserted, "Malayans 
had come to mean people who had some association with Malaya, but 
did not include Malays, and that Malays took the strongest objection to 
being called or referred to as Malayans" .14 Unlike ''Malaysian", the term 
"Malayan", has, therefore, always been problematic. This is due largely 
to the way it has been used in pre-war and post-war Malaya. Even 
radkal Malays like Dr Burhanuddin Al-Helmy had objected to the term 
"Malayan" (although not the-term "Malaysian"), regarding the former 
as a "smaller mould" than the term Melayu [Malay]. Melayu was a 
"bigger mould" (acuan yang lebeh besar) which could incorporate 
"Malayan" but not the other way around.15 He said the conflict between 
"Malayan" and "Melayu" would never end. "Malayan" follows the 
colonial mould, it belittle&. �nd destroys the Malay nation or Malay 
nationalism that demands the return of its rights, that is .�der than the 
''Malayan" demand", he said.16 
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However, paradoxically, in the past, some Malay political leaders such 
as Tunku Abdul �an and Tun Abdul Razak had not been averse to 
using the term "Malayan" as a short-hand description of the country's way 
of life and culture inclusive of both Malays and non-Malay�-J":e their public 
speeches and statements in English (but not in Malay), ''M�c1�ful" had been 
used when addressing mixed audiences which included both such groups. 
However, when speaking to only Malay audiences, the Malay leaders would 
use the Malay terms for the country, "Persekutuan Tanah Melayu". They 
would also use the term "bangsa" which means both "nation" and "race". 
Delivered to Malay audiences, it would Ht�I'�ll.y mean bangsa Melayu, the 
Malay race. Their usage of the term "'Malayahu may be viewed as a 
"politically correct" term, depending on the audience and the circumstances. 
Like bangsa, it is deliberately v�uch �ag�-�ss was due to their 
reluctance to define the concept of Malaya's nationality in the early years of 
Malaya's nation-building. 

This ambiguous usage of the term /J'Malayan" partially followed the 
colonial usage before independence to mean both a nationality and as a · 
convenient adjective to describe any aspect of life or object pertaining to 
Malaya. For instance, the term "Malayan" in "Malayan Union" (1945), or in 
the title of English novelist Anthony Burgess' Malayan Trilogy (1956), or in 
T.H. Silcock's book of essays Towards a Malayan Nation (1961). "Malayan" 
also appeared in the census reports. Some writers, however, adopted the 
term "Malayan" to mean specifically unon-Malay residents" in Malaya, for 
instance, British writer Michael Ardizzone in-his 1946 book: 

A Malay is a member of the Malay race; a Malayan is a person of 
any other origin who happens to live in Malaya. There are 2,250,000 
Malays; and 3,050,000 Malayans.17 

Given the undefined nature of Malaya's nationality at this time and the 
problematic meaning of the term ,.,.Malayan", the expression "Malayan 
nationalism" cannot adequately represent the new strand of multi-racial 
nationalism, especially when Malays were unhappy about it and did not 
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include themselves in the term "Malayan". "If the Malays have the right to 
continue being Malays first and foremost, what use is. there for the term 
'Malayan'?" asked political scientist K.�1�}:�_Historian Wang Gungwu
was one of those who had identif1ed this multi-racial nationalism as 
"Malayan nationalism" and was aware of the problems associated with 
the term: 

If we were to venture a definition at this stage it would probably be 
fair to say that, uMalayan nationalism consists �� two component 
parts: a nucleus of Malay nationalism enclose.d by the idea of 
Malay-Chinese-Indian partnership". This is perhaps not the way 
which many Malay and non-Chinese politicians would like to see 
it. There are some Malay leaders who equate Malayan nationalism 
with Malay nationalism and prefer to use "Melayu" instead of 
"Malayan" in every possible context. And many Chinese and Indian 
leaders who describe themselves as "Malayan" refer to an altogether 
new political identity and would refuse to consider it as in any way 
similar to "Malay''. But what cannot be denied is that the dynamism, 
the single-mindedness and the leadership in Malayan nationalism 
has been ably provided by the present ruling Malay group. These 
Malays have been supported by both Chinese and Indians, but they 
have at no time surrendered their claim, or their rights of 
leadership.19 

For purposes of discussion and for historical reasons, it might be just as 
well to retain the term 'JAalayan nationalism" to refer to its usage for the 
relevant period or social context.20 

Historiography of 1.1Malayan Nationalism"

In the 1950s and the 1960s the question of when uMalayan nationalism", or, 
later, "Malaysian nationalism" had emerged engaged the attention of both 
historians and non-historians. These writers had apparently not found a 



10 • Malaysia: The Making of a Nation

more suitable term than "Malayan" to describe this nationalism. They also 
could not agree on its features. On the other hand, they arrived at a consensus 
that "Malayan nationalism" had not emerged before Worl1yYar II. Malaya 
was said to have had separate strands of nationaii.sm = Ma.laynationalism, 
Chinese nationalism and Indian nationalism, each pulling the loyalties of 
members of the three main communities towards their respectJve countries 
of origin. 

Clearly, Malay nationalist sentiments were focussed at creating a Malay 
nation-state for Malaya, although in the pre-:-war period its form was still 
unclear. This was clearly recognized in 1946 by the Anglo-Malay Working 
Committee appointed to review the Malayan Union. In its report it asserted 
that "as these States are Malay States ruled by Your Highnesses, the subjects 
of your Highnesses have no alternative allegiance or other country which 
they can regard as their homeland, and they occupy a special position and 
possess rights which must be protected" .21 Yet, for a small section of Malays 
their 11imagined community"22 was a "Greater Malaysia", or uGreater
Indonesia", in which Malaya would be part of a large union of the Malay 
world and incorporate the uMalay" peoples living in the territories of both 

· British Malaya and the Dutch East Indies. 23 

This pre-war ethnic Malay nationalism was aimed at a nation-state
exclusively for Malays in which Chinese and other non-Malay residents in
Malaya would find no place. The story of "Malayan nationalism", is,
therefore, ·the story of how Malay nationalism, i.e., as an "ideological
movement for the attainment and maintenance of autonomy, unity and
identity ... of an actual or potential nation",24 tran�formed itself into an
inclusive "Malayan" multi-ethnic force and movement. This it did due to its
overriding need to succeed and achieve complete self-govern�ent and
independence from British colonial rule. This was a goal that the British
Government would not � to without inter-racial co-operation and
unity among the various races in the country.

Henceforth, post-war Malaya's history has seen several Malay nationalists
who rose to the occasion by embracing "Malayan nationalism" to make
Malaya an inclusive multi-racial nation-state open to large numbers of non
Malay residents, who constituted nearly half of the population of the country.
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The climax of these efforts was when the UMNO nationalists successfully 
join�with the MCA and �e MIC to forge inter-racial unity and 
struggle for national independence. The remarkable success of this effort has 
------- ----

� d most scholars of Malaya's political history of this period. 
Studies done in the 1950s and 1960s have presented evidence of a 

� "Malayan nationalism" in the immediate post-war decade, 
1946-57. The sentiments were said to have emerged when the British 
Government introduced its Malayan Union constitutional plan which would 
foster "Malayan nationalism", a "Malayan nation-state", a "Malayan 
nationality" as well as a 11Malayan national culture". The plan aroused the 
various ra�es to respond and think about Malaya's future. Some of the 
Malayan Union's basic ideas were embraced by the leftist PUTERA-AMCJA 
coalition of political parties and social organizations (representing both 
Malays and non-Malays). Support came in different forms from the British
sponsored Communities Liaison Committee and even from Dato,Onn J aafar, 
the president of the UMNO who had initially opposed the plan. L�ter, even 
Onn's successor, Tunku Abdul Rahman, and his Alliance coalition, the 
UMNO-MCA-MIC embraced and promoted similar ideas of inter-racial 
unity and co-operation, the creation of a multi-racial nation-state, a common 
citizenship and a common loyalty to Malaya. 

Some important insights on the crucial 1945-57 period have been 
discerned by different groups of scholar;-;r;� economists, Ungku Aziz anq 
TH. Silcock, writing in 1951, commented that while "Malayan nationalism'' 
did not exist before World War II, its sentiments or invocation seemed to 
have appeared at the time they were writing. "A Malayan nationalism, and 
a Malayan nation, can be built on the basis of a��te equality of status 
among the members of all races", they asserted.25 In 1958 historian Lennox 
Mills also observed that '�Maj�yan natiollalism" had appeared,in 1955-57/ 
"'among the politically-conscious minority", especially in the UMNO-MCA
MIC Alliance's demands for and eventual achievement of full self
govemment and independence lor Malaya. He added, "'The solution of the 
problem had no parallel in the rest of Southeast Asia. Three communal 
parties arose in the Federation of Malaya - Malay, Chinese and Indian -
and the leaders formed an alliance in order to destroy the only non-
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communal party. They then demanded complete self-government and 
arranged a _ compromise settlement of the principal communal 
differences .... "26 

. In 1962, as already noted above, historian Wang Gungwu, writing on 
"Malayan nationalism", had claimed that pre-war Malaya's seemingly "three 
irreconciliable ideas of nationhood" had been replaced by the "unique 
growth of Malayan nationalism" in 1957. In his view, the "Malayan nation" 
was born in 1957 when Malaya attained independence from colonial rule. 
On the other hand, he stated, "Malayan nationalism" in sentiment and in
the form of an inter-racial aJliarice of political parties had emerged only 
around 1955-57 for the�s-purpose of achieving indepe�den�. Wang 
described this nationalism as "a modified or attentuated Malay nation�m". 
It consisted of two parts: "a nucleus of Malay nationalism enclosed by the ·
idea of Malay-Chinese-Indian unity". He referred specifically to the 
achievement of the UMNO-MCA-MIC Alliance's landslide victory in the 
1955 general elections and their successful efforts in establishing "a peaceful, 
constitutional and democratic basis for nationhood" in 1957.27 Wang's was 
the first real attempt to describe the characteristics of the nascent "Malayan 
nationalism". 

Wang's views, however, did not go unchallenged. The Dutch historian, 
Jan Pluvier, his colleague in the History Department at University of Malaya, 
where both taught, writing in 1967, without citing Wang's 1962 views on 
"Malayan nationalism", said that "Malayan nationalism" before 1965 was a 
"myth". He said that the Malay-Chinese-Indian unity of UMNO-MCA
MIC in 1957 was an "act of opportunism". Pluvier only detected some signs 
of what he called "Malaysian nationalism" in the period 1963-65 when, 
according to him, the various races in Malaysia were forced to come closer 
together to meet the common threat of Indonesian confrontation.28 In 1972, 
James Ongkili, another Malaysian historian in the same History Department, 
claimed that not only "Malayan nationalism" but even "Sarawak 
nationalism" had emerged in 1946-48. Both these forces were brought 
about by the British Government's proposals for the Malayan Union and 
the cession of Sarawak by Rajah \Tyner Brooke to the British Crown, 
respectively. Two years later, and again in 1985, Ongkili reiterated that the 
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most positive evidence of "Malayan nationalism" was that, on 14 September 
1952, 1.2 million, or 60 per cent of the Chinese in Malaya, and 180,000 
Indians had become citizens of Malaya.29 

From the different opinions expressed above, it is clear that ''Malayan 
nationalism" or "Malaysian nationalism" had arrived by 1957, if not by 
1963. Most of these scholars had acknowledged the British Government's 
important post-war role in creating a political consciousness among the 
people towards Malaya for the first time through its constitutional proposals 
on the Malayan Union in 1945. This represented a major departure from its 

/
pre-war policies towards Malaya. What had caused thes; changetwas the',' 
wartime Japanese victory over the British forces in Malaya and the three
and-a-half years of Japanese occupation of the country. The British knew 
that they could not return to Malaya without a post-war programme of 
political advancement. 

}�>� 
'\r'-.} '�> .'-

Malayan Union: Britain's Idea of an fu!!_�c 
11Nation-State" · "

Britain's post-war Socialist Government, therefore, proposed on its return 
to Malaya to offer equal citizenship rights to both Malays and non-Malays. 

- The.various communities would be encouraged to view themselves no
longer as different peoples, but as one peopl�_!ty;ing·m one enlarged and.
centralized state, the Malayan Ui:t!.9n.1t wo-...;_ld comprise the nine Malay
states and the Bri�i�h- settlem��ts of Malacca and Penang, while the
predominantly-Chinese British settlement of Singapore would be detached
and administered separately as a British colony in order to �- the size
of the Malayan Union's Malay population. The British hoped the Malays
would be weaned from their strong loyalties to their respective States and
Sultans and n:ansfer them to w centralized state, while the non-Malay
communities would also be weaned from their loyalties to their respective
homelands and transfer them to the Malayan Union.

These proposals were e, 1 in nature because they reve'r$ed the pre
war policy of preserving Malaya to the Malays and according them special
rights. The Malayan Union citizenship would not be a nationality because

,. 



14 • Malaysia: The Making of a Nation 

the Malayan Union would not be an independent sovereign nation-state 
yet. But the �ritish Government held out the possibility that this would 
happen before long and that citizenship could later become the basis of an 
enduring nationality. Malays would automatically become Malayan Union 
citizens. Non-Malays had to apply and to satisfy residential and language 
conditions. 

The Malayan Union citizenship provisions have been regarded as 
01iberal" and uinclusivist'' by a later group of scholars. The citizenship was 
seen as II encouragmg �d building a new loyalty and identity, and. an
emerging nation-state".30 One of its :µ1ost li,,beral features was said to be its 
offer of citizenship on the basis of jus soli,i.e., based on birth in the country, 
to the non-Malays. 

'I}leMalayan Union's centralized system of government would replace 
the ',ihre� pre-war separate systems of administration in Malaya - the 
Briti�hc�lony of the Straits Settlements comprising Singapore, Malacca and 
Penang; the Federated Malay States (FMS) of Perak, Selangor, Negri Sembilan 
and Pahang which came together in 1896; and the Unfederated Malay 
States (UMS) of Johar, Kedah, Perlis, Terengganu and Kelantan, so-called 
because collectively they had refused to join the PMS. Under the Malayan 
Union, the sovereignty of the Malay Sultans in the FMS and UMS would be 
transferred!othel}ritish Crown. Malay sovereignty had been acknowledged 
in the pre-1941 treati�� between the British Government and the Sultans of 
each of the respective Malay states, under which the Rulers had to ask for 
and accept advice from British Residents or British Advisers in all mat_ters 
except in Malay customs and Islam. But under the Malayan Union plan, the 
British Parliament would henceforth be empowered under the Foreign 
Jurisdiction Act to legislate on behalf of Malaya's affairs. 1heJJMNO leaders 
declared that {he plan amounted to complete annexatio� of the Malay 
States, an abrogation of the pre-war 1941 treaties with the Malay Rulers and 
the abolition of Malay sovereignty. 

However, the Malay opposition to the Malayan Union spearheaded by · 
UMNO wa� immensely successful, and forced the British Government to 
rescind the Malayan Union plan. On the other hand, the non-Malay reaction 
--------

.to the plan was lukewarm. In the case of the Chinese community, various 
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ChinE:s�" organizations appeared to be more concerned about losing Cllinese
nationality rather than adopting Malayan Union citizef�P·,!11 fact, most
Chinese in Malaya a:ePeared to_ll_�ve been cau_g;llt off-g\lt:1!d, unable to
comp_!.eh�nd its wider im,:e!ca���s.31 As Lennox Mills rightly observed, 

, "The Chinese showed n? interest in the Union and made no attempt to 
defend a policy which was so much to their advantage" .32 The British 
Government's change of mind had been brought about not only by the 
storm of Malay protests, but also by pressures brought to bear upon it from 
British newspapers, opposition British Conservative Members of Parliament 
and former British Pro-Consuls who had served in Malaya.33 In a sense, the 
non-Malays had lost the contest for Malaya by default. 

· According to political scientist K.J. Ratnam, 11The roots of Malay 
· apprehension [had] now become clear: the non-Malays, having had little if
any political authority before the War, were now to be made as much the
masters of the country as the Malays themselves" .34 The British Government
was held responsible for making this <;_9_�� For this reason, UMNO
was determined to crush its Malayan Union plan. The future Malay nation
state had to be secured.

Federation of Malaya, 1948: Real Basis of the First Malay
"Nation-State" 

..When the British Government capitulated, it ensured that Malaya would 
revert eventually to Malay rule. The signs were clear: it agreed to restore 
sovereignty to the Malays and the Sultans. It would return to the Sultans 
their pre-war position as the legal sovereigns, respect the individuality of 
the Malay States and safeguard the special position and rights of the Malays. 
The Malay rulers and UMNO, in tum, accepted the British Government's 
need for a centralized government in Malaya by returning to the pre-war 
model of federation (the PMS) for the nine Malay States and the British 
settlements of MaJ.�cca and Penang. This enlarged territory, similar in size 
to the Malayan Uni�;would be called the Federation of Malaya. It would 
similarly exclude predominantly-Chinese Singapore which would be 
governed separately as a British colony. This was the second time Singapore 
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was excluded from the other states; but its merger with the Federation 
would become the subject of nationalist appeals later in both territories 
right after the independence and establishment of the Federation of Malaya 
in 1957. It would lead eventually to its merger within an enlarged Malaysia 
in 1963. 

Besides mounting a successful campaign against the Malayan Union 
plan, UMNO's president, Da� Jaafar, had not only aroused a strong 
spirit of nationalism among the Malays, but made the Malay Rulers become 
subservient to the will of the Malay people. He has, therefore, been called 
"Father of Malay Nationalism", with some justification. It was Orm, an 
aristocrat from Johor state, who won back British recognition that Malaya 
was "the country of the Malays". He had used the argument of the historical 
factor effectively by reminding the British that before 1941 they had treaties· 
with the Malay Rulers but none with the non-Malays. Onn's Malay 
nationalism was also significant in th� "taming" and 0d�cation" of 
the Malay Rulers. The Malay Rul�rs were blamed for "selling out" the 
Malays' birthright by signing the new treaties with Sir Harold MacMichael, 
the British Government's �ot�tiary._ The new treaties handed over the 
rulers' powers to the British King, and allowed the British Government to 
enforce the Malayan Union. The Sultans signed the new treaties, without 
consulting their Malay Ministers and advisers, but later claimed they had 
signed under � 

Malay feelings against the Rulers had first been aroused at a crucial 
meeting in Johor Bahru ��� by the Persatuan Melayu Johor (Johor 
Malays Association), held on 1 February 1946. At this meeting Sultan Ibrahim 
of Johar was denounced for signing the MacMichael Treaty in vi��of 
the Johor Constitution, p���yJ_g�tedin 1895, which prohibited the ruler 
from handing over the state to any European power. Shouts of "Down with 
Sultan Ibrahim" had punctuated the air. Despite Datuk Onn' s intervention, 
the meeting approved a resolution, declaring that the Johor Malays would 
no longer recognize Sultan Ibrahim as their ruler. Although Malays in other 
States did not go as far as this in denouncing their rulers, the re�s 
were serious. The Malay newspapers spoke of their rulers' �trayc!J. The 
rulers were said to have committed derhaka (�easonlJowards the people. 
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"The raayat [the people] were now the rajas, and the rajas were the people".35 

This was the best example of the full flowering of Malay nationalism. Datuk
Orm best exemplified these aspirations of the Malay struggle, when he
coined the cry, "Hidup Melayu!" (Long Live the Malays), a cry which was
picked up by Malays, instead of "Hidup Raja-raja Melayu!" (Long Live the
Rajas). "From today", he asserted, "the Will of the Malay people is 
paramount". 36 

The All-Malay Congress, which Datuk Onn convened on 1 March 1946,
decided to set up UMNO. It formally came into existence at a later meeting
of the Congress on 11 May 1946. However, before the inaugural meeting, at 
a meeting with the Malay Rulers on 30 and 31 March, UMNO's preparatory 
committee warned the Rulers not to attend the inauguration of the Malayan 
Union Governor, Sir Edward Gent. They were told that if they did so, they 
would no longer be accepted by the Malay people. The Rulers bowed to the 
advice, thereby showing that they had succumbed to the will of the Malay 
people. "In those few hours the very ba�i��f th� Malay political traditions 
had been subverted and the trend to.wards constitutional monarchy had 

cinex��gun", observedAllen.37 

The successful struggle of the UMNO nationalist movement in 
:..---� --· 

recovering these Malay rights, including the Rulers' sovereignty, had put 
the Rulers in a position of being beholden to the nationalist movement and 
to the Malay people. In securing the thrones back for their Rulers, UMNO 

��-
. had also insisted that the Rulers should be their symbols of Malay identity 

and Malay p� They became constitutional monarchs to safeguard 
the Malays' rights and E..._tj.��- This was· clearly spelt out in the Federation 
of Malaya Agreement 1948, and in the later Constitutions of the independent 
states of the Federation of Malaya and Malaysia. Thus, the victory of post
war Malay nationalism in 1946-48 ensured not only the �st'?��!!-on of
Malay rights and Malay sovereignty, but>_also:secured constitutional 
monarchy. In Thailand, constitutional monarchy was achieved through a 
civilian-backed military coup d'etat, which has since been called the "1932 
Revolution" .38 

Theoretically, however, the Sultans had become "constitutional 
monarchs" long before 1941, as the British authorities had already treated
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them as symbolic heads of state. They had to ask for and accept advice from 
the British Resident or British Adviser and to give assent to legislation 
which was approved by their respective state legislature. However, legally 
speaking, only the Sultans of Johor and Trengganu were "constitutional 
monarchs" within the true definition of this term, as only their State Councils 
had drafted and approved their state constitutions in 1895 and in 1911 
respectively. All the remaining Malay states did not have their own 
constitutions until 1948 under the Federation of Malaya Agreement. 

Under the 1948 Agreement, each Sultan made an agreement with the 
British Government on behalf of his own s�te, allowing it complete control 
of defence and foreign affairs. Each Sultan would govern in accordance 
withBritish advice as formerly. The head of the federation would be the 
British High Commissioner, whose title was different from that of the· 
previous Governor of the Malayan Union. The British High Commissioner's 
office before 1941 had been in Singapore, but he would now reside in Kuala 
Lumpur. He was empowered to protect the rights of any state or settlement, 
the powers and � of the Sultans, and safeguard the "special position 
of the Malays" and the "legitimate interests of other communities". Like his 
previous counterpart in the Malayan Union, he was to be assisted by an 
executive council and a legislative council of both official and unofficial 
members. 

However, the Federal Legislative Council would have a greater Malay 
representation. Of the fourteen official members, nine would be Mentri

Besar (Chief Ministers of the Malay States); while of the sixty-one non
official members, thirty-one would be Malays, fourteen Chinese, five In<:1-ians, 
seven Europeans, one Ceylonese, and one Eurasian. In addition, there 
would be one representative each from Penang and Malacca, who could 
come from any c�mmunity. A Conference of Malay Rulers would meet 
whenever necessary. A special provision gave the Rulers veto powers on 
immigration, apparently arising from their fear of further immigration 
from China and India. In each Malay state, the Sultan exercised the authority 
of the state, but he was still required to give his assent to Bills passed by his 
respective State legislature. It is clear that with the signing of the Federation 
of Malaya Agreement, which came into force on 1 February 1948, Malay 
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sovereignty was virtually �!act. The non-Malays' status had been 
considerably weakened. They had, in fact, never seriously challenged Malay 
political sovereignty. 

With regard to the terms for citizenship, both the Malay Rulers and 
UMNO now made them more restrictive. Citizenship on the basis of jus soli
was withdrawn. Only Malays, who were born in a Malay state or were
subjects of the Rulers, would become citizens automatically. Chinese and 
others had to be British citizens born in the former Straits Settlements of 
Penang, or Malacca or in the Federation ''before, on or after the p�scribed
date", and one of whose parents was born in the Federation, and satisfy at 
least fifteen years' residence in the Federation. Applicants for Federal 
citizenship were also required to have an adequate knowledge of Malay or 
English. This e� a large number of non-Malays as very few Chinese 
or Indians knew English and most had only a smattering knowledge of 
Malay. The 1948 11Federal citizenship" also was not a nationality as the 
Federation of Malaya would not be an independent ��ation. The 
general non-Malay position with regard to Malay sovereignty of Malaya 
was surprisingly one of indifference. At no time did they ever seriously 
challenge Malay claims to political primacy, or the creation of the Federation 
of Malaya as a "Malay nation-state". The citizenship proposals clearly 
reflected the d§ire of the Malay thinkers that the multi-racial political 
community should adopt an i�alay cultural h�mogenei�y, or be. 
�within the larger Malay community.39 What occupied the minds 
of most non-Malays seemed to be how to acquire more liberal terms to 
become citizens of this potential "nation-state", such as citizenship by jus
soli, and to make Chinese· and Tamil official languages similar to Malay and 
English. 

The Anglo-Malay accord created a simmering mood of dissatisfaction 
among non-Malays in both Malaya and Singapore: 

... the Federation of Malaya Agreement 1948 placed certain 
�ons on the �ty of non-Malays for Malayan citizenship 
and was - intent. It was an issue which dominated 
much of the politics of Malaya in the 1950s and spilled into debates 
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over what language was to be given priority in a national education 
policy. It polarized the Malay and Chinese communities and posed 
a major obstacle to nation building efforts. The fall-out from an 
exclusionary conception of citizenship and its ramifications for 
language and education spread to Singapore. 40 

--

However, although the terms for citizenship for non-Malays were 
restrictive under the 1948 Agreement, the willingness of the Malay leaders 
to share citizenship with a small category of non-Malays in their new Malay 
"nation-state" or "Malay nation", in fact, markr1'a major shift towards an 
inclusionary multi-ethnic nationalist perspectiveJ��k awareness of political 
necessities, coupled with enlightened leadership, had made these new 
proposals possible. "Although the numbers of non-Malays made eligible 
were by no means overwhelming", says political scientist K.R. Ratn.am, "it 
should be remembered that, before the War, the Malays would probably 
have refused to entertain any possibility of such a concession" .42 

In fact, this willingness to accept non-Malays can also be seen in the 
proposals of the leftwing PUTERA coalition of Malay political parties and 
social organizations, dominated by the Malay Nationalist Party led by 
Dr Burhanuddin Al-Helmy and Ishak Haji Mohamed. In putting forward 
their "People's Constitutional Proposals" as a counter-response to the Malay
British Working Committee's Accord, PUTERA and its coalition partner 
AMCJA represented the first inter-racial alliance of any consequence in this 
post-war period. PUTERA-AMCJA urged "equal political rights for all who 
regarded Malaya as their real home and as the object of their loyalty". The 
Malay Rulers should become "fully sovereign and constitutional rulers".43 

They also agreed that Malay should be the official language of the country, 
that the national flag should "incorporate the red and white colours of the 
Indonesian national flag", and that citizenship should be equivalent to 
nationality. They even went further and suggested that the federation be 
given full self-government with a fully-elected legislature. Owing to the 
insistence of the Malay nationalists in the MNP, the coalition recommended 
a nationality to be called Melayu, the name of the Malay race, and after 
much debate, it was accepted by the AMCJA led by Tan Cheng Lock. The 
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PUTERA-AMCJA proposals were, however, rejected by the British 
Government and by the Malay Rulers and UMNO. Despite this rejection, 
scholars have remained fascinated by the willingness of the MNP nationalists 
to compromise and accept non-Malays within their concept of the new 
nation-state. Commenting on the PUTERA-AMCJA's proposal on the Melayu
nationality, two scholars Michael Hill and Lian K wen Fee have interpreted 
that it would simply connote a common identity and not a "racial identity": 

The new nationality was to be termed Melayu acknowledging its 
historical past and cultural origins. Such an identity was to be 
conceived as ethnic and transcended "racial" origins. Hence Melayu
nationality was premised on free will and would be bestowed on 
all who decided to renounce their ties outside of the Malay peninsula. 
In other words, "Malays" might choose to reject such an 
identification or the Chinese could adopt such a nationality if they 
so wished. A Melayu nationality was quite different from bangsa
Melayu. The latter was defined in primordial terms, in that cultural 
traits were inalienably bound to a particular people sharing a single 
and common origin (Nagata, 1981:98), whereas the former stressed 
a common identity rather than origin and was situational. Hence a 
Chinese or non-Malay could never be bangsa Melayu.44 

Still, there were many Chinese who feared that they would lose their 
Chinese identity by adopting the Melayu nationality. Tan Cheng Lock, a 
leader of the AMCJA-PUTRA, assured one group, the Malayan Chinese 
Ch�ber of Commerce, that this would not happen.45 But the fact that there 
was a section of the Chinese community who were willing to become 
Melayu nationals meant that they did not really mind being accorded an 
identity homogenous with Malays provided they enjoyed equal rights with 
Malays, which the Anglo-Malay Agreement, however, refused to hold out. 

' The non-Malay communities, therefore, bore a great grievance towards 
the Anglo-Malay Agreement which had worked out a pro�ts_i_g_nal. 
programme "acceptable to Malay opinion" ,46 and it would not turn back to 
what had been offered earlier in the Malayan Union proposals. Non-Malay 
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groups organized a campaign of opposition, including a "hartal" ( a 
combination of both a strike and boycott of trades), but their opposition met 

with failure, as the British Government stood firm behind the Anglo-Malay 
Agreement, which had restored Malays�: 

The British rejection of non-Malay demands coincided with a breakdown 
of law and order on the industrial front, as workers and trade unions fought 

for bargaining rights and for improvement of wages and working c__2!1.ditions. 
In June 1948, some four months after the Federation of Malaya had b�en 
brought into existence in place of the Malayan Union, the 1?ritish Government 

was forced to declare a State of Emergency. This came in the wake of 
industrial violence by workers and trade unions, which was blamed on the 
semi-legal Communist Party of Malaya (CPM). The state of Emergency, 
which was not to end until 1960, was precipitated by a series of murders of 
European managers in several rubber plantations. The Emergency imposed 
restrictions on people's movements, food supplies, press freedom, and led 
to the arrests and detentions of several thousands of people suspected of 
being communists or communist sympathiser�. These repressive measures, 
which the Government argued were necessary to check the spread of further 
violence, caused the CPM to l�unch_� armed uprising b� resulting 
two months later in its P_!C?���:ption. 

Communist Ins�l!_�ctl!!!!_: A�t to Independence 
Ironically, it was this communist ll!:�:ur:r;��tion which forced the British 

Gove�ent to accelerate its plans further for Malaya's decolonization. Not 

much r�tjg;n has been accorded the communist aj_sll!_g��ts for their 
important role as a catalyst of this development. However, in his years of 
retirement, Tunku Abdul Rahman, looked back and belatedly acknowledged 
their role: 

Just as Indonesia was fighting a bloody battle, so were the 
communists of Malaya, who too fought for independence. With the 
difference that the communists of Malaya were not the indigenous 
people of this country and they were fighting to set up a communist 
regime which the believers in the faith of Islam [i.e., the Malays] 
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could not support nor could those orthodox people, who believed 
in democracy and freedom. So the s� the independence of 
this country was �arried out by thecorniiiunists alone and they 
fought a s�� as well as a shooting war, losing many of their 
men and at the sam.e time killing many of our men and the 
Commonwealth soldiers. The battle continued for 12 years [1948-
1960] and would have gone on had the British Government not 
yielded_ to our demand for a general election as a step towards 
independence.47 

Even though the communist � was an ideologically-oriented 
uprising that c:oitlciqed 'Wifu>o.ther?eemmunist uprisings in Burma., the 
Philippmes0andrim:d'0:rt��ia, 48 it was also identified as an uprising which 
involved more Chinese than Malays or Indians because the Communist 
Party of Malaya was a predominantly-Chinese movemS];\t. It would be a 
mistake to see it as a Chinese uprising, as the targets of the Communists 
were not only the security forces but also pro-government Chinese supporters 
and politicians. In 1949 China fell to communist rule, raising problems for 
the ethnic Chinese community and their nationality in Malaya. Britain 
decided to recognize Communist China, but not to allow it to set up 
consulates in Malaya in view of alleged links between the Chinese 
Communist Party and the underground CPM:Many Clrine�weren�tl•�·)· 

Chinese who supported the overthro'w:n 
anti-communist Guomindang government of Chiang Kai-shek which had 
fled for �o Taiwan, were now anxious to take up.:J:�deralst��:15hip. 
To the British authorities, the atmosphere appeared to be conducive to 
wean the Chinese away from their loyalties to their homeland by extending 
political rights to those "who regard Malaya as their real home and as 
the object of their loyalty". In 1949, India and Pakistan had achieved 
independence from Britain, at the cost of a massive racial bloodbath, 

ti -

forcing both the British authorities in Malaya and the �ewly-independent 

Governments of India and Pakistan to ti���n immigration and citizenship 
regulations. The,�,,mt�a also seemed to be in a surttlat<d:Hemtrn1� 
onwhether to become Indian/Pakistani nationals or FederationofMalaya 
citizens. The British authorities, therefore, brought pressure to bear on 
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UMNO leaders and the Malay Rulers to relent on the citizenship provisions 

for non-Malays in the Federation of Malaya Agreement. 

Communities Liaison Committee 

To appease non-Malay dissatisfaction and soften the attitudes of UMNO' s 
Malay nationalists, the British Government appealed to the various races to 
promote the FederatioffofMalaya· citizenship and the ideas associated 'Yith 
it. British officials reiterated that these citizenship provisions essentially 
meant the bonding of inter-racial unity and co-operation among the various 

· races in Malaya. Such unity had to be achieved before complete self
government and independence could be granted to Malaya. The British
insisted that the II ethnic Chinese problem" had to be tackled. They were

-;iarmed by intelligence reports of increasing Chinese support for the
communists, and accused the Chinese of 11Jack-sliding" and ir@nceri:f:Y in
supporting government efforts to curb the communist �urgency.

To deal with the Chinese problem, they created Chinese �-�ry
Boards, appointed Assistant Secretaries for Chinese Affairs and Resettlement
Officers in the State Governments and officially s� the formation of
the first post-war Chinese political party, the Malayan Chinese Association 
(MCA) to organize the Chinese in Malaya.49 The British Commissioner
General for Southeast Asia, Malcolm MacDonald, in talks he initiated with 
UMNO's·president, Dato Onn Jaafar, urged a moderation of the stand of 
Malay nationalism. He believed that if some compromises could be reached 
among the communal parties, a deal or formula could be worked out for 
Malaya's future. In 1949 MacDonald a�ieved a r��arkable measure of 
success when he established the Communities Liaison Committee to which 
/-,. --

he brought Onn and other p5ominent personalities from the Malciy cmd 
. non-:-Malay communitie-s, such as Dato Panglima Bukit Gantang, Zainal 

Abidin bin Haji Abbas; Yong Shook Lin, Tan Cheng Lock (the leader of the 
Malayan Chinese Association), C. Thuraisingam, a Ceylonese leader, and 
other community leaders.50 

Whether MacDonald had made any promises to Onn, such as his 
possible appointment as the future Prime Minister of a self-governing 
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Malaya if he was found acceptable to all communities, is not known, but 
there is� that���d some influence over the latter.51 

When Onn was sufficiently won over, he first persuaded the UMNO 
members to accept the British Government's proposal to offer more liberal 
terms of citizenship with more relaxed residential and other qualifications. 
At a special meeting of UMNO on 10 June 1950 to discuss the proposal, 
� ':"as, however, roundly criticized for backing the offer and even 
�secfof //'selling out" Malay rights. Stung by the members' criticisms, 
Onn promptly resigned as the party's president, saying it was clear the 
Malays did not want to be led by him. Three days later, in an unprecedente_1. 
display of his popularity and mass support, thousands of UMNO members 
gathered outside his house in Johor Bahm to appeal for his return. Onn 
agreed and soon at UMNO' s annual meeting on 27 August got the British 
proposal on citizenship approved, with some amend�en!s. A year later, 
Onn again advocated multi-racial unity and urged UMNO to open its 
doors to non-Malays and transform itself into a 11Malayan" party.52 The 
proposal was first received with a ��Jilence, and when it was put to 
the vote, unanimously defe��d. Thereupon, Orm decided not to take up 
the post of president when he was again nominated for re-election as 
president. 53 

He, therefore, became the first UMNO president to become a casualty 
in the cause of "Malayan nationalism". He had transformed himself from 
an exclusive Malay nationalist to an inclusive "Malayan" nationalist, and 
when he was disillusioned by 11Malayan nationalism" he would revert to 
being an exclusive Malay nationalist again. His departure from UMNO 
marked his eventual decline in politics, and is one of the strangest ironies of 
recent �alay political history. Yet who could have predicted his fate in 
1946-47 when he was at the height of political success and popularity� ,, 

,�was a hertl,ef'tke�s;' courted by the Malay Rulers an.d B��s!:.?,fficials .
. In 1951, he formed the multi-raci� Indtj:reridence.�ayiP�tIMP) to 
work towards multi-racial unity and Malaya's indepen:dence within seven 
years. Since MacDonald had cultivated Onn in adopting 0Malayan 
nationalism", he had, in fact, advised him against leaving the party. 54 

However, despite Onn's departure from UMNO, he still believed that Onn 
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had popular support among the Malays. He gave him his official support,55 

which was also endorsed by Henry Gurney, the British High Commissioner

in Malaya and the Colonial Office in London. 

The British official secret and confidential records, which are now open,

reveal that from 1951 to 1955 the British Government continued to endorse

Orm and followed closely his speeches and activities in the belief that he

still had great charisma and large Malay support. This official support for

Onn continued until the general elections in 1955 made it clear that Utvf�O' s

Tunktr"Abdul Rahin�:w:as -the more popular Malay leader. These official 

re.C{)rds present an interesting revisionist view that it was not the Tunku but

o�'whowas-Britain's"man!' from1951to1955:5' Since the British stakes

:-were so high, it is little wonder that the British Governme�t had to come to

terms with Malay nationalism, first"j:11. theform of Orin; and later in the

form of tunku Abdul Rahm.all. 

The Tunku: From Exclusivist to I�� Nationalist

According to the saying, some achieve success on their own, while others

have it thrust upon them. The latter case was certainly true of the Tunku

(Malay word for prince). He was catapulted from the relative obscurity of

the post of a Kedah branch official of UMNO to that of president at its

annual general assembly in 1951, much to the surprise of himself and to

everyone ·else. When Onn stepped down at the 1951 UMNO assembly, the

Tunku, who had sided with the faction which opposed Onn' s proposal to

open the party's doors to non-Malays, was elected as the party's second

president. Whether it was due to his princely background or to his Kedah

state faction's advocacy of extreme Malay nationalism, the Tunku' s open

criticisms ofDatuk Onn's policies certainly helped ensure his election 

vicwry. His election speech, which upset British officials, had attacked the 

label 0Malayan" whose usefulness he had argued had ended with the

Malayan Union: 

With regard to the proposal of some of our men that independence 

should be handed over to the 0Malayans", who are these
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11Malayans"? This country was received from the Malays and to the 
Malays it ought to be returned. What is called i/Malayans", it is not 
yet certain who they are; therefore let the Malays alone settle who 
they are.57

Thus, he had begun his career in UMNO by being on the side of exclusionary 
Malay nationalism. We shall see how, even before becoming Malaya's first 
elected Chief Minister, the Tunku would follow the path of Datuk Onn and,· 
change from exclusionary Malay nationalism to inclusive )'IMa.fayan 
nationaiism"t. :This was a trend which subsequent UMNO presidents an.d 
"�e',Ministersw:ouldf�ow; 

The Tunku, in his memoirs, has explained that he had II opted out" of 
the tumultous years. of the nascent post-war Malay nationalist movement in 
1946. Although he supported UMNO's campaign, he spent this period in 
London studying law. In 1948, at the age of 46, he passed the final Bar 
examination and returned to Malaya where he got a job, first, at the State 
Legal Adviser's Office in Kedah and then at the Attorney-General's office, 
as a Deputy Public Prosecutor. He was willing to leave the service and take 
up politics as a full-time career.58 Qr! tc!king over UMNO, the l'm,ku,ptJ.!�Y,�d 
tbg,policy,o£Mctlayaforthe.Malays,but in order to defeat Dato Onn's new 
party, the Independence of Malaya Party (IMP), his UMNO formed an 
alliance with the Chinese communalparty, the MCA, to contest Malaya'� 
first ever municipal council elections in Kuala Lumpur. 

This came about in an unexpected way, as the MCA leader, Tan Cheng 
Lock, had agreed to join Dato Onn' s IMP by bringing in the MCA as well, 
but this did not happen largely due to Onn' s abrasive personality which led 
him frequently to antagonize friends and_ foes. In the mtlJfncipa:I/efectmns at 
Kuala Lumpur in February,:�82.�Jiboth UMNO and MCA formed an electoral 
alliance to ensure the defeat of the IMP. 59 The Alliance won nine seats and 
the IMP two. This successful ex;>eriment was repeated in later municipal 
elections, and in 1952-53 the Alliance won 94 out of 124 seats. This led them 
to formalize their alliance with a view to contesting the general elections 
which were due to be held in 1955. In 1954, in anticipation of the forthcoming 
general elections and in view of the dismal support he had received from 
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non-Malay individuals and groups, Onn decided to dissolve fueIMP and 

form another party, ��tyNegara. 

In 1951 the British Government introduced theY"Metnbersystem'' :(akin 

to the Ministerial system) to train unofficial members of the Legislative 

Council in various responsibilities. They also became spokesmen of the 

High Commissioner's administration. Selected unofficial members were 

appointed as Member for home affairs; Member for agriculture and forestry; 

Member for health; Member for education; Member for lands, mines, �d 

communications; and Member for works and housing. These special 

Members sat in the Federal Executive Council. Three were Malays, one was 

a Chinese, one a Ceylonese, and one a European. IMP and UMNO leaders 

were appointed to these posts. Although Onn had stepped down as UMNO' s 

president, he was appointed Member for Home Affairs, while Dato 

Thuraisingham was appointed Member for Education, but Tunku Abdul 

Rahman was not. It is believed that Onn hoped through his role as Member 

for Home Affairs, he could build up a public following to undermine 

UMNO and Tunku Abdul Rahman's leadership. But as it soon turned out, 

Onn' s abrasive personality was a serious liability. He began to lose more 

and more friends, for instance, Tan Cheng Lock who had initially pledged 

support for the IMP withdrew when he himself came under Onn' s criticism. 

He decided to throw in his lot with UMNO. UMNO' s strategy to sow 
distrust in his party's inconsistent policies was beginning to bear fruits. The 
UMNO-"MCA AMianc�_:ptoved that the formation of an inter-,racial 
partnership was mo:re·successfulthan Datuk Onn's single non-communal 
party, the I.MP, which attempted to represent members of all communities. 
The UMNO-MCA Alliance later enlarged its membership to include the 
MalayanindiaRCongress(MIC).The various communities seemed_to prefer 
communal representation to look after their own communal interests. 

Improved Citizenship Terms to Non-Malays 

In 1952, given the good work of the Communities Liaison Committee and 
Onn's strong support, the British a uthorities in Malaya succeeded in 
convincing the Malay Rulers to give their assent to the modified citizenship 
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provisions for non-Malays in the federal constitution. Anew-Federal
eitizenship ordinance and nine Sfate Nationality Enactments·: were
introduced in 1952.60 Under these laws, if a Chinese was born in a Malay
state he became automatically a subject of a sultan and was qualified to
become 9-,]!ederal citiz.-en; similarly, if one of his parents had been born
anywhere in the Federation, he was also qualified to be a citizen. This
brought in a large It also enabled 
several categories of citizens of the United Kingdom and Colonies to
become Federal citizens. However, an alien who became a citizen by
naturalization or registration was required to renounce his foreign
nationality. The MCA, however, demanded that citizenship should be

:b9,sgd<Snljtts�'s�M,0but this was not acceded to. "The only answer which 
could be made was that the law of 1952 was as much as the Malays could 
be persuaded to ��� after about two and a half years of negotiation,
and fuat Britain was not prepared to compel them to go further", observed 
Mills. 62 of whom about 
OO@}OOD"'·were Chine$e. Expressed in total numbers, Malaya's citizens were 
distributed as follows: about 2,650,000 Malays and Malaysians, 1,100,000 
Chinese and 180,000 Indians. The MCA still complained that this left fue 
Chinese in an inferior position in the Malayan Civil Service compared 
with the Malays. The British authorities agreed in December 1952 that 
non-Malay Federal citizens would be admitted to the service in the ratio 
of one to every four Malays appointed, but "this was as large a concession 
as the British officials could persuade the Malays".63 

Alliance Demand for Independence 

In 1952 Tunku Abdul Rahman, with the support of UMNO, demanded that 
Malaya be given independence within three years in response to the IMP' s 
demand within seven years.64 In March 1953 the leaders of UMNO and 
MCA announced they had reached agreement on the principle of general 
elections for the federal legislative council. Attempts were made to reconcile
differences between Datuk Onn and Tunku Abdul Rahman, but their meeting 
proved unsuccessful. According to one source, the former insisted that "the 
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Tunku would have to- dissolve the Alliance and join his IMP11 
•
65 Soon after 

this, the UMNO-MCA Alliance demanded the establishment of an 

Independent Constitutional Commission to inquire into constitutional 
reforms, aimed apparently at reviewing the 1948 Agreement. Its members 
were to be composed of eminent jurists from outside Malaya. In February 

1954 Orm launched his.Party Negara. After the various political parties had 
aired their proposals on the general elections, the new High Commissioner, 
General Templer, announced, with the consent of the sultans, that the �ew 
Federal Legislative Council would consist of 52 elected and 46 nominated 

members. Elections would be held early in 1955. The UMNO-MCAAlliance 

was dissatisfied with an elected majority of only six, and threatened to 

boycott the elections. It withdrew the threat after the new High 

Commissioner MacGillivray assured Tunku Abdul Rahman that he would 

consult with the majority elected party to appoint some five or seven 

nominated members.66 

The Alliance under the Tunku' s leadership swept to a landslide victory in 

Malaya's ni�f:.:e�'.''gerteral electionsc tJn17fuly 1955, winning 51 of the 52 

seats contested. An example of how much the Tunku had changed from an 
exclusionary Malay nationalist to a multi-racial nationalist was how he had 
persuaded his UMNO party to make compromises and to accept the Alliance 
concept of inter-racial unity. As only a very small proportion of non-Malays 
had been registered as voters, this first� was predominantly Malay. 
The registered electorate in 1955 comprised approximately 84 per cent Malays, 
11 per cent Chinese and less than five per cent Indians. UMNO members, 
therefore, insisted that the Alliance field 90 per cent Malay candidates, but the 
Tunku rejected the suggestion. He threatened to resign and got his way. 
Consequently, the Alliance fielded e5UMNO, 15 MCA and,,two Malayan
Indian Congress (MIC) candidates in the 52 constituencies. UMNo lost one 
candidate to the Pan-Malayan Islamic Party (PMIP}. The elections represented 
a test for "UMNO discipline, and the Alliance concept". 67 

However, in their election manifesto, the Alliance had, in fact, recognized 
that the communists' armed insurrection was I?iY-o.ta.Lh> winning the 
independence struggle. Aware of the people's need to bring this uwar" to a 
peaceful end, the Alliance had campaigned on a platform of peace and 
amnesty for the insm;gent�_.

68 This had alarmed the British authorities who 
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feared that both the nationalists and the communists would do a deal
behind their backs. In November 1955, shortly before the talks began, the
British Government in London announced that the continuation of the
Emergency would not be an obstacle to Malaya's advance towards self
govemment nor would it be an obstacle to the establishment of a commission
to review the constitution, [ as demanded by the Alliance] "provided that no
concessions are made to the communists during the forthcoming talks
which would affect the ability of the Federation Government to keep the
internal security position under control" _69 

Baling Talks: Tunku Secures Trump Card from Chin Peng
Clearly, the British officials feared that the Tunku would make concessions
to the communists at the peace talks on the issues relating to the recognition
of the CPM, the amnesty terms, and the repeal of the Emergency regulations.70 

The Alliance strategy of offering amnesty to the communists had proved
"politically correct". It had stirred the British to hasten the pace of
decolonization. 

The British officials had, however, underestimated the negotiating skills
of the Tunku at the talks which eventually took place at Baling in Kedah
state, near the Malay-Thai border, on 28 and 29 December 1955. The Tunku
was flanked by David Marshall, the Chief Minister of Singapore, and S�
Cheng Lock Tan, the MCA leader, while facing them at the table were the
CPM representatives, Chin Peng, Chen Tian and Rashid Mydin. From the
start, they were bogged down over the demand for recognition by the CPM,
which, was flatly rejected by the Tunku and his team. The Tunku, in fact,
challenged the arguments of the communists that they alone were fighting
for nationalism and freedom from British imperialism. The Tunku argued
that the Alliance was also doing the same and that the electorate had
recently endorsed its programme. An exchange followed between the Tunku
and Chin Peng, during which Chin Peng made .a 11voluntary" commitment
that the communists would lay down their arms if the Alliance could obtain
independence and get the British to transfer internal security and defence
powers into its hands. The exchange, according to the official minutes of the
meeting, went as follows: 
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Chin Peng then continued: The present Government, although it is 

a populady elected government still is not an independent

government. 

Mr Marshall: Tell him that we recognize that fully. 

Chin Peng: Under such circumstances, therefore, when we bring out 

our suggestions we have got to have regard to this situation. If 

those popularly elected Governments of the Federation and 

Singapore have self-determination in matters concerning internal 

security and national defence, then all problems could be solved

easily. As soon as these two Governments have self-determination 

in internal security and national defence matters, then wecaa�stop 

�a:rimmediately. 

Tunku: Is that a promise? When I come back from England that is 

the thing that I am bringing back with me. 

Chin Peng: That being the case, we can straightaway stop our 

hostilities and also disband our armed units.71 

The i:11-plical_!Q!lS arising from this communist undertaking were extremely

far-reaching. The mass media gave Chin �eng's pledge much publicity. The

Tunku, indeed, had obtained a trump catd:72 The British authorities who 

had been trying to end the Emergency, now discovered that the Tunku had 

won a promise from the communists. If the British wanted to end the 

Emergency, they had no choice bu.t to expedite independence and grant 

him the powers on intemal"Security and Rational defence, as suggested by 

the communists. 
Soon after the Baling talks, the Tunku led an Alliance delegation to 

London to discuss independence and constitutional advance for Malaya 

scheduled to start on 18 January 1956. In view of the widespread publicity 

on the CPM' s conditional offer, the Tunku tried to pre-empt the talks by 

committing the British Government, stating that it had already agreed to 
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grant internal security to his govemment.73 There was no denial from 
London, but clearly on the agenda were control of defence, internal security 
and finance and the future of the public service. At the talks, the British 
Government was extremely conciliatory and granted most of the Alliance 
demands:, including the achievement of independence, if possible, by 
31 August 1957.74 Both sides agreed that Britain would gradually starL
transferring.the powers·of internal $ecurity andiextemal defence,fo the 
hands of local ministers. A Malayan Minister of Finance would continue 
to regulate the country's dollar expenditure in general conformity with 
the policy followed by the sterling area. A Public Service Commission 
would be set up from J July 1957. A compensation scheme for expatriate 
British civil service staff would be implemented. It was decided that a 
British judge, Lord Reid, would head the Independent Constitutional 
Commission with members coming from Canada, India, and Pakistan.75 

The Alliance demand for a team of experienced foreign jurists to draft 
the Constitution was clearly meant to make its terms as impartial and 
respectable as possible. 

On the matter of the Emergency, although the CPM did not make good 
its promise to end its struggle and lay down its arms on the achievement of 
independence in 1957, the party's continued armed struggle had unavoidable 
consequences for the country's nation-building efforts in the future. 
Expenditure for defence and internal security would remain high in th.fr 

national budget, and the national government woulcl� the continuation 
of the draconian colonial Emergency laws which infringed fundamental 
human rights. Under these laws, the government imposed restrictions on 
freedom of the media and arrested and detained suspected persons with 
communist leanings indefinitely without trial. Consequently, under the 
conditions of the Emergency which did not end till 1960, freedom was not 
fully nurtured. As the communist threat continued until its armed struggle 
ended in 1989, the national gov�mment retained and used its authoritarian 
powers whenever it felt the "interests of national security and racial 
harmony" were threatened, despite the democratic trappings of the country's 
political system. 



34 • Malaysia: The Making of a Nation

Self-Government 1955: The Start of Nation-Building 

Thus, in our survey so far, 11Malayan nationalism" had come about largely 
as a result of local compromises among the various communities in response 
to British efforts to decolonize. They thereby helped to accelerate the pace 
for Malaya's self-determination and independence, the last a goal which 
the British Government had repeatedly stressed could not come about 
without inter-racial unity. When Malaya's independence did come about on 
31 August 1957, Tunku Abdul Rahman and the other leaders of the Alliance 
had already been at the helm of an interim democratically-elected 
government for about two years. The title of his office was immediately 
changed from Chief Minister to Prime Minister. Malaya became a full
fledged sovereign state and a member of the United Nations and the 
Commonwealth. 

However, the Alliance Government had already put into place several 
measures and governmental structures within those crucial two years. Some 
of the Alliance programmes underwent further changes in the first decade 
of independence, but a few remained intact and survived well into the 
1970s and 1980s. It is necessary to look briefly at a few of these initial 
policies and measures. 

Since the British Government had only initiated nation-building in 
Malaya in the post-war period, much was left undone. The newly-elected 
Alliance government had to continue laying the foundations for its future 
nation-state by adopting a number of measures, the most important of 
which was theestabishment*'uf:af�stetif'uf£mtronal schools. The idea of 
nationalseh0e:ls had already been accepted and incorporated into fhe•l952 
Education OrdinanGe,c�fter the· British authorities had considered various 
studies such as theJ3�es Committee Education and the :Penn
Wu Coriunitfee OR'*�hiJt�pe$educatioo. The Ordinance provided that these 
national schools would be established with Malay and English as the media 
of instruction but agreed that the teaching of other vernacular languages 
would be allowed. However, the Tunku' s government felt that the matter 
needed to be studied further. A multi-racial committee headed by the 
Minister for Education, Datok Abdul Razak, was appointed with the 
following terms of reference: 
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... to examine the present educational policy of the Federation of
Malaya and to recommend any alterations or adaptations that are
necessary with a view to establishing a national system of education
acceptable to the people of the Federation as a whole which will
satisfy their needs and promote their cultural, social, ecoRomic,
and political development as a nation having regard to the intention
to make Malay the national language of the country .whilst
preserving and sustaining the growth of the languages and culture
of other communities living in the country.76 

Although the Razak Education Report was controversial, arousing strong
criticisms from leading educationalists of the Chinese community, especially
from the United Chinese School Teachers' Association and the All-Malaya
Chinese Schools Management Association,77 the MCA representatives in
the Legislative Council endorsed it. They also supported the 1957 Education·
Ordinance incorporating its provisions when its bill was presented in the
Legislative Council. The Ordinance, which incorporated many of the Razak
Report's recommendations, outlined the priorities to introduce a single
system of national schools for all ra�es. It would bring more Malay children
into the secondary schools, and use English and Malay temporarily as the
media of instruction, with the view of ultimately elevating Malay as the
sole official language and sole medium of instruction. Nevertheless, tl\e

�dinance·anowed thevernacular primary schools to continue to teach in
the''existing·media, that is, Standard Primary Malay Schools would be
established with Malay as the medium of instruction, while Standard-Type
Primary Schools in English, Chinese or Tamil would also be maintained or
established. Only for-the secondary schools, would there be "one type of
National secondary school open to all races by.competitive selection and
with a common syallabus, a flexible curriculum permitting the s�dy of all
Malayan languages and cu.ltufeS and room for diversity in the media of
instruction". Two new secondary school examinations, the Lower
Certification of Education and the Federation of Malaya Certificate of
Education, were to be available in the two official languages, English and
Malay. "It meant that though Chinese secondary schools were permitted",
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observed a foreign educationalist, uchinese was elbowed out in respect 

of these two imp,o�tant examinations that were based on a common

content syallabus",�The Chinese secondary schools' struggle for Chinese 

language to be included within the national educational system would pose 

a problem in nation-building. They did not press this issue, preferring to 

put it aside for the time being, arguing that the overall interests of the

UMNO-MCA Alliance's need to secure complete self-government and

national independence were more important. Chinese education and Ch.iJ1ese 

language were two issues which would continue to plague racial relations

and nation-building in Malaya. 
Malaya's first Development Plan covered the period 1950-55. It was 

aimed at providing social services, eradicating poverty and uplifting the 

predominantly Malay rural areas. Under the Tunku's Alliance Government,

Malaya's first Five-Year Plan (1956-60) was introduced to develop the 

Malayan economy and to improve the standards of living of the people, in

particular those in the rural areas . The Alliance had inherited from the 

British administration a lop-sided economy. The Malays remained largely

in the rural sector, engaged in subsistence economy, and were economically

backward, while the other major communities, the Chinese and Indians,

were involved in the more thriving activities of the business, plantation and

m.irring sectors. The Alliance partners had recognized that it was their major

responsibility to uplift the economic livelihood of the Malays, many of

whom lived below the poverty line. The Alliance aim was apparently to 

work out a political equation between Malay political primacy /Malay

eccmomic backwardness and Chinese citizenship I Chinese economic

dominance. 

The Social Contract\/ 

The best example of All iance compromises is to be seen in their 
representations to the Constitutional Commission on what basis the 

Federation of Malaya was to be established and what its nationality was to 

be.79 Given the precedents set up in the Federation of Malaya Agreement of 
1948, the terms could not vary much. For UMNO, the trappings of a Malay 
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state had to be preserved. The Malays had to be given political primacy. On 
the other hand, for the MCA and the MIC, the terms of citizenship had to 

become as open and loose as possible to the non-Malays and their rights 
had to be protected. 

The Alliance memorandum to the Reid Constitution had, in fact, agreed 
to all the feattttes"ofa Malay state -'- nspecial position of the Malays", 
"Malay as the national language", "Islam as the official religion" and the 

Malay Rulers as "constitutional monarchs". There were also "Malay land 
reservations" and "reservation for Malays of a certain proportion of jobs in 
the civil service". But the controversial questions of citizenship and 
nati9nality had been left vague. The MCA had pressed for the principle of 
jus soli for all those born before, on or after Malaya's independence, but 
UMNO's demand was that only those born in the country "on and after the 

declaration of independence" should become nationals of the country. 
UMNO' s demand was accepted by the Reid Constitution. 

A vague '�ain4ftrorrnationality" was propounded in the UMNO
dominated Alliance memorandum to the Reid Constitutional Commission 
in September 1956: 

The constitution should provide for nationality laws that would 
build a peaceful and stable independent federation, with a contented 
and unified people whose loyalty is unquestioned and undivided, 
so that, in due course, the country can take its proper place in the 
comity of nations. To achieve this end, it is essential to have a 
nationality law which provides for a oommon nationality, to the 

exclusion of all others. so 

In fact, UMNO had suggested the name of "Malaysia" for the new 
nation-state, but the MCA had preferred the name "Malaya" to be retained. 
'�Federation of Malaya" was rr;stead accepted. Consequently, the future 

"Malayan" nationality became problematic. Interestingly, the "common 
nationality" which had been recommended in the Alliance memorandum 
to the Reid Constitution remained undefined. But by 1963, six years after 
independence, Malaya was superseded by the formation of Malaysia. J:be 
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new name was the one UMNO had originally desired. Thereafter, the 

evolution of a ."Malaysian" nationality became a real possibility. 

"Malayan" and "Malaysian" as possible names for its nationality were 

held out in the comments made by the commission's chairman, Lord Reid, 

during hearings of the Alliance memorandum. The memorandum had 

insisted that those persons born in Malacca and Penang after independence 

would have to become "nationals of Malaysia". If they chose to remain 

"British subjects" or "citizens of the Commonwealth", to which they were 

entitled as Malacca and Penang were former British territories, they could 

no longer remain "nationals of Malaysia". This invited a remark from the 

commission's chairman, Lord Reid: 

There are many people with dual nationality and it does not cause 

much trouble. Of course, anybody who is a Federal citizen is, in the eyes 

of the international law, a Malayan or a Malaysian. There is no question 

as to his nationality in international law. It is possible to have two 

nationalities both within the Commonwealth, or maybe one within 

and one outside. There are lots of people like that. It does not seem 

to cause much trouble.81 

However, in the end, the adopted Constitution made it explicitly clear that 

dual nationality was not acceptable. 

In an overall assessment, it is clear that Britain left some durable and 

some not so durable legacies in the early years of Malaya's nation-building:
Its most important contribution, according to one British historian T.N. 

Harper, was in community development. "Britain sought to break down 

the divisions of a plural society, and create an integrated economic and 

political entity, bound together by a shared allegiance, a common culture 

and the obligations of active citizenship," says Harper.82 Britain also did 

attempt to introduce a system of parliamentary democracy, constitutional 

monarchy and independence of the judiciary. Over the years, however, 

constitutional amendments have further eroded some of the foundations of 

these institutions. Britain tried but failed in creating a multi-racial "Malayan" 

national identity and a "Malayan" political consciousness. It gave way to 

the creation of a "Malay" nation-state. 
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On 31 August 1957, a multi-ethnic nationalism, based on the UMNO

,J�MCAfMIC}b:isto:rie:lfargafu�" achieved through their own efforts without
'
British intervention, had brought about full self-government and national 

independence. The first decade and a half of independence had shown that 

the "historic bargain" had worked well on the basis of compromise, 

consensus and reciprocity. An American scholar's assessment of the working 

of the '�toric bargain" in 1972 seemed to have been positive: 

This political bargain realized great benefits for all parties, in many 

cases more than the original participants had expected to achieve. 

The �ay;s�political independence, control of government, 

and a polity which was to be Malay in style and in its system of 

symbols. In return th ore than overseas Chinese 

in Southeast Asia had dreamed of- equal citizenship, political 

participation and officeholding, unimpaired economic opportunity, 

and tolerance for their language, religion and cultural institutions. 

In the decade and a half since this great bargain was struck the 

leadership of the major structures of the Alliance has been 

remarkably stable, notwithstanding costly defections on both sides.83 

The Indian position may be said to be similar to that of the Chinese described 

above. But these goals were achieved in the early years of nation-building

under Tunku Abdul Rahman's leadership� J'R�bru.,!�r'itcts"jt'enf�i�t:l;tfl(e 
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CHAPTER TWO 

1957-2001 

The "Bargain" and 
Contesting Nationalisms 

More potent than state nationalism in Sabah and Sarawak was the growth 

of communalism, in the sense that communal sentiments were becoming 

more prominent and communal groups becoming larger and more inclusive. 

Milne and,:l�afuain, Malaysia:

New States in a New Nation, p. 61

Sabah and Sarawak are multiethnic societies but due to the different ethnic 

patterns prevailing there, their electoral politics have unfolded quite 

differently from that in the Peninsula . . . . . .  With the demise, at least 

temporarily, of the non-Muslim Bumiputera ethno-nationalist movements 

in the early 1990s, reconfiguration of the political process seems underway, 

perhaps towards a political system more clearly dominated by the Muslim 

Bumiputera, as in the case of the Peninsula. 

Francis Loh Kok Wah, "Understanding Politics in Sabah and 
Sarawak: An Overview", Kajian Malaysia XV (1997): 12 

M
ALAY POLITICAL primacy has always been a matter o

. 
f perception. 

During the 1957-63 period, it seemed like an �iQ_n. As peninsular 
Malaya's population was slightly still predominantly non-Malay, the UMNO-
led Alliance leaders attempted to project the image of Malaya as one 
belonging to all citizens. They had put little _g_��-�n the creation of an 
integrated new society. They could not decide what to call it. Every effort 
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was made to avoid endangering communal harmony and straining con

stitutional democracy. These were the early fragile years of a newly-

independent state. 
Malay political supremacy was, therefore, not openly stated or touted. 

As Diane Mauzy has observed, even UMNO's dominance within the Alliance 

was not overtly stressed: "The MCA and MIC combined did not have the 

electoral weight, the unity, the support, or the historical Rrecedents to be 

exact political equals with UMNO. This fact was obscured, however, because 

for years the dominance of UMNO was masked, though at times not

altogether convincingly, under the fa<;ade of an equal partnership. UMNO's

supremacy was understood by its partners, but the MCA and the UMNO 

to elite did not want any obvious public demonstration of this fact. Thep . . this . t "1 

lower echelon officials, .however, were often not so sensitive to pom . 

Malay poverty, Malay special rights, Malay quotas in the civil service, 

and Malay as one of the two official languages (the other being English), 

did give the impression that the Malays were being treated as a "special" 

people who needed a lot of government assistance. Economically weak, 

the Malays lagged behind the other races in education, commerce and 

finance, and seemed unable to compete with the other races. Although 

Malay Sultans were the sovereign rulers of nine Malay states, they did not 

have executive power; they appeared merely as symbolic heads of state. 

Malaya's Prime Minister was a Malay. Malays outnumbered non-Malays 

in the Cabinet, in the armed forces and in the police. But there were 

Chinese Cabinet. Ministers and an Indian Cabinet Minister, and most of 

the top civil service posts were still held by non-Malays. The image of the 

country did not appear, there�ore, as one of Malay political s�remacy, 

but of power-sharing among the races�, 
Most Malays were acutely conscious of this i.llusion constructed by the 

Government. For this reason, Malay nationalists had urged the UMNO-led 

Alliance Government to adopt Malay as the National Language immediately 

and start making Malay political dominance a reality. Until theNational 

rLanguage.Act was introduced in 1967, this issue alone gave the Malay 
nationalist movement the excuse to begin demanding that the Government 
demonstrate that Malaya was a ;'Malay eotmtry". Leading this agitation 
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were the "'language nationalists", especially the Malay schoolteachers and
academics, Malay writers and Malay journalists as well as the PMIP, which 

adopted a very high nationalistic profile in 1962 by its attempts to put on
record in the Constitution that Malaya belongs to the Malays. The PMIP,
which later became known as PAS, was at this time led by an ethno-centric
Malay leadership, which advocated a Muslim-Malay nation-state. UMNO
itself had been committed to the slogan "'Malaya for the Malays", but for
the sake of independence had agreed to a mixed government by different
ethnic groups rather than by the Malays alone. It was not long before the 

Prime Minister Tunku Abdul Rahman had felt the need to acknowledge 
��entrie,sentimentsbydescribing them as the original inhabitants
of Malaya or bumiputra-(lfrerally 11sons of the soil"), over non-Malay
opposition. 

Although the Cens:tittttioR"s·a_feguareled,,Malay"'rights, the Malay
nationalists were still unsure what this meant. Their/'Make�Maiay!the
��9��:L��ge'' campaigns began to cast a powerful shadow over
society and politics. As Malaya was a racially-divided country, race and
politics were a heady mix. The Malay nationalist movement's demands
made it clear to the non-Malays that Malay political supremacy was not yet
a political reality, but might soon very well be. Malay;;tionalist demands
were countered by non-Malay demands for immediate equality of civic
rights. 

The � regarded only as a compromise to 

accommodate the interests of the ethnic groups in government policie�,
after was elevated to a binding and cm;t-rront�-111;;--- --·-·----· 

���- which became sacrosanct to control or prevent communal
differences. During this interval there were frequent attempts by members 

of the UMNO-MCA-MIC Alliance or those of the opposition parties to 

change the terms of the bargain and extend its parameters. This was a
period of accorrur-odation". The Tunku was a moderating 
influence on the Malay nationalists. He would restrain them or urge them
to agree to the concessions that he had made to the non-Malays under the 

_p:rete�! that the Malays already possessed political p� British scholar
J.M. Gullick, writing in 1967, praised the Tunku' s "gift for compromise and

,..------··-···· 
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s:_onciliation" and said his influence was largely a matter of personality.2 But 

b�ng, the Tunku could no longer play this role, himself becoming a 

target of communal politics. 

Rise of Communalism 

Based on the experiences of the Alliance and opposition parties, studies

revealed that communal/ religious parties were more successful that} non

communal parties in winning popular support in Malaya during this period. 

In the case of the Alliance, political scientist K.J. Ratnam's study of 

communalism, published in 1965, showed that the Alliance parties could 

not sustain the Alliance if they continued to remain communal themselves. 

Yet, when they acted as an inter-communal partnership, by making mutual 

concessions and a9.:.opting common policies, their popular support declined. 

Because they did not act c.QD..Sian!!y as communal organizations, their 

supporters felt that they had failed to r�present their res12�_c!_iye communal 

interests effectively. This contributed uvery substantial!y" in a shift of 

increased public support to communal parties during the 1959 elections.3 

Another study, done by political scientist R.K. Vasil, published in 1971, 

showed that Malays were not keen to join non-communal parties. As a 

result, non-communal parties, especially those based on the socialist ideology, 
did not get enough popular Malay support. These parties turned into 

essentially non-Malay parties, "in terms of leadership and rank and file, 

though not necessarily, initially, in terms of policy and programme, and 

thus made them even more unattractiv e to the Malays", who felt they were 
----

not specially committed to safeguard the interests of their Malay community. 
Over the years, the leaders of these non-communal parties Sl:!-�cumbed to 
the pressures of their own members. They were unable to stop their parties 

from championing mainly the cause of the non-Malay s.4 The left-wing 
parties had on occasion been v_�.h�:IB��1 critics of Malay special rights

e�trenched in the constitution. This may perhaps explain their success in 
securing 13 parliamentary seats in and around the p��_gg__!lUilantly non
Malay and urban centres of Penang, Ipoh and Kuala Lumpur in the 1959 
general elections. On the other hand, the AI?ance still managed to poll over 
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half the total votes cast and won 73 out of the total of 104 seats. The Malay
nationalists in the PMIP /Party Negara won 14 seats all in the east coast
states of Kelantan and Terengganu. 

Parliamentary democracy had worked justly and with some success,
but the Federation faced grave problems in this period. In 1959 the unresolved 
problem of the further assimilation of the Chinese schools to the rest of the 
educational system had �ction within the Alliance coalition, between
the UMNO and the MCA, and also, outside the Alliance, between the MCA
and the Chinese school management committees and the Chinese school
teachers. Due to the forthcoming 1959 general elections, it was agreed by
the Alliance coalition that the policy on Chinese schools would be reviewed
after the polls. Another problem that threatened to split the Alliance was 
the internal conflict over the allocation of constituencies between the parties 
for the 1959 elections. The issue was resolv�ter the urµ.ilitant.[':_ in
the MCA who had asked for more MCA candidates were expelled and the 
MCA's "moderates" who had taken over the party's leadership had accepted
the formula d�vised b_y the Tunku. The Alliance victory in the polls was
largely due to its success in e�§url!!g_ communal harmony and achieving 
economic pr�fter independence. 

The Bargain's First Serious Challenge, 1963-65
It was during Singapore's membership of Malaysia, from September 1963 
until its departure in August 1965, that the first serious challenge to the 
Alliance's uhistoric bargain" took place. Many points of disagreement had
developed between the Singapore Government and the Federal Government.
The most serious had centred largely around party policy and leadership
differences between the Alliance and the ruling People's Action Party (PAP) 
of Singapore. Other contentious issues related to interpretations of the 
Malaysia Agreement with regard to finance, revenue sharing and a common
market. Both the Alliance and the PAP also adopted different approaches to 
com:munalism. The former did not believe in an open discussion of
communal issues, while the other considered that communal issues could 

_be discussed rationally. 
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Relations began to deteriorate further when the PAP leader, Lee Kuan 
L---._ 

h "Yew, criticized the Tunku and his UMNO colleagues for not giving up t eu 

policy of total Malay dqminance in Malaysia for a more balanced position 

between the races.5 Although he was careful not to attack the Malays'

special rights, or Malay as the official language, he did question the basis of 

Malay rule. His calls for an equality of status between Malays and non

Malays , or what he termed "Malaysian Malaysia" did not go down 

well with UMNO' s leaders and even with MCA leaders like Tun Tai::t Siew 

Sin, who felt he was "rocking the boat". The 11historic bargain" had been 

based on the assumption of Malay sup�macy in the government and 

administration of the country as a counter-weight to Chinese economic and 

commercial power. But the PAP refused to accept this. 

Lee attacked the "�s" (extremi sts in UMNO) and the Malay 

newspaper Utusan Melayu for attempting to foster Malay dominance over 

Malaysia. He argued for a r���t of forces between those who wanted 

a "Malaysian nation" and those "who preferred a communally segregated 

nation dominated by one of the constituent parts".6 The PAP next joined

with two parties in peninsular Malaysia, the United Democratic Party led 

by Dr Lim Chong Eu and the People's Progressive Party of Ipoh under the 

Seenivasagam brothers, and two in Sarawak, the Sarawak United People's 

Party (SUPP) and MACHINDA, to form the Malaysian S�!Y 

Convention, to campaign for "Malaysian Malaysia" in 1964. In the same 

y;�, t�i�ns rose over racial issues and race riQ� __ occurred in Singapore in 

July and September. The causes were attributed to �c!. Malay 

dissatisfaction with PAP rule and to the heat generated by the Alliance-PAP 

conflicts. Feelings had been heightened by the Alliance's earlier p��tion 

in Singapore's general elections in September 1963, and, in turn, by the 

PAP's later P-�P.:�!P.<!P.9D- in Malaya's general elections in 1964. 

Later, Alliance leaders like Malaysian Deputy Prime Minister Tun Razak 
replied to Lee's arguments by stating that although they, too, subscribed to 

a concept of a -"Malaysian Malaysia", their approach was different from that 
of the PAP leaders. The Malay "ultr� called on the Alliance leaders to 

arrest and detain Lee for making allegedly seditious remarks against Malay
dominated rule in Malaysia. Th;� events led th� Tunku to conclude that 

Contesting Nationalisms • 55

Singapore's presence in Malaysia had become untenable and the political
crisis had reached a point beyond his control. He took the decision, which
was approved by his Cabinet and the Malaysian Parliament, to expel
Singapore from Malaysia on 9 August 1965. The PAP's struggle for
"Malaysian Malaysia" is still continued in Malaysia by the DAP,��rally
regarded as its off-shoot, although the latter has distanced itself from the 
PAP and its policies in Singapore. 

Nation-Building in Sarawak and Sabah, 1963-2000
Since independence in 1957, the informal UMNO-MCA-MIC /,{historic
bargain" had been the basis for �stablishing national integration and racial
harmony in peninsular Malaya. But with the formation of Malaysia in 1963
the application of this "bargain" to Sarawak, Sabah and Singapore had
become rather problematic. These states had joined the federation on their
own special terms, and not on the basis of Malaya's "historic bargain".
Those terms not only tende..d_to protect their state rights and their own
specific bumiputra status, but also engendered conflict between building
loyalties at state level and at national level. Sarawak and Sabah versions of
bumiputra-ism fostered their own state· nationalisms and contested Malay
bumiputra-ism from peninsular Malaysia : While UMNO attempted to 
influence and unify the indigenous bumiputra in Sarawak and Sabah within.
the q.JJ1.Jili._Qf its policy of Malay political primacy, it.s efforts were being
:i;.esisted �In fact, after Malaysia was formed, the various ethnic communities 
became more conscious of their need to reinforce communal unity and saw
themselves more and more as communal groups.

Whenever Sarawak or Sabah raised criticisms towards federal govern
ment policy affecting their respective ethnic communities or state rights,
the contribution to Malaysian nation building might have been negative ,
said Milne and Ratnam, both pQlitical scientists, adding,7 "Viewed from
Kuala Lumpur, the CO!!Y:gifil911 of Kenyahs and Punans in Sarawak to Islam
could be seen as promoting nation-building. However, in Sarawak such
conversions could be regarded as sp]J.�g ethnic groups which had already
amuir�d a group identity." Singapore's challenge to ethnic Malay rule, too,
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had aroused Singapore nationalism and created divisiveness Jather than

national unity. 
Because of the initial reluctance of Sarawak and Sabah to join Malaysia,

and also due to s��n by the left-wing labour and political

movement in Singapore to the idea, concessions had to be made on the part

of Malaya to these three territories. Malaya had found the Malaysia proposal 

( originally proposed by Britain, then adopted by Malaya's Tunku Abdul

Rahman) attractive because the Borneo territories, with a pr�minantly

non-Chin�tion, would in some sense help to balance, or offset, a 

union between Malaya and p_redominantly-Chinese Singapore. By joining

an enlarged federation of Malaysia, the Borneo territories would a�

independence from colonial rule and be 
0partners of equal status" with 

Malaya. But Malaya had no intention to replace one form of colonialism

with another, Malaya's Prime Minister Tunku Abdul Rahman assured 

Malaya's Parliament on 28 April 1962. 
The Borneo States were, therefore, given a wide variety of Erivileges 

and benefits, �hile Singapore was given s�in the areas of education

and labour. Initially; none of the leaders of these three territories objected to

the political -do�ce. of Malaya's ruling national leadership of UMNO

MCA-MIC. Nor did they object to the terms of the uhistoric bargain", or to 

its constitutional contract, as embodied in Malaya's Constitution. They had 

separately negotiated for, and finally agreed to, the additional safeguards 

respectively for Sarawak, Sabah and Singapore. "'It was decided," observed 

political scientists Milne and Mauzy, 11that Malaysia should be brought

about by amendment to the existing Constitution of Malaya rather than by

the adoption of a new·Constitution."8 When Malaya had reached agreement 

with the leaders of the other three states, and with the British, its government 

amended the Constitution accordingly by passing the Malaysia Act (1963).
Malaya's Parliament also passed an Immigration Act which r�q entry
to North Borneo (Sabah) and Sarawak, as demanded by these two states.

_ Although such restrictions did not foster national in�gri!tiOD, the founding
fathers of Malaysia agreed it was a temporary measure to safeguard Sabah
and Sarawak's interests. After Malaysia was formed, Malaya's relationships 
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with Sarawak & Sabah appeared more harmonious than those with 
Singapore, largely because Singapore's ruling People's Action Party (PAP) 
leaders continued to be excluded from the UMNO-MCA.-MIC Federal 
Government. It was this factor that caused the PAP leaders to voice 

dissatisfaction with the ''historic bargain", and later to challenge its terms. 
Singapore's departure was nearly followed by Sarawak and Sabah. But 

secession was nipped in the bu� by tough action on the part of the Federal 
Governmene s leaders. With Sing-�pore out of Malaysia, attempts have been 
made to extend the 11bargain" to both Sarawak and Sabah, but there have 

been occasional objections and r�ce. According to Milne and Mauzy, 
it had been made plain by Federal Gov�:rrunent leaders that, socially as well 
as politically, the policy of integrfiliQn as�E:d a If native" I that is, a Malay, 
base. "'It has b_een well said", they added, uthat Malayan [now Malaysian] 
nationalism" consists of two parts, 'a nucleus of Malay nationalism enclosed 

by the idea of a Malay-Chinese-Indian partnership'. Since the formation of 
Malaysia, this outer ring would include contributions from Sarawak and 

Sabah."9 But the various indigenous communities in Sarawak and Sabah 
have not necessarily accepted such a Malay base. 

Although Singapore had questioned Malay dominance, it had accepted 

two aspects of the constitutional contract - Malay special rights and the 
Malay language as the national language of Malaya. In fact, most of the 

island's political leaders had previously inculcated a sense of nationhood 

based on the merger of Singapore and the Federation of Malaya. Such a 

union, they believed, would bring about a united nation, a United Malaya, 
comprising Malays, Chinese and Indians and other races with kinship and 

cultural ties iri both territories. This merger goal appeared in the manifesto 

of most political parties in Singapore until 1963. In 1959 the PAP Government 

of Singapore adopted Malay as an.official language and even had its state 

anthem in Malay, Majulah Singapura (Long Live Singapore). But Malay 
nationalists in Malaya had refused to accept a merger with Singapore 
because the total Chinese population in Malaya would then outnumber the 

Malays in the country. It was only with the inclusion of the Borneo territories 

whose 11indigenous natives" were regarded as "brothers" by Malays in 

41 
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Malaya, and the communist threat in Singapore that Malaya's Prime Minister, 

Tunku AbduJ Rahman, accepted Singapore in Malaysia. This is more 

fully discussed in Chapter III, which deals with the Tunku' s period of 

administration. 
Sarawak and Sabah had obtained special guarantees in the Malaysia 

Agreement with regard to the following items: language; education; 

qualification to be Head of State; ethnic composition of the civil service; 

citizenship; religion; native privileges; immigration; and representation in 

the Federal Parliament. Sabah especially presented a list which has become 

known as the "Twenty Points", which was accepted by Malaya and 

included special rights for the "natives" including the "Sino-Kadazans", 

"Borneonization" of the public services and "�ropriate representation" 

to offset its smaller population in Parliamen't�0-Won-implementation of 

some of these "Twenty-Points" by the Federal Government would be a 

bone of contention between the Sabah state government and the Federal 

Government. The present Constitution of Malaysia contains lists of state 

powers and concurrent powers which belong only to the two Borneo 

states� Sabah was given a special grant, while both states were given 

additional sources of revenue. Special safeguards included immigration 

controls to prevent citizens from peninsular Malaysia moving to live in 

Sarawak and Sabah or to take up jobs in these two territories. The Malaysia 

Act allowed both territories to use the English language as an official 

language until 1973, although in Malaya the Malay language had become 

the nationallanguage in 1967 and been �nforced since 1970. Sarawak was 

given 16 seats in the Malaysian Parliament and Sabah 24, while Singapore 

was only offered 15. The present total parliamentary representation for 

Sarawak and Sabah has risen to 44 following the r��d�!ifleation of �l 
boundaries in the two states and the increase of the number of seats in 
Parliament. 

From the formation of Malaysia until 1974, the Alliance parties had 
ruled these two states. Later, the parties were replaced by components of 
the Barisan Nasional coalition (which replaced the tripartite Alliance Party 
in 1974). Their ability to capture all or almost all the 44 seats in the two 
states in national elections has enabled the UMNO-led BN to retain a two-
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thirds majority of seats in Parliament and form the Federal Government. 
This two-thirds majority enables them to change the Constitution, whenever 

necessary. For UMNO leaders, the inclusion of Sarawak and Sabah has been
f�for it has enabled them to remain in power, prolong the terms of
the "historic bargain" and promote Malay political Erimacy.

On the other hand, Opposition parties in peninsular Malaysia have
failed to make headway in the two Borneo territories. UMNO has now 
established itself firmly in Sabah, but not yet made any inroads into Sarawak, 
due to the opposition of the BN component parties there. The DAP had 
been able to capture one or two parliamentary or state seats in Sarawak, but 
has made no headway in Sabah. It is largely due to UMNO' s political skill 
and experience in establishing alliances with BN component parties in 
the two states that has allowed it to obtain their ��i«:!-1 combined 44 
parliamentary seats to rule Malaysia. 

The UMNO-led federal government has used various means such as 
ministerial contacts, federal-state party relations, civil service contacts, 
development projects, language and education policies, and financial and 
economic arrangements to strengthen federalism and national integration 
in the two territories.11 The occasional appointment of state representatives 
to the Federal Government posts of Minister of Sarawak Affairs and Minister 
of Sabah Affairs in the early years of Malaysia12 had also involved them 
directly in decision-making at the Federal Cabinet level. However, difficulties 

• between the states and the centre have taken place. In the Sabah crisis of 
1964 and the Sarawak crises of 1965 and 1966 the combined govemmental
party influence of the federal Alliance government had prevailed. 

-------

Recalcitrant Chief Ministers of Sarawak and Sabah were removed. Although 
the crises were resolved, they fomented state nationalisms. 

State Nationalism vs. Malaysian Nationalism
' Sarawak nationalism and Sabah nationalism emerged in the respective 

state's struggles with the Federal Government over state rights. Their political 
and constitutional disputes have sometimes been seen in terms of "rival 
nationalisms", i.e., ethnic state nationalism versus Malaysian nationali�-
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Ethnic state nationalism in Sarawak was seen in the rise of lban nationalism, 

and in Sabah, Kadazandusun nationalism.13 In 1965 Sabah nationalism 

erupted when its Kadazandusun Chief Minister, Datuk Donald Stephens, 
was removed for raising the question of a re-examination of the 0Twenty
Points" between Sabah and the Federal Government in the light of 
Singapore's departure from the federation. Sarawak nationalism was aroused 
during the 1966 constitutional crisis when the Than Chief Minister Datuk 
Stephen Kalong Ningkan was removed by the State Governor, under Federal 
Government pressure, for campaigning for state rights following the exit 
of Singapore. 

Unlike Sabah nationalism, a certain degree of national consciousness 
had already existed in Sarawak before the formation of Malaysia in 1963. 
Ethnic awareness of the Ibans during Brooke rule before 1941 was already 
formed, and Sarawak Malays owed strong loyalty to the Brookes. In 1949 
Malay nationalists who opposed the cession of Sarawak by the last Brooke 
ruler to the British Government assassinated the British Governor, Duncan 
Stewart.14 The first two Chief Ministers of Sarawak after the formation of 
Malaysia were lbans, Datuk Kalong Ningkan (1963-66) and Penghulu Tawi 
Sli (1966-70). 11Casting himself in the role of the Sarawak nationalist fighting
the Malay hegemony of Kuala Lumpur, Ningkan won considerable 
sympathy and support particularly from the lban and Chinese communities," 
says one sourc��,'> 

Although the lbans constitute the majority ethnic group in Sarawak, 
they are politically disunited, weak and present the image of being a 
disadvantaged minority. Due to divisions within the non-Muslim Than 
community and to political alliances between Malays and Muslim bumiputra

(Melanaus) and Chinese parties, the office of Chief Minister has since fallen 
to Sarawak Melanaus, first to Datuk Abdul Rahman Yaakub and, now to his 
nephew Datuk Mahmud Taib. In the II check and balance" political system 
in Sarawak which now forms the basis of power-sharing, the State 
Government has come under the dominance of the Malay /Melanau party, 
the Pesaka Bumiputera Bersatu (PBB). This suits the UMNO-led Federal 
Government fine, as it ensures Malay political p_dmaey--in Sarawak. 
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However, the Chinese party, the Sarawak United People's Party (SUPP),
is the power broker whose support is needed by the other two groups - the
Malays/Melanaus and the Ibans, represented by the Sarawak National
Party and the Parti Bangsa Dayak Sarawak. Initially the SUPP preferred to
ally itself with the fonner.16 These parties are now CQJPEQ_l}ent parties of the
BN whose national leaders in Kuala Lumpur are quite happy with the
present arrangements, under which Than nationalism has been checked.
The state government's economic and development policies appear to be
11�t" and in line with federal government's nation-building goals. 
However, in mid-August 2001, as the Sarawak state elections approached,
there were signs that the Melanau Taib Mahmud-led coalition of parties
might split, as Malay leaders within his government had broken away to
form a group known as 0Parti Bebas" to challenge Melanau primacy and 
displace him from the Chief Ministership. If they had succeeded in the
elections in returning a large Malay electoral base and been accepted within 
the BN coalition, they would have taken over the state BN leadership from 
the Melanaus and led the BN s.()ctlition government with the support of the 
SUPP and the Than parties. They-could then form UMNO and emplace 
UMNO into a dominant position in Sarawak in the same way that 
Tun Mustapha' s former USNO had done in Sabah. 

The Malay group's leader, Datuk Abang Abu Bakar Mustapha, a 
former Federal Defence Minister, resigned from the PBB in January 200}. 
after tabling a motion in the PBB' s general assembly asking for UMNO' s 
entry.17 In 1998 the UMNO president and Malaysian Prime Minister, Dr 
Mahafhir, when opening the PBB Assembly, had said it was UMNO' s 
intention to spread its wings to Sarawak, but it was up to the people of 
Sarawak to decide. The PBB' s Melanau leaders were not enthusiastic to 
the idea. When Sarawak went to the polls in September, Federal UMNO 
leaders quickly denied that UMNO would become involved in Sarawak
politics by standing behind Datuk Abang Abu Bakar's group. Although 
Datuk Abang' s group contested in a large number of the 45 state
constituencies, UMNO' s failure to endorse his group saw it suffer total
defeat. This indicated that UMNO preferred the coalition to be led by the
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Malay /Melanau leadership of Datuk Mahmud Taib and did not wish to
rock the BN II scales" in Sarawak.

In Sabah, Kadazandusun nationalism had appeared to be a post-Malaysia
phenomenon. Its rise and fall in the 1960s was related to the rise and fall of
the Kadazandus1�ader, Donald Stephens. Thereafter, it was said to have
suffered a demis�ut it began to revive itself in the 1980s. �e p�riod of
Tun Mustapha's regime (1967-76) saw the processes of Malayization and
Islanrization, which from Kuala Lumpur's view appeared to be a ch�ck on
Kadazandusun nationalism and was therefore"�. Subsequently,
however, Mustapha began to assert state rights and arouse Sabah nationalism
in order to enhance his political a�thority in the state, and was in turn
removed by the Federal Gov�rnment.

The successor Berjaya government under Datuk Harris Salleh (1967-
84) continued the Malayization and Islamization policies . The Malay
language was promoted in government-aided schools in Sabah, while the
Kadazandusun language was no longer taught anywhere at all. The state
sponsored Koran-reading competitions and organized various dakwah

(missionary) activities. All these the Berjaya government considered to be
in line with the promotion of "national culture", the core of which was to be
derived from Malay-Muslim elements. 11The Federal Government believed
this would help to promote national unity," says one observer.19 

However, in the 1985 state elections, the Parti Bersatu Sabah (PBS),
formed by a Berjaya breakway group of Kadazandusun and Chinese
members, which was led by Datuk Pairin Kitingan, swepUo power. In 1986
PBS joined Barisan Nasional, but left the BN in 1990 and joined the opposition
at the federal level. Its period of office saw a revival of Kadazandusun
nationalism and a reversal of policies adopted by the Mustapha and Harris
Salleh governments. Kadazandusun music and songs were played again
over Radio Sabah, and the Kadazandusun language was once more taught
in state schools. However, as PBS remained with the opposition, its conflict
with the Federal Government caused the latter to cut back aid to weaken
the PBS government's ability to provide for economic development. From
1991 to 1994, Sabah received some of the lowest levels of development aid.
The federal Anti-Corruption- Agency arrested and charged Pairin for
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misusing his powers over a government contract. He was convicted, but thecourt's imposition of a fine allowed him to retain his offi�s stateassembly seat. His brother Jeffrey was next detained under the ISA on acharge of plotting secession. In the 1994 election, although PBS underPairin's leadership was returned to office, its majority in the state assemblywas gradually eroded by cross-overs of PBS assembly members to the BNcomponent parties. Eventually the BN parties had the majority of seats toform the state governmi:nt and to oust Parin from office. Tun Mustapha' sparty, United Sabah National Organization (USNO), was eventuallydissolved and replaced by UMNO. Even Sabah' s Parti Angkatan KeadilanRakyat (Akar), comprising Kadazans and Sino-Kadazans, has been dissolved,and its members absorbed into UMNo.20
The Barisan Nasional headquarters in Kuala Lumpur has since deviseda system to� the Chief Minister's post every two years among itscomponent parties representing the Muslim bumiputra, non-Muslim(Kadazandusun) and Chinese. The system was introduced in 1994 after theBN took over the state from the Parti Bersatu Sabah.21 The present ChiefMinister, Datuk Chong Kah Kiat, is from the Liberal Democratic Part_y.22 

The rotation system, the idea of the Malaysian Prime Minister Datuk SeriDr Mahathir Mohamed, has given rise to dissatisfaction among somecomponent parties, especially those representing the Kadazandusun whofeel they have to wait a longer period for their turn, while UMNO's MalazMuslim leaders in Sabah feel the Chief Minister's post should come fromtheir party and should remain in its hands to reflect Malay dominance. Thepower-sharing system had been created to ensure co-operation among thedifferent communities in Sabah, including the Kadazandusuns, and toprevent the return of PBS and Kadazandusan nationalism to power.However, bearing in 1!1illd that the use of bumiputra as an ethnic symbol bythe dominant party UMNO to extend Malay political primacy and forge analliance with the other indig�us communities in Sabah, UMNO has notyet established its p�e in the State Government. This is largelybecause the <!1.verg�ands of bumiputra-ism seem to represent a challengeto Malayness and Malay rule. The role of the Chinese parties as powerbrokers complicates the issue further.
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With hindsight, it is possible to state that Sabah ethnic or state 

nationalism was not in conflict with Malaysian nationalism during 

Indonesia's "Confrontation" of Malaysia and Malaysia's resistance to the 

Filipino claim for Sabah from 1963 to 1966. Sabah remained loyal and 

supportive of Malaysia. In Sarawak, '1)oth state nationalism and Malaysian 

nationalism were opposed to the Indonesians when Confrontation existed, 

and both types of nationalism were also behind government measures 

against Communist terrorists", observed Milne and Mauzy (1978, p. 65). 

Thus, it seems that in facing external threats, both Sabah and Sarawak have 

remained loyal to Malaysia and worked to reinforce national unity. Even as 

. independent states, Sarawak and Sabah are likely to face serious threats 

from their stronger neighbour�. 

Nevertheless, from the viewpoint of nation-building in Malaysia, the 

twin threats of ethnic nationalism and secession will always remain in 

Sarawak and Sabah if Kuala Lumpur mishandles its relations with them. 

Since 1965 after the exit of Singapore, national leaders in Kuala Lumpur 

visit the two states almost weekly to keep in touch with state leaders and 

oversee development projects. Since the administration of Malaysia's fourth 

Prime Minister Datuk Seri Dr Mahathir Mohamed, Sabah time has officially 

become Malaysia's Standard Trme. The Federal Government has even held 

the official National Day celebrations and parade in Kuching and in Kota 

Kinabalu on separate occasions to foster national unity with the people of 

the two states. 
It was during the administration of the second Malaysian Prime Minister 

Tun Razak, that Sabah under the Chief Minister Tun Mustapha posed the 
threat of secession once again, and Tun Mustapha was removed from office. 
The secession problem continued during the administration of Tun Hussein 
Orm, Tun Razak's successor. Tun Mustapha's supporters attempted to create 
trouble after the Betjaya government had been installed. Kota Kinabalu, the 
state capital, was continuously rocked by bomb explosions, believed to 
have been set off by Tun Mustapha' s immigrant Filipino supporters. Federal 
troops had to be used to maintain security in the city, and military 
reinforcements sent from Kuala Lumpur. 
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Military force from the Federal Government will be used as a last resort
to crush any secession bid in Sabah or Sarawak, after political and
constitutional means have been exhausted. In 1965, when Sabah under
Kadazandusun leader Datuk Donald Stephens had threatened secession,
Malaysia's first Prime Minister Tunku Abdul Rahman had declared that:
"Any who intends to secede by force or by any other action will be regarded
as rebels and traitors and will be dealt with as such. "23 Sarawak and Sabah
would remain in Malaysia for ever, he said. Initially, in the 1970s, Tun
Mustapha helped to accelerate "integration" by pushing the Malay language
to replace English and follow the federal example in the sphere of education.
He remained devoted to the idea of achieving national unity. However,
when he attempted to remain undisputed leader of Sabah and arouse state
nationalism, the Federal Government intervened to check his powers. When
he threatened secession, he was removed from office.

Nation-building in Malaysia is likely to encounter this pattern of politics
time and again in Sarawak and Sabah. It would appear that any strong
leader in Sarawak or Sabah could easily arouse state nationalism at the
expense of Malaysian nationalism. But such nationalisms will in tum be
checked by the Federal Government. No such problem of state nationalism
has been encountered in peninsular Malaysia probably because the Borneo
states are new states and more ethnically distinct from the rest of Malaysia,
while the peninsular states had experienced federation earlier, some as far 

. .

back as in 1896, while the others in 1948.24 

The Bargain and Mahathir's 11Vision 2020", 1990-2001
It was during Datuk Seri Dr Mahathir Mohamed's administration that the
··si1c1ai,�t'tbfci\@t'' became a controversial issue once again in peninsular
Malaysia. In 1991 he declared that he had a Vision of creating a Bangsa
Malaysia (Malaysian nation) by the year 2020. This would be a country with

t a "fully developed" status, with the winning formula of an accelerated
industrialization programme. It would be a just and egalitarian nation, "a
full and fair partnership", possessing '' a sense of a common and shared
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destint�)lilllta_ptj��;�,#though there was no reference to the ,.,social 
contract", m�y observers interpreted it to mean that by-the time Vision 
2020 materialized, the contract might no longer be needed. The Malays 
would have economically progressed and developed the ability to compete 
on equal terms with the other races. Malay special rights might be given up, 
and Malaysia would move towards Mahathir's version of a kind of 
Malaysian Malaysia which Lee Kuan Yew could only have dreamed of. 
However, Malays were generally lukewarm to Mahathir 's Bangsa Ma�aysia

idea, while non-Malays were very enthusiastic. To the Malays Bangsa Malaysia

apparently meant giving up their special status and special rights and 
sharing-equality with non-Malays, which was something they did not 
seem to cherish. 

So for 10 years there was talk and rhetoric about Bangsa Malaysia but 
mostly on the non-Malay side. Then non-Malay doubts began to set in 
about achieving Bangsa Malaysia. In September 1999 just prior to the general 
elections a group, the Chinese Associations Election Appeals Committee or 
known asBUQ�by its acronym in Chinese, urged the Mahathir Government 
to accord non-Malays equality of status with Malays and end Malay special 
rights, including;,�ealiofi>;qti��, to make his Vision 2020 a reality. Their 
recommendations were made in an 83-point memorandum under 17 
headings. TheSU�:�ft'rfJ�l��lc21:Q95 �,s:>tganiz�tiOllS, among them 
the United Chinese Schoof Committees Association of Malaysia (Dong 
Zong), the United Chinese School Teachers Association of Malaysia (Jiao 
Zong) and the Nanyang University Alumni Association of Malaysia. The 
main thrust of their recommendations was that the government should 
restructure society towards f&tltgs-ttM�a by reviewing existing policies 
and laws, like the Internal Security Act and other regulations, that it deemed 
unnecessary in the creation of a modem, democratic society. Its ideas, the 
SU QIU a:rgµe�, ,fepresented the natural evolution of a Malaysian Nation, or 
-Bangsa Malaysia.

As the UMNO-led BN Coalition had just suffered a split over the
sacking of Mahathir' s Deputy Prime Minister Datuk Seri Anwar Ibrahim,
the BN had begun to lose Malay support and was facing the possibility of
serious electoral losses in the forthcoming 1999 elections. Aware of the BN' s
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need for non-Malay support to win the elections, the SUQIU had submitted 
the demands apparently in the hope that the government would appear 
conciliatory since it needed such��ay,+S>Rpp� Mahathir did not 
reject the demands outright. He, in fact, ag.u�ed to most of them in principle, 
but said they merited further study. 

In the elections, the BN was returned to power by a largely nl">rr.::Matay 
electorate, while 70 per cent of the Malay voters had swung to the opposition 
Malay parties like Parti Islam (PAS) and the Parti Keiadft�rffi�'5i�fairav 
group of UMNO, largely due to the Anwar Ibrahim issue and dissatisfaction 
with Mahathir's leadership. After about eight months without any positive 
response from the Mahathir Government on the Bangsa Malaysia idea, a 
Chinese businessman Datuk David Chua was reported in the Malay
language newspaper, Utusan Melayu, on 14 August 2000, und�r banner 
headlines as cMI.ingfor the abolition of Malay special rights and privileges. 
He said that in order to carry out a restructuring of society the government 
needed to do this, so that Malays could become competitive. Chua, who 
was deputy secretary-general of the Association of Chinese Chambers of 
Commerce and Industry Malaysia, was also a member of the Second National 
Economic Consultative Council (NECC Il), at whose deliberations he had 
raised such views. Utusan Malaysia had interviewed Chua after the Far

Eastern Economic Revieip had leaked his views at the NEEC II meeting. In a 
. statement the following day, Chua denied he had asked for Malay special 

rights to be abolished. He clarified that he had asked instead for II speclai 
�;;1.ssistance and affirmative action policies'' to be phased out gradually. The 
same day the Deputy Prime Minister Datuk Seri Abdullah Ahmad Badawi, 
in a commentary on Chua' s statement, said Malay special rights would 
remain as they had been '{agreed upon by the Government which is 

�li'epresented by the various races'f.25 Other UMNO leaders criticized recent 
statements raising the issue of Malay. privileges, with one Cabinet Minister 
and UMNO vice-president, Tan Sri Muhyiddin Yassin, stating that Malay 

�����--�-�, which had been agreed to by the other 
BN leaders to develop the Malay community"a:tter.Independ�. 

On 16 August 2000 the SUQIU at a press conference on the anniversary 
of its 83 demands called on the government and on Members of Parliament 
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to give further thought to its demands. It reiterated its call for an end to the 

different sta�s between bumiputra and non-bumiputra in all fields, the 

abolition of the Internal Security Act and the cancellation of the Vision

Schools project, under which Malay, Chinese and Tamil schools would be 

integrated at one site and share school facilities. Present at the press 

conference was a PAS representative, Subky Latif, who had been invited by

SUQIU. SUQIU's executive secretary, Ser Choon Ing, explained that SUQIU

did not challenge Malay political primacy, but only demanded equal�ty of

status for Malays and non-Malays. On 17 August the Prime Minister Datuk

Seri Dr Mahathir assured the Malays that their rights and privileges would 

be protected, "until they themselves do not want the government's help 

any more". He said the Government on its own would "not even take one 

step backward" in this matter. He was addressing a crowd of about 500 

from 11 Malay organizations, representing the business community, Malay

women and students. The Prime Minister said he did not want any racial 

misunderstanding and animosity in the country, and for that matter, all 

races "need to be careful when making statements". They had the right to 

make statements, but this should be done behind closed doors, so that it 

would not trigger racial hatred. Of late, he said, there was disunity among 

the Malays which meant 11we are weak", and "when we are weak, there are 

calls to drop the Malay rights". 

On 23 August 2000 it was reported that David Chua had met Dr Mahathir 

and explained his position that he did not call for the abolition of Malay 

special rights. The Prime Minister advised him not 11to raise the sensitive 

matter again". On 30 August in his National Day eve message, the Prime 

Minister attacked SUQIU' s demands as "extreme" and compared them to the 

"communists" and the Islamic terrorist Al-Maunah group which had recently 

raided two Army camps in Perak to seize arms. 

For the next four months, debates raged in the newspapers over SUQIU' s 

83 demands. Numerous Malay organizations called on SUQIU to withdraw 

its demands. On 13 November at a by-election in Lunas, Kedah state, the 

Barisan Nasional lost to the opposition Parti Keadilan. Several days later 

the BN accused SUQIU of campaigning in the by-election and influencing 
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the Chinese electors to vote against it. The BN by-election defeat, according
to the opposition DAP and an UMNO Government backbencher, Shahrir
Ahmad, was due to the Chinese community's 

II anger" at the Prime Minister's 

remarks in calling SU QIU "'no different from the communists".
The debates reached their :dim.ax in December when the Prime Minister

declared he could not prevent Malays and Malay organizations from
expressing their feelings and hostility towards SUQIU. This apparently
was a reference to the Federation of Peninsular Malaysia Malay Students 

(GPMS)' s move to hold a mammoth rally in Kuala Terengganu on 6
January 2001 to protest SUQIU'S demands. On 11 December 2000 at a
meeting in Parliament, in reply to a DAP member's question, Dr Mahathir
said the Government could not entertain demands by SUQIU as they
were "tantamount to abolishing Malay rights, a move which will result in
chaos and will paralyse the country's progress". He reiterated his earlier
statement that SUQIU was not much different from the communists "who
wanted to abolish the special status of Malays". The Prime Minister said
while his criticism was only directed at SUQIU, "especially certain leaders 

of the group, they and in particular Chinese newspapers, made his remarks
appear as if they were targeted at the entire Chinese comm�nity". He 

added, "If the Chinese in general are offended by my remarks which had
been deliberately distorted by SUQIU and some Chinese newspapers, I
apologize to them." He went on to say that any potential chaos arisinQ
from SU QIU' s demands was defused because he personally forbade 

UMNO Youth and other Malay groups from resorting to violent protests.
_Despite the restraint, SUQIU's "disregard for the ban on raising sensitive 

issues and disrespect for the Government's social contract and national
policies are akin to the attitude of communists". Dr Mahathir said that
SU QIU had to be reprimanded for challenging the "social contract and
attempting to grab all for one community through �ailed equal �riglifs·-:
and meritocracy which the Malays rejected half a century ago". When
asked by the opposition DAP Member of Parliament Kerk Kim Hock why
SUQIU's demands had been agreed to "in principle" by the Cabinet and
by the MCA, ·Gerakan and the SUPP on 23 September 1999, Dr Mahathir
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said, "If we had rejected the demands, we would have lost the elections. 
We were forced not to take a strong stand, if we did, we would have been 
defeated. We had to look after our interests just like the OAP ... which 
collaborated with the PAS ... "26 

On 17 December 2000 in his speech to declare open the Sixth World 
Federation of Foochow Associations Convention in Kuala Lumpur, the 
Deputy Prime Minister Datuk Seri Abdullah Badawi, urged all the 
communities to respect "We believe that no one 
community .will be sidelined. We believe that every Malaysian has a 
responsible role to play in nation-building and we believe that it is this 
unity in diversity that will defin��BaiMal� or Malaysian Nation in 
the years to come," he said. 

Several meetings were held between SUQIU and several Malay 
organizations to discuss its demands. A meeting between SUQIU and UMNO 
Youth on 5 January 2001 ended with a joint statement, in which SUQIU 
agreed to uput aside" seven of its 83-point election appeals in view of the 
"prevailing ethnic tension". It was later explained that the meeting had 
nearly collapsed over the wording of the statement, as SUQIU had insisted 
on the words "set aside" instead of the word "withdraw" to indicate its 
position. 

Both parties agreed that the action was taken "in view of the special 
rights, position, and privileges of the Malays and the natives of any of the 
state of Sabah and Sarawak as enshrined in Article 153 and other such 
relevant Articles of the Federal Constitution not be questioned". Both parties 
also "expressed regret over the unintended reaction within the Malay and 
Chinese communities which had arisen from the Seven Points and 
subsequent incidents". The seven points (demands) put aside were: 

• 

• 

• 

any affirmative action initiated by the government should benefit and 
protect the weaker groups of society, regardless of their religious, social 
and racial background; 
efforts be made to abolish the differences between the bumiputra and 
non-bumiputra communities in all fields; 
fair and equitable distribution of agricultural land to farmers without 
racial distinction; 
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• to abolish the race-based quota system and to replace it with one that is
based on merit;

• to do away with the quota system for entry into universities;
• fair treatment be accorded to all religious organizations in terms of

development of religion. Government assistance should also be extended
to all such organizations which include sufficient coverage from the
official media; and

• to establish a loan scheme or financial assistance for needy students
regardless of race. 27 

The agreement was hailed by the country's newspapers as welcome
news in defusing the racial tensions in the country. Several politicians from
�e BN component parties such as the MCA, the Gerakan and the MIC were
quoted as supporting the settlement. In the following days, UMNO leaders
urged SUQIU and non-Malay groups not to raise the demands again in the 
future. The strong Malay opposition to SU QIU' s demands appears to serve 
as a warning that racial tensions might flare up again if the "social contract" 
was ever challenged once more. However, the strong reactions to SU QIU' s 
demands have been confined mainly to peninsular Malaysia. It remains to 
be seen whether the "social contract" will continue to stand the test of time 
in the new millennium. 

Besides the issue of bumiputra rights, the other issue that has attracted 
much attention has been the controversy between the OAP and PAS over 
the latter's aim to establish Malaysia as an Islamic state. Both parties were 
members of a coalition, called Barisan Alternatif, which had contested
against Dr Mahathir's BN coalition in the 1999 general elections. In the 
electi9ns PAS performed better than the OAP, which suffered electoral 
losses attributed to its endorsement of the PAS programme to set up an
!5lamic state. The OAP continued to urge PAS to drop its "Islamic state"

oal, but PAS had refused to dr so. As events unfolded in Malaysia and· 
temationally, indicating the rise of radical Islamic militancy, the OAP

ounced on 22 September that it would pull out of the BN coalition. PAS 
ained undeterred, believing that the BN coalition had been merely an 

lectoral coalition" and that it might be possible for both PAS and the OAP
come together again in future elections. 



72 • Malaysia: The Making of a Nation

Conclusion 

From the foregoing discussion, it is clear that the 1957 historic bargain is 

more applicable to peninsular Malaysia than to Sarawak and Sabah, where 

the ethnic communities are more varied than in the former. The contesting

communalisms and nationalisms present different problems and challenges.

The UMNO-led Federal Government in Kuala Lumpur shows that it has 

been more adept than the opposition parties in meeting these problems and

challenges in Sarawak and Sabah.

Malay political primacy is likely to continue in Malaysia for a long

time. Malay political primacy is also ingeniously presented as bumiputra 

political primacy. Given this combined "unity" of both Malays and other

indigenous groups in peninsular Malaysia and in Sarawak and Sabah, it is

unlikely that Malay if not bumiputra political primacy could ever be 

dislodged. 
From Dr Mahathir' s handling of the SUQIU issue, it is clear that his 

"Vision" of Malaysia in the year 2020 will not see the elimination of bumiputra 

rights. His Bangsa Malaysia (Malaysian Nation) will not see a revision of the 

1957 "historic bargain". It will see a continuation of Malay political primacy.

It is no different from that of Tunku Abdul Rahman' s vision of first Malaya 

and then Malaysia nor of that of Tun Razak and Tun Hussein Onn. The non

Malay, or non-bumiputra population will have to accept this vision as a 

reality for a long time to come. 

The following studies of Malaysia's four Prime Ministers as nation-

builders will show how they had grappled with the complex problem of

creating a Malaysian nation-state in which Malay political primacy was 

entrenched and perpetuated. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

t957-70 

"Pluralisnt" in Nation-Building 
during the Tunku's Administration 

He [the Tunku] had a simple philosophy: the role of the Malays was to
control the machinery of the·state, to give out licences and collect the
revenue, and most important of all, to ensure that they were not displaced.
Unlike the Chinese and Indians who had China and India to return to,
they had nowhere else to go. In his soft-spoken, gracious way, he was
absolutely open about his determination to maintain the ascendancy of the
Malays and ensure that they and their sultans would rem�ords
of the country.

Lee Kuan Yew, The Singapore Story:
Memoirs of Lee Kuan Yew, p. 442

T
UNKU ABDUL Rahmari was not only Malaya's first Prime Minister, but

also the leader who !�d the country to independence; hence, his title 

Bapa Kemerdekaan (Father of Independence).1 He is also known as Bapa ·

Malaysia (Father of Malaysia), or father of the nation, a title given for

bringing about the present wider federation of Malaya, Sarawak and Sabah. 

These are major nation-building achievements. He was also independent 

Malaysia's first world statesman. He received numerous.�tes and �ds 

from foreign countries for his services towards international peace and co

operation. He was best known in the Commonwealth for his strong stand 

'against a��, and for his pioneering role in the formation of the 

sociatiott of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). On retirement as 
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二、马哈迪的困境？或马来西亚人的困境？ 
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讨论重点 

• 什么是「种族构成」（racial formation）与种族政治？ 

• 从《新马华人国家认同转向》、《马来人的困境》来看，华人与马来人面对的困境

有何异同？ 

• 马哈迪提出的“国民团结的基础”是否有助于打造“马来西亚人”？ 

专题演讲：陈穆红博士（林连玉基金学术委员会委员、国民大学高级研究员） 

演讲主题：建国政策与种族关系 
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讨论单 

1.  崔贵强从哪些方面指出，独立前，马来亚华人首先是政治冷漠的群体？为何这些

群体对政治冷漠？ 

2.  崔贵强认为，哪些“结构性条件”（社会风气、政党模式、文化认同等）导致马

来亚华人的认同转向？如何评价马华与教总、全马华人注册社团在争取公民权的

行动？ 

3.  Racial Formation这个概念可以从哪些面向讨论 Malay state（racial 

despotism）的形构？ 

4.  马哈迪如何论述种族平等的意义？他提出的了哪些对马来人不平等的结构性因素

与种族特质？ 

5.  马哈迪如何看待贫穷与种族不平等的课题？他是否支持援助贫穷的非马来人？他

的扶弱政策有什么基本假设？ 

6.  马哈迪如何定义土著？马哈迪如何解释马来人特权、马来人国家的合理性？他如

何看待非马来人是否效忠马来亚的课题？他如何看待马来人与原住民谁才是马来

亚这片土地的拥有者？ 

7.  马来西亚的新经济政策、国家文化政策在哪些面向反映了华人、马来人的集体困

境？ 
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��'.=t%-c, s J,3l:�$o H� 3 j(JE, �7*�HC7ti�il!, fkff7t'�� 

f� o 91 

�rIA��ffl��r.3�, �ft19�49�Llff5���7o � 

�m�•mit, ���������I�ft�������Iffim, 

J,A-�ffl tt�miJJo 1946 4 8 �, ����,8,I�-5tjJ=, &PffiJJo 

�I�lf>c-g-�-1=5��I�lf>c-g-�, ft��s<J*mt�1tr, ffiJJo:iffi'.I� 

�-g-�*'m'm:lEJc, 51� 7 �JMB<J�a, #Wx1-*, Ll�U��Jtn� o � 

�1�s4�AA������m, �m��*n�*' �*Jt�M, � 

ti:t;tt �� *83 , 11 't t� % lf£ J2£ o 

�-hffi, �JM�jJ��*�JMI�s<JfflM-1=5��, r�ffi*� 

m�A��s<Jffi�:iffi'.I�fflM�ili�7o ���fflMLl����ffA 

± JV ± , �� � A 1x � n r oo w 1--A s<J iu .ful , 1&: 11:t 1:1 ,t\ 4 fi§ , * ;tt � 

�, #�jJ����Ws<JIAM�� 

ft•A±�����A, fth*�-1=5*fflN�A�%�-1=5�� 

r, B±I�, ��I�, IrI��I�s<J�jJB.fultl*, �ffi� 

:flt Ir .1=j �$I A I �  C Singapore Factory and Shop Workers' 

Union) ' fU7 1955 4}f£, ����i!i 30,000 A o 
92 ft�H$i)Js<J� 

�' ili��7&ffi��mo �JE, IA���.1=j3��fflm�, �� 

A�ffi)J;t, 1fff�.1tr 1959 4*�1E!fX1"i 7ffiJJo:flts<J�t£ o

MLit��, ft504ft�C�Jt�JEAA), $�ll�s<JLm, � 

m-1=5rms<J�TA±, B���700*��s<Jtt� o �®, *��s<J 

$»Jc��5rmA±, x1�3±tl!lJ&ffli*�*�'t1�s<J�&, 1mm#��z:� 

��i,�-1=5�¥' ili�fJHl* IfX 0 �;tt O 1m11'J 3 �' ili if:tt1f AxH$ 3+1 

* ±ili s<J ffi �;tt 5 I Ll jJ �, 1.E!. � Ll � � s<J �, *$�A B � tm Jf- 711: �

��s<J��' ffiLlffi�*jJ���m�7o

91 Yeo Kim Wah,�� .:p;, p. 2440 

92 YeoKimWah,��.:j,;, p.241 0 
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ffi +---• �*�� AOO*iAfmB{J�Jnl 

1950-1957 

50 �1��§ 5 4, ft 200 �7JB1�::'1UI$A*, �7 &�1fiJtz. 

±Ll5�, ;::ks<J$Ax,t3±ili��ill�1f-f�1til�o 1m1i'J#��Z:r 

iBJ1JHBJPfr¥ff s<J-:i!1¥ m�� �-1=51L�iSl� s<J�¥o �® § 1955 �Ll 

m, �*�����§��1L��. $A�M������ffiMrl 

*' X'J.3�8100*��*7-��&�tt�o 

< �) �irl0r�J1�¥:�� 

ffi 3i •it"&.$ A lEI &x-t if 3t 1M ;t iSl -tS Tm� r;JJ � ,8, i* �mi� ff�, 

@��rn=w-•�ff, ���u#�. r1�8�2�1a����� 

*�lf>c-g-n�'f* o ft 1948 4�*�]f}c-g-J=�t)}� (Federation of Malaya

Agreement 1948) r�0�t£�-WU�JH5E, �7 �*±�jg3�0�5r,

ft��-1=5�A�ili�, #ft�*�lf>c-g-nmtt�����s<J�e�.

�$ilp)ZjJ0�o ft�*�lf>c-g-n C�Pll3�5�) ili�*' ��ffL 8 �

7t��mili $il0�t£ o �r]�®ft�*�Ll5�ili����' !J1lJ1fflffL

15 � 7t 1f � * $ ii o $ ii A� 7 1ffl � � & � &:i tt �'§'I=��,�, 3 tfil5r,

:BSi"iWct�i�E)GIB:i��lJ-\o {£!ff� 20 4Jl�ct 45 � s<J $ii A, JJ11J�

f�3G1,�X���o

1 J.M. Gullick, Malaya (London, 1963), pp. 224-225.
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tt0�tllb*'r��ff, �� 1950 ifjjl.f:, J:��1f 35 JJ$A§i;JJ 

nxjJ0� o J3��� 15 JJAiiii$iilf3itjJ0�o 2 
ffe5�1J- 1950 ifl"b* 

�JI*-g-n$AAD,@!91 200 JJ*it:.3
, JJ��$A11Hi0�tl� R 2i 

114, 351f 314 8"1$A�ffFf0�tZB"11'1f1B·� o JJ��$$A�JJ!J�70 

�1¥Jtl�, ��$�0�1¥J�fil, ���$A1¥J�ffl, �$, H�� 

�1-tm�m1:1¥Jtr$, m1J-1r�z.±1¥J�®��, h�-*A0�tl, 

tuim3�1¥JlL 

1951 if 9 JL �1\ Ef=l '*1$,�, ��B JF$AHill{��A�, tf:l/till 

1*it 60 --t•fil, {�� 120 A, �0��fciJN2, -�iSC�xtif�$0� 

1¥J��, ±*tll��±�, �tt�*�II**ntll��, §i;JJnxjJ3� 

0� o 4 ffi�, ��'*1$�-�BJF1¥Jmm����A�, &�fiftf:l� 

�±�1¥J��o 5
��, �$�II*�&��mm����, ffitf:lffWA

tftf{, Dlfltf:l��@$1fl"h*�II*-g-W0�� 0 6 �if 2 JHJJ, �*��

@��II**�����, ��m����0�tl1¥J$���0
1 

1948 ��*�II*ifn-1?}}5Ei:p 8"10�tt��tlt3J5E, ���l"h*A *ff

�r.!� 1¥Jt4F'fm'l:i, mif*�nxjJ����iSll¥J�#,, iifz=� T-#�,t, 

jJ fffJ � � /ll � , /ll .lft, II* if,� .1L rtiSl � � 19 51 if 7 fa.1 j's] fi>GJL 7 0 � tZ 

Federation of Malaya, Annual Report 1950, p.24; {Jc.$ S .f!O ( 195 1.3.2) Wi. 

*�,1.��k lf�.ffl% 0
3 .ft::t"k*�it 19501ri!i*-.:1E*-��.f.A.A.o,t.tJi�;;f!$/Ui-'.f- a 1£�it 19471r

t/.J $A.A. o ,t,.tJi.,t 1,884,534 A. ( Malayan Census Report, 1947, p.40) , 1957 Jj=
t/.J .t-.tJi.,t 2,332,936 A. ( 1 9576Population Census of the Federation of Malaya, 

p.l), lO}j=-i*J.f.A.A.opgjJpJ 448,402A., -*Jf=--f-1SJpgj}p$Jif9J] 45,000A., »... 
1948 Jj=-_f_ 1950 Jj=-t/.] pgjJpA.ki9 Ji 135,000 A., � 1950 Jj=-t/.] $A.A. o .t-$ffi±9:fj,J 
-tttM.i± 200 "lio x...tlk {rTI¥-;af.f0 :f±n:- C 1952.3.9) Wi.*-��'t::t�-*.�4t 
�, 195 1 Jf=-$A.,t,A. o Ji 2,061,000 A.a 

4 f�}Jfj s-to ' 195 1.9.6 0 

5 

{ rTI¥-;af.f0 ' 1 95 1.9.70 

6 { rTI¥-;af.fJO ' 195 1.9.24 0 

1 { �}Jtl s -tO , 1952.2.20 
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$' lt � � � , �iJ� JE: i:p l¥J -e- J:W@: ll!IJ tm IJ- $' i_L � ii 7 JVr }j l¥J 'i�HSl 

FP, *�����r3}j19amtf:l-fil0�tl*��, 5}j78, � 

1L�i>l�-==-�Jiii, �jJ 1952 if�*�It>tirn0��1�iT�4'-, �HT 

r 9 jj 15 B®���o 

��4'-1¥Jffi1�5E.=1::��= co �li�*Hlt�z.3+1fi�, ep 13$J� 

fJ It>t if i� 0 � , x �fr� 1\ E!3 z;ui :!Ji! ill ± z. � fi � , ep 13 i;JJ � fJ It>c * 

n0�; c2) j��tf:l�z.t$�. am 10 ifm crt�i�JEfJ 15 if) , 

ePPT$liY3ttfJ0�; o) �fr�4'-�:Mam 5 �P3.$il�, fri!§� 

iA1rffiPT�1t�, i-! §�iA1rffi?/f�c:&� o x1°�F�*A ITTJ§, 0 �� 

1fiTrt4-�ii���T o 1m1tit, �� 1953 � 6 }j 30 BfJl.f::, B�if 

1,157,ooo $A�jJ�:�t�IIIt>tirn0��1+1fi�o 8 rro�tER�*�$A 

3:.A.DZ.�� o 

•n�4'-�Mam, 0��£ffl1r��, -&$Aill�fJ����

MJ�, 1mm1¥J�m�= o) $A.=1::*1¥J "±�ep3�0�" EB ili±� 

±xJffill!!J**lz*�p;j; C2) ��i!§�iAR�*�AP-H�JE:; C3) fr 

t$P!f3 tf:l ��PT 13 i;JJ�fJ 0 �, ®a�*fMt� tf:l ±�, Mj1f�twJt:1m� 

#, �Jt:����a1t>c1rntf:l���ey13���0�, ��1¥1��� 

XirW, ®$���-tE�fJ·iJ�4-ill*������������ 

1¥J�A�, �rl «£1fi'I 81�» Witm: 

·�·��*�������·*' ���-#�4��

�' �4��--�b�#�����' -�#���ff.;·�� 

�······ �;4-....� ���;4-....iq] ff.; �F!t-J-...�4, � ��,'-]-efp-J-...{,J � 

���o �������(f.J��Q-��4����a���� 

���ff.;#�- &�. ��- ���+�����' &L�ff.JAA 

������·��+��Q-·���0 9 

8 K. J. Ratnam, JiiJRt �, p.92a 

"*��,0,-��x.1t}.iE*4-" ' {£�J+J s-to ;j±-i{;-, 1952.9.160 
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� mf � .! fij ffi lb -lr ±tR J:¥!x IS 1� $ � -lr ff laJ tl:l Ji& B"J �G 2 frj � 14 H 

7]\, frr 19504� 19544 9 JHBJ, ¥ffe&$A$I+X0RJ£B"1X*, �T 

_tJf JLrm Wl lfi B"J i�J£jr, � Jii!i �ft!?. iG �, & aJc T i3:1J3 !'BJ B"J-$ 5t lb* 

���nB"lf#A, x10�tl.B"l»m��J MWH�T$Ax1�*�00 

*!¥J�����--��' ����!¥J�� o

� ����fi$AA�m�!¥J�$*��, �ffl�2�filfil�Ti3: 

fipfl���B"J;t,�o frr 1950 4� 1954 4f'BJ, *��li�:bQ5J T 3 

�$*B"lffl�, �&x1B����4&§lb�fil*�; &xtE�ftW 

*��; -b�AOO�ffi; ���ffl�ff0��ffi; ��tt�*��

� o {E!Efil�IM"fr A� 00 !¥]$*, 1,io&xt�t!JM:i!1�*1aJiU�*�iJaJ 

�; ¥b§rn�oo�h�M; �m�+�; �m�fr�*����� 

�a IO 

�-�00, �$0���AC����M��*)��m$I+X$ 

A 0 � tl. , ftB 1l'J ml »Ji r lb * A @f :Mi ff � , ltX 1t -lr fip li.* �ti� ffJ. 4i

(Communities Liaison Committee) !¥]-t:�M, fJE:ittT 1952 4lb*��ir 

i�1�iH!4B"J�f� o �W, �$04iB<J�jJtp:iJ!�tU1�� mxfL xtlb 

$04i!¥JPfi,f$A�J+X0�tX., 1,f�$AW1�Ll»1l!¥JJxbYo ll

�� 1954 4 9 J3 LlJ§, $A$�0�fX:iE�T3f�'1.i'ti�m, � 

tt 1955 4B"JWiW��ftlin, !UT 1956 4� 1957 4f'BJ, $A$J+X0�t)Z 

EJ{j jg� :QS:l?U AA� 0 $A$ J+X 0 � tl. B"J ffi rt1l�� � m' § � �£r 3 

t-thl&� :&�!¥J�� a 1954 4 LlJ§, �*�� IAJ § �J!ll1Lz�ili:itt o 

1955 4 7 J3, �*��-{J\¥1Ttff:i&, �M�1iffi1itl'l::t!¥Jtt�U, *M 

JO 
� ±� lf **---i--f.-Jli>t.E.. f-u:;1 %]Jf=-��-1H1J' 1977 f' pp. 207-2100

11 Wong Yoke Nyen, "Chinese Organization and Citizenship in Post-War Malaya,

1945-1958", Review of Southeast Asian Studies, Vol.12, Dec. 1982, p. 15. 
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�frttiilil O 1956 if: 1 B �M1�*[jlitt�OOwrnM!ll3'I, ]{�Ji T•jr!¥JM 

� o 6B, *�%��*1aJ��*�, m�•-ir�•£, ��3'I!¥J�* 

�mu%� o �����1L�:ft�, �*�$A�ffl���$�0� 

tl., LlM-flJ5x:�0�, fr�3'IJ§��*�00$�0�!¥J�N o

1954 if 9 )=j 19 B, '.§�fi�$::k��133f T'.§3'M$AH!aJ1�*::k 

4i, �W�W��$A$ffl0�tl.zM&o ili�laJ��38�lfiQ, � 

*7o�Aa ���*��:ft§, W��$AbYM�$ffl�0�, ��

���irn0�tl.B"JA, ��$fflffW$ffi, ��tt�tl.a W�illR

��I+X0�tl.m, T�:i&¥tl.��:i&tl., ��$���*'���,

��$A���fi$�, �N����, ���mo ��-WM*,

-��ttpx;3'I"����©$ffl0�tl.�fflffl�tl.�ffJ.� n , tt¥:100

��ffJ.��b�l2

�J§, ��c��·ffl)�$*��133f$AHOO*�' ��� 

©$A$il0��3'Mfi� o 
13 
*� c��� 3'M1tJ#) ill¥:frT ffllaJ1� 

**�' i,J.�tt��ffl1Em�$il0�tl.o 14 

�W, 1955 4_t$4, ��-lr�m�fi[jl�-�·���3'I�iJ.4i 

i1?f§�lHJ5U, &WtE$l+X0�tl.�%UBt To 11� 1955 4 8 B, 0�tl.!¥J 

M&TN�Effi®*o ���m�mffl�ffi-�I&m-�0�tl.� 

� o 
15 ��u�*�,g,4i1�**4ifr'rei*¥:1T, iJ.�1JEfflffi�l&JM151 

� $it0�tl.*1Ytl O 

16 s )=j �1u, *��1+11#Afi[j]J�,fi.±��;tmm 

12 �ii.10,p.1570 
13 

{ t * a .-no , 1954.9.190
14 { !:�Jtl a .to ' 1954.10.30
15 

{ !:�Jtl a .tO , 1955.8.20
16 

{ ifJ ;f iHO , 1955.8.Bo
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1\tW4��&��m�I1-t, �-t-:iiHr•�zzv��= cD i»-:*�� 
�£A.�$A0��z4��, ��£��ffl����, �Mffii&

JM, tX�:*E2��00ffi�$:*E2; C2) ilil����±fu*$:*��EJG$ 
A:ii:�001*, llfif-��·tt:tJJ; C3) �:*����14J-�4��£3C:1f 
�*�*]Ez�fttliJ.BlOOo 19 

��$Attm:*�z4��, �rm*i&m•rr0�����• 
* '* T 13 Jffi w rn , � st 1-t 4 Jffi�i>l o Pff � i¥J 13 Jffi w rn * , :tljj ili rJJUr 1¥1
0����, *�#���z ttm, �ffi-�r-iz, �*�3�$A 
EJG�1teA��*A�j;�-ftn0�, 1:1:.ut·ttt'.R.r, ��� 314 $A*1t�1�0

��o:t:E�*]Effln�, ili�±fu��ffi���*�' m�����

m, ������ o $A��*]E�ifn-�m�, �*nI"iffi�& 
m����e, �*��rnr$A*�����i¥J�n���z, �
#���J�fte.Al¥Jfit�o 4���iliz 4 Jffi�i>l�= Cl) *�ili�±fu�
lUffiY!U; (2) m�:t:E��±fuili�Z$A, :t:E*nttHiJ1H±WHBJ,mii 5

i 
I17 

{ 1$J� iilf-tlO , 1955.8.14, W ±��A.Arftl ,&*.,lJtAl�iti!lf:i.±.ftl ;li* ff! if.1.ioAI1%5�.��*ffl 30�.�k��·��M��*'•�•�*'�� �'���,���,�·�*,··���*' ��*· �·*•�*
�o 

18 { lVJtl a -t!O , 1955.8.180 
19 < .i:}Jtl a -tO , 1955.8.290 

1¥, �3fJJ3-tt:*n�, @i:JJ$1t0��; o) !ft�*��ut; c4)

0��a•@:t:E�*]E���i[z�#��fiow 
:t:E 19551f:�7Zifu°, �ilif�iTt&�0�;tt*f9tla"J, �1fl?J*S11"E3' 

w�ffilf*if��u�,*�ffilf*if��o 21 

1956 1¥ 1 fj, :t:E*�l¥1$®ir, lf*!Miffii&J&1t*mtt����m 
�$:*E2&M��ff!·fi�1ffi�irij6o���r1�18B, �-f-2

�88, ffist��,-W*fi��o���@�ifi:JJ�B"Jffi,fflill?J 
*S11JI*-ftnr 19571¥ 8 ��!k1ro �T��!k1ra"Jl?J*&E.WU-$��,
-��iLl¥l*�•§OOffl�l?I*S11*fi���-,,M�a, f»-�j;
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1?J*]E$AJ!k1rm1¥Jfif��lljiij�e, 129.ut, *A. 19s61f: 3 � i»-m, �

$Att00���3f��:*�, �m4�*' ��·�0�;ttzW� 0 

�W, e�ff·�fi�,�fi��, ��n��BMl¥1�*' +

A·tf�o W.13., IE�$Attffin*0�;ttz�i, ��*fMJJt..PlflfM%$ 
�1?J*S11oo����•••••ili��&�, �iliT��i¥Jn$1§ 
�ooo�•n#ttm*1¥19�,$A�m��,W%·��$Al¥J� 
*0�m��� Q, !ll�to,, 129.ut$A��m�®*, ff�-�, �

_gi»-@N�ifu"B"Jfe:flt o 19561¥ 4 }j 11 B, *$trffi,g,�3f�i>lflt, l»-
*$tr00�����, -�*ffl***��,��*$*���-*
n$�����,&�mM�fflz$AMa��m*, tt��*�l?I
$A001*��:*�, I»-1ffiM���-��-£·U*�za£, ·�
$Aft�� 1¥1 *�;ttfra. 0 

22 

*$Atr00��1¥J-�, 1r��ffl7�ffl$AZ����, ��

lljiij@ o fl%-C*ffl*$:*��-W�R),�ffiffC��*$*�

20 < £�Jtl a .tllJ , 1955.10.60
21 

{ J$J � i!lf-tllJ , 1955.10.11; { £�Jtl a -t10 , 1955.12.190 
22 {£�Jtl a.to' 1956.4.130 
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1f-15} *a *-1.. .ft.m 
1946 1105 172,101 4513 
1947 1338 193,340 5293 
1948 1364 189,230 5337 
1949 1338 202,769 5493 
1950 1319 216,465 6245 
1951 1171 206,343 6369 
1952 1203 239,356 6057 
1953 1214 250,881 6748 
1954 1236 252,312 7035 
1955 1276 277,454 7606 
1956 1325 320,168 8435 
1957 1347 391,667 9663 

1t#*-�: Federation of Malaya, Annual Report on Education, 1946-1957 

1946-1957 EJ *-i!E.lfk-@'-� -ir-j: If*� * _1_,&_.ft .9l .ft� 

1f-15} *a *-1.. .ft.m 
1946 15 4,508 194 
1947 22 3,194 201 
1948 21 3,474 220 
1949 27 4,450 265 
1950 32 5,830 380 
1951 38 7,503 426 
1952 40 11,378 462 
1953 45 14,670 1,438 
1954 38 18,112 512 
1955 54 32,491 946 
1956 70 40,330 1,037 
1957 60 49,536 1,141 

1f#*-�: Federat10n of Malaya, Annual Report on Education, 194 6-1957 
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 C H A P T E R  4 

 The Theory of Racial Formation 

 Race is a way of “making up people.” 1  The very act of defi ning racial groups is a pro-

cess fraught with confusion, contradiction, and unintended consequences. Concepts 

of race prove to be unreliable as supposed boundaries shift, slippages occur, realign-

ments become evident, and new collectivities emerge. State- imposed classifi cations 

of race, for example, face continuing challenges by individuals and groups who seek 

to assert distinctive racial categories and identities. Historical shifts in scientifi c 

knowledge, in fi elds ranging from physical anthropology to the genomic sciences, 

fuel continuing debates about what race may or may not mean as an indicator of 

human variation. While such debates and reformulations regarding the concept of 

race initially occur in specifi c institutional arenas, public spaces, or academic fi elds, 

their consequences are often dramatic and reverberate broadly throughout society. 

 Race- making can also be understood as a process of “othering.” Defining groups 

of people as “other” is obviously not restricted to distinctions based on race. Gen-

der, class, sexuality, religion, culture, language, nationality, and age, among other 

perceived distinctions, are frequently evoked to justify structures of inequality, dif-

ferential treatment, subordinate status, and in some cases violent conflict and war. 

Classifying people as other, and making use of various perceived attributes in order 

to do so, is a universal phenomenon that also classifies (and works to amalgamate and 

homogenize) those who do the classifying (Blumer 1958). “Making up people” is 

both basic and ubiquitous. As social beings, we must categorize people so as to be able 

to “navigate” in the world— to discern quickly who may be friend or foe, to position 

and situate ourselves within prevailing social hierarchies, and to provide clues that 

guide our social interactions with the individuals and groups we encounter. 

 But while the act of categorizing people and assigning different attributes to such 

categories may be universal, the categories themselves are subject to enormous varia-

tion over historical time and space. The definitions, meanings, and overall coherence 

of prevailing social categories are always subject to multiple interpretations. No social 

category rises to the level of being understood as a fixed, objective, social fact. 

 One might imagine, for example, that the category of a person’s “age” (as measured 

in years) is an objective social category. But even this familiar concept’s meaning var-

ies across time and space. In many societies where the elderly are venerated and highly 

valued as leaders and living repositories of wisdom, individuals tend to overstate their 

age in years. By contrast, people in the youth- oriented United States tend to under-

state how old they are. Processes of classification, including self- classification, are 
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reflective of specific social structures, cultural meanings and practices, and of broader 

power relations as well. 

 The definitions of specific categories are framed and contested from “above” 

and “below.” The social identities of marginalized and subordinate groups, for 

example, are both imposed from above by dominant social groups and/or state insti-

tutions, and constituted from below by these groups themselves as expressions of 

self- identification and resistance to dominant forms of categorization. In any given 

historical moment, one can understand a social category’s prevailing meaning, but 

such understandings can also be erroneous or transitory. They are often no more 

than the unstable and tentative result of the dynamic engagement between “elite” and 

“street” definitions and meanings. 

 Race as a Master Category 

 It is now widely accepted in most scholarly fi elds that race is a  social construction.  

Simply stating that race is socially constructed, however, begs a number of important 

questions. How is race constructed? How and why do racial defi nitions and meanings 

change over time and place? And perhaps most important, what role does race play 

within the broader social system in which it is embedded? 

 With respect to this last question, we advance what may seem an audacious claim. 

We assert that in the United States,  race is a master category — a fundamental concept 

that has profoundly shaped, and continues to shape, the history, polity, economic 

structure, and culture of the United States. Obviously, some clarification is in order. 

We are not suggesting that race is a transcendent category— something that stands 

above or apart from class, gender, or other axes of inequality and difference. The lit-

erature on intersectionality has clearly demonstrated the mutual determination and 

co- constitution of the categories of race, class, gender, and sexual orientation. It is not 

possible to understand the (il)logic of any form of social stratification, any practice 

of cultural marginalization, or any type of inequality or human variation, without 

appreciating the deep, complex, comingling, interpenetration of race, class, gender, 

and sexuality. In the cauldron of social life, these categories come together; they are 

profoundly transformed in the process. 2  

 We hold these truths of intersectional analysis to be self- evident. But we also 

believe that race has played a unique role in the formation and historical develop-

ment of the United States. Since the historical encounter of the hemispheres and 

the onset of transatlantic enslavement were the fundamental acts of race- making, 

since they launched a global and world- historical process of “making up people” that 

constituted the modern world, race has become the  template  of both difference and 

inequality. This is a world- historical claim, but here we develop it only in the context 

of the United States. 

 We suggest that the establishment and reproduction of different regimes of 

domination, inequality, and difference in the United States have consciously drawn 
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upon concepts of difference, hierarchy, and marginalization based on race. The geno-

cidal policies and practices directed towards indigenous peoples in the conquest and 

settlement of the “new world,” and towards African peoples in the organization of 

racial slavery, combined to form a template, a master frame, that has perniciously 

shaped the treatment and experiences of other subordinated groups as well. This 

template includes not only the technologies (economic, political, cultural) of exploi-

tation, domination, and deracination; it also includes the technologies of resistance: 

self- activity (James et al., 1958); “ liberté, égalité, fraternité ,” sisterhood, and abolition 

democracy (Du Bois 2007 [1935]). 

 Consider the questions of class and gender. Historically in the United States, 

race has provided a master category for understanding the definition of class and the 

patterns of class consciousness, mobilization, and organization. Class stratification in 

the United States has been profoundly affected by race and racism, and the reproduc-

tion of class inequalities is inextricably linked to the maintenance of white supremacy. 

Race has shaped the meaning of such concepts as work and worker, labor and employ-

ment, master and servant, supervisor and subordinate (Roediger 2007 [1991]). Race 

is a fundamental organizing principle of social stratification. It has influenced the 

definition of rights and privileges, the distribution of resources, and the ideologies 

and practices of subordination and oppression. The concept of race as a marker of 

difference has permeated all forms of social relations. It is a template for the processes 

of marginalization that continue to shape social structures as well as collective and 

individual psyches. Drawing upon social psychology and mind science research that 

explores mechanisms of “othering,” john a. powell and Stephen Menendian assert: 

“Without being identical, most of the forms of marginalization and stratification in 

society share a common set of heuristics and structure, which is patterned on race” 

(powell and Menendian n.d.). 

 From conquest and slavery on, racial parallels and racial “crossings” have shaped 

gender relations. Women and slaves were at best lower- status humans, at worst not 

human at all. They were both subject to chattelization. Their labor was coerced and 

unremunerated; they were physically brutalized. Although there were, of course, very 

distinct and widely varied experiences of subordination among different classes of 

women and of blacks, the objectification of both groups was near- total. Repression 

of women’s autonomy, intellect, and bodily integrity was obsessive and often violent 

(Beauvoir 1989; Federici 2004). Blacks, Indians, and women were afforded very little 

recognition: Their entry into the public sphere, corporeal integrity, and intellectual 

capacity was strenuously denied. In political and legal theory, the sexual contract and 

the racial contract have been extensively compared (Goldman 1911; Rubin 1975; 

Pateman 1988; Mills 1999). 

 The corporeal distinction between white men and the others over whom they 

ruled as patriarchs and masters, then, links race to gender, and people of color to 

women. Whether they were defined by their racial status (as enslaved or “free,” black, 

Indian,  mestiz@ ), or by the patriarchal family (as daughters, wives, mothers), they 
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were corporeally stigmatized, permanently rendered as “other than,” and the pos-

sessions of, the white men who ruled. As in the case of class distinctions, evolving 

gender distinctions coincided in important ways with racial ones. In part, this too 

was corporeal: Perhaps at the core of intersectionality practice, as well as theory, is 

the “mixed- race” category. Well, how does it come about that people can be “mixed”? 

What does the presence of mixed people mean for both white and male supremacy? 

 In short, the master category of race profoundly shaped gender oppression. It 

is fascinating that this pattern of combined political influence and political tension, 

which was established in the antebellum intersection between abolitionism and early 

feminism and reproduced during the struggle for women’s suffrage and against Jim 

Crow at the turn of the 20th century, was then reiterated again in the post- World War 

II years in “intersectional” alliance and conflict between the civil rights movement 

and “second- wave” feminism. To be sure, there were many “intersections” between 

the two patterns described here. The tense and ultimately ruptural relationship 

between “first- wave” feminism and the black freedom movement around the turn of 

the 20th century is perhaps the best- known example: The (white) women’s suffrage 

movement broke with its former black allies, abandoning black women (and black 

men too) in the process, as the Jim Crow system was institutionalized in the United 

States. Southern states’ ratification of the 19th Amendment was conditional on their 

continued denial of black voting rights. Such black women activists as Ida B. Wells, 

Mary Church Terrell, and Anna Julia Cooper, as well as many lesser- known figures, 

fiercely denounced this as a betrayal. Of course, it reflected the pervasive white rac-

ism of the epoch (see Crenshaw 1991; Cooper 1998; Collins 2008 [1999]; Davis 2011 

[1983]). 

 While race is a template for the subordination and oppression of different social 

groups, we emphasize that it is also a template for resistance to many forms of mar-

ginalization and domination. The new social movements of the 1960s and 1970s, for 

example— the women’s movement, the student movement, the anti- war movement, 

the gay liberation movement— were inspired by and consciously drew upon the black 

movement’s theoretical insights, strategies, and tactics to organize their specific con-

stituencies, make political demands, and challenge existing practices of exclusion and 

subordination. These movement challenges underscore the dual- edged and dynamic 

qualities that inhere in the social category of race. These qualities are, once again, 

economic, political, and cultural technologies. They involve asserting previously 

stigmatized identities, “fusing” previously “serialized” groups (Sartre 2004), creat-

ing “commons” where resources can be shared.  “Making up people” racially, then, 

has been “portable” across U.S. history. It has spread from one oppressed group to 

another and proved transferable to other marginalized identities, social cleavages, and 

political struggles. 

 Before we can consider and fully evaluate the notion of race as a master cat-

egory of social organization in the United States, we need to think about how race 

itself is defined, what meanings are attached to it, and how it is deployed to create, 
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reproduce, or challenge racist structures. The process of race making, and its rever-

berations throughout the social order, is what we call  racial formation.  We define racial 

formation as  the sociohistorical process by which racial identities are created, lived out, 

transformed, and destroyed.  

 Our presentation of racial formation theory proceeds in several steps. First, we 

provide a concept of  racialization  to emphasize how the phenomic, the corporeal 

dimension of human bodies, acquires meaning in social life. How are corporeal dif-

ferences among humans apprehended and given meaning? Next, we advance the 

concept of  racial projects  to capture the simultaneous and co- constitutive ways that 

racial meanings are translated into social structures and become racially signified. 

Then, we discuss the problem of  racism  in an attempt to specify under what condi-

tions a racial project can be defined as  racist.  Finally, we discuss  racial politics,  the 

way society is racially organized and ruled. Here, we consider  racial despotism, racial 

democracy, and racial hegemony  as frameworks for racial rule and racial resistance. 

We suggest that in the early 21st century the hegemonic concept of race in U.S. 

society is that of “colorblindness.” The ideological hegemony of colorblindness, how-

ever, is extremely contradictory and shallow. It confronts widespread resistance and 

falls short of achieving the political stability that hegemonic projects are supposed to 

deliver. This chapter ends there; the post- World War II political trajectory of race is 

treated in detail in the chapters that follow. 

 Racialization 

 Race is often seen as a social category that is either objective or illusory. When viewed 

as an objective matter, race is usually understood as rooted in biological diff erences, 

ranging from such familiar phenomic markers as skin color, hair texture, or eye shape, 

to more obscure human variations occurring at the genetic or genomic levels. When 

viewed as an illusion, race is usually understood as an ideological construct, some-

thing that masks a more fundamental material distinction or axis of identity: our 

three paradigms of ethnicity, class, and nation typify such approaches. Thus race is 

often treated as a metonym or epiphenomenon of culture (in the ethnicity paradigm), 

inequality and stratifi cation (in the class paradigm), or primordial peoplehood (in the 

nation paradigm). 

 On the “objective” side, race is often regarded as an  essence,  as something fixed 

and concrete. The three main racial classifications of humans once posed (and now 

largely rejected) by physical anthropology— Negroid, Caucasoid, and Mongoloid— 

are examples of such an essentialist perspective. Another example is “mixed- race” 

identity: To consider an individual or group as “multiracial” or mixed race presup-

poses the existence of clear, discernible, and discrete races that have subsequently 

been combined to create a hybrid, or perhaps mongrel, identity. Here race is function-

ing as a metonym for “species,” although that connection is generally not admitted 

in the present day. 
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 While race is still popularly understood as essence, it has also been viewed as a 

mere  illusion,  especially in more recent accounts. As a purely ideological construct, 

race is considered to be unreal, a product of “false consciousness.” As we have seen 

in our discussion of class paradigms of race, both orthodox (neoclassical) econom-

ics and orthodox Marxism viewed race this way. For the former, it was an irrational 

distraction from pure, market- based considerations of value in exchange; for the 

latter it was an ideological tool that capitalists (or sometimes privileged white work-

ers) deployed to prevent the emergence of a unified working-class movement. In the 

current period, colorblind ideology— expressed, for example, in affirmative action 

debates— argues that any form of racial classification is itself inherently racist since 

race is not “real.” 

 We are critical of both positions: race as essence and race as illusion. Race is not 

something rooted in nature, something that reflects clear and discrete variations in 

human identity. But race is also not an illusion. While it may not be “real” in a bio-

logical sense, race is indeed real as a social category with definite social consequences. 

The family, as a social concept, provides an intriguing analogy to grasp the “reality” 

of race: 

 We know that families take many forms … Some family categories correspond 

to biological categories; others do not. Moreover, boundaries of family mem-

bership vary, depending on individual and institutional factors. Yet regardless 

of whether families correspond to biological definitions, social scientists 

study families and use membership in family categories in their study of other 

phenomena, such as well- being. Similarly, racial statuses, although not repre-

senting biological differences, are of sociological interest in their form, their 

changes, and their consequences. 

 (American Sociological Association 2003, 5) 

 We cannot dismiss race as a legitimate category of social analysis by simply stating 

that race is not real. With respect to race, the Thomases’s sociological dictum is still 

in force: “It is not important whether or not the interpretation is correct— if men [sic] 

defi ne situations as real, they are real in their consequences” (Thomas and Thomas 

1928, pp. 571–572). 

 One of our aims here is to disrupt and reorganize the rigid and antinomic 

framework of essence- versus- illusion in which race is theorized and debated. We 

understand race as an unstable and “decentered” complex of social meanings con-

stantly being transformed by political struggle. With this in mind, we advance the 

following definition:  Race is a concept that signifies and symbolizes social conflicts and 

interests by referring to different types of human bodies.  Although the concept of race 

invokes seemingly biologically based human characteristics (so- called phenotypes), 

selection of these particular human features for purposes of racial signification 

is always and necessarily a social and historical process. Indeed, the categories 

employed to differentiate among human beings along racial lines reveal themselves, 
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upon serious examination, to be at best imprecise, and at worst completely arbitrary. 

They may be arbitrary, but they are not meaningless. Race is strategic; race does 

ideological and political work. 

 Despite the problematic nature of racial categorization, it should be apparent 

that there is a crucial and non- reducible  visual dimension  to the definition and under-

standing of racial categories. Bodies are visually read and narrated in ways that draw 

upon an ensemble of symbolic meanings and associations. Corporeal distinctions 

are  common; they become essentialized. Perceived differences in skin color, physi-

cal build, hair texture, the structure of cheek bones, the shape of the nose, or the 

 presence/absence of an epicanthic fold are understood as the manifestations of more 

profound differences that are situated  within  racially identified persons: differences 

in such qualities as intelligence, athletic ability, temperament, and sexuality, among 

other traits. 

 Through a complex process of selection, human physical characteristics (“real” 

or imagined) become the basis to justify or reinforce social differentiation. Conscious 

or unconscious, deeply ingrained or reinvented, the making of race, the “othering” of 

social groups by means of the invocation of physical distinctions, is a key component 

of modern societies. “Making up people,” once again. This process of selection, of 

imparting social and symbolic meaning to perceived phenotypical differences, is the 

core, constitutive element of what we term “racialization.” 

 We define racialization as  the extension of racial meaning to a previously racially 

unclassified relationship, social practice, or group.  Racialization occurs in large- scale 

and small- scale ways, macro-  and micro- socially. In large- scale, even world- historical 

settings, racialization can be observed in the foundation and consolidation of the 

modern world- system: The conquest and settlement of the western hemisphere, the 

development of African slavery, and the rise of abolitionism, all involved profuse 

and profound extension of racial meanings into new social terrain. In smaller- scale 

settings as well, “making up people” or racial interpellation (a concept drawn from 

Althusser 2001 (1971) also operates as a quotidian form of racialization: Racial profil-

ing for example, may be understood as a form of racialization. Racial categories, and 

the meanings attached to them, are often constructed from pre- existing conceptual 

or discursive elements that have crystallized through the genealogies of competing 

religious, scientific, and political ideologies and projects. These are so to speak the 

raw materials of racialization. 

 To summarize thus far: Race is a concept, a representation or signification of 

identity that refers to different types of human bodies, to the perceived corporeal 

and phenotypic markers of difference and the meanings and social practices that are 

ascribed to these differences. 

 It is important to emphasize that once specific concepts of race are widely cir-

culated and accepted as a social reality, racial difference is not dependent on visual 

observation alone. Legal scholar Osagie Obasogie makes the intriguing point that 

iterative social practices give rise to “visual” understandings of race, even among 
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those who cannot see. The respondents in his study, blind since birth, “see” race 

through interpersonal and institutional socializations and practices that shape their 

perceptions of what race is (Obasogie 2013). Thus race is neither self- evident nor 

obvious as an ocular phenomenon. Instead racialization depends on meanings and 

associations that permit phenotypic distinction among human bodies. 

 Some may argue that if the concept of race is so nebulous, so indeterminate, so 

flexible, and so susceptible to strategic manipulation by a range of political projects, 

why don’t we simply dispense with it? Can we not get “beyond” race? Can we not see 

it as an illusory thing? Don’t we see how much mischief has occurred in its name? 

These questions have been posed with tremendous frequency in both popular and 

academic discourse. 3  An affirmative answer would of course present obvious practical 

difficulties: It is rather difficult to jettison widely held beliefs, beliefs which more-

over are central to everyone’s identity and understanding of the social world. So the 

attempt to banish the concept as an archaism is at best counterintuitive. But a deeper 

difficulty, we believe, is inherent in the very formulation of this schema, in its way of 

posing race as a  problem , a misconception left over from the past, a concept no longer 

relevant to a “post- racial” society. 

 A more effective starting point is the recognition that despite its uncertainties and 

contradictions, the concept of race continues to play a fundamental role in structur-

ing and representing the social world. The task for theory is to capture this situation 

and avoid both the utopian framework that sees race as an illusion we can somehow 

“get beyond,” as well as the essentialist formulation that sees race as something objec-

tive and fixed, a biological given. We should think of race as an element of social 

structure rather than as an irregularity within it; we should see race as a dimension 

of human representation rather than an illusion. Such a perspective informs what we 

mean by racial formation. 

 Since racial formation is always historically situated, understandings of the 

meaning of race, and of the way race structures society, have changed enormously 

over time. We now turn to a historical survey of the race concept and the domains in 

which it has been defined and debated, consolidated and contested. Our effort here 

is to outline a genealogy of racialization that proceeds from religion to science to 

politics. Such a trajectory is by no means linear or progressive; rather it consists of 

the accretion of racialized experiences that are uneven and often incompatible. But it 

does allow us roughly to map and situate the development of the race concept, and to 

underscore its still unstable and ambiguous character. 

 The Evolution of Race Consciousness 

 How do perceived diff erences between groups of people become racialized? The 

identifi cation of distinctive human groups, and their association with diff erences 

in physical appearance, goes back to prehistory, and can be found in the earliest 

documents— in the Bible, for example, or in Herodotus. But the emergence of a 
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modern conception of race does not occur until the rise of Europe and the arrival 

of Europeans in the Americas. Even the hostility and suspicion with which Chris-

tian Europe viewed its two signifi cant non- Christian “others”— the Muslims and the 

Jews— cannot be understood as more than a rehearsal for racial formation, since these 

antagonisms, for all their bloodletting and chauvinism, were always and everywhere 

religiously interpreted. 4  

 It was only when European explorers reached the Western Hemisphere, when 

the oceanic seal separating the “old” and the “new” worlds was breached, that the 

distinctions and categorizations fundamental to a racialized social structure, and 

to a discourse of race, began to appear. The European explorers were the advance 

guard of merchant capitalism, which sought new openings for trade. What they found 

exceeded their wildest dreams, for never before and never again in human history has 

an opportunity for the appropriation of wealth, for predation or “primitive accumu-

lation” remotely approached that presented by the “discovery.” 5  Modern capitalism 

could not have come into being without this grand infusion of stolen wealth: a seem-

ingly limitless reservoir of treasure— land, labor, lives by the millions— to do with as 

one willed. 

 But the Europeans also “discovered” people, people who looked and acted dif-

ferently. These “natives” challenged their discoverers’ preexisting conceptions of the 

origins and possibilities of the human species (Jordan 2012 [1968], 3–43). The rep-

resentation and interpretation of the meaning of the indigenous peoples’ existence 

became a crucial matter, one that would affect not only the outcome of conquest but 

the future of empire and thus the development of the modern world. For the “dis-

covery” raised disturbing questions as to whether  all  could be considered part of the 

same “family of man,” and more practically, the extent to which native peoples could 

be exploited and enslaved. Thus “discovery,” conquest, and soon enough, enslave-

ment, launched not only the headlong rush toward modernity, but also debates over 

human nature, philosophical anthropology. Such questions as: “What is a human 

being?” and “What is the nature of human difference?” were posed repeatedly as 

rulers and their advisers sought to organize and exercise control over their new 

dominions and new subjects. 6  

 In practice, of course, the seizure of territories and goods, the introduction of slav-

ery through the  encomienda  and other forms of coerced native labor, and then through 

the organization of the African slave trade— not to mention the practice of outright 

extermination— all presupposed a worldview which distinguished  Europeans, as chil-

dren of God and fully- fledged human beings, from “others.” Given the dimensions 

and the ineluctability of the European onslaught, given the conquerors’ determina-

tion to appropriate labor, land, and goods, and given the presence of an axiomatic and 

unquestioned Christianity among them, the ferocious division of society into Euro-

peans and “others” soon coalesced. This was true despite the famous 16th- century 

theological and philosophical debates about the identity of indigenous peoples. 7    In 

fact it ran right over whatever cautionary notes religious ethicists like las Casas, or 
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later Antonio Vieira (Blackburn 1997; Cohen 1998), William Wilberforce, or Henry 

Ward Beecher might have sounded. 

 Indeed, debates about the nature of the “others” reached their practical limits 

with a certain dispatch. Plainly, they would never touch the essential: Nothing, after 

all, would induce the Europeans to pack up and go home. The “discovery” signaled 

a break from the previous proto- racial awareness by which Europe had contem-

plated its “others” in a relatively disorganized fashion. The “conquest of America” 

was not simply an epochal historical event— however unparalleled in importance. It 

was also the advent of a consolidated social structure of exploitation, appropriation, 

domination, and signification. Its representation, first in religious terms, but later in 

scientific and political ones, initiated modern racial awareness. It was the inaugura-

tion of racialization on a world- historical scale. 

 The conquest, therefore, was the first— and given the dramatic nature of the 

case, perhaps the greatest— racial formation project. Together with African slavery 

it produced the master category of race, the racial template we have discussed. Its 

significance was by no means limited to the Western Hemisphere, for it also began the 

work of constituting Europe as the metropole, the center, of a series of empires which 

could take, as Marx would later write, “the globe for a theater” (Marx 1967, 751). 

This new imperial structure was represented as a struggle between civilization and 

barbarism, and implicated in this representation all the great European philosophies, 

literary traditions, and social theories of the modern age (Said 1993). 

 The immensity of this historical arc, the  longue durée  of racial formation from 

religion to science to politics, also underlies our claim that race provided a master 

concept for our understanding of oppression and resistance. But it is worth noting 

that right from the beginning of this historical journey, something like the social 

construction of race was  already  present. Before the white talking heads had debated 

the philosophical anthropology of Native Americans, or Africans, 8  well before that 

in fact,  the immediate need to classify and categorize, to  “ make up people, ”  had already 

surfaced:  Who was a European, a settler, a free man, and who was an  Indio,  an African, 

a slave? As a practical matter, something relatively devoid of theology or philosophy, 

the exercise of power required these distinctions. 9  The main criteria available for this 

purpose were phenomic: the visual appearance of the bodies that had to be judged, 

sometimes under great pressure and with speed— for violence was omnipresent— as 

like or unlike, similar or different. This social (or more properly, this power- oriented, 

political) construction, this phenomic categorical imperative, would soon enough be 

reprocessed in the discourse available at the time: primarily and for a long time to 

come, theological discourse. 

 Only in later epochs would other ways of knowing supplant theological under-

standings: First scientific, and later, political accounts of race would be offered. Still 

the earlier religious and scientific frameworks, though losing influence, would never 

be fully eliminated, never really die. Thus do we arrive at our own time, our own 

knowledge of race, our own insistence on the social construction of race, with its 
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unstable combination of corporeal and performative elements, its inherent biosocial-

ity. We are still on this journey. We should be clear- sighted enough to recognize that 

these components, most centrally the political technology of the body, were  there 

from the beginning. In short, just as the noise of the “big bang” still resonates 

through the universe, so the overdetermined construction of world “civilization” as 

a biosocial manifestation of European subjugation and the resistance of the rest of us 

still defines the race concept in the present. 

 From Religion to Science 

 After the initial depredations of conquest, religious justifi cations for racial diff erence 

gradually gave way to scientifi c ones. By the time of the Enlightenment, a general 

awareness of race was pervasive, and most of the great philosophers of Europe, such 

as Hegel, Kant, Voltaire, and Locke, were issuing virulently racist opinions (Count, 

ed. 1950; Eze, ed. 1997; Bernasconi and Lott, eds. 2000). 

 The problem posed by race during the late 18th century was markedly differ-

ent than it had been in the earlier stages of conquest and enslavement. The social 

structures through which race operated were no longer primarily those of violent sub-

jugation and plunder, nor of the establishment of thin beachheads of settlement on 

the edge of what had once seemed a limitless wilderness. Now the issues were much 

more complicated: nation- building, establishment of national economies in the world 

trading system, resistance to the arbitrary authority of monarchs, and the assertion of 

the “natural rights” of “man,” including the right of revolution (Davis 1999 [1975]). 

In such a situation, racially organized exploitation in the form of slavery, the expan-

sion of colonies, and the continuing expulsion of native peoples, was both necessary 

and newly difficult to justify. 

  Early Iterations of Scientific Racism:  The invocation of scientific criteria to dem-

onstrate the “natural” basis of racial hierarchy was both a logical consequence of the 

rise of this form of knowledge, and an attempt to provide a more subtle and nuanced 

account of human complexity in the new, “enlightened” age. Spurred on by the clas-

sificatory scheme of living organisms devised by Linnaeus in  Systema Naturae  (1735), 

many scholars in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries dedicated themselves to the 

identification and ranking of variations in humankind. Race was conceived as a  biologi-

cal  concept, a matter of species. Voltaire wrote that “The negro race is a species of men 

[sic] as different from ours … as the breed of spaniels is from that of greyhounds,” and 

in a formulation echoing down from his century to our own, declared that 

 If their understanding is not of a different nature from ours …, it is at least 

greatly inferior. They are not capable of any great application or associa-

tion of ideas, and seem formed neither for the advantages nor the abuses of 

philosophy. 

 (Voltaire, in Gossett 1997 [1965], 45) 
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 Jefferson, the preeminent exponent of the Enlightenment doctrine of “the rights 

of man” on North American shores, echoed these sentiments: 

 In general their existence appears to participate more of sensation than reflec-

tion. … [I]n memory they are equal to whites, in reason much inferior … 

[and] in imagination they are dull, tasteless, and anomalous…. I advance it 

therefore … that the blacks, whether originally a different race, or made dis-

tinct by time and circumstances, are inferior to the whites…. Will not a lover 

of natural history, then, one who views the gradations in all the animals with 

the eye of philosophy, excuse an effort to keep those in the department of Man 

[sic] as distinct as nature has formed them? 

 (Jefferson 1984 [1785], 264–266, 270) 

 Such crackpot claims of species distinctiveness among humans justifi ed the inequ-

itable allocation of political and social rights, while still upholding the doctrine of 

“the rights of man.” They rationalized the rapacious treatment to which the racial 

“others” were subjected, and even justifi ed it as the unfortunate byproducts of devel-

opment. You can still hear these arguments today: “Sure, these natives and slaves 

might be suff ering now, but that is still preferable to being condemned to the eternal 

darkness of primitiveness and superstition….” The frequent resort to familial meta-

phors (“Our slaves are like our children; they must be taught to obey …”), and the 

mad search for scientifi c justifi cations for unequal treatment— in phrenology and 

craniometry, for example, and then in evolution— all attest to the overarching impor-

tance of racial rule in the genealogy of the modern world. 

 Indeed the quest to obtain a precise scientific definition of race generated debates 

which continue to rage today, reiterated in the genomic, the criminological, and the 

humanistic approaches to race that we take for granted. Yet despite efforts to define 

race scientifically, ranging from Dr. Samuel Morton’s studies of cranial capacity 10  

to contemporary attempts in the genomic sciences, the concept of race has defied 

biological precision. 

 In the mid- 19th century, Count Joseph Arthur de Gobineau drew upon the 

most respected scientific studies of his day to compose his four- volume  Essay on 

the Inequality of Races  (Biddiss 1970; Gobineau 1999 [1853–1855]; Todorov 1993). 

He not only greatly influenced the racial thinking of the period, but his themes 

would be echoed in the racist ideologies of the next one hundred years: beliefs that 

superior races produced superior cultures and that racial intermixtures resulted 

in the degradation of the superior racial stock. These ideas found expression, for 

instance, in the eugenics movement launched by Darwin’s cousin, Francis Galton, 

which had an immense impact on scientific and sociopolitical thought in Europe 

and the United States (Chase 1980; Kevles 1998; Graves 2001; Black 2012). In 

the wake of civil war and emancipation, and with immigration from Southern and 

Eastern Europe as well as East Asia running high, the United States was particu-

larly fertile ground for notions such as Social Darwinism and eugenics. Within 
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this context, racial difference became the rationale for discriminatory policies and 

practices of immigrant exclusion, naturalization rights, residential segregation, 

and forced sterilization. 

 Although black scholars like Kelly Miller, William Monroe Trotter, and W.E.B. Du 

Bois had questioned biologistic racism at the end of the 19th century, and Chicago soci-

ologists had cast doubt on evolution- based accounts of racial difference in the 1920s, it 

was not until after World War II that a sustained attack on the notion of race as a biologi-

cal concept emerged and gained widespread acceptance. Only after eugenics had been 

discredited as the basis for racial science in Nazi Germany— eugenics had, of course, 

flourished in the United States as well— did scientific critiques of biologistic racism 

become prominent. The 1950 UNESCO “Statement on Race” 11  boldly asserted that 

race was not a biological fact but a social myth.  During this period, social and cultural 

conceptions of race became ascendant and it was optimistically assumed that the death 

knell of scientific racism had been rung. But had it? 

  Contemporary Reiterations of Scientific Racism:  Over the past decades, the study of 

human variation in a number of fields has often defaulted to, and indeed relied upon, 

biological concepts of race in research on “population groups.” Default to the race 

concept remains pervasive. After the launching of the Human Genome Project, for 

example, geneticists have engaged in vigorous debate about whether race is a mean-

ingful and useful genetic concept. But they can’t get rid of it. The notion of race as 

a discernible “biological category” has not been relegated to the proverbial dustbin 

of history. 

 Geneticist Neil Risch contends that genetic differences have arisen among peo-

ple from different continents and uses the term “race” to categorize and cluster the 

human population into five major groups. This recognition of race, he contends, 

is important for understanding genetic susceptibility to certain diseases and recep-

tivity to medical interventions such as drug treatments (Wade 2002). Indeed, the 

linkage between race and genetics finds its sharpest expression in the field of phar-

macogenomics. The ultimate goal of pharmacogenomics is to be able to deliver the 

precise type of medication— and precise dose— to a patient based on their individual 

genome. Its goal is to tailor- make drugs to treat a specific condition. Because it is 

not yet practical to sequence each individual’s genome in a quick and cost- effective 

manner, much less to do drug design on this level, race often serves as a “proxy” for 

determining how treatment with a specific drug might be targeted, if not at individu-

als, then at identifiable groups. And not surprisingly, race is the descriptor employed 

to select such groups (Lee 2005). 

 Consider the introduction of BiDil as the first “ethnic designer drug.” Originally 

produced by the now defunct biotech firm NitroMed, BiDil was marketed to African 

Americans who suffer from congestive heart failure, despite serious doubts that arose 

in clinical trials about the distinctive racial claims being made for the drug. Yet it was 

released anyway, and prescribed for African Americans. Some medical researchers 

feared that BiDil sets a dangerous precedent by linking race and genetics in ways that 
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could distract from alternative ways of understanding the causes of a disease and the 

means to treat it (Kahn 2012). 

 The issue of race and genetics is a contentious one that finds expression in dif-

ferent sites and arenas. 

 • In 2010, PBS aired  Faces of America with Henry Louis Gates, Jr.,  a four- episode

documentary series that traced the ancestral roots of prominent celebrities

through “genealogy and genetics.” An extension of earlier shows focused on

famous African Americans, the series refl ects a growing popular quest by indi-

viduals to fi nd their “roots” through allegedly scientifi c means.

 • In the fi eld of forensics, Tony Frudakis of DNAPrint Genomics, a molecular

biologist who came to fame in a Baton Rouge serial killer case in 2003, claims

that he can determine a murderer’s race by analyzing his or her DNA (Wade

2003; Quan 2011; Obasogie 2013).

 • DNA testing has increasingly been used by individuals and groups to claim

Native American tribal membership. The Meskwaki Nation in Iowa utilized

genetic- ancestry testing as a way to screen out individuals who sought tribal

affi  liation in order to share in the tribe’s casino profi ts. The Mashantucket

Pequot Tribal Nation of Connecticut, which controls the huge Foxwoods casino, 

requires DNA testing of newborns. Both the Cherokee and Seminole nations/

tribes have been embroiled in confl icts with blacks who claim tribal ancestry and 

seek access to court- ordered monetary judgments. In these cases disputes have

revolved around the “blood quantum” system of measuring Indian belonging

(put in place by the Dawes Act of 1887), and have also involved tribal attitudes

toward DNA testing of present- day claimants ( Tallbear 2003; Indians.com

2005; Kaplan 2005; Koerner 2005). 12  

 Henry Louis Gates, Jr. has said: “We are living through an era of the ascendance 

of biology, and we have to be very careful. We will all be walking a fine line between 

using biology and allowing it to be abused” (Harmon 2007). There is indeed a fine 

line. Our individual sense of racial identity, the system of racial classification we 

employ, the meanings we ascribe to racial categories, and their use in social analysis 

and policy formation are rendered more complex, indeterminate, and muddy with 

the increasing re- biologization of race. 

 In psychology too, the cognitive presence of race, the immediacy of race that 

is seemingly rooted in perception rather than reasoning, leads researchers to think 

of it as an essence, something innate. Cognitive psychology and related fields have 

sought to uncover forms of racial animus that function “below the radar” of the 

conscious mind. Studies on the mechanisms and processes that affect perception, 

interpretation, memory, and decision- making have convincingly demonstrated that 

people harbor “implicit biases” and possess “racial schemas” that strongly influence 

perceptions and behaviors. 13  Implicit biases can influence or shape various forms 

http://Indians.com
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of individual or institutional racial discrimination. Such discrimination, therefore, 

can occur in the absence of conscious intent, explicit prejudice, or racial animus. 

Thus the pervasiveness of racial meanings and their significance goes deep, very deep 

(Hirschfeld 1973 (1938); Eberhardt and Fiske, eds. 1998; Goff et al. 2008; Marsh, 

Mendoza- Denton, and Smith, eds. 2010). Notions of race do not only inform our 

conscious understanding of the social world; they also permeate our unconscious 

minds— shaping our perceptions and attitudes, and influencing our actions. 

 For all its obvious importance, this approach also raises troubling questions: Are 

those cultural formations not themselves constructed? Are those “aggregate rela-

tions of power” impervious to challenge? Social constructions like race (or gender, 

or countless other human qualities) are of course composed of layered attributes 

that human beings  understand  as essences, but that does not make race, or gender 

an essence  in reality,  does it? (What would W.I. Thomas reply to that question?) 

If in practice race remains flexible and unstable, how does that instability affect 

the “racial schemas” that structure immediate perceptions? What is the essence of 

blackness or whiteness? Of maleness or femaleness (Butler 1993; Butler 2006 [1990]; 

Shelby 2007)? 

 There is a very strong temptation to derive racial distinctions, and perforce racism, 

from biological or evolutionary sources. This tendency is not limited to reactionary 

or conservative thinkers, but also affects progressive and egalitarian analysts, as we 

have seen in Douglas S. Massey’s “categorical” approach to inequality (discussed in 

 Chapter 2 ). No doubt there is irony in contemporary attempts to provide a seemingly 

objective and scientific definition of race, and of the boundaries and contents (the 

essences) of racial categories as well. In previous historical periods, scientific racism 

provided the rationale for the subordination, if not elimination, of what were seen as 

undesirable, “mongrel,” and threatening racially identified groups. In the current 

period, biological/genetic definitions of race are mobilized to improve the treatment 

of diseases and minimize health disparities, to serve justice by providing “hard evi-

dence” in criminal cases, to help individuals find their ancestral “roots,” and in the 

case of cognitive psychology, to reveal the deep mental structures of racism. While 

often motivated by good intentions, the premises behind these examples share an 

underlying logic with the racist frameworks of the historical past: a quest for some 

fundamental quality of racial identity, if not skin or hair, then genomic or limbic. 

 The recourse to “human nature,” to philosophical anthropology, to explain the 

supposed differences and “natural” biases entailed by race, has been a constant fea-

ture of human thought, especially in western civilization. 14  It is tempting to extrapolate 

from implicit bias research: to conclude that race thinking is an innate part of human 

consciousness— something to which we are intrinsically and naturally predisposed. In 

clear disagreement with such views we insist that the “racial schemas” that structure 

immediate perceptions are also cultural formations; they may be deeply embedded as a 

result of centuries of reiteration in various forms. Yet they remain socially, not biologi-

cally, given. They remain subject to change. We are not biologically “hardwired” to be 
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racist. We reject any default to an essentialist and intrinsically unprovable notion of 

race. Yet resisting the temptation to racial biologism, whether conscious or unconscious, 

remains as difficult in science as it once was in religion. 

 From Science to Politics 

 Eff orts to “re- biologize” race suggest that the understanding of race as a preeminently 

social concept remains an embattled and contested notion. While we acknowledge 

this ongoing tension, we suggest that confl icts and controversies about the meaning 

of race are principally framed on the terrain of politics. By privileging politics, we do 

not mean to suggest that race has been displaced as a concern of scientifi c inquiry, or 

for that matter as a theological question. Nor do we claim that struggles over cultural 

representation are less signifi cant than political ones in shaping prevailing patterns 

of race and racism. We do argue, however, that race is now a preeminently political 

phenomenon. 

  Toward Social Construction:  The historical trend towards recognizing race as a 

social and political construction has been slow and uneven. While critiques of race 

as a biological concept were more evident and ascendant in the early post- World 

War II period, there were previous historical precedents for understanding race as a 

social and political category. For example, Max Weber discounted biological explana-

tions for racial conflict and instead highlighted the social and political factors that 

engendered it (Weber 2008, 385–387; Manasse 1947). Du Bois too wrestled with the 

conflict between a fully sociohistorical conception of race, and the more essentialized 

and deterministic vision he encountered as a student in Berlin. 15  Pioneering cultural 

anthropologist Franz Boas rejected attempts to link racial characteristics to biological 

or evolutionist schemas, labeling as pseudoscientific any assumption of a continuum 

of “higher” and “lower” cultural groups, and allying with Du Bois quite early on 

(Boas 1969 [1945], 1962; Baker 1998). 16  

 Du Bois and many prominent black scholars, for example, Alain Leroy Locke, 

philosopher and theorist of the Harlem Renaissance, had switched the focus of race 

studies definitively away from biologistic accounts and towards sociopolitical explana-

tory frameworks, almost before modern sociology even existed in the United States. 

Black voices were ignored, however, until white exponents of socially  based views of 

race like Robert E. Park, one of the founders of the “Chicago School” of sociology, 

reinvented a socially  grounded account of it in the 1920s. Park combined the standard 

German training in sociology with a history of eight years as journalist and publicist 

for Booker T. Washington. After his substantial career at Chicago, Park’s last job was at 

Fisk University, the leading historically black college (Du Bois’s  alma mater  as well). 17  

 Perhaps more important than these and subsequent intellectual efforts, how-

ever, were the political struggles of people of color themselves. Waged all around 

the globe under a variety of banners such as anti- colonialism and civil rights, these 

battles to challenge various structural and cultural racisms have been a major feature 
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of 20th-century politics. The racial horrors of the 20th century— colonial slaughter 

and apartheid, the genocide of the Holocaust, and the massive bloodlettings required 

to end these evils— have also indelibly marked the theme of race as a sociopolitical 

issue  par excellence.  

  Racial Politics:  Our notion of racial formation foregrounds the ongoing political 

contestation that takes place between the state and civil society— across the political 

spectrum— to define and redefine the very meaning of race. This is a good example 

of the way race operates across micro–macro linkages: The persistent and continu-

ing controversies regarding state- based racial classification provide a particularly apt 

illustration of racial formation. 

 Over the last several centuries, the designation of racial categories by the state— 

the political dimensions of state assignment of racial identity— has provoked intense 

disputes in the United States. Who was considered “free” and who “unfree”? Who 

could be a naturalized citizen (Carbado 2005)? Who could marry whom? In this last 

regard, it is sobering to think that it was not until 1967 that all state anti- miscegenation 

laws were ruled unconstitutional in  Loving v. Virginia.  The state wields enormous 

power in defining what race is. Through its powers of racial classification, the state 

fundamentally shapes one’s social status, access to economic opportunities, political 

rights, and indeed one’s identity itself. 

 In 2003, former University of California Regent Ward Connerly introduced a 

measure popularly known as the Racial Privacy Initiative (Proposition 54) before 

California voters. Proposition 54 sought to amend the California State Constitution 

by enacting a ban on racial data collection by the state. Connerly (2003) asserted 

that relying on racial classification and maintaining race- based remedies to racial 

inequalities would only “give credence to the dangerous view held by many that ‘race’ 

is a fixed biological reality.” 18  

 The discrepancies, gaps, and contradictions between state definitions and indi-

vidual and collective racial identities are no more evident than in the racial and ethnic 

categories employed by the U.S. Census. Among others, the U.S. Census establishes 

categories based on nativity, citizenship status, age, household income, and marital 

status. None of these categories, however, has been subject to such intense scrutiny, 

vigorous debate, and political controversy as that of race. 

 The race questions on the U.S. Census have been shaped by the political and social 

agenda of the historical period in question. The first census in 1790 distinguished 

holders of the franchise, namely tax-paying white males, from the general population. 

The practice of slavery motivated changes in categorization such as grouping blacks 

into free and slave populations. Prior to the 1960s, census categories were utilized 

politically to disenfranchise and discriminate against groups defined as nonwhite, 

a practice that has diminished but not entirely ceased in the “post- civil rights” era. 

From restrictions on, naturalization rights to the setting of national quotas in the 

1924 National Origins Immigration Act, census categories were routinely and stra-

tegically deployed to circumscribe the political, economic, and social rights of people 
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of color and immigrants. By the 1960s, the idea of race as a biological construct was 

widely discredited in academic and scientific circles, and the race question would 

have been excluded from the 1970 census had it not been for the passage of civil rights 

and equal opportunity legislation. The new laws required federal agencies to compile 

data, look for patterns of discrimination, and selectively redress them through various 

programs and initiatives. This made it necessary to continue to employ forms of racial 

classification and statistics (Prewitt 2013). 

 In 1977, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) issued Statistical Direc-

tive No. 15 that fostered the creation of “compatible, nonduplicated, exchangeable 

racial and ethnic data by Federal agencies.” The directive defined the basic racial 

and ethnic categories to be utilized by the federal government for three reporting 

purposes: statistical, administrative, and civil rights compliance. The five standard 

categories were American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black, 

White, and Hispanic (U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1994). 

 These racial categories are rife with inconsistencies and lack parallel construc-

tion. Only one category is specifically racial, only one is cultural, and only one relies 

on a notion of affiliation or community recognition. Directive No. 15 defines a black 

person as one who has his or her “origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa,” 

but it does not define a white person with reference to any of the white racial groups of 

Europe, North Africa, or the Middle East. Indeed “Black” is the only category that is 

defined with an explicit “racial” designator— one which is quite problematic. What, 

we might ask, are the “black racial groups of Africa”? Hispanics are not considered or 

classified as a “race,” but as an “ethnic group.” The Hispanic category is, in fact, the 

only “ethnicity” that the state is interested in explicitly identifying and classifying. 

The category is defined through a combined national/ethnic  designator— a person 

of “Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or other Spanish 

culture or origin.” In this definition, Hispanics can be of any race. 19  The category 

of “American Indian or Alaskan Native” complicates matters further. To be counted 

as part of the group, individuals must not only trace their origins in any of the origi-

nal peoples of North America, but they must also maintain “cultural identification 

through tribal affiliation or community recognition.” This is a condition that the state 

does not require of any of the other groups. 

 While originally narrowly conceived to provide consistent categories for use by 

federal agencies, Directive No. 15 had the unintended consequence of reshaping 

much of the discourse of race in the United States. These categories have become the 

 de facto  standard for state and local agencies, the private and nonprofit sectors, and 

the research community. Social scientists and policy analysts have widely adopted 

census directives since data is organized under these rubrics. The social and cultural 

impact of these categories is readily apparent. They inordinately shape both group 

identities and community- formation patterns. Largely in response to these catego-

ries, new organizations have emerged representing the interests of “Asian and Pacific 

Islanders” or “Hispanics” in a variety of forms from service providers to professional 
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caucuses. Census categories have played a pivotal role in the emergence and sustain-

ing of panethnic forms of social organization and consciousness. The Census has 

become the primary site within the U.S. state where competing political claims for 

group recognition by race and ethnicity are advanced, and where classifications are 

established in response to statistical needs, administrative recordkeeping practices, 

and legal requirements. Racially identified groups realize the political value of racial 

categorization, along with the strategic deployment of “numbers,” in highlight-

ing inequalities, arguing for resources, and lobbying for specific redistricting plans, 

among other demands. Electoral districts, for example, are drawn on the basis of 

census data. 

 Despite attempts to achieve standardized and generally understood racial cat-

egories, all such forms of classification are fundamentally unstable. One problem 

is the persistent gap between state definitions and individual/group forms of self- 

identification. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, over the last four Censuses 

(from 1980 to 2010) at least 40 percent of “Hispanics” failed to answer either the race 

question and/or the ethnicity question. Correspondingly, over 95 percent of individ-

uals who mark the “Some Other Race” box were classified Hispanic by the Census. 

This reflects individual, group, and/or national differences in conceptualizing race. 

Immigrant groups who come from societies organized around different concepts of 

race and ethnicity often have difficulty navigating and situating themselves within 

U.S. racial categories. 

 Groups continually contest the existing system of racial classification. Arab 

Americans, currently classified as “white,” have argued for a distinctive category to 

capture forms of discrimination exemplified by the hate crimes and profiling that 

have occurred as a result of the “War on Terror” and continuing political instability in 

the Middle East. Taiwanese Americans have been lobbying for a distinctive category 

as Taiwanese, separate from that of Chinese under the Asian or Pacific Islander cat-

egory. In both these instances, racial and ethnic consciousness is being fueled in large 

part by geopolitical transformations that affect how groups see themselves as well as 

how they are viewed by others. 

  Multiracial Identity:  The debate surrounding the establishment of a multiracial 

category in the U.S. Census illustrates how some groups contest the existing frame-

work of racial classification, how other groups seek to preserve it, and how the power 

of the state is employed to adjudicate different racial claims. 

 For the past 100 years or so, the U.S. Census has assumed that each individ-

ual possessed a clear, singular, and monoracial identity. Earlier census enumeration 

schedules, by contrast, recognized “mixed race” individuals. The 1890 Census listed 

“mulatto, quadroon, and octoroon” along with “white, black, Chinese,  Japanese, and 

Indian.” These mixed race categories eventually disappeared from the census, but 

the “one- drop rule” of racial descent and the imposition of an arbitrary monoracial 

identity on individuals of racially mixed parentage remained in place. The 1920 cen-

sus stipulated that “any mixture of White and some other race was to be reported 
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according to the race of the person who was not White.” In 1977, OMB Directive 15 

stated that “[t]he category which most closely reflects the individual’s recognition in 

his community should be used for purposes of reporting on persons who are of mixed 

racial and/or ethnic origins.” 

 In an attempt to assert their multiracial heritage, some individuals ignored cen-

sus instructions to “[f]ill ONE circle for the race that the person considers himself/

herself to be,” by marking two or more boxes. However, since the census scanners are 

designed to read only one marked box, these people were reclassified as monoracial, 

based on whichever box was marked more firmly. In addition, individuals specifying 

the “Other” category are routinely reassigned to one of the OMB’s distinct racial 

categories based on the first race listed. 

 Beginning in the 1970s, various individuals and groups formally protested the 

notion of mutually exclusive racial categories embodied in the “single- race checkoff ” 

policy. Much of the public pressure came from the parents of school- age multiracial 

children. In the public schools, a multiracial child is often faced with the dilemma 

of having to choose one race, and constantly risks being misclassified in this setting. 

 After several years of intense debate, the OMB’s Interagency Committee for the 

Review of the Racial and Ethnic Standards rejected the proposal to add a separate 

multiracial category. Instead, in July 1997, the 30- agency task force recommended 

that Directive 15 be amended to permit multiracial Americans to “mark one or more” 

racial category when identifying themselves for the census and other government 

programs. At first, most of the major civil rights organizations, such as the Urban 

League and the National Council of La Raza, along with groups such as the National 

Coalition for an Accurate Count of Asians and Pacific Islanders, opposed a multira-

cial category. These groups feared a diminution in their numbers, and worried that a 

multiracial category would spur debates regarding the “protected status” of groups 

and individuals. According to various estimates, from 75 to 90 percent of those who 

checked the “black” box could potentially check a multiracial one if it were an option. 

Concerned about the possible reductions in group numbers, civil rights groups 

argued that existing federal civil rights laws and programs were based on exclusive 

membership in a defined racial/ethnic group. It would be difficult, if not impossible, 

from this angle, to assess the salience of multiraciality in relationship to these laws and 

programs. The “mark one or more” option was adopted in Census 2000. 

 Racial Projects 

 Race is a “crossroads” where social structure and cultural representation meet. Too 

often, the attempt is made to understand race simply or primarily in terms of only one 

of these two analytical dimensions. For example, eff orts to explain racial inequality 

as a purely social structural phenomenon either neglect or are unable to account for 

the origins, patterning, and transformation of racial meanings, representations, and 

social identities. Conversely, many examinations of race as a system of signifi cation, 
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identity, or cultural attribution fail adequately to articulate these phenomena with 

evolving social structures (such as segregation or stratifi cation) and institutions (such 

as prisons, schools, or the labor market). 

 Race can never be merely a concept or idea, a representation or signification alone. 

Indeed race cannot be discussed, cannot even be  noticed,  without reference— however 

explicit or implicit— to social structure. To identify an individual or group racially 

is to locate them within a socially and historically demarcated set of demographic 

and cultural boundaries, state activities, “life- chances,” and tropes of identity/differ-

ence/(in)equality. Race is both a social/historical structure and a set of accumulated 

signifiers that suffuse individual and collective identities, inform social practices, 

shape institutions and communities, demarcate social boundaries, and organize the 

distribution of resources. We cannot understand how racial representations set up 

patterns of residential segregation, for example, without considering how segregation 

reciprocally shapes and reinforces the meaning of race itself. 

 We conceive of racial formation processes as occurring through a linkage between 

structure and signification.  Racial projects  do both the ideological and the practical 

“work” of making these links and articulating the connection between them.  A racial 

project is simultaneously an interpretation, representation, or explanation of racial identi-

ties and meanings, and an effort to organize and distribute resources  (economic, political, 

cultural) along particular racial lines.  Racial projects connect what race  means  in a par-

ticular discursive or ideological practice and the ways in which both social structures 

and everyday experiences are racially  organized,  based upon that meaning. Racial 

projects are attempts both to shape the ways in which social structures are racially 

signified and the ways that racial meanings are embedded in social structures. 

 Racial projects occur at varying scales, both large and small. Projects take shape 

not only at the macro- level of racial policy- making, state activity, and collective action, 

but also at the level of everyday experience and personal interaction. Both dominant 

and subordinate groups and individual actors, both institutions and persons, carry 

out racial projects. The imposition of restrictive state voting rights laws, organizing 

work for immigrants’, prisoners’, and community health rights in the ghetto or barrio 

are all examples of racial projects. Individuals’ practices may be seen as racial projects 

as well: The cop who “stops and frisks” a young pedestrian, the student who joins a 

memorial march for the slain teenager Trayvon Martin, even the decision to wear 

dreadlocks, can all be understood as racial projects. Such projects should not, how-

ever, be simply regarded and analyzed as discrete, separate, and autonomous ideas 

and actions. Every racial project is both a reflection of and response to the broader 

patterning of race in the overall social system. In turn, every racial project attempts 

to reproduce, extend, subvert, or directly challenge that system. 

 Racial projects are not necessarily confined to particular domains. They can, for 

example, “jump” scale in their impact and significance. Projects framed at the local 

level, for example, can end up influencing national policies and initiatives. Correspond-

ingly, projects at the national or even global level can be creatively and strategically 
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recast at regional and local levels. Projects “travel” as well. Consider how migration 

recasts concepts of race, racial meaning, and racial identity: Immigrants’ notions of race 

are often shaped in reference to, and in dialogue with, concepts of race in both their 

countries of origin and settlement. Thus migrants can maintain, adopt, and strategi-

cally utilize different concepts of race in transnational space (Kim 2008; Roth 2012). 

 At any given historical moment, racial projects compete and overlap, evincing 

varying capacity either to maintain or to challenge the prevailing racial system. A good 

example is the current debate over the relevance of “colorblind” ideology, policy, and 

practice; this provides a study of overlapping and competing racial projects. We dis-

cuss the hegemony of colorblindness in the concluding section of this book. 

 Racial projects link signification and structure not only in order to shape policy or 

exercise political influence, but also to organize our understandings of race as every-

day “common sense.” To see racial projects operating at the level of everyday life, we 

have only to examine the many ways in which we “notice” race, often unconsciously. 

 One of the first things we notice about people when we meet them (along with 

their sex) is their race. We utilize race to provide clues about  who  a person is. This fact 

is made painfully obvious when we encounter someone whom we cannot conveniently 

racially categorize— someone who is, for example, racially “mixed” or of an ethnic/

racial group with which we are not familiar. Such an encounter becomes a source of 

discomfort and momentarily a crisis of racial meaning. 

 Our ability to interpret racial meanings depends on preconceived notions of a 

racialized social structure. Comments such as “Funny, you don’t look black” betray 

an underlying image of what black should look like. We expect people to act out their 

apparent racial identities. Phenotype and performativity should match up. Indeed 

we become disoriented and anxious when they do not. Encounters with the black 

person who can’t dance, the Asian American not proficient in math and science, or 

the Latin@ who can’t speak Spanish all momentarily confound our racial reading of 

the social world and how we navigate within it. The whole gamut of racial stereotypes 

testifies to the way a racialized social structure shapes racial experience and socializes 

racial meanings. Analysis of prevailing stereotypes reveals the always present, already 

active link between our view of the social structure— its demography, its laws, its 

customs, its threats— and our conception of what race means. 

 Conversely, the way we interpret our experience in racial terms shapes and reflects 

our relations to the institutions and organizations through which we are embedded in 

the social structure. Thus we expect racially coded human characteristics to explain 

social differences. “Making up people” once again. Temperament, sexuality, intelli-

gence, athletic ability, aesthetic preferences are presumed to be fixed and discernible 

from the palpable mark of race. Such diverse questions as our confidence and trust in 

others (for example, salespeople, teachers, media figures, and neighbors), our sexual 

preferences and romantic images, our tastes in music, films, dance, or sports, and our 

very ways of talking, walking, eating, and dreaming become racially coded simply 

because we live in a society where racial awareness is so pervasive. 
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 To summarize the argument so far: The theory of racial formation suggests that 

society is suffused with racial projects, large and small, to which all are subjected. 

This racial “subjection” is quintessentially ideological. Everybody learns some 

combination, some version, of the rules of racial classification, and of their own 

racial identity, often without obvious teaching or conscious inculcation. Thus are we 

inserted in a comprehensively racialized social structure. Race becomes “common 

sense”— a way of comprehending, explaining, and acting in the world. A vast web of 

racial projects mediates between the discursive or representational means in which 

race is identified and signified on the one hand, and the institutional and organiza-

tional forms in which it is routinized and standardized on the other. The interaction 

and accumulation of these projects are the heart of the racial formation process. 

 Because of the pervasion of society by race, because of its operation over the 

 longue durée  as a master category of difference and inequality, it is not possible to 

represent race discursively without simultaneously locating it, explicitly or implicitly, 

in a social structural (and historical) context. Nor is it possible to organize, main-

tain, or transform social structures without simultaneously engaging, once more 

either explicitly or implicitly, in racial signification. Racial formation, therefore, is 

 a synthesis, a constantly reiterated outcome,  of the interaction of racial projects on a 

society- wide level. These projects are, of course, vastly different in scope and effect. 

They include large- scale public action, state activities, and interpretations of racial 

conditions in political, artistic, journalistic, or academic fora, 20    as well as the seem-

ingly infinite number of racial judgments and practices, conscious and unconscious, 

that we carry out as part of our individual experience. 

 The concept of racial projects can be understood and applied across historical 

time to identify patterns in the  longue durée  of racial formation, both nationally and 

the entire modern world. At any particular historical moment, one racial project can 

be hegemonic while others are subservient, marginal, or oppositional to it. White 

supremacy is the obvious example of this: an evolving hegemonic racial project that 

has taken different forms from the colonial era to the present. In the chapters that 

follow, we utilize the concept of racial projects to examine the political trajectory of 

race over the past six decades in the United States. 

 But we are not done with racial formation yet. Before we get to the recent his-

tory of racial politics, and with the foregoing account of racial formation in mind, 

we must turn our attention to the problem of  racism.  Racial politics are necessarily 

deeply bound up with this topic. But race and racism are not the same thing. What is 

the relationship between them? 

 Racism 

 Magnus Hirschfeld, a German physician and sexologist of the Weimar era who was an 

early advocate of gay and transgender rights, initially gave currency to the term “rac-

ism.” Published posthumously, Hirschfeld’s book  Rassismus  ( Racism ; 1938) provided a 
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history, analysis, and critical refutation of Nazi racial doctrines. Since the 1930s, the con-

cept of racism has undergone signifi cant changes in scope, meaning, and application. As 

historian George Fredrickson observes, “Although commonly used, ‘racism’ has become 

a loaded and ambiguous term” (2002, 151). While ideological notions of race have been 

directly tied to practices ranging from social segregation, exclusion from political par-

ticipation, restrictive access to economic opportunities and resources, and genocide, the 

precise defi nition and signifi cance of  racism  has been subject to enormous debate. 

 Robert Miles (1989) has argued that the term “racism” has been conceptually 

“inflated” to the point where it has lost its precision. While the problem of conceptual 

inflation and its political implications are evident in an era of colorblindness, the term 

“racism” is also subject to conceptual  de flation. That is, what is considered racist is 

often defined very narrowly, in ways that obscure rather than reveal the pervasiveness 

and persistence of racial inequality in the United States For example, racism has been 

popularly and narrowly conceived as racial  hate.  The category of “hate crimes” has 

been introduced in many states as a specific offense with enhanced sentencing con-

sequence, and many colleges and universities have instituted “hate speech” codes to 

regulate expression and behavior both inside and outside of the classroom. Dramatic 

acts of racial violence are given considerable play in the mass media, and are the sub-

ject of extensive condemnation by political elites. But as critical race scholar David 

Theo Goldberg (1997) has pointed out, the conceptual and political reduction of rac-

ism to hate both limits our understanding of racism and of the ways to challenge it. 

Racist acts are seen as “crimes of passion”— abnormal, unusual, and irrational deeds 

that we popularly consider offensive. Missing from such a narrow interpretation of 

racism are the ideologies, policies, and practices in a variety of institutional arenas 

that normalize and reproduce racial inequality and domination. 

 How should we understand racism today? We have argued that race has no fixed 

meaning, that it is constructed and transformed sociohistorically through the cumula-

tive convergence and conflict of racial projects that reciprocally structure and signify 

race. Our emphasis on racial projects allows us to advance a definition of racism as 

well. A racial project can be defined as racist if it  creates or reproduces structures of 

domination based on racial significations and identities.  

 Rather than envisioning a single, monolithic, and dominant racist project, we 

suggest that racist projects exist in a dense matrix, operating at varying scales, net-

worked with each other in formally and informally organized ways, enveloping and 

penetrating contemporary social relations, institutions, identities, and experiences. 

Like other racial projects, racist projects too converge and conflict, accumulate and 

interact with one another. 

 Complex and embedded as this web of racist projects is— remember, projects 

both signify and structure relationships, practices, and institutions— it is not the 

whole story. Powerful as racism is, it does not exhaust race. It does not crowd out 

anti- racism or eliminate the emancipatory dimensions of racial identity, racial soli-

darity, or racially conscious agency, both individual and collective. Indeed race is so 
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profoundly a lived- in and lived- out part of both social structure and identity that it 

 exceeds and transcends  racism— thereby allowing for resistance to racism. Race, there-

fore, is  more  than racism; it is a fully- fledged “social fact” like sex/gender or class. 

From this perspective, race shapes racism as much as racism shapes race. 

 That said, a number of questions remain to be addressed. Our discussion has 

focused on racist projects, but are there also anti- racist projects? Can groups of color 

advance racist projects? 

  Are there anti- racist projects?  On some level, this question answers itself. Mil-

lions of people in the United States (and elsewhere) have committed their actions, 

intellects, emotions, and in many cases their lives, to the cause of ending, or at least 

reducing, racism. Numerous individuals and groups continue to mobilize against 

racism. They seek to respond to racist attacks: assaults and murder, often by the 

police, on black and brown people, racial “steering” in housing and credit markets, 

racially biased sentencing practices in criminal courts … the list is seemingly endless. 

They act to resist institutionalized racist practices, such as “stop and frisk” policies 

targeting black and brown youth; 21  to educate and organize against racism through 

media, research, legal and political action; and to disrupt and counter racist prac-

tices in everyday life. Continuing the argument advanced throughout this chapter, we 

define anti- racist projects as those that  undo or resist structures of domination based on 

racial significations and identities.  

 Anti- racism has been the subject of seemingly endless discussion, especially 

through the rise and fall of the post- World War II political trajectory of race. It has 

become much more difficult to understand anti- racism since racism went “under-

ground” at the end of the 1960s; since the racist practices and the meaning of racism 

have changed from “old school” explicit discourses and white supremacist actions 

like lynchings and cross- burnings. Instead, racism now takes more implicit, deniable, 

and often unconscious forms. Because the law continues to understand racism (racial 

discrimination) in the old way— as an explicit, intentional,  invidious  distinction based 

on race—legal remedies have been sharply curtailed. 22  By restricting its under-

standing of discrimination in this way, the Supreme Court has permitted and tacitly 

encouraged denial and concealment of racist practices. 

 If racism is not merely a matter of explicit beliefs or attitudes— significations or 

identities, in our vocabulary— but also and necessarily involves the production and 

maintenance of social structures of domination, then the denial of invidious intent is 

clearly insufficient to undo it. The absence of invidious intent does little or nothing 

to unwind the social structures through which racism flourishes and is reproduced. 

In the “post- civil rights” era, racism has been largely— though not entirely, to be 

sure— detached from its perpetrators. In its most advanced forms, indeed, it has 

no perpetrators; it is a nearly invisible, taken- for granted, common- sense feature of 

everyday life and social structure. This is the situation that has allowed U.S. courts 

and mainstream political discourse to block race- conscious reparative measures such 

as affirmative action, to proclaim the United States a “colorblind” society, and to 
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stigmatize anti- racist activists and intellectuals— legal practitioners, community 

organizations, school systems and universities, and other individuals and institutions 

seeking to overturn structures of racial exclusion and discrimination— as “playing 

the race card,” as the “real racists.” 

  Can Groups of Color Advance Racist Projects?  Some scholars and activists have 

defined racism as “prejudice plus power.” 23  Using this formula, they argue that peo-

ple of color can’t be racist since they don’t have power. But things are not that simple. 

“Power” cannot be reified as a thing that some possess and others do not; instead it 

constitutes a relational field. Furthermore, unless one is prepared to argue that there 

has been no transformation of the U.S. racial order in the past several decades, it is 

difficult to contend that groups of color have attained  no  power or influence. To do so 

risks dismissing the political agency of people of color. 24  

 Racialized groups are positioned in unequal ways in a racially stratified society. 

Racial hierarchy pervades the contemporary United States; that hierarchy is prepon-

derantly white supremacist, but it is not always that way. There are some exceptions, 

specific urban areas where groups of color have achieved local power, for example, 

in the administration of social services and distribution of economic resources. In 

cities like Oakland and Miami, this has led to conflicts between blacks and Latin@s 

over educational programs, minority business opportunities, and political power, 

with dramatically different results depending on which group held relative power. In 

these cases, some groups of color are promoting racial projects that subordinate other 

groups of color. While such exceptions do not negate the overarching reality of white 

supremacy, they do suggest that differences in racial power persist among groups 

of color. Inter- group racial conflict is not unidimensional; it is not solely whites vs. 

people of color, though whiteness still rules, OK? 

 Racial Politics: Despotism, Democracy, and Hegemony 

 For most of its existence, both as a European colony and, as an independent nation, 

the United States was a  racial despotism.  In many ways it remains racially despotic 

today. Progress towards political standing and the empowerment of people of color, 

for example, has been painfully slow and highly uneven. It took over 160 years, from 

the passage of the Naturalization Law of 1790 to the 1952 McCarran–Walter Act, to 

abolish racial restrictions regarding naturalization (well, not totally). 25  After the civil 

war, there was the brief democratic experiment of Reconstruction that terminated 

ignominiously in 1877. In its wake there followed almost a century of legally sanc-

tioned segregation and wholesale denial of the vote. While the civil rights movement 

and its allies made signifi cant strides towards enhancing formal political rights, obsta-

cles to eff ective political participation have remained stubbornly persistent, as recent 

legal decisions jeopardizing voting rights have revealed (U.S. Supreme Court 2013). 

 It is important, therefore, to recognize that in many respects, racial despotism 

is the norm against which all U.S. politics must be measured. Centuries of U.S. 
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racial despotism have had three important and dramatic consequences. First, they 

defined “American” identity as white: as the negation of racialized “otherness”— 

initially African and indigenous, later Latin American and Asian as well (Rogin 1991; 

 Morrison 1993; Drinnon 1997). This negation took shape in both law and custom, in 

public institutions and in forms of cultural representation. It became the archetype 

of racial domination in the United States. It melded with the conquest and slavery as 

the “master” racial project. 

 Second, racial despotism organized— albeit sometimes in an incoherent and 

contradictory fashion— the “color line,” rendering racial division the fundamental 

schism in U.S. society. The despotism of the color line also demanded an ongoing 

and intensive policing of racial boundaries, an ongoing racialization effort that ran 

not only between various groups and people, but also  through  them. In other words, 

racial despotism did not only elaborate, articulate, and drive racial divisions institu-

tionally; it also hammered them into our psyches, causing untold fear and suffering, 

and extending, up to the moment in which you are reading this, the racial obsessions 

and oppressions of the conquest and slavery periods. 

 Third, racial despotism consolidated oppositional racial consciousness and 

organization. Originally framed by slave revolts and  marronage,  26  by indige-

nous resistance, and by nationalisms of various sorts, and later by nationalist and 

equalitarian racial freedom movements, oppositional racial consciousness took on 

permanence and depth as  racial resistance.  Just as racial despotism reinforced white 

supremacy as the master category of racial domination, so too it forged racial unity 

among the oppressed: first native peoples assaulted and displaced by armed settlers, 

later Africans and their descendants kidnapped and reduced to mere chattel, and 

then conquered Latin@s/mestiz@s and superexploited Asian immigrants. Racial 

despotism generated racial resistance: Just as the conquest created the “Indian” 

where once there had been Pequot, Iroquois, or Tutelo, so too it created the “Black” 

where once there had been Asante or Ovimbundu, Yoruba, or Bakongo. What had 

once been tribal or ethnic consciousness— among enslaved Africans, Native Ameri-

cans “removed” to reservations or decimated by settler violence, Latin@s forcibly 

denationalized and stripped of their lands, and Asian immigrants subjected to virtual 

 corvee  labor and then violently expelled from the communities they had created— 

ultimately became oppositional  race consciousness  and  racial resistance.  Thus in many 

ways racial despotism laid the groundwork for the creation of the racially  based 

movements of today. 

 These patterns are now understood as “panethnicizing” processes. (Every racially 

 defined group is a panethnic group.) They comprise not only the shared experience 

of suffering and the unifying pressures it brings to bear, but also the concerted self- 

activity of the oppressed to confront their tormentors and change their conditions. 

Panethnicity is a type of racialization; it is not without internal tension and conflict; 

it is often uneven and incomplete; it often does not liquidate ethnic difference but 

subsumes it; above all, it is a product of racial despotism. 
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 The transition from racial despotism to  racial democracy  has been a slow, painful, 

and contentious one; it remains far from complete. A recognition of the abiding pres-

ence of racial despotism, we contend, is crucial for the development of a theory of racial 

formation in the U.S. It is also crucial to the task of relating racial formation to racial 

resistance, the broader current of political practice, organization, and change. 

 Over extended periods of time, and as a result of resistance of disparate types, the 

balance of coercion and consent began to change, to move  from domination to hege-

mony.  It is possible to locate the origins of hegemony right within the heart of racial 

despotism, for the effort to possess the master’s tools— religion and philosophy in this 

case— was crucial to emancipation and to “freedom dreams” (Kelley 2003), crucial to 

efforts both individual and collective to possess oneself, so to speak, to achieve some 

degree of “self- determination” as a people. As Ralph Ellison reminds us, “The slaves 

often took the essence of the aristocratic ideal (as they took Christianity) with far 

more seriousness than their masters” (1964, xiv). In their language, in their religion 

with its focus on the Exodus theme and on Jesus’s tribulations (Glaude 2000), in their 

music with its figuring of suffering, resistance, perseverance, and transcendence (Du 

Bois 2007 (1935), in their interrogation of a political philosophy which sought per-

petually to rationalize their bondage in a supposedly “free” society (Douglass 2000 

[1852]), enslaved Africans and their descendants incorporated elements of racial rule 

into their thought and practice, turning them against their original bearers. 

 Racial rule can be understood as a slow and uneven historical process that has 

moved from despotism to democracy, from domination to hegemony. In this tran-

sition, hegemonic forms of racial rule— those based on consent— eventually came 

to supplant those based on coercion. But only to some extent, only partially. By no 

means has the United States established racial democracy in the 21st century, and 

by no means is coercion a thing of the past. But the sheer complexity of the racial 

questions U.S. society confronts today, the welter of competing racial projects and 

contradictory racial experiences which Americans undergo, suggests that hegemony 

is a useful and appropriate term with which to characterize contemporary racial rule. 

 What form does racial hegemony take today? In the aftermath of the epochal 

struggles of the post- World War II period, under the conditions of chronic crisis of 

racial meaning to which U.S. society has grown accustomed, we suggest that a new 

and highly unstable form of racial hegemony has emerged, that of  colorblindness.  In 

the following chapters, we discuss the post- World War II political trajectory of racial 

formation that has brought us to this point. 

 Notes 

1. Ian Hacking (2006; 1999) has given us the phrase “making up people” to explain how the

human sciences operate, but Hacking doesn't stop there: he discusses medicine, education, 

ideology, law, art, and state institutions as they do this work.
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2. The notion of  intersectionality  was advanced by legal scholar Kimberlé W. Crenshaw, who

argued that both oppression and resistance are always situated in multiple categories of

diff erence (Crenshaw 1989). Failure to grasp how categories of race, gender, sexuality, and 

class dynamically interact and shape one another, she asserted, led to a fragmented politics: 

Feminist eff orts to politicize experiences of women and anti- racist eff orts to politi-

cize experiences of people of color have frequently proceeded as though the issues 

and experiences they each detail occur on mutually exclusive terrains. (Crenshaw 

1991, 1242) 

Two other key intersectionality theorists should be mentioned. Patricia Hill Collins 

emphasizes the mutual determination of race, gender, and class in her survey and theo-

retical synthesis of the themes and issues of black feminist thought. Collins invented the 

phrase “matrix of domination” to describe the “overall social organization within which 

intersecting oppressions originate, develop, and are contained” (Collins 2008 [1999] 

227–228). Evelyn Nakano Glenn argues that race and gender are relational concepts in 

an interlocking system, providing a historical examination of citizenship and labor in the 

United States between 1870 and 1930. Glenn argues that these categories cannot be under-

stood separately, but are defi ned and given meaning in relationship to each other: “Race 

and gender share three key features as analytic concepts: (1) they are relational concepts 

whose construction involves (2) representation and material relations and (3)  in which 

power is a constitutive element” (Glenn 2002, 12–13). In many respects, race is gendered 

and gender is racialized. Inequality is always racialized and gendered as well. There are no 

clear boundaries between the “regions” of hegemony, so political confl icts will often invoke 

some or all these themes simultaneously. 

3. “The truth is that there are no races; there is nothing in the world that can do all we ask race 

to do for us…. The evil that is done is done by the concept, and by easy— yet impossible— 

assumptions as to its application” (Appiah 1992, 45). Appiah's eloquent and learned book

fails, in our view, to dispense with the race concept, despite its anguished attempt to do so; 

this indeed is the source of its author's anguish. We agree with him as to the non- objective 

character of race, but fail to see how this recognition justifi es its abandonment.

4. George L. Mosse (1985) argues that anti- semitism only began to be racialized in the 18th

century. For a competing view, see Thomas 2010.

5. As Marx put it:

The discovery of gold and silver in America, the extirpation, enslavement, and 

entombment in mines of the aboriginal population, the beginning of the conquest 

and looting of the East Indies, the turning of Africa into a warren for the com-

mercial hunting of blackskins, signalized the rosy dawn of the era of capitalist 

production. These idyllic proceedings are the chief momenta of primitive accu-

mulation. (1967, 75) 

David E. Stannard (1992) argues that the wholesale slaughter perpetrated upon the native 

peoples of the Western hemisphere is unequalled in history, even in our own bloody cen-

tury. See also Lovejoy and Rogers, eds. 1994. 

6. Debates of a similar nature also took place among the subjects of conquest and enslave-

ment. On Native American perspectives, see Calloway 1994; Richter 2003; White 2010. On 

African perspectives, see Opoku- Agyemang et al., eds. 2008; Thornton 2012.
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7. In Virginia, for example, it took about two decades after the establishment of European

colonies to extirpate the indigenous people of the greater vicinity; 50 years after the estab-

lishment of the fi rst colonies, the elaboration of slave codes establishing race as  prima facie  

evidence for enslaved status was well under way. See Jordan (2012 [1968]).

8. In 1550- 1551 two Spanish Dominicans, Bartolomeo de las Casas and Juan Ginés de

Sepúlveda, conducted a prolonged theological debate in Valladolid, Spain, about the

humanity and spiritual status of Spain's Native American subjects. The debate was car-

ried out at the behest of the Spanish king, Charles V, and in the shadow of the Inquisition. 

While ostensibly theological, and thus focused on such questions as the status— or even

presence— of the souls of the Indians, the debate also addressed questions of Spanish

imperial development strategy, notably the scope and legitimacy of slavery and the status

of the  encomienda  system vis- à- vis religious and royal authority. See Hanke 1974; Todorov

1984.

9. For a pointed, parallel demonstration of the imperative of racial classifi cation during

relatively early stages of conquest, see the genre of Mexican  casta  paintings (Denver Art 

Museum 2004; Katzew 2005).

 10. Proslavery physician Samuel George Morton (1799- 1851) compiled a collection of 800

crania from all parts of the world, which formed the sample for his studies of race. Assum-

ing that the larger the size of the cranium translated into greater intelligence, Morton

established a relationship between race and skull capacity. Gossett reports that “In 1849,

one of his studies included the following results: the English skulls in his collection proved 

to be the largest, with an average cranial capacity of 96 cubic inches. The Americans and

Germans were rather poor seconds, both with cranial capacities of 90 cubic inches. At the

bottom of the list were the Negroes with 83 cubic inches, the Chinese with 82, and the

Indians with 79” (Gossett 1997 [1965], 74). When Steven Jay Gould reexamined Morton's 

research, he found that the data were deeply, though probably unconsciously, manipulated 

to agree with his “a priori conviction about racial ranking” (1981, 50- 69).

 11. See UNESCO 1950/1951. The production of the documents was coordinated by Alfred

Metraux (1951). The 1950 authors included Professors Ernest Beaglehole (New  Zealand), 

Juan Comas (Mexico), E. Franklin Frazier (U.S.), Humayun Kabir (India), Claude Levi-

Strauss (France), Morris Ginsberg (United Kingdom), and Ashley Montagu (U.S.). It was 

revised by Montagu “after criticism submitted by Professors Hadley Cantril, E. G. Conk-

lin, Gunnar Dahlberg, Theodosius Dobzhansky, L. C. Dunn, Donald Hager, Julian S.

Huxley, Otto Klineberg, Wilbert Moore, H. J. Mullet, Gunnar Myrdal, Joseph Needham, 

and Curt Stern” (ibid, 35). The 1950 document was criticized as excessively sociologically 

oriented; the 1951 revision included text drafted by anthopologists, geneticists, and biolo-

gists as well. On Metraux see Prins 2007.

 12. These are complex cases. The Cherokee Freedmen are the descendants of black slaves

owned by the Cherokee (Jones 2009). The Seminole Blacks are the descendants of  U.S.

maroons who fl ed slavery to tribal lands in Florida, Indian territory controlled by Spain

until 1821. The U.S. fought two “Seminole Wars” (1817–1818 and 1835–1842) to recap-

ture the area and reimpose slavery. Many Seminoles were transported (or fl ed) to the

Oklahoma territory, but some remained in Florida. In 1849, threatened by slave- raiders,

c.200 armed Black Seminoles under the leadership of John Horse escaped from Florida

and conducted a heroic “long march” across slave- holding Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas. 
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Accompanied by some traditional (i.e., non- black) Seminole comrades led by the Seminole 

chief Coacochee. This amazing feat culminated in their crossing into abolitionist Mexico 

in July 1850; they formed a community in Coahuila that is still called  Nacimiento de los 

Negros . See Mulroy 2007. 

 13. The Implicit Bias Test (IAT) was developed in the mid- 1990s by experimental/social psy-

chologist Anthony G. Greenwald. It has spawned a large literature and been applied to

various issues of bias (notably race, gender, and stereotyping of various types) in numerous 

settings, particularly educational, political, and legal. For a small sample of relevant work

by Greenwald and collaborators, see Greenwald et al. 2003; Greenwald et al. 2009; Kang

et al. 2012.

 14. The legacy of Kant is particularly evident here (McCarthy 2009), but sociological and psy-

chological concepts such as “consciousness of kind” (Giddings 1932) have also acquired

great followings over the years.

 15. See “The Conservation of Races” (1993 [1897]), an early statement that has occasioned

much debate among Du Bois scholars (Marable 1986, 35- 38; Appiah 1992, 28–46; Lewis

1993, 372–373; Reed 1997a).

 16. Boas’s work has drawn contemporary criticism for its residual essentialism; his early physi-

cal anthropology at times overwhelmed his vaunted cultural relativism (Boas 1912a, 1912b; 

Williams 1996).

 17. Park’s  Race and Culture  (1950) is still useful; see also Lyman 1992; Steinberg 2007. Locke’s 

1915 lectures at Howard University, unpublished until 1992, bear a remarkable resem-

blance to contemporary racial theories and comparative historical sociologies of race

(Locke 1992 [1915]).

 18. Proposition 54 was defeated, less because voters wished to preserve racial categorization as 

an overall state practice, but rather because in a few particular areas of state activity they

had been convinced that maintaining racially  based data was good for society overall. A

particularly crucial source of Connerly’s defeat was a series of campaign ads run by medi-

cal societies arguing that collecting racial data was important for public health purposes

(HoSang 2010).

 19. In August, 2012 the Bureau announced that it was considering redefi ning the Top of Form-

Bottom of Form “Hispanic” category to the status of a racial category, possibly called

“Hispanic/Latino,” that would be equivalent on the form to white or black. See Cohn 2012. 

 20 .  We are not unaware, for example, that publishing this work is itself a racial project. 

 21.  Floyd, et al. v. City of New York, et al. , a class action suit brought by the Center for Consti-

tutional Rights on behalf of victims of “stop and frisk” racial profi ling by New York City

police, was decided on August 12, 2013. Federal judge Shira Scheindlin decided for the

plaintiff s and ordered a series of modifi cation and reforms of “stop and frisk.” See Center 

for Constitutional Rights 2013. Challenges to the decision suggest that the case's ultimate

outcome remains in doubt.

 22. Racial jurisprudence largely relies on the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment 

and on the 1964 Civil Rights Act. The full extent of Supreme Court rulings on the nature

of racism cannot be addressed here. An exemplary decision is  Washington v. Davis  (U.S. 

Supreme Court 1976), which established the rule of “invidious discriminatory purpose” as 

the criterion for determining if discrimination had occurred. The Court understood “pur-

pose” as “intent” and refused to extend its concept of discrimination to include “disparate 
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impact”; in other words the consequences of practices alleged to be discriminatory were 

offi  cially ignored. See Pillai 2001. 

 23. Bonilla- Silva defi nes this view as an “institutionalist perspective,” in which “racism is

defi ned as a combination of prejudice and power that allows the dominant race to insti-

tutionalize its dominance at all levels in a society (Bonilla- Silva 1997, 466). See also Katz

2003.

 24. See our debate with Joe Feagin and Chris Elias over these issues: Feagin and Elias 2013;

Omi and Winant 2013.

 25. In practice, this just means rendering the racial dimensions of race informal, outside

explicit legal regulation, but still subject to political pressures, and thus to racist projects

and anti- racist ones as well. Thus it may be an overstatement to say that such restrictions

were “abolished.”

 26. This term refers to the practice, widespread throughout the Americas, whereby runaway

slaves formed communities in remote areas, such as swamps, mountains, or forests, often

in alliance with dispossessed indigenous peoples. The Black Seminoles discussed above

were a maroon people.
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 C H A P T E R  5 

 Racial Politics and the Racial State 

 “[H]istorical reality is completely obfuscated in the myth of an all- inclusive contract creat-

ing a sociopolitical order presided over by a neutral state equally responsive to all its colorless 

citizens.” 

 — Charles W. Mills 1  

 Introduction 

 Race is consummately political. The instability of the race concept and the contro-

versies it generates are emblematic of the racially contradictory society in which we 

live. In the United States, a system of racial rule has always been in place, operating 

not merely through macro- level, large- scale activities, but also through micro- level, 

small- scale practices. The racial regime is enforced and challenged in the schoolyard, 

on the dance fl oor, on talk radio, and in the classroom as much as it is in the Supreme 

Court, electoral politics, or on the battlefi eld of Helmand province. Because racial 

formation processes are dynamic, the racial regime remains unstable and contested. 

We cannot step outside of race and racism, since our society and our identities are 

constituted by them; we live in racial history. 

 Race is a vast and variegated theme. Any racial theory is a work- in- progress. Race 

is a factor not only in politics and history, but also in economy, culture, experience …; 

it is a fully- fledged  social fact  like class or gender. Like those other large markers 

race is an unstable set of  collective representations  as well. 2  We focus here on racial 

politics and the racial state because through politics, through struggles over power 

and freedom, we can see race and racism being remade both social structurally and 

experientially. What we call racial projects have interacted over half a millennium to 

build up the  social structures  of race and racism. A parallel  experiential dimension  exists 

as well: The short- term, present-tense experience of racial subjectivity, in which new 

racial projects are being launched and interacting all the time. 3  

 Looking at racial politics in general and the racial state in particular also allows us to 

consider the state–civil society distinction: The state may represent the core of a given 

racial regime, but no state can encompass all of civil society. People conceive of, operate, 

and inhabit their own racial projects (within broader constraints) and “experience” race 

in distinct and varied ways.  

 To theorize racial politics and the racial state, then, is to enter the complex terri-

tory where structural racism encounters self- reflective action, the radical pragmatism 
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of people of color (and their white allies) in the United States 4  It is to confront the 

instability of the U.S. system of racial hegemony, in which despotism and democ-

racy coexist in seemingly permanent conflict .  It is to understand that the boundary 

between state and civil society is necessarily porous and uncertain where race is con-

cerned .  Emphasizing the political dimensions of race and racism allows us to discern 

the contours of the racial system, to understand what racial hegemony looks like, to 

specify its contradictions, and to envision alternative scenarios. 

 Racial politics are bigger than the state. They involve civil society, political social-

ization and thus race- consciousness, racial identity- making (both individual-  and 

group- based), and group boundary formation (Barth, ed. 1998 [1969]) as well. The 

enmeshment of the state in our everyday lives means that all racial identities are 

contradictory and “hybrid”; it means that uncertain group boundaries are regulated 

and often tightened and enforced by the state. We make our racial identities, both 

individually and collectively, but not under conditions of our own choosing. 

 Racial formation theory approaches politics as an uneasy combination of despotic 

and democratic practices, of self- reflective action undertaken both with and against 

established social structures. Why, for example, are racial attributions so prone to vio-

lence, so “hot,” so fiercely upheld and contested, so necessary in the modern world as 

components of both self and social structure? Why is race so available as a “scaven-

ger concept”: a default variable on the basis of which so many disparate phenomena 

are supposedly explained? 5  How can a social distinction be both so determining— of 

life chances and status, of freedom, of economic, political, and social institutions, 

and indeed of identity itself— and at the same time so undetermined, inchoate, and 

indeed unreal on so many levels? 

 The modern state makes use of ideology— racial ideology in this case— to “glue” 

together contradictory practices and structures: despotism and democracy, coercion 

and consent, formal equality and substantive inequality, identity and difference. 6  The 

racial state does not have precise boundaries. Although based in formally constituted 

institutions and grounded in a contentious historical process, the state extends beyond 

administrative, legislative, or judicial forms of activity. It inhabits and indeed orga-

nizes large segments of social and indeed psychological identity, as well as everyday 

life. Internalizing and “living out” a particular racial identity, for example, is in some 

ways internalizing the state; post- structuralist theorists might describe this in terms 

of “governmentality” (Foucault 1991, 1997). From a Freudian point of view, we might 

understand the racial state in terms of “introjection”: another form of internaliza-

tion in which rules and constraints become mechanisms of psychological self- defense. 

Still another way in which the racial state casts its net over our identities, our everyday 

experiences, is through the process Althusser called “interpellation”: the way the state 

“notices” us, “hails” us. In Althusser’s account, a police officer calls out “Hey! You 

there!” and we instantly flinch; we turn to face the state that is already within us: 

 [I]deology “acts” or “functions” in such a way that it “recruits” subjects

among the individuals (it recruits them all), or “transforms” the individuals
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into subjects (it transforms them all) by that very precise operation which I 

have called interpellation or hailing, and which can be imagined along the 

lines of the most commonplace everyday police (or other) hailing: “Hey, you 

there!” 

 Assuming that the theoretical scene I have imagined takes place in the 

street, the hailed individual will turn round. By this mere one- hundred- and- 

eighty- degree physical conversion, he [sic] becomes a subject. Why? Because 

he has recognized that the hail was “really” addressed to him, and that “it was 

really him who was hailed” (and not someone else). 

 (Althusser 2001 [1971], 174; see also Butler 1997a) 

 By  despotism  we refer to a familiar series of state practices: deprivation of life, 

liberty, or land; dispossession, violence, confinement, coerced labor, exclusion, and 

denial of rights or due process. The contemporary United States, and the colo-

nial societies that preceded it in North America, were founded on these and related 

forms of despotism, all organized according to race. Although racial oppression has 

lessened over the years, and although some of these despotic practices have been sig-

nificantly reduced if not eliminated (slavery is a good example here), others continue 

unabated and in some cases have even increased. For example, carceral practices 

today rival or exceed any previous period in both the proportions and absolute 

numbers of black and brown people held in confinement. The little- noticed devel-

opment of a whole gulag of specialized immigration prisons has no precedent in 

U.S. history. 

 All right then, how about the  democratic dimensions  of the racial state? Though 

it is a constant and prominent feature of the racial state, despotism is not the only 

story that the state tells about race. “Freedom dreams” (Kelley 2003) rooted in 

racial politics are among the most enduring contributions to the foundation of 

democracy in the modern world; these “dreams” have constantly challenged the 

state, most famously in Martin Luther King, Jr.’s August 1963 speech, but on 

numerous other occasions as well. In fact the persistence and depth of social justice- 

oriented movements has been the chief source of popular democracy and indeed 

popular sovereignty in the United States. What W.E.B. Du Bois called “abolition 

democracy” is a clear instance of that movement challenge. In Du Bois’s view, 

the American Revolution of 1776–1781 was only a partial and incomplete anti- 

imperial transformation, since it was dominated by elites and left slavery intact. 

The Civil War, and Reconstruction, abortive as it was, were the second phase of 

the American Revolution, based upon the expansion of the rights that abolition 

implied: the achievement by all of complete democracy and full citizenship (Du 

Bois 2007 [1935] 186; see also Lipsitz 2004; Davis 2005, 73–74). 

 To be sure, democratic movements have often been foreclosed by state- based 

coercion, as well as by reactionary practices based in civil society: mob violence and 

lynching, for example. Only under some circumstances has open and “free” political 

mobilization for democratic reform been possible for people of color: The two great 
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moments of this mainstream political upsurge were, of course, the Reconstruction 

period (1865–1877) and the post- World War II civil rights period (1948–1970). At 

other times democratic political action had to take shape quite autonomously, beneath 

the radar of the state (and often beneath the social scientific radar as well). This sug-

gests the subaltern character of racial democracy. 7  

 * * *

 In order to understand racial politics and to grasp the contradictory relation-

ship between racial despotism and racial democracy, it is necessary to situate the 

racial state historically and account for its development over time. Here, we accom-

plish this by discussing the transition from  war of maneuver to war of position.  Next, 

we address the  racial body politic,  the corporeal or phenomic dimensions of raciality. 

Race and racism politicize the body, subjecting it to state control, surveillance, and 

violence. In the next section,  The Radical Pragmatist Politics of Race,  we consider the 

micro–macro linkages that operate in racial politics. We examine such matters as the 

way individuals and movements “navigate” in unstable and uncertain racial condi-

tions, and the contradictions between racial despotism and racial democracy that 

continue to shape and reshape the racial state. We draw once again on the theories of 

the Italian neo- Marxist politician, theorist, and anti- fascist leader Antonio Gramsci. 

In the next section, we introduce the concept of  trajectories of racial politics.  Trajec-

tories are shaped interactions, taking place over historical time, between the racial 

state and race- oriented social movements. Finally, we reflect upon racial politics in 

everyday life, discussing the  politicization of the social  that took place in the United 

States during the post- World War II years. We argue that anti- racist movements 

greatly expanded the political “space” available in the country, achieving an enor-

mous deepening and broadening of political awareness. From (and within) race this 

“politics of identity” went everywhere: into personal relationships, family, sexuality, 

and “micro-political” interactions of all types. Prior to the 1970s, these identities and 

relationships were seen as mostly private matters, located outside the political sphere. 

Since the black movement challenge, they have “gone public”; awareness of racism, 

sexism, and homophobia cannot be removed from the public sphere. 

 From War of Maneuver to War of Position 

 There has been a racial system in North America since the earliest days of contact 

with and conquest by Europeans. This system has linked political rule to the racial 

classifi cation of individuals and groups. The major institutions and social relation-

ships of U.S. society— law, political organization, economic relationships, religion, 

cultural life, residential patterns— have been structured from the beginning by this 

system. 

 Clearly, the system was more monolithic, more absolute, at earlier histori-

cal moments. Despite its epochal revolutionary origins, the early U.S. maintained 
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many of the residues of the absolutist system of monarchical rule from which it had 

emerged. Empire, slavery, and patrimonialism were some of these “birthmarks.” 

Having thrown off the shackles of the British empire, “the first new nation” (Lipset 

2003 [1963]) proceeded to establish itself as an empire of its own, seizing the land and 

labor of native peoples of North America (Kaplan 2005; Stoler, ed. 2006;).  Having 

declared itself subject to a natural law in which “all men [sic] are created equal,” the 

United States quite comprehensively disobeyed that law in practice: not only through 

its support for hereditary chattel slavery, but also through its severe restrictions on 

democratic participation. 8  The American Revolution was in many respects triggered 

by trade restrictions imposed by the “mother country”; 9  the insurgent colonies were 

merchant capitalist, not yet industrial capitalist. They were patrimonial systems that 

were still marked by feudalism (Adams 2005). Not only did romantic racist ideol-

ogy justifying slavery develop out of this political- economic complex— the plantation 

owner as the father, the slaves as children— but also the chattelization of both slaves 

and women was operating here (Pateman 1988; Mills 1999). Furthermore, because 

there was very little industrial production in the early decades of the nation’s exis-

tence, property- less white men were uncertain about their status. The main “workers” 

were slaves, and white men, unwilling to accept the quasi- feudal status of “servant,” 

were determined to distinguish themselves from slaves at all costs. David Roediger 

(2007 [1991]) finds deep roots for later U.S. racism in this unstable and conflictual 

situation. What about the slaves themselves? The 1790 census— the first ever taken 

in the country— counted roughly 20 percent of the U.S. population as enslaved (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census 1791). In Virginia, the principal slaveholding state of the time, 

the enslaved population was around 40 percent of the total. 

 Thus policing and controlling the enslaved population was a particular concern, 

especially in the South, where slaves were concentrated and represented the main 

source of labor. The U.S. Constitution reflected extensive experience in the surveil-

lance and punishment of slaves, experience that had been acquired by Europeans 

over 250 years of colonization before the Constitution was even promulgated. Protec-

tion for “the peculiar institution” was provided by the document in numerous ways: 

notably in its provision for the return of escaped slaves, and in its ignominious “three- 

fifths clause,” whereby the enslaved population, though obviously unrepresented in 

the legislature, could yet be counted as a component of the population for purposes 

of legislative enumeration. 

 For most of U.S. history, state racial policy’s main objective was repression and 

exclusion. Congress’ first attempt to define American citizenship, the Naturalization 

Law of 1790, declared that only free “white” immigrants could qualify. A persis-

tent pattern of disenfranchisment targeted people of color. Before the Civil War, 

“free persons of color” were stripped of their right to vote— the key to citizenship 

 status— in many states. The extension of eligibility to all racial groups has been slow 

indeed. Japanese, for example, could become naturalized citizens only after the pas-

sage of the McCarran–Walter Act of 1952. 10  
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 The state plays a crucial part in racialization, the extension of racial meaning to 

a previously racially unclassified relationship, social practice or group. Throughout 

the 19th century, many state and federal laws recognized only three racial categories: 

“white,” “Negro,” and “Indian.” In California, the influx of Chinese and the debates 

surrounding the legal status of Mexicans provoked a brief juridical crisis of racial 

definition. California attempted to resolve this dilemma by classifying Mexicans and 

Chinese within the already existing framework of “legally defined” racial groups. 

After the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo (1848), Mexicans were accorded the political- 

legal status of “free white persons,” a fig- leaf placed by the U.S. conquerors over the 

realities of Mexican  mestizaje  and slave emancipation. State racialization of Asians 

was even more baroque: In 1854 the newly established California Supreme Court 

ruled in  People v. Hall  (CA Supreme Court 1854) that Chinese should be considered 

“Indian”[!] and denied the political rights accorded to whites. 11  

 But even at its most oppressive, the racial order was unable to arrogate to itself 

the entire capacity for the production of racial meanings or the racial subjection 

of the population. Racially  defined “others”— people of color— were always able 

to counterpose their own cultural traditions, their own forms of organization and 

identity, to the dehumanizing and enforced “invisibility” imposed by the majority 

society. As the voluminous literature on black culture under slavery shows, black 

slaves developed cultures of resistance based on music, religion, African traditions, 

and family ties, among other political technologies. By these means they sustained 

their own ideological project: the development of a “free” black identity, a sense 

of “peoplehood,” and a collective dedication to emancipation. 12  Similar processes 

of cultural resistance developed among Native Americans, Latin@s, and Asians. 13  

 Without reviewing the vast history of the U.S. racial order, it is still possible to 

make some general comments about the manner in which this order was historically 

consolidated. Gramsci’s distinction between “war of maneuver” and “war of posi-

tion” will prove useful here. In his account,  war of maneuver  is the form of politics 

appropriate to conditions of dictatorship or despotism, when no terrain is available 

for opposition inside the system. Resistance to the regime mobilizes outside the polit-

ical arena, in the hinterlands, the slums and barracoons, the places of worship, the 

fields and mines and other workplaces, everywhere the subaltern strata are gathered. 

Once it has acquired the necessary force, resistance moves to the key locus of power, 

the capital, and seizes the key redoubts (the Bastille, the Winter Palace) from which 

oppressive power has been exercised. 

  War of position,  by contrast, is the political form appropriate to hegemonic sys-

tems of rule that operate by incorporating their opposition, at least up to a point. 

Modern mass societies of both the fascist and the democratic type are the kinds 

of political systems Gramsci has in mind. Resistance to fascism combines the two 

forms of politics. Democratic states may be quite restrictive, but they still generally 

provide some space for challenge from within: legislative, electoral, or judicial pro-

cesses, for example. In such societies the state is fortified (Gramsci calls it a system 
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of “trenches”) 14  by structures of legitimation and consent against insurrection or 

other direct challenges. The task faced by any oppositional movement engaged in a 

“war of position” is to delegitimate the hegemonic system and to erode or under-

mine consent. By rearticulating political and cultural “common sense” in such a 

way that the excluded, oppressed, and exploited sectors of society can achieve their 

own legitmacy, their own inclusion, the opposition develops  counter- hegemony.  It 

seeks to attain the rights, justice, and political power that its supporters had earlier 

been denied. “War of position” is thus a prolonged struggle for the adherence of the 

general population and the achievement of political power, generally without insur-

rection or armed struggle. 15  

 For much of American history, no political legitimacy was conceded to alterna-

tive or oppositional racial projects. The absence of democratic rights, of material 

resources, and of political and ideological terrain upon which to challenge the mono-

lithic character of the racial order, forced racially defined opposition both outward, to 

the margins of society, and inward, to the relative safety of self- defined communities. 

Slaves who escaped to the North or Canada, or who formed maroon communities 

in forests and swamps; Indians who made war on the United States in defense of 

their peoples and lands; Chinese and Filipin@s who drew together in Chinatowns 

and Manilatowns in order to gain some measure of collective control over their 

existence— these are some examples of the movement  outward,  away from political 

engagement with the racial state. 

 These same blacks, Indians, Asians (and many others), banned from the political 

system and relegated to what was supposed to be a permanently inferior sociocultural 

status, were also forced  inward  upon themselves as individuals, families, and com-

munities. Tremendous cultural resources were nurtured among such communities; 

enormous labors were required to survive and to develop elements of an autonomy 

and opposition under such conditions. These circumstances can best be understood 

as combining with the violent clashes and necessity of resistance (to white- led race 

riots, military assaults) which characterized these periods, to constitute a racial war 

of maneuver. 

 War of maneuver was gradually replaced by  war of position  as racially defined 

minorities achieved political gains in the United States. 16  A strategy of war of position 

can only be predicated on political struggle— on the existence of diverse institutional 

and cultural terrains upon which oppositional political projects can be mounted. To 

the extent that you can confront the racial state from within the political system, to 

the degree that you possess political “voice” (Hirschman 1971), you are fighting a war 

of position. Prepared in large measure by the practices undertaken under conditions 

of war of maneuver, black movements and their allies were able to make sustained 

strategic incursions into the mainstream political process during the post- World War 

II years. “Opening up” the state was a process of democratization which had effects 

both on state structures and on racial meanings. The postwar black movement, later 

joined by other racially based minority movements, challenged the dominant racial 
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ideology in the United States, insisting upon a more egalitarian and democratic con-

cept of race. The state was the logical target for this effort. 

 The Racial Body Politic 

 Race and racism both defi ne and disrupt the body politic of the nation- state. 17  As we 

saw in  Chapter 3 , concepts of the  nation  like “the American people” or “the French 

people” presuppose a degree of inclusion and commonality that is impossible to 

achieve in practice. States occasionally become the instruments of necessarily geno-

cidal attempts to attain that level of uniformity (“purity”), which is usually framed 

in racial terms. 18  But more often they must manage the heterogeneity of the body 

politic, operating on the continuum of despotism–democracy that we have discussed. 

Therefore racial diff erence and racial inequality are fundamental dimensions of social 

organization. This is something that reductionist theoretical approaches to race and 

racism  just can ’ t explain.  There is a persistent tendency to recur to other, suppos-

edly more fundamental social forces like class and culture/ethnicity, in the eff ort to 

explain the persistence and breadth of race. Such accounts always neglect or dismiss 

the embeddedness of race in the modern world. 

 Foucault’s concept of “biopower” 19  addresses some of the problems of this sort 

of management. Though he developed it in his later work on sexuality, Foucault also 

applied this term to issues of race and racism, especially in regard to colonialism and 

empire. The biopower concept is useful here because it allows us to see the normal-

ization and comprehensiveness of race and racism in the modern world (and most 

certainly in the U.S.). With Foucault, we challenge the idea— found everywhere in 

both scholarly work and common sense— that human differentiation according to 

race is somehow aberrant, and that racism is an irrational deviation from such immu-

table principles as individualism, “ liberté, égalité, fraternité, ” or the law of supply and 

demand. Foucault labels such accounts “scapegoat theories” of race. As Ann Laura 

Stoler writes, 

 Scapegoat theories posit that under economic and social duress, particular sub- 

populations are cordoned off as intruders, invented to deflect anxieties, and 

conjured up precisely to nail blame. For Foucault, racism is more than an  ad hoc  

response to crisis: It is a manifestation of preserved possibilities, the expression 

of an underlying discourse of permanent social war, nurtured by the biopoliti-

cal technologies of “incessant purification.” Racism does not merely arise in 

moments of crisis, in sporadic cleansings. It is internal to the biopolitical state, 

woven into the weft of the social body, threaded through its fabric. 

 (1995, 69) 

 From this standpoint the “scavenger concept” of race also acquires new focus and 

emphasis. The ready availability of race as an “explanation” for deviance from some 
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attributed norm becomes more intelligible when we recognize both the ease with 

which racial distinctions are made— their “ocularity”— and when we simultaneously 

admit the breadth and depth of racial awareness in American society. With these 

political tools in view, with an awareness of biopower handy and Foucault by your 

side, consider once again the raciality of the body politic: the endless list of attributed 

variation by race that pervades the United States, and much of the rest of the world 

as well. Variation by race in scores on the SAT test? In evacuation rates by race from 

hurricane- fl ooded New Orleans? In diff erent racial groups’ commitments to “hard 

work”? In criminal propensities? How about in common- sense beliefs about sexual 

proclivities across racially defi ned groups (consider the word “vanilla” in this con-

text)? This list can go on for days. 

 The phrase “body politic,” of course, refers not only to the collective body, 

the “nation” or its equivalents; it also refers to the politicized body. Here we are 

arguing that the phenomic dimensions of race are among the central components 

of this phenomenon. Race and racism not only politicize the social but render up 

the human body into the burning heart of the state as material for the social control. 

State racial policy is directed against the racial body, in such forms as surveillance, 

profiling, policing, and confinement. This racial body politic is also gendered and 

classed: State violence against black men— against poor, dark, mainly male bod-

ies— is one of the most continuous and seemingly central aspects of the U.S. racial 

system. Women of color are also targeted, especially by violence, discrimination, and 

assaults on their reproductive rights (Harris- Perry 2011); profiling is everywhere 

(Glover 2009). 

 Much recent scholarship has properly been devoted to “performing race” (Kondo 

1997). In parallel fashion, critical studies of racism tend to see it as something that can 

be “performed’ or not; for example we are urged to “interrupt” racism, or to “ally” 

against racism. We consider that both these dimensions of race— race as “perfor-

mance” and race as “phenomics”— must be synthesized if we are to conceive fully of 

the racial politics of civil society. To be sure there is no easy separation of the racial 

state from the racial dimensions of identity and everyday life. 

  The body is the person.  It is not news that racism derives much of its energy 

from the effort to control racially marked bodies. Nor is it surprising that des-

potism operates on the racial body, assaulting it, confining it, and profiling it. 20  

Whether traditional or modern, whether religious or corporate, whether super-

exploiting immigrant workers, profiling “suspicious” persons (“stop and frisk”; 

“show me your papers”), whether enforcing the boundaries of neighborhood seg-

regation, policing school hallways in neighborhoods of color (Nolan 2011)— again 

the list is long— the convergence between despotism and the racial body is com-

prehensive. For this reason— as well as for reasons of gender and sexuality— the 

right of all human beings to control their own bodies is a fundamental democratic 

demand. 
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 The Radical Pragmatist Politics of Race 

 Racial formation theory draws a great deal from the pragmatist philosophical tradi-

tion. Pragmatist concepts of self and society are based on the core idea of  self- refl ective 

action.  This term means that both individually and collectively we are self- consciously 

cognizant of the social forces in which we are immersed, and through which we steer 

our individual and collective selves. 21  Consider racial formation as a continuous pro-

cess of this type. It is not only a struggle over the meaning of one’s own racial identity 

within a particular social context and defi ned set of relationships; it is also a confl ict 

over the terms of collective self- defi nition carried out in the shadow of the state and 

its biopolitical capabilities. In the post- World War II period, these struggles have 

taken place in explicitly political terms, as an ongoing “war of position” between 

racial despotism and racial democracy. 

 A radical pragmatist approach allows us to analyze the interaction of the racial-

ized self and the racialized social structure. At the “micro- level,” each racial self 

engages in a certain amount of sociopolitical “navigation,” so to speak. This activity 

takes place in everyday life and in political life, and requires what might be called 

racial “intelligence.” When one acts self- reflectively in respect to race, she or he links 

the racial conditions of everyday life with those of the overall social structure. Often 

this racial intelligence is taken for granted, but it is also self- conscious much of the 

time, especially for people of color. 

 At the “macro- level,” the radical pragmatism of racial formation theory allows us 

to understand why even in the present— in the post- civil rights, neoliberal era— racial 

politics are so intractable, why they consist of simultaneous advances and setbacks. At 

some moments and during some periods, projects for collective self- definition assume 

the utmost importance, while at others they are in relative abeyance. Under some 

conditions, when mobilization is sufficient— say in 1963  Birmingham, Alabama— 

movements and organizations are able to intervene politically and act strategically on 

behalf of insurgent groups of color. More often, self- reflective political activity is dif-

fused and sporadic, less frequently concentrated in mass political undertakings. The 

Birmingham campaign or the August 1963 March on Washington were exceptional 

moments of collective mobilization. But self- reflective action is always present to 

some degree. 

  The state also operates this way.  Indeed a radical pragmatist approach to racial 

politics also allows us to see the “life of the state” as Gramsci describes it, as 

 a continuous process of formation and superseding of unstable equilibria … 

between the interests of the fundamental group and those of the subordinate 

groups— equilibria in which the interests of the dominant group prevail, but 

only up to a certain point, i.e., stopping short of narrowly corporate economic 

interest. 

 (1971, 182) 
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 The framework here is Marxian class analysis, but if we think about this processual 

notion of “the life of the state” from a racial point of view it closely parallels the 

pragmatist concept. The “fundamental group” may be seen as whites— or more prop-

erly whites and others who benefi t from white supremacy and racism— while the 

 “subordinate groups” are people of color and their allies who are incorporated 

into the “unstable equilibrium,” but only “up to a point.” Racial politics are unstable 

because state and opposition are both the targets and operators of intersecting racial 

projects. In the old days, the racial state could be more overt and violent. In the 

“post- civil rights” era, the racial state cannot merely dominate; it must seek  hege-

mony.  It does this in two related ways; fi rst by incorporating “subordinate” groups: 

the “sub- ” others, in other words the  subaltern;  and second by creating and embody-

ing racial “common sense,” as we have discussed. Yet state violence, confi nement, 

and aggressive and repressive policing of people of color all continue; this is how 

hegemony and subalternity are maintained: though a combination of repression and 

incorporation. 

 What is despotic, and what is democratic, about the U.S. racial state? Despite sev-

eral historical “breaks”— when abolition of slavery, decolonization, and large- scale 

extensions of citizenship and civil rights took place— the contemporary world is still 

mired in the same racial history from which it originally sprang. The U.S. state was 

born out of white supremacy and still maintains it to a significant degree. Yet the 

state has been forced time and time again to make concessions to the racial “others”: 

people of African descent, subjects of imperial conquest, indigenous people, and 

immigrants. The racial state has been transformed over and over in unending efforts 

to deal with its fundamental contradictions: Its concept of “freedom” included slav-

ery. It is a racial despotism that also claims to be democratic. It is an empire that arose 

out of an anti- imperial revolution. It is a settler society (based on immigration) that 

is also exclusionist. 

 Colonial rule and slavocracy were systems whose fundamental political charac-

ter was despotic. By seizure of territory, by kidnapping and theft, by coercive and 

authoritarian rule, Europe- based imperial regimes destroyed countless lives and sen-

sibilities. No amount of rationalization, no invocation of themes of development and 

uplift, no efforts at historical relativization can justify these predations or deodorize 

their moral stink. So, racial politics and the racial state have their origins in the ravag-

ing of the globe, in the consolidation of European rule, and in the classification of all 

humanity along racial lines. It is a bleak picture. 

 But not in every way. Racial politics also embody self- activity, resistance, and 

“situated creativity” (another pragmatist phrase; see Joas 1996). For the past half- 

millennium, refusal of slavery, resistance to colonialism, noncompliance with racial 

domination, fidelity to oppositional cultural traditions and alternative concepts of 

group and individual identity, and belief in racial solidarity have been some of the 

most crucial sources of insurgency, some of the central passions underlying eman-

cipatory and democratic politics, both in the United States and around the world. 
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 Trajectories of Racial Politics 

 What happens in racial politics when huge crises and racial “breaks”— matters of 

global and not just national signifi cance for the most part— are  not  on the horizon? 

The 17 years of the Civil War/Reconstruction (1860–1877) and roughly 22 years 

(1948–1970) of the post- World War II racial “break” were exceptional periods. The 

brief and heroic latter period is now receding historically. As President Obama has 

noted— speaking about himself as well as other present- day black leaders— the 

“Moses” generation of Dr. King and his contemporaries has now been succeeded by 

the “Joshua” generation (Bobo and Dawson 2009). What do “normal” racial politics 

look like today? 

 Racial politics should be understood in terms of  trajectories.  In the post- World 

War II civil rights era and its aftermath, there have been a rising and a declining phase 

of this political trajectory. The trajectory proceeded from the relative abeyance of 

racial justice movements before the war; it was initiated during the war with the 1941 

desegregation of the defense industries, and continued with the desegregation of the 

armed forces and the 1954  Brown  decision; it reached its apogee with the upsurge 

of the civil rights, black power, and their allied movements in the 1960s. It began its 

decline after the adoption of civil rights reforms in the mid- 1960s. A victim of its own 

(partial) success, the movement confronted the onset of racial reaction at the hands of 

the new right from about 1970 onward. 

 Applying Gramsci’s approach, let us consider the U.S. racial system as an “unsta-

ble equilibrium.” The idea of politics as “the continuous process of formation and 

superseding of unstable equilibria” has particular resonance in describing the opera-

tion of the racial state. The racial system is managed by the state— encoded in law, 

organized through policy- making, and enforced by a repressive apparatus. But the 

equilibrium thus achieved is unstable, for the great variety of conflicting interests 

encapsulated in racial meanings and identities can be no more than pacified by the 

state. Racial conflict persists at every level of society, varying over time and in respect 

to different groups, but ubiquitous. Indeed, the state is itself penetrated and struc-

tured by the very interests whose conflicts it seeks to stabilize and control. 22  

 Disruption and restoration of the racial order suggest the type of reiterative 

movement or pattern we designate by the term “trajectory.” Both racial movements 

and the racial state experience such transformations, passing through periods of rapid 

change and virtual stasis, through moments of massive mobilization and others of rel-

ative passivity. While the movement and regime versions of the overall trajectory are 

independently observable, they could not exist independently of each other. Racially 

based political movements are inconceivable without the racial state, which provides 

a focus for political demands and structures the racial order. The racial regime, in 

turn, has been historically constructed by racial movements; it consists of agencies 

and programs which are institutionalized responses to racially  based movements of 

the past. 
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 Our concept of the trajectory of racial politics thus links the two central actors 

in the drama of contemporary racial politics— the racial state and anti- racist social 

movements, the “dominant” and “subordinate” groups in Gramsci’s account— and 

suggests a general pattern of interaction between them. Change in the racial order, in 

the social meaning and political role played by race, is achieved only when the state 

has initiated reforms, when it has generated new programs and agencies in response 

to movement demands. Movements capable of achieving such reforms only arise 

when there is significant “decay” in the capacities of pre- existing state programs and 

institutions to organize and enforce racial ideology. Contemporary patterns of change 

in the racial order illustrate this point clearly. 

 Taken as a whole, the anti- racist movements of the post- World War II period con-

stitute a broad democratic upsurge, whose goals were a wide aggregation of “freedom 

dreams” (Kelley 2003) that ranged from moderate (voting rights) to radical (socialist 

revolution, national liberation). The state response to this challenge sought to contain 

it through reforms that would substitute a system of racial  hegemony  for the previ-

ous system of racial  domination.  The various civil rights acts and court decisions of 

the 1960s incorporated movement opposition. This involved making tangible conces-

sions without altering the underlying structural racism that was characteristic of the 

United States. It also meant the marginalization and in some cases destruction of 

those sectors of racial opposition that were unwilling to accept limited (aka “moder-

ate”) reforms. 

 After the dust had settled from the titanic confrontation between the movement’s 

radical propensities and the “establishment’s” tremendous capacity for incorporative 

“moderate” reform, a great deal remained unresolved. The ambiguous and con-

tradictory racial conditions in the nation today result from decades- long attempts 

simultaneously to ameliorate racial opposition and to placate and sustain the  ancien 

régime raciale.  The unending reiteration of these opposite gestures, these contra-

dictory practices, itself testifies to the limitations of democracy and the continuing 

significance of race in the United States. 

 Where are we located today on this trajectory? Were the incorporative reforms 

effective in defusing the anti-racist movement? Of course, they were; let’s not have 

any illusions about that. But the political processes we are discussing here proceed 

forward in time, driven in part by the very limitations of the reforms that shaped them. 

The trajectory of racial politics continues. Perhaps perversely, or at least ironically, 

the reforms which curtailed racial inequality and injustice’s most despotic features 

have worked to reinforce the production and diffusion of “colorblindness” as the 

hegemonic U.S. racial ideology in the late 20th and early 21st centuries. In  Chap ters 7  

(Racial Reaction: Containment and Rearticulation) and  8  (Colorblindness, Neoliberal-

ism, and Obama), we consider the rise to hegemony of colorblind racial ideology, as 

well as its contradictions and vulnerabilities. 

 This is the racial crisis of the early 21st century. “[C]risis,” Gramsci wrote, “con-

sists precisely in the fact that the old is dying and the new cannot be born: in this 
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interregnum, a great variety of morbid symptoms appear” (1971, 276). The significant 

advances made since World War II in overcoming the entrenched systems of U.S. racial 

despotism coexist with a system of ongoing racial stratification and injustice that man-

ages to reproduce most of the conditions that have supposedly been abolished. 

 The Politicization of the Social 

 The race- based/anti- racism movements that arose after World War II were the fi rst 

 new social movements  (Laraña, Johnston, and Gusfi eld, eds. 1994; Goodwin, Jasper, 

and Polletta, eds. 2001). They were the fi rst systematically to expand the concerns of 

politics to the social sphere, to the terrain of everyday life and emotional life. 23  New 

social movement politics would later prove “contagious,” leading to the mobilization 

of other people of color, as well as other groups whose concerns were principally social. 

The new social movements were inspired by the black movement— particularly in the 

United States but all around the world as well (Mullings 2009). These movements 

challenged the more limited notions of politics that had shaped “mainstream” under-

standings. They vastly enlarged and qualitatively transformed the classical defi nition 

of politics: “Who gets what, when, and how” (Lasswell 1950 [1936]). 

 What distinguishes the post- World War II racial regime, and the anti- racist initia-

tives of the mid- 20th century, from previous periods of racial despotism and earlier 

attempts to create racial democracy? Of course, no historical period is completely 

different from those that preceded it; all political systems, all racial projects, bear the 

“birthmarks” of their epochs of origin. Even a radical “break,” like the one described 

by Du Bois in  Black Reconstruction,  or the post- World War II upheaval in racial 

dynamics— which was a worldwide phenomenon, not just a U.S. one— preserves 

within itself substantial components of what went before. 

 How could it be otherwise? Enslaved people of African descent may have sought 

freedom, and indeed fought and died for it with all their hearts, but they nevertheless 

remained wounded and brutalized by the system they succeeded in overthrowing. 

And that system, however much it had been laid waste by Sherman’s armies, and 

however much it had been chastened by Lincoln’s poignant warning in his Second 

Inaugural Address (1864) that 

 if God wills that it [the War] continue until all the wealth piled by the bonds-

man’s two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall be sunk, and 

… every drop of blood drawn with the lash shall be paid by another drawn 

with the sword, as was said three thousand years ago, so still it must be said, 

“The judgments of the Lord are true and righteous altogether…,” 

 would still not emerge from the carnage and suff ering of the Civil War as a truly free 

society. 

 The achievement of civil rights reforms was a great triumph, despite the limi-

tations and compromises built into the reform legislation and the Supreme Court 
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decisions involved (the  Brown  decision’s “all deliberate speed” equivocation on 

desegregation was but one example of this). Yet the passage of civil rights laws in the 

mid- 1960s was no more the creation of racial democracy than was the passage of civil 

rights laws in the late 1860s. The Supreme Court overturned the 1868 Civil Rights 

Act and other emancipatory Reconstruction- era measures, just as it has eviscerated 

the 1960s civil rights laws in the decades since their enactment. 24  The achievement 

of slavery’s abolition was at best a hint of what “abolition democracy”— that quasi- 

revolutionary ideal that Du Bois identified as the heart of slaves’ auto- emancipation 

during the Civil War— would have involved: redistribution of land, severe punish-

ment for rebellious Confederates. Civil rights are not the same as democracy. They 

do not spell the end of racism; indeed they are marked by racism’s continuity, not its 

elimination. 

 Yet the post- World War II racial upheavals in the United States, the anti- racist 

movements of that epoch, did indeed achieve something new and unprecedented. 

This was the  politicization of the social:  the overflow of political meaning and aware-

ness into the arena of everyday and emotional life, which had up to then been a largely 

“private” and depoliticized sphere. This terrain had previously been seen as largely 

irrational, disembodied, unrelated to politics, unconnected to power, and outside the 

purview of the state. 

 Emerging from the territory of the everyday, lived experience of racism, and indeed 

embedded with that experience, the anti- racist movement was all about the ways race 

was conceived, constructed, and practiced at both the macro- level of institutional 

arrangements and social structure and the micro- level of everyday social relation-

ships. The modern civil rights movement, and its allied anti- racist movements, were 

struggles over these concepts, practices, and structures; they were conflicts about 

the  social meaning of race.  It was their incursion into the nation’s political life, and 

their achievements within it, that created what we call The Great Transformation— 

the shifts in racial awareness, racial meaning, racial subjectivity that were brought 

about by the black movement. Race is not only a matter of politics, economics, or 

culture, but operates simultaneously on all these levels of lived experience. It is a 

pre- eminently social phenomenon that suffuses each individual identity, each family 

and community, and that also penetrates state institutions and market relationships. 

 After World War II, the black movement  politicized the social.  It asserted the “fact 

of blackness” (Fanon 1967), a realization that erupted like a volcano onto the sleeping 

village below. The village of American social life— that is, the white “mainstream” of 

segregated American society— was turned inside  out by this “social fact” (Durkheim 

2014) after centuries of white obliviousness and dormant racial insurgency. The rise 

of the black movement eclipsed the ethnicity- based model of race and instituted a 

new model based on new understandings— what we call  rearticulations — of key socio-

political pillars of U.S. “common sense”: democracy, state, and identity. 

 Because it represented a critical upheaval in the meaning of race and a far more 

profound understanding of the dynamics of racism, the politicization of the social 
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was linked to the two challenging paradigms of racial formation that we have dis-

cussed here: the class- based paradigm and the nation- based paradigm. But it was 

only linked in part. Yes, the class- based and nation- based approaches to race and 

racism shared a rejection of the “moderate” orientation of the ethnicity paradigm. 

This drew them together in their quest for a more radical anti- racist position, and it 

suggested a deeper critique of race and racism in everyday life. For example, some 

class- based theories of race focused on the  experience  of inequality and superex-

ploitation (Oppenheimer 1974). Cultural nationalist politics and theory focused on 

community, customs, and  peoplehood.  

 But the challenging paradigms could not grasp the larger significance of the racial 

politics of everyday life, the social psychological and experiential dimensions of the 

politicized social. The class- based and nation- based paradigms of race, though critical 

and radical, relied on more traditional forms of politics— on economic determinism 

and anti- colonialism respectively. Because they were limited by their reductionism 

of race, even the radical varieties of the class- based and nation- based paradigms— 

Marxist accounts and internal colonialism accounts in particular— could not fully 

embrace the autonomy and  self- activity  of the new social movements. 

 We do not argue that the politicization of the social was a purely spontaneous 

phenomenon. Indeed it was  crafted  in part by movement activists and theorists, for 

example by Bayard Rustin (Rustin 2003 [1965]; D’Emilio 2004). We draw special 

attention, however, to the movement’s ability to pay attention to its base, to “learn from 

its followers.” This derived from its profound commitment to the complexities of race 

itself. This recognition of black “self- activity” (James et al. 2006 [1958]) bore a strong 

resemblance to the “situated creativity” highlighted in Dewey’s political philosophy. 

We have discussed this  radical pragmatism of race.  The movement’s immersion in the 

black religious tradition, its embrace of direct action, and its heteronomous adoption 

of such political tactics as the “sit- in” (based in the labor movement) and  satyagraha /

nonviolence (based in Gandhi’s anti- colonial struggle in India; see Chabot 2011) 25  all 

undermined the racist barriers that had for so long separated the thoroughly racial-

ized social life of American society from the exclusive white politics of the Jim Crow 

regime. A notable feature of the black movement’s politicization of the social was the 

active role that youth, especially black youth, played in this transition. The willingness 

of young blacks to expose their bodies to the brutality of white racism— particularly in 

the South— was itself a rearticulation: a practical reinterpretation of the significance 

of the black body, as well as a defiance of the inherent violence of lynching. 26  

 In short, racial identity, racial experience, racial politics, and the racial state itself 

were deeply transformed after World War II by the black movement and its allies. 

They were so profoundly reinvented and reinterpreted that the racial meanings estab-

lished during this period continue to shape social and political life, even in the current 

period of reaction. 

 Furthermore, the politicization of the social spread across all of American life, 

highlighting the injustices, inequalities, and indignities that pervade U.S. society. The 
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taken- for- granted unfreedom of women as a result of their sexual objectification and 

assumed unsuitability for the public sphere— in other words, the whole panoply of 

sexist practices and social structures— now became visible and a matter of conten-

tion, not only in the legislatures and courts but in the workplace and bedroom. 27  The 

assumed abnormality, perversion, deviance, and criminality of homosexuality— in 

other words, the unquestioned homophobia, ostracism, and discrimination expe-

rienced as a matter of course by anyone recognized as gay— now became a public 

political conflict, not only for those stigmatized as a result of their sexual identities, 

but for  everyone,  for the whole society. 28  Of course, these shifts did not take place 

overnight; they required years to unfold; indeed they are still very much sociopoliti-

cal battlefields and are likely to remain so, just as race and racism itself will remain a 

political “war zone,” a field of profound conflict. But our point here is not that that 

these were “problems” that were “solved” in political life and everyday life. Indeed 

it is quite the opposite: that racism, sexism, and homophobia— and other society- 

wide conflicts as well— were  revealed and politicized  by the anti- racist movement 

that succeeded World War II. Henceforth these and related dimensions of injustice, 

inequality, and exclusion became public issues, ceasing forever to be relegated to the 

private and personal sphere, or worse yet, to be utterly denied and suppressed. 

 The radical upsurge of the anti- racist movement during the post- World War 

II years succeeded in disrupting white supremacy. It discredited the European 

immigrant- based model of race that had grounded ethnicity theory and had ratio-

nalized the racial “moderation” and complacency of white liberals. Anti- racist 

mobilization incentivized class- based and nation- based theories and analyses of 

race— the challenging paradigms we have discussed in  Chapters 2  and 3. But although 

the movement launched a new political trajectory of conflict and reform, neither of 

the two challenging viewpoints could achieve hegemonic status. They suffered from 

serious deficiencies, largely because (as we have argued in  Part I ) of their reduction 

of race to other phenomena. The subsequent waning of the class- and nation-based 

viewpoints and organizations, grounded in challenging paradigms left a vacuum in 

racial theory and politics. This vacuum permitted the racial state to adopt new tech-

niques of violence and repression, working under the “law and order” ideology of 

the new right. This vacuum also created the political space for the rearticulation and 

containment of movement demands under the ideology of colorblindness. 

 Despite these serious setbacks, the depth and breadth of “the Great Transforma-

tion” can hardly be exaggerated.  The forging of new collective racial identities during 

the 1950s and 1960s has been the single most enduring contribution of the anti- racist move-

ment.  It is a set of political resources that endures today as a central component of the 

struggle for democracy in the United States. Today, the gains won in the past have 

been rolled back in many respects. Many anti- racist movement organizations have 

been forced onto the defensive: Rather than demanding increased racial justice, they 

have had to fight to uphold welfare state policies and liberal reforms— affirmative 

action is perhaps the best example— that they once condemned as inadequate and 
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tokenistic at best. The trajectory of racial politics continues, but now in a prolonged 

downturn. Amidst these reversals, the persistence of the politicized social, the con-

tinuity and strength of the new racial identities forged by the anti- racist movement, 

stands out as the most formidable obstacle to the consolidation of a repressive racial 

order. Apparently, the movements themselves could be fragmented, many of the poli-

cies for which they fought could be reversed, and their leaders could be coopted or 

even assassinated; but the racial subjectivity and self- awareness that they developed 

have taken permanent hold, and no amount of repression or cooptation can change 

that. 

 Notes 

1. Mills 2008, 1389.

2. Durkheim’s theoretical claims about social facts and collective representations are conve-

niently assembled and discussed in Durkheim 2014.

3. Concepts of the subject, subjection, and subjectivity are usefully deconstructed in Butler

1997a. The experience/structure framework parallels Mills’s “sociological imagination”

(2000 [1959]), and also Levi- Strauss’s (1966) concept of social structure as simultaneously

synchronic and diachronic. All three of these accounts share central pragmatist tenets as well.

4. The concepts of “situated creativity” and “self- refl ective action” are core ideas in the

radical pragmatism of John Dewey (1933, 1948 [1919]). A parallel concept can be found

in C.L.R. James’s idea of “self- activity” and in Grace Lee’s early work. The term “self- 

activity” was introduced into the political lexicon in  Facing Reality , a theoretical text by

C.L.R. James, Grace Lee, Martin Glaberman, and Cornelius Castoriadis that appeared

in the 1950s. Because “self- activity” cannot be delegated to others, it embodies radical

democracy. The authors write: 

The end toward which mankind is inexorably developing by the constant over-

coming of internal antagonisms is not the enjoyment, ownership, or use of goods, 

but self- realization, creativity based upon the incorporation into the individual 

personality of the whole previous development of humanity. Freedom is creative 

universality, not utility. (2006 [1958], 58) 

The radical pragmatist (and arguably Deweyan) framework here is quite palpable. See also 

Rawick 1972; Lawson and Koch, eds. 2004. Lee (later Grace Lee Boggs), still active today 

at age 95, remains a leading anti- racist radical activist and author. She received her Ph.D. 

in 1940 with a dissertation on George Herbert Mead and has written on Dewey as well. 

5. The notion of racism as a “scavenger ideology” was fi rst elaborated by George Mosse

(1985, 213). It is also noted in Collins and Solomos 2010, 11; Fredrickson 2002.

6. On Gramsci’s concept of ideology as “glue,” see Gramsci 1971, 328.

7. In U.S. race studies the subalternity argument goes back through Robin D.G. Kelley to

the “hidden transcripts” of James C. Scott. Scott in turn drew on the “subaltern stud-

ies” school of Ranajit Guha, Partha Chatterjee, and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, among

others. The term “subaltern” comes from Gramsci. In our view, it pairs domination and

“otherness,” and thus addresses key race/racism issues. In important part of subalternity

theories is the argument that it is diffi  cult to govern subaltern peoples “all the way down.”
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Implicitly, “below” normal politics there is a level of autonomy available to such groups 

and individuals, an “infrapolitical” terrain beneath the radar of white supremacy, colonial-

ism, slavocracy, or other authoritarian regimes. This theme relates to the theme of race/

racism as the “politicization of the social” that we discuss later in this chapter. 

8. The American Revolution was a bourgeois revolution, in the sense that it overthrew a feu-

dal system and established a system of rule by a property- holding class of “commoners.”

The revolution thus repudiated not only absolutism and “divine right” but also nobility

and aristocracy. But because it occurred in the early stages of capitalism’s development,

it initially recognized only the democratic rights of established (male, white) property- 

holders. The founding fathers’ distaste for the “rabble,” the masses, even those who were

white and male, is well- known. Later, as capitalism developed, political rights could be

extended (gradually to be sure) to the “middling sorts”: small (white, male) property- 

holders. See Beckert 2001.

9. This is true of almost all the American anti- colonial revolutions: Beginning in the early

19th century, local (“creole”) elites— Bolivar, Juarez, San Martin— sought to throw off  the

restrictive commercial practices demanded by colonial administrations based in Europe.

They wanted to control their own exports— largely primary products— and sell to the

world market, a form of “free trade” much encouraged by the superpower of that century: 

Great Britain. The one exception here is Haiti and even that epochal struggle was partially 

trade- based. 

 10. The ideological residue of these restrictions in naturalization and citizenship is the popular 

equation of the term “American” with “white.” The emergence of the “birther” phenom-

enon in the aftermath of Barack Obama’s election in 2008 has been cited as evidence of

this. As pundit Andrew Sullivan writes: 

The demographics tell the basic story: a black man is president and a large major-

ity of white southerners cannot accept that, even in 2009. They grasp conspiracy 

theories to wish Obama— and the America he represents— away. Since white 

southerners comprise an increasing proportion of the 22% of Americans who still 

describe themselves as Republican, the GOP can neither dismiss the crankery nor 

move past it. The fringe defi nes what’s left of the Republican center. (Sullivan 

2009; see also Parker and Barreto 2013; Fang 2013) 

 11. For a comparative analysis of Mexican and Chinese experiences in 19th- century  California 

see Almaguer 2008 [1994].

 12. A brief selection of sources: Lester 1968a; Harding 1969; Rawick 1972; Gutman 1976;

Aptheker 1983 (1963); Thompson 1983; Hahn 2003; Du Bois 2007 (1935).

 13. The examples of Geronimo, Crazy Horse, and other Native American leaders were passed 

down from generation to generation as examples of resistance, and the Ghost Dance and

Native American Church were employed by particular generations of Indians to maintain

a resistance culture (Geronimo 2005 [1905]; Powers 2011; see also Snipp 1989). Rodolfo

Acuña has pointed out how the same “bandits” against whom Anglo vigilantes mounted

expeditions after the Treaty of Guadalupe  Hidalgo— Tiburcio Vasquez and  Joaquín

Murieta are perhaps the most famous of these— became heroes in the  Mexicano commu-

nities of the Southwest, remembered in folktales and celebrated in corridos (Acuña 2011

[1972]; see also Peña 1985). Chinese immigrants confi ned at Angel Island in the San Fran-

cisco Bay carved poetry in the walls of their cells, seeking not only to identify themselves
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and their home villages, but also to memorialize their experiences and to inform their suc-

cessor occupants of those same places of confi nement (Lai, Lim, and Yung 1991; Huang 

2008). We do not off er these examples to romanticize repression or to give the air of revo-

lutionary struggle to what were often desperate acts; we simply seek to affi  rm that even in 

the most uncontested periods of American racism, oppositional cultures were able, often 

at very great cost, to maintain themselves. 

 14. “The massive structures of the modern democracies, both as State organisations, and as

complexes of associations in civil society, constitute for the art of politics as it were the

‘trenches’ and the permanent fortifi cations of the front in the war of position: they render

merely ‘partial’ the element of movement which before used to be ‘the whole’ of war”

(Gramsci 1971, 503).

 15. Gramsci’s elliptical language, required by imprisonment in fascist Italy, makes concise

citation diffi  cult. For more details of his approach to the war of maneuver/war of position 

concepts, see “State and Civil Society,” in Gramsci 1971, 445–557. The entire work (itself

an edited selection) is useful for the student of race and racism.

 16. Our treatment here is necessarily very brief. The contemporary confi guration of racial

politics is a major subject later on in this work.

 17. We confi ne ourselves here to the issue of political uses of the racial body, which is what

we mean by “the racial body politic.” Originally the phrase “body politic” referred to

absolutist political frameworks, in which the sovereign’s body was conceived as dual. A

mortal individual, the sovereign’s political body was also divine. As a result of divine right, 

it incorporated (note the bodily etymology of this term) his or her people as well. Only

because sovereignty embodied the divine in the mortal, only because of “the king’s two

bodies” could it exercise absolute power (Kantorowicz 1957; see also Allen 2004, 69–84).

 18. Eric D. Weitz (2003) has traced a whole series of 20th- century genocides back to the

attempt, which he calls “utopian,” to achieve racial (or quasi- racial) homogeneity in par-

ticular nations or empires.

 19. This term refers to the making of political distinctions among human bodies. This hap-

pens according to gender and race most centrally, but in respect to other phenomic

characteristics as well. Such distinctions are not merely imposed from outside, but are

seen as intrinsic by their bearers; they thus become essential to the political- economic and 

cultural self- discipline Foucault calls “governmentality.” He refers to biopower as a politi-

cal technology— that is, an apparatus of rule and subjection— that took the shape of “an

explosion of numerous and diverse techniques for achieving the subjugations of bodies

and the control of populations” (Foucault 1990 [1978], 140). See also Butler 1997a.

 20. Similar patterns can be discerned in eff orts to control the gendered body and the queer

body: abortion restriction, gay- bashing, and numerous other repressive practices are clear 

examples.

 21. This defi nition imperfectly renders some organized principles of pragmatist thought,

notably its democratic currents. These proceed from Dewey 1933; see also Joas 1996.

 22. The main means available to the state for the equilibration of confl icting interests is pre-

cisely their incorporation into the state in the form of policies, programs, patronage, etc.

Gramsci argues that various forms of hegemony fl ow from this process of incorporation:

“expansive” hegemony if state– society relations display suffi  cient dynamism and are not

inordinately plagued by crisis conditions; or “reformist” hegemony (what he calls “trans-

formism”) if political stability requires continuing concessions to competing forces.
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 23. This is not strictly true, of course. From the onset of racial slavery there has always been

a ferocious social critique not only of slavery itself, but of racism too, although that term

was not yet used. This is evident in the writings and speeches of Douglass, Wells, Cooper.

“First- wave” feminism also possessed a social critique: It was about women’s lives, not just 

about the vote. 

Yet our claim holds, because by and large the earlier movements were far more con-

strained by the very laws, customs and conventions that they sought to oppose, than were

the post- World War II movements. The appeal that the modern civil rights movement

exercised, its penetration into the everyday, its appeal to youth, its institutional base

(“resource mobilization”) were unprecedented in earlier cycles of protest. We address this 

topic at greater length in Chapter 6.

 24. This may be yet another example of Myrdal’s “cumulative and circular development.”

On the SCOTUS annulment of the 1960s civil rights laws and the undoing of the Warren

Court’s own liberal race jurisprudence, see Kairys 1994; Alexander 2012. On the undoing

of the Radical Republican civil rights laws of the 1860s, see Kaczorowski 1987.

 25. The movement’s early assertion of nonviolent resistance linked it to anti- colonialism well

before civil rights and antiwar politics fused in the later 1960s.

 26. Martin Luther King, Jr. wrote:

In 1960 an electrifying movement of Negro students shattered the placid surface 

of campuses and communities across the South. The young students of the South, 

through sit- ins and other demonstrations, gave America a glowing example of dis-

ciplined, dignifi ed nonviolent action against the system of segregation. Though 

confronted in many places by hoodlums, police guns, tear gas, arrests, and jail sen-

tences, the students tenaciously continued to sit down and demand equal service 

at variety store lunch counters, and they extended their protest from city to city. 

Spontaneously born, but guided by the theory of nonviolent resistance, the lunch 

counter sit- ins accomplished integration in hundreds of communities at the swift-

est rate of change in the civil rights movement up to that time. In communities like 

Montgomery, Alabama, the whole student body rallied behind expelled students 

and staged a walkout while state government intimidation was unleashed with a 

display of military force appropriate to a wartime invasion. Nevertheless, the spirit 

of self-  sacrifi ce and commitment remained fi rm, and the state governments found 

themselves dealing with students who had lost the fear of jail and physical injury. 

 The campuses of Negro colleges were infused with a dynamism of both action 

and philosophical discussion. Even in the thirties, when the college campus was 

alive with social thought, only a minority were involved in action. During the sit-

 in phase, when a few students were suspended or expelled, more than one college 

saw the total student body involved in a walkout protest. This was a change in 

student activity of profound signifi cance. Seldom, if ever, in American history had 

a student movement engulfed the whole student body of a college. 

 Many of the students, when pressed to express their inner feelings, identifi ed 

themselves with students in Africa, Asia, and South America. The liberation struggle 

in Africa was the great single international infl uence on American Negro students. 

Frequently, I heard them say that if their African brothers could break the bonds of 

colonialism, surely the American Negro could break Jim Crow (King 2001, 137–138; 

see also MLK Jr Research and Education Institute n.d.). 
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It is also vital to note the key role of Ella Baker in the emergence of the student- based com-

ponents of the movement: in the 1960 Greensboro sit- ins and the Student Non- Violent 

Coordinating Committee (SNCC). In the 1964 Freedom Summer, students were the key 

activists (Carson 1995 [1981]; Ransby 2005). 

 27. The origins of “second- wave” feminism have been linked to the analyses and practice of

key women activists in the civil rights movement. See Echols 1989; Curry 2000; Breines

2007.

 28. Here too Bayard Rustin must be acknowledged. As a gay man Rustin was marginalized

and discriminated against in the movement he did so much to found. See Rustin 2003;

D’Emilio 2004.



From State Building 

to Nation-Building 

As a result of the May 1969 tragedy, the government embarked upon

several radical reforms to address the problem of ethnic imbalance and

disunity in the country with the ultimate aim of achieving n�tional

· · These reforms can be seen in terms of the formulanon ofmtegranon. . 
the New Economic Policy (NEP), the National Cultural Policy, and the

reformulation of the National Language and Education Policy. Although

these three major policies were aimed at complementing efforts towards

national integration, they were also an attempt to consolidate Malayness

and Malay nationalism into the project of nation formation. Indeed, the

I. · the hallmark of the revitalization of Malay nationalism,po 1c1es were . . 
aimed to complete the unfinished agenda in the soc10-econom1c and

cultures spheres. However, the non-Malays saw this as a conscio�
attempt by the Malay nationalists to turn nation-building into an ethnic

project at the expense of their interests. Above all, they considered su�h

moves to severely affect the framework of multiculturalism in Malaysia.

Though these three major policies were merely devised to achieve the

ultimate. objective of inducing the process of nation-building, what

emerged in the implementation of the policies were new obstacles and

controversies. 

This chapter will examine the extent to which the so-called reforms have

made an impact on the project of nation formation in the country. It

will draw attention to some impo�t insights on of the perceptions,

responses, and reactions of the various ethnic groups in Malaysia �o the

idea of creating a united Malaysian nation or the Bangsa Malaysia. To

begin with, the discussion w@��e the politics-QU@guag�d

education as this has a very long history in influenc!ng the pa!,_tern of
-

th · 1· · · Malays1·a Next is the discussion on the NEP, and this e rue po 1t1cs m . 
is followed by a discussion on the National Cultural Policy. 
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THE NATIONAL LANGUAGE AND EDUCATION POLICY

Education has long been recognized by sociologists as the most effective 
medium to transmit to new generation the values, norm;, and experiencesof civilization of previous generations. Indeed, society can only survive ifthere exists among its members a sufficient degree of homogeneity, andeducation perpetuates and reinforces this homogeneity by socialising inthe child from the beginning the essential similarities which collective lifedemands (Dukheim, 1961; Parsons, 1959). Apart from being a furmalagent to equip people with modern skills and knowledge, education inmodern complex society is the main apparatus of a modern state and allnational education systems indoctrinate the oncoming generation withthe basic outlook and values of the political order (Key, 1965). In thiscontext, it is thus almost impossible to divorce education from politics.

It is evidently dear that theoretically, education provides one of the mosteffective means of social and political integration in modern society. In
the United States, education was viewed as the "instrument par excellence of inducing newcomers to the American way of life" (Cremin, 1962,p. 68) and to create new loyalties to the new homeland. The process ofAmericanization was vital since the new immigrants came from variousparts of the world and were different from their predecessors. It wasschools and education system in general that carried out this crucial task
to develop the American norms and values that led to the creation ofJ\.m.erican culture'. 

In developing countries, education once again stands as the principal
institution for overcoming problems of ethno-cultural pluralism. In
many cases the national language policy is often consolidated into the
education system as an instrument fur integration and nation-building.
Von der Mehden (1969) perceived that the most important factor
fur integration in the developing nations is the national language and
the education system. In many countries, such as in India, Pakistan,
Sri Lanka, Nigeria, Thailand, Indonesia, Mexico, and Malaysia, the

•
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mission of national integration through the means of education is often
ex· licitly spelled out in government reports (Ibrahim Saad, 1979). In
o!er words, effective education and language policies are immensely
crucial for the success of nation-building in divided societies.
In retrospect, the politics of language and education in Malaysia has
its long history in shaping the pattern of ethnic political mobilisation.

Tue olitical salience of language and education had emerged prior to p 
· Mal . independence. The basis of the national education system m ays1a

was laid by theJlazak Report issued in 1956. This report spelled out
a clearly defined mission for social integration of the people. Before 

the introduction of the Razak Report, education in Malaya was the
responsibilities of the various ethnic communities themselves. �nling
to Lim Mah Hui (1980), education was never a matter of pnonty for
the British, who tended to concentrate on developing the economy. The 

British adopted a laissezfaire approach in education for Malaya, which
led to the establishment of five types of schools: Malay, Chinese and
Indian vernacular schools, English schools, and Malay religious schools.
This situation led to the phenomenon of ethnic association with schools
which in the end perp�tuated and reinforced cultural pluralism in
Malaysia even after independence.
Prior the 1969 tragedy, · the politics of language and education was
centred on several key issues. While the government maint�ed ��� a.single national .language. policy as stipulated in the" Fedetal �onsniiiii.on
and the Razak Report of 1956 was important to forge nauonal umty, 
the non-Malays demanded that multilingualism should be-the basis of
the national language policy. In other words, while recognizing Malay
as the national language, the non-Malays wanted Mandarin, Tamil, and
English to be given equal status to Malay. The non-Malays also saw
that the provision of Article 21(2) in the Education Act 1961 was a
serious threat to the continued existence of Chinese and Tamil schools
in Malaysia. Until the introduction of the Education Act 1996 which
revoked the clause, the existence of Section 21(2) of the Act 1961 made
Chinese primary schools liable to extinction by the mere stroke of the 
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Minister of Education's pen. The clause enabled the Education Ministerto change the status of government-sponsored Chinese and Indian primary schools to national language primary school when he deemedfit. Nevertheless, despite such a provision, no education minister had
ever used his power to convert Chinese and Tamil primary schools which continued to exist, and in the case of Chinese schools, the number ofstudent enrolment has increased considerably over the years.
For the Malays, they saw the government had been rather lenient inimplementing the national language policy in education. 1 Although the · Education Act 1961 stipulated that by 1967 all government primary schools or government-aided primary schools (including governmentEnglish primary schools, and Chinese and Tamil primary schools fundedby the government) must use the national language as the medium

of instruction, this had not been implemented. The Malays also feltthat the implementation of the National Education Policy had notadequately addressed their socio-economic backwardness. Education inMalay was only available up to secondary level. Even if a Malay studentfrom a Malay medium school had the opportunity to pursue higher
education, he or she could only be accepted at the department of MalayStudies in the University of Malaya (the only university that existedthen), as this was the only department that conducted its teaching inMalay. The Malays were also aware that the non-Malays had continuedto struggle for multilingualism, which was perceived as a direct challenge to the 1957 social contract. The period between 1957..,.1969 was the politics of language and education thaJE£l�ised the Malaysian society(Ibrahim, 1976; K�Kia;Soong, 1990b) .. Even in the post 1970 period,the complexities that prevailed in the politics of language and educationreflected the competing ideologies informing the nation-of-intentin Malaysia which had indeed affected the state of ethnic relations inthe country. 

As a reaction to the 1969 racial riots, the Cabinet Committee onEducation made a number of important recommendations. Theseinclude; removing unequal participation in education; improving
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ortunities for higher educational attainment among youths -from opp 
al d thical al· · disadvantaged groups; developing stronger mor an e qu mes 

of citizenship for school children; greater emphasis on vocational 
· · 1  ·n education· and streamlining the professional andonentat1on , 

administrative management of the education system (Education in 
Malaysia, 1980). The 1969 report on education also marked a major 

change in educational emphasis. The Malay language, later to be called 
Bahasa Malaysia (Malaysian Language), replaced English in all En��sh
schools and for the teaching of most subjects. Nevertheless, the posltlon 
of Chinese and Tamil primary schools, as well as Chinese private 
secondary schools remained. 

Furthermore, the Malays and Bumiputera pupils were given easier access 
to opportunities in higher education through a university entrance quota 
system. This was done in accordance with Arti�le 153

. 
of �e Feder_al

Constitution and in line with the objective of social engmeenng, as laid 
down in the NEP. Several more universities were established to cater to 

the need for higher education especially among the Malays. From only 
one university, which existed before 1970, five more universities were 
established by 1982. A number of polytechnics were also established to 

provide education at diploma and certificate levels, and in technical and 
apprentice fields for Bumiputera students. The most sig�cant move was 
the establishment of the Universiti Kebangraan Malaysia (UKM) or the 
National University of Malaysia in 1970, which symbolised the fulfilment 
of the national language and education policy, as the university fully 
used Malay as its medium of instruction. In addition, the Mara Institute 
of Technology (ITM), a higher education institute, exclusively for the 
Bumiputera community run by MARA (a government agency established 
in 1960s to assist the Bumiputeras in small and medium scale businesses), 
was established at around the same time. Since then, a number of new 
ITM branches have been opened throughout the country. Under the 
Fifth Malaysia Plan, RM225.21 million was allocated for ITM. The 
Ministry of Education also established 30 residential schools throughout 
the country to provide better education for 6,927 students, who were 
mostly Bumiputera (Fifth Malaysia Plan, 1986). 
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MARA also established 45 Mara Junior Scie�ce Colleges and 14 minivocational training institutes ( the lnsti.tut Kemahiran MARA [IKM])to achieve the same objective of improving education facilities forMalays and Bumiputera communities. The government investments ineducation increased from RM25.8 million in 1969 to RM350.8 millionin 1980, and the expenditure per student in tertiary education rosefrom RM3,700 to RM12,900 annually (Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981).Moreover, by 1982, there were 50,000 Malaysian studeno; pursuingeducation abroad, mostly in the United Kingdom, North America, andAustralia. Most Bumiputera students studying abroad were fully fundedby the government or its agencies such as MARA, Petronas, and so
on. MARA alone spent RM690 million under the Fifth Malaysia Plan to provide scholarships for Bumiputera students (Fifth Malaysia Plan,1986 -1990). 

Even though the non-Malays were distressed with the educationaldevelopments that appeared to favour the Bumiputeras, their struggleto preserve and promote their culture, language, and education hadnever lost its momentum. Both Chinese political parties and theHuatuan (Chinese Guilds) worked closely to pursue Chinese interestsin education, language, and culture (Sia, 1997). But due to limitedplaces available in local universities, non-Malay parents had to sendtheir children abroad for funher education. By 1987, there were around61,000 non-Malay students studying overseas, the majority of whomwere self-sponsored (Kua Kia Soong, 1987). In response to this, Chineseeducationists began their aggressive campaign to establish the Merdeka University, a private university which used Mandarin as its medium ofinstruction. Although the Merdeka University issue had emerged muchearlier, the campaign heightened in the post-1970 period.

For nearly a decade the country witnessed the aggressive campaign ofthe Dong Jiao Zong ( Chinese Education Movement) to establish the
Merdeka University. 2 In three general elections-I 969, 197 4, and 1978-the issue dominated election campaigns. The cause was championed bythe DAP with the strong support of the Huatuan. As a result of the

-----
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Merdeka University issue, the BN coalition government was put in a 

difficult position by the MCA and Gerakan (the former is a Chinese 

political party while the latter is a Chinese-based multiethnic party),
who were members of the coalition government, had put the Merdeka 

University issue put in a very difficult situation particularly with regard 

to Chinese voters. Toe issue reached its climax when Michael Bloff, a 

· Queens Council from England, was employed to file a suit against the 

government in Malaysia High Court in 1981. However, �e High �urt 

dismissed the . suit with costs on the basis that the proJect was agamst 

the National Education Policy in particular the Universities and College 

Act 1971.3 The case was then brought to the Federal Court for appeal
against the High Court ruling but once again rejected. Dismissing
the appeal again with costs, the Lord President, Tun Suflian made the 

following remark:

... bearing in mind the history of education in Malaysia,
the divisive results of allowing separate language schools,
the experience of 'our neighbour' with a private university,
and the determination of Parliament to regulate schools 

and universities as an instrument of bringing about one 

nation, the court had no choice but to hold that Merdeka 

University, if established, would be a public authority
within Article 160(2) of the Constitution.

The controversies surrounding education and language had strongly
influenced the post-independence political scene. While the issues were 

centre-stage item on the campaign agenda to woo Chinese voters in general
elections, at the same time they were also very sensitive for Malay voters.
While opposition parties such as the DAP and PAS had an advantage 

of exploiting language education issues in seeking voter's support, this 

always placed the ruling parties in the BN coalition in a very tough
position. The MCA and the Gerakan had to face the DAP allegations 

that they were not doing enough for . Chinese education. Indeed,
when the MCA attempted to dissociate the party from the Merdeka 

University project in 1969, it cost the party very clearly in that election.
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To some extent, the growing popularity of the DAP amongst non
Malay voters in the post-1970 period was largely attributed to its 

'success' in �loiting the language and education · issues (Sia Keng
Yek, 1997). To counter the DAP, the MCA and the Gerakan in
many instances had to explicitly show mere sympathy on the issue
but implicitly support the cause of Chinese education, insisting that 

by virtue of their position in the government, they could do better 

to protect the Chinese interests. On the other hand, UMNO, while 

realizing the importance of support from Chinese voters for the BN,
had to balance that with the sensitivities of Malay voters in facing
PAS criticism that they were selling off Malay interests to the MCA
and the Gerakan. For more than three decades education had plagued 

ethnic political mobilisation in Malaysia. Although the issue at stake 

might be different from one election to the other, the main contention 

remained the same,4 that, is the non-Malay, in particular the Chinese,
saw Chinese schools and language as a crucial mark of Chinese identity,
which had to be protected at all costs. For the Malays, the general view
was that the continued existence of Chinese and Tamil schools had not 

significantly helped promote national integration.5 The dilemma faced 

by the government was to balance these two views while at the same 

time avoiding ethnic conflicts in its programmes to promote national
integration.

Despite the ups and downs throughout the history ofits implementation
some believed that the National Education Policy has contributed to
promote national integration. 6 In comparison to the situation in the 

1960s, most Malaysians today speak and understand. the national
language. It has become the most important symbol of national identity
in Malaysia. Wan Yaacob Hassan, the former Director of the National
Unity Department asserted that:

The National Education Policy is the most successful
policy in the process of nation-building in Malaysia.
Without the policy, the national language vision will not
materialize. Education has been a very crucial instrument

•
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to foster integration over the past three decades. Although

we have Chinese and Tamil schools, not all non-Malay

parents send their children to these schools. Although the

language used in vernacular schools is either Mandarin 

or Tamil, the syllabus is standard national curriculum

that was devised by the government . No · one can deny

the contribution and the success of the national and

education policy.7 

To Ranjit Singh, a historian from University of Malaya, he conrurred

that: 

It is clear that language has not been a problem now, though 

in the sixties there was more problem with it. We already

have a common education system where · integration is

continuously being pursued through a common national

language and curriculum. Everybody accept _[sic] �e rol_e 

of Malay as the national language. Malaysian society is

becoming much more cohesive as far as language and

education systems are concerned. s 

As to whether the national language and education policy have 

significahtly contributed towards promoting national integration, Lim

Kit Siang, the DAP leader, gave the following answer: 

If you are talking about promoting a common national

language, then it is essential, as this is a precondition for 

the creation of one Bangsa Malaysia. But you must also

give full recognition of the multilingual reality that exists

in Malaysia. If the people feel that their mother tongue 

was being threatened, then it would immediately create 

rejection. If you look at the early seventies, when the 

government began to convert English schools into national

schools and later attempted to do the same to the Chinese

school, it had caused a lot of ethnic tension and backlash.

From State Building to Nation-Building 197 

Even · · · English educated Chinese who had never been 

interested in their mother tongue felt ... it was a threat to 

their cultural identity. This is assimilation . People should 
have the opportunity to preserve and develop their own 
ethnic languages. 9 

Although Kit Siang did not give a straight forward answer, he seemed a 

lot more lukewarm in his reply. Dr. Tan Seng Giaw, who was the DAP 
Vice-Chairman gave these remarks: 

To me language is a very important instrument for 

integration. Yes, the National Education Policy has made 

many significant contributions especially in the use of 
Malay as the national language and medium of instruction 
in schools. But as far as vernacular schools are concerned, 
my view is that the Chinese and Indian languages that 
are used there are just a vehicle to convey the knowledge 

and education. What is important is that we use the 

same standard national curriculum. Vernacular schools 
are not the source of disunity in Malaysia. Even Malays 
are disunited in terms of their support to either UMNO 
or PAS, yet they went [sic] to the same national schools. 
Therefore, I would say that by using the same language 

and going to the same schools will not guarantee that 

people will be united. It is politics and human factors that 

contribute to ethnic division in Malaysia.10 

Clearly the two DAP leaders were rather cautious in their remarks on 
the contribution made by the national language and education policy. 
Although Tan Seng Giaw was rather confused on differentiating between 
national integration and political group fragmentation in his second part 
of the interview, he 'recognised' the importance of national language 

and education policy in promoting national integration. Regardless of 
the sentiment, the DAP leaders insisted that the position of vernacular 
schools must be protected. 
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Although at face value the answers given by the two DAP leaders may

indicate 'support' for the national language and education policy, this 

may not entirely reflect the 'hostility' that might still prevail belo� the 

surface. A point made by Kua Kia Soong (1987), an ardent Chmese 

educationist and the former DAP Member of Parliament, may perhaps 

sum up the non-Malays' 'real' reaction to the national language and

education policy: 

Tue attitude of the government towards people's own

language and the Independent Chinese Secondary 

Schools is also an indication of its illiberal policy towards

the non-Malay languages and education sueam ... 

Another divisive factor in education is the result of the 

implementation of the NEP _in student enrolment in the 

various educational institutions, awarding of scholarship

and the like ... The existence of almost wholly-Bumputera

public institutions like MARA Junior Science Colleges 

and the residential schools are not only seen as unfair 

and unequal opportunities, but are evidence of double

standard when the government argues that vernacular

schools are segregationist ... Deserving non-Malays refused

places in local Universities through a quota systems based

on ethnicity rather than socio-economic status are more 

likely to harbour deep frustration and resentment at what 

they see as racial discrimination. (pp. 70-80)

Clearly, there are several critical issues that disturbed the non-Malays 

on the implementation of the National Education Policy. Whilst the 

Malays might appear satisfied with the position of Malay as the national

language and its role in forging national integration, the non-Malays 

might still have some reservation which regard to vernacular schools,

awarding of government scholarships, and the quota system. 

Nevertheless, some shifts occurred in the post-1990 period especially

after the government introduced the Education Act 1966, which many
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Malays perceived as contrary to the spirit of the Razak Report. This time 

around a controversy was sparked between the government and Malay 
intellectuals with regard to several provisions in the new Act, which were 

seen as implicating the position of the national language and the project 
of nation-building. The government's rationale for the amendment of the 

education act was to pave the way for Malaysia to emerge as the cenue 

of excellence in higher education in Southeast Asia. As such, several 
reforms in the education policy were necessary, such as, allowing English 
to be used as medium of instruction in private universities and colleges

in order to attract foreign students to study in Malaysia. 11 Therefore, to

pursue this goal, Parliamentary Acts governing the education system 
were changed. These included the Federal Constitution, Education 
Act 1961, the National Language Act 1967, and the University and 
University College Act 1971. However, while the government wished 
to reduce the number of students sent overseas for tertiary education 
due massive currency outflow, the major constraint for this plan was 
insufficient places local universities can provide to cater for the growing 
needs in higher education. Ther�fore, the government felt that by 
allowing the establishment of private colleges and universities, the issue 

of insufficient places in local universities and the financial burden of 
funding tertiary education by the government, can be addressed. This 

was the backdrop to the introduction of Education Act 1996. 

As the details of the Education Bill were revealed in Parliament, many 
Malay intellectuals including some UMN O veterans and PAS politicians 
had begun to raise their concern over the implication of the amendment 
on the position of Malay as the national language and its far-reaching 
consequences on the project of nation-building. 12 It is worth noting 
that in the past major amendments in the national education system 

often resulted in a political row between the government and Chinese 

educationists or Chinese political parties. But the amendment of the 

Education Act 1996 was an exception, as the non-Malays neither 
explicitly supported nor aggressively opposed the Act. This was 
something very peculiar as far as the history ofN ational Education Policy 

was concerned. This question was posed to Dr. Kua Kia Soong, a leading 

•
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figure on the Dong Jiao Zong, who s�mpl! said that the �hinese felt
that the position of Chinese schools 1s still under threat m the new 
d · li 13 e ucatton po cy. 

H Chinese academician from the National University of owever, one 
Malaysia admitted almost all issues and aspirations concer�ing C�ese
education and language were resolved and fulfilled with the mtroducnon 
of the Education Act 1996. 14 Therefore, if one is satisfied with the policy,
there is no need to oppose it. 

But apparently, it was the Malays who were more co�cerned�a��t the
amendment. There were four key issues in the Education Act 1996 that 
provoked discontent among many intellectuals. These issues were: 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

Section 16 of the Act which states that with the exception of 
the expatriate· schools, the new Act finally recognizes private 
education institutions including Chinese independent secondary 
schools and private colleges and universities that use Mandarin or 
English as medium instructio�s as part of the national education 
system. Prior to this, only Chinese and Tamil primary schools. 
and government sponsored secondary schools were considered as 
part of the national system. 
Tue question of Malay language vis-a-vis English and Mandarm. 
Tue new Act under Section 17(1) empowers the Minister of 
Education to exempt any education institutions to use language 
other than the national language as medium of instruction. 
Tue impact of the Act upon national integration and nation
building. 
The economic value of the national language and the employment 
prospect of graduates from government sponsored universities 
that use Malay as medium of instruction. 

·The provision of Section 16 and 17 of the 1996 Act abrogated Article
21(2) of the Education Act 1961 that empowered the Minister of
Education · 10 change any Chinese or Indian national-type schools
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to national schools when he deemed fit. As such, the central issue ofnon-Malays' concern over the future of Chinese or Tamil schools hasbeen resolved. Zainal Abidin (1996), a Malay nationalist and a retiredprofessor of hist9ry, argued that the provisions of Section 17(1) in thenew Act would ultimately lead the 1,290 Chinese primary schoolswith more than 580,000 pupils and 540 Tamil primary schools with 96,000 pupils to continuously use Mandarin and Tamil as mediums ofinstruction. Besides, 60 more Chinese independent secondary schoolswill be regarded as pan of the national system of education and continueto use Mandarin as medium of instruction. Zainal further contended that the newly established 250 English medium private institutions ofhigher learning will also benefit, as they are now collSiclered part of thenational education system. He argued that:

· .. since 95% of students in these institutions were Chineseand Indians, be it a Chinese or Tamil national-type school,or even an independent Chinese secondary school, as well as250 private colleges and universities, how could the countryambitiously claim that we are moving toward achieving thevision of the Bangsa Malaysia those students will spend 16-17 years of their educational life, from primary to tertiary education, in isolation from the rest of the Malays, who aremostly educated in Malay national primary and secondaryschools and later continue their study in public universitiesthat use Malay as the medium of instruction? How couldone say that nation-building is being forged through theNational Education policy? Can a united Malaysian nationbe created if this system prevails?15

Zainal and several other Malay intellectuals who opposed theamendment maintained that t&e Act 1996 did not reinforce the positionof Malay as the national language but rather further strengthened theposition of English, Mandarin, and Tamil in the National EducationPolicy. 16 He went �n to say that the problems of ethnic polarization inthe education system would prevail and perhaps deteriorate. To them,
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the Razak Report and the Education Act 1961 had clearly iden�ified
th · · f Malay as the national language, which was crucial to e posmon o 

be adopted and enforced in the national educanon system to promote 

· b ilding However the important role of the Malay language nation- u · , 
· r · 0·

onal unity would be seriously affected as a result of the m rostering na 
· l · f the Act 1996 The critics also highlighted the effectimp ementanon o · 
of the policy on the perceived economic value of the nation� langu�e 

and the future of graduates from the Malay medium stream i� the_J�b
k Th ed that graduates from Malay-instructed uruversitiesmar et. ey argu 

would be at a disadvantage in the competition for employment m
the private sector against those who came from private colleges and

· ·0·es Employment of Malay graduates could be more overseas univers1 · 
problematic since the private sector, whose busin�ss comm��tion h�
been primarily in English, is increasingly becommg more significant i_nthe Malaysian economy in light of continued downsizing of the public
sector (which fully adopts the use of Malay as the language of_business
and communication) in accordance with government privatization and
corporatisation policy.

PAS also joined the critics and rejected the Bill. According to the PAS's
President, Fadzil Noor:

From our point of view, the Education Act 1996 has
severely affected the Malays. As far as Islamic dimension is
concerned, the new Act does not improve in strengthening
the role of Islam in education. Islamic religious schools
have not benefited from the Act as their status quo does

h e The new Act also undermines the positionnot c ang . 
of Malay as the national language. We do not want the 

position of the national language to be reduced to �nly
as one of the compulsory subjects taught at pnvate 

colleges and universities while English and Mandarin are 

used as the medium of instruction. Malay has to be the 

main medium of instruction at these institutions. After 

four decades of independence, it is embarrassing for
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the government to reduce the position of the nationallanguage to be at par with other languages which areconsidered the second or third languages in this country.I was told by several PAS members in the Parliament thatmost of the non-Malay MPs from across the bench have given a big welcome to the Education Act. It is obviousthat the non-Malay's struggle over the past forty years to promote their language and education has been rewardedby the government culminating in the 1996 EducationAct, which has significantly changed the basis of the Razak Report. 17 

In answering the critics, Najib Tun Razak, the Minister of Education(who is also the eldest son of the late Tun Razak, who introduced the RazakEducation Report in 1956) who tabled the Bill in the Parliament,argued that the position of Malay language is preserved and protectedunder the New Act and will not he changed. The amendment was done in accordance with Vision 2020 of malting Malaysia an industrializedcountry and in line with the idea of creating a united Malaysian nationor the Bangsa Malaysia (Utusan Malaysia, 1996). However, he didnot clearly explain how the act would he compatible with the idea ofcreating a united Malaysian nation neither did he convincingly answerhis critics on the question of the position of Malay as the nationallanguage, which now has to compete with English and Mandarin underthe new National Education Policy. Instead, he stressed that, "The 1995Bill would not only serve as an amendment to the 1961 Act, hut rather is totally a brand new and a futuristic education statute, that would leadMalaysia to emerge as a centre of educational excellence in the world"(Utusan Malaysia, 1995). On this score, Johan Jaafar, the Editor-inChief of the Utusan Malaysia (the major Malay daily newspaper ownedby UMNO) stated that: 

As far as I can see, under Mahathir's administration,linguistic nationalism is no longer important as aninstrument to bring about national integration. Mahathir 
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is more concerned with the economic aspect of nation
building than any other approach. Even in education, 
the government has adopted a more liberal and global. 
approach in order to transform education as one of an 

. di 18 important econonuc com.mo ty. 

While Johan's remark on 'linguistic nationalism' may be relevant as far 
as the non-Malay and nation-building are concerned, it may not be 
particularly so when it involves the Malays especially with regard to 
the position of the national language. The changes in the policy may 
perhaps satisfy the non-Malays, yet they have provoked disco�tent
among the Malays. In short, it is argued that although the new Nattonal 
Education Act aims to modernize the Malaysian education system and 
to facilitate the accomplishment ofVision 2020, the new initiatives in 
the education policy have clearly perpetuated the existing scenario of the 
association of ethnicity with education. To several Malay intellectuals, 
the Act 1996 was seen as one step backward in the nation-building 
process.19 The main contention was whether it is the �alay langu�ge �r 

multilingualism that would facilitate the process of natton formatton m 
Malaysia. Chamil Wariya, who was a senior journalist with the Utusan

Malaysia newspaper, lamented: 

At one particular point in time I used to think the National 
Education Policy would continue to make an important 
contribution towards the project of nation formation 
in Malaysia. However, the policy was reversed by the 
Education Act 1996. The govern...tnent's liberal stand on 
the use of English at tertiary level and the establishment 
of hundred of private colleges and universities, which use 

English and Mandarin as medium of instruction in recent 
years, has weakened the objective of nation-building 
through the education system.20 

Professor Zainal Abidin Wahid saw that, "if, in the 1970s and 1980s the 

Chinese community sought to establish only one Merdeka University, 
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the new education policy rewarded them with numerous MerdekaUniversity". 21 

As far as the non-Malays are concerned, the position of Chinese andTamil schools are no longer a threat, as the new Act finally incorporatesthem as part of the national system. This has resolved most of theirconcerns about the future of Chinese and Indian education andl Thi . . anguages. s ts very tmponant as far as the perpetuation of their cul�al identities is concerned. Clearly, their steadfastness in the longpolittcal battle to materialize the notion of pluralism in educationhas paid off. By contrast, while the position of Malay as the nationallanguage though remains unaffected, its instrumental role in inducingnation-building through the education system appears to have beencompromised. Malaysians can choose to have their education inMandarin right from nursery to tertiary level and this is recognizedby the state as part of the national education system, which is said to'uphold' Malay as the national language. English also seems to enjoyalmost an equal status to the national language at tertiary level underthe new education policy. While many Malays may not question the importance of English to compete in the global world, they, however,wish to see the Malay language to play a vital role in the nation-buildingproject. Perhaps the relevant question to ask is, is Bangsa Malaysia best achieved through a stronger, or weaker Malay language policy? Ifaspects of 'essential similarities and homogeneity' (as argued by many
sociologists such as Dukheim [1961], and Parsons [1959] as beingcrucial in reinforcing social integration) are considered in this context,dearly, the new National Education Policy may not have much to offer.Perhaps these are some of the most fundamental questions that need tobe addressed by the government rather than looking at education as aform of an economic commodity.

Education and the Politics of Nation-Building

The role of language and education policies in the evolution of
educational development in Malaysia was central in the nation-building
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project. Almost all major shifts in educational policy were ��ed tow�ds
achieving the objective of restructuring the society and building a uruted
Malaysian nation. Even the 1996 major educational shift (which may not
truly be moving toward that direction) was said by the government to be 

art and parcel of the mission of constructing the vision of the Bangsa

�alaysia. Since independence, the politics of languages and· education
has strongly affected the pattern of ethnic political mobilisation. The 

crux of the problem is simply this: while the state agenda had been to
make education and language policy serves as an instrument for political
socialization in line with the objective of promoting national integration,
the non-Malays, in particular Chinese educationists and politicians,
saw that it was also crucial for them to ensure that no matter what the 

education policy was, the position of Chinese schools and the right to 
learn and promote Chinese language and culture must be protected.
Tuey would not tolerate any form of assimilationist tendencies in the 

education system. In fact, since the time Malay was institutionalized
as the national language in 1956, they had begun to challenge it with
the notion of multilingualism. Although the post 1970 period saw the 

strengthening of the position of Malay as the national language and its
consolidation in the education system, the struggle of the non-Malays
to gain state recognition for all Chinese and Tamil schools persisted. To
achieve this end, various means had been used and the political arena
was and· still is the most effective way of pursuing it. The struggle to
establish the Merdeka University could be seen as part of the grand vision
to materialize the notion of multilingualism in the education policy.

For the Malays, apart from the question of social mobility through
better education of their community, they envisaged Malay, as the
national language, formed a core element in the National Education
Policy. For the Malays, the basis of the Razak Report 1956 had to be 

retained in the education policy. They aspired that the institutionalization
of Malay language in the wider societal life would reflect Malayness
as the basis of national identity. For them, these aspirations and
expectations were not only legitimate but must be met. As Chai Hon
Chan (1977) put it:
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... the Malay had made dear the terms and conditions forthe non-Malays to be accepted into the Malaysian politicalcommunity; and one of the cardinal conditions was,and still is, the wholehearted acceptance of Malay as the national language. For the Malays, loyalty to the nation
and the essential expression of Malaysian national identityentail the unconditional identification of the individualwith Bahasa Malaysia (Malay/Malaysian Language). (p. 73)

Perhaps, Chai's remark explained why most Chinese politicianswere reluctant to openly criticize the policy in the post 1970 period. On the contrary, the non-Malays perceived that if the principle ofmultilingualism in education was not observed, it would lead to the diminution of the multiethnic characteristic of the Malaysian society. For them if the principle of multilingualism in the education policywas not allowed, the education system would turn nation-building into
an ethnic project, hence, the 'encapsulation' of the non-Malays intoMalay society.
Over the years, the government has always been confronted with the daunting task of mediating the conflicting aspirations between the Malays and the non-Malays. It has come to realize that since any attemptthat hints at assimilation would invite strong opposition from the non.Malays, it has to accommodate the interests of the nation with those ofthe reality of plural society. By and large, while the National EducationPolicy has contributed toward making Malay as the national language,association of ethnicity with education is yet to be completely removed.The growing numbers of enrolment in Chinese primary schools in recent years speak for this fact. 22 For the non-Malays, until the introduction ofthe Education Act 1996, the National Education Policy as laid downby the Razak Report as weir' as the Education Act 1961 (specifically Article 21 [2]) was perceived as a threat to the continued survival ofChinese and Tamil education. They saw that the assimilationist agendawas still dearly embedded in the national education policy. However, the enforcement of the Education Act 1996 seems to be a great relief
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for them. In other words, the new education policy is the epitome of 

success of four decades of struggle of Chinese and Indians in the politics 

of education. With the abrogation of Article 21 (2) of the Act, and given 

the state recognition of education in mother tongue from primary 

to tertiary level, much anxiety of the non-Malays about the future of 

vernacular education has been finally resolved. However, to what extent 

this would change the pattern of the politics of education involving the 

non-Malays in the future is yet to be seen. Also, does this shift in policy 

demonstrate the government's attempt to set up a new framework of 

accommodation towards the construction of the Bangsa Malaysia? 

For many Malay intellectuals, the implementation of the Education 

Act 1996 marked the government's compromise on the Razak 

Education Report particularly by 'sacrificing' one of the important 

attributes of the Malayness, namely, the Malay language. Although the 

government had said that the Education Act 1996 was in line with 

Vision 2020 and the idea of constructing the Bangsa Malaysia, many 

Malay intellectuals argued that the new Act could revert the crucial 

role of the national language in promoting national integration. The 

effective role of the Malay language in the process of nation-building 

could now be greatly diminished, as the new Act has strengthened the 

notion of multilingualism. Whether the discontentment of the Malay 

intellectuals reflects the revitalization of Malay linguistic nationalism is 

yet to be seen. If this is to be the case, would it not invite a non-Malay 

counter-reaction to defend the 'new status quo' that was created by 

the Education Act 1996? As the impact of the policy may only emerge 

in the years to come, the immediate and crucial question to ask is, 

"To what extent will this new education policy facilitate the process of 

creating a united Malaysian nation as envisaged in Vision 2020?" 

THE NEW ECONOMIC POLICY 1970-1990 

The May 1969 racial riots unequivocally alerted Malaysians to the harsh 

realities of the effects of economic imbalance amongst the different 
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communities. The goodwill and compromise practiced amongst the three 

major communities which lasted for twelve years after independence 

had resulted in differing economic growth trends, culminating in 

sizeable gaps in the standard of living amongst them. The riot also 

prompted the Malays to believe that whilst their political supremacy was 

under threat, their socio-economic well being had not changed hut, rather, 

had continued to deteriorate. For the Malays, the economic dimension 

of Malay nationalism was not yet complete. Indeed, the perpetuation of 

Malay nationalism in the post 1970 period reflected the burning desire to 

address the Malay's economic agenda. The government also realized that 

until and unless some major reforms were made to address the grievances 

of the Malays in the fields of economics and education, the condition 

of ethnic relations in the country would not be substantially improved. 

A series of consultations were held amongst the various community 

leaders and in 1970 the New Economic Policy (NEP) was introduced to 

rectify the problem of economic imbalances amongst the communities. 

Though the policy was economic in nature, the overriding objective of 

the NEP was political, that, is to achieve national unity. A two-pronged 

strategy to achieve this goal was adopted (Fourth Malaysia Plan, 1981): 

(i) Eradicating poverty irrespective of ethnicity; and • 

(ii) Restrueturing society so that the identification of ethnicity with

economic function and geographical location is reduced and

eventually eliminated.

The NEP and Socio-Economic Reforms 

To attain the NEP objectives, various state intervention measures 

were undertaken including the establishment of various state-owned 

enterprises or institutions such as Bank Pertanian Malaysia (The 

Agricultural Bank), LPN, FAMA, LKIM, RlSDA, FELDA, FELCRA,

MARDI, MARDEC, MIDA, UDA, Petronas, PIMA, HICOM, PERNAS,

and PNB. Since 1970, these state-owned enterprises have been playing 
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very visible . and extensive roles in helping the government deal with

the problem of economic imbalances in society. State intervention in

economic development has been variously interpreted as "laissezfaire

towards socialism" (Gale, 1981; Milne &Mauzy, 1980), "state capitalism 

or bureaucratic bourgeoisie" (Hing Ai Yun, 1984; Jomo, 1986),

"Malay economic indigenism" (Wan Hashim, 1983), "development 

by uusteeship" (Mehmet, 1986), "communal capitalism'' (Chandra,

1985), "positive discrimination in favour of Bumiputeras" (Seaward,

1986), "Bumiputeraism policy," and "Malay economic nationalism''

(Shamsul, 1996a, 1997). Whatever the term used, it dearly reflected the 

government's strong determination to pursue a very radical approach to 

implementing the NEP, given the limited time frame of 20 years for the 

policy to last. The government's aim was to ensure the redistribution

of wealth programmes to work as effectively as possible to rectify the 

socio-economic imbalances among ethnic groups especially among the 

Malays and the Bumiputeras.

But the programmes for redistribution of wealth will only be viable so long 
as the country can sustain reasonable economic growth to cope with the 

cost and dislocations of redistributive policies. As such, the government 

since the late Tun Razak stewardship has constantly attempted to create a 

favourable investment climate in the country to attract foreign investors. 
Except in the mi� 1980s when the recession hit the country as a result 
of the plunging of commodities prices, the economic growth during the 

20 years of the NEP period was reasonably high. Even in the post-NEP 
period, growth continued to be a crucial factor in determining success 
in wealth redistribution programmes. Mahathir (1992) put this rather 
succinctly: "Managing our nation-building well entails redressing the 

socio-economic imbalances among the various ethnic groups and the 

various regions in our country. Grow, we, no doubt, must. If we do not 
grow we will not have the resources to redress anything''. 

The 1997 economic crisis which had severely affected Malaysia and the 
Southeast Asian region in general was viewed with great concern by some 
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observers with regards to its impact on the socio-political parameters 

of the society in particular ethnic relations.23 Nevertheless, despite the 

economic downturn which turned into a political turbulence a year later
following the abrupt dismissal of Anwar Ibrahim, ethnic crisis has yet 

to happen in Malaysia, unlike in Indonesia as a result of the downfall of
the Suharto regime in May 1998. However, as far as correcting ethnic 

disparity in the socio-economic field is concerned, growth is crucial as a 

driver to wealth distribution programmes.

Besides the two-pronged strategies stated above, the NEP also set a target 

that at least 30 per cent of the Bumiputera ownership and participation 

in all industrial and commercial activities was to be achieved by 1990. 
This was the government's direct response to the low participation of the 

Bumiputera's community in the economy. Statistics in 1969 indicated 
that ownership of shared capital in Limited Companies by ethnic groups 

was as follows: Chinese 90.5 per cent, Malay 5.9 per cent, and Indian 
3.6 per cent. However, of the total RM5,678 million shared capital, 
62.1 per cent was held by the foreign interests, whilst the Chinese 

owned 22.8 per cent, Malay 1.5 per cent, and Indian 0.9 per cent 
(Second Malaysia Plan, 1971). To ensure the Bumiputera communities 

gain access to all sectors of the economy and acquire a more equitable 

share of the wealth of the country, the provision of 'Malays special 
rights' promulgated in Article 153 of the Constitution was expanded in 

various government policies. These include the extension of Bumiputera 

quotas for government employment, Bumiputera quotas for admission 

and access to funding in higher education, and certain kinds of business 

licenses and government contracts. In addition, most state-owned 

enterprises provided special assistance programmes for Bumiputeras or 
acted as surrogate institutions for the transfer of foreign or government 
capital shares and ownership to the Bumiputera communities. Under the 

Industrial Coordination Act, the government had made it compulsory 
for the private sector to reserve quotas for employment of Bumiputeras 

as well as to establish plans for the training and promotion of to more 
skilled and higher paid managerial positions. 

•
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To initiate .more rapid development of Bumiputera towards ownership

and control of at least 30. per cent of the country's economic pie, the

Permodalan Nasional Berhad (PNB), a Bumiputera trust agency, was

tasked in buying corporate shares and acquiring control of industries

and enterprises on behalf of the Bumiputera community. Furthermore,

when foreign corporations operated in Malaysia or engaged in joint

stock agreements with local private or government corporations, the

agreement usually specified a quota of stock issues to be reserved for

sale to Malays or to Bumiputera trust agencies Oomo, 1983). These

were among the most obvious measures undertaken by the government

during the NEP period to address Malay grievances in the socio

economic fields. Clearly, all the possible avenues that could be exploited

to induce wealth redistribution to rectify the meagre 1.5 per cent of the

Malay and Bumiputeras take in the county's economic pies in 1969 were

explored by the government.

How did NEP perform and to what extent its objectives had been met?

Despite the fact that poverty is still prevalent in some pockets of the

population such as among fishermen, estate workers, and those in urban

slums and remote rural areas, the NEP programmes for eradicating

poverty have, by and large, been successful in reducing the level of

poverty. As far as restructuring of society is concerned, the Malay

and the Bumiputera communities by 1990 have been able to secure

approximately 22 per cent of the country's economic equity. Although

it was 8 per cent short of the original target, the tremendous change

brought about by the NEP has to be recognized. In fact, some writers

argued that this figure may not reflect the real equity secured by the

Bumiputeras as it did not account for equity owned under nominee

companies (which arguably are largely owned by Bumiputeras) and

the stake owned by the government which in the final analysis could

raise Bumiputera equity much higher (Kua Kia Soong, 1990a; Mehmet,

1986). Table 1 demonstrates inter-ethnic economic imbalances that

prevailed in Malaysia in 1970, the improvements made in 1985, and

the position in 1995. 
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Table 1 

Progress of the New Economic Policy, 1970-85/95

I. Eradication of Poverty

(Incidence of poverty)

Peninsula Malaysia 

Rural 

Rubber Smallholders 

Pacli Farmers 

Estate Workers 

Fishermen 

Coconut Smallholders 

Other Agriculture 

Other Industries 

Urban-

Sabah 

Sarawak 

Il. 
�:ontbly Household Income in Malaysian 

(In constant 1970 prices) 

Bumiputera 

Chinese 

Indians 

Urban 

Rural 

1970 1985 

49.3 18.41 

58.7 24.71 

64.7 43.41 

88.1 57.71 

40.0 19.71 

73.2 27.71 

52.8 46.91 

89.0 34.21 

35.3 10.01 

21.3 8.21 

58.32 33.11 

56.52 31.91 

1970 1985 

172 1,600 

394 2,895 

304 2,153 

428 2,596 

200 1,300 

( continued) 

----
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III. Restructuring of Society

(a) Restructuring of Employment Pattern (Figures in 1970 refer to Peninsula

Malaysia only)

by selected occupation 1970 1985 

(i) 
(Ethnic Group) (Ethnic Group) 

(in percentage) 

B c I 0 B c I 0 

47.0 39.5 10.8 2.7 54.4 32.4. 11.l 2.1 

Professional and technical

24.1 62.9 7.8 5.2 28.2 66.0 5.0 0.8 

Administrative and 
managerial 

34.2 55.9 9.6 0.3 45.5 43.l 10.9 0.5 

Production 

n.o 17.3 9.7 1.0 73.5 17.2 8.3 1.0 

Agricultural 

26.7 61.7 11.l 0.4 37.9 56.8 5.2 0.1 

Sales 

(ii) Bumiputera professional membership

Architect 4.3 80.9 1.4 13.4 27.0 71.3 1.5 0.2 

6.8 65.4 7.9 19.9 12.6 80.5 5.9 1.0 

Accountants 

Engineers 7.3 71.0 13.5 8.3 38 43 15 4.0 

3.7 44.8 40.2 11.3 32.4 32.6 32.5 2.5 

Doctors 

(b) Restructuring of Corporate Sector

1970 1985 

2.4 24 
Bumiputera 

34.3 63 
Non-Bumiputera 

63.3 11 

Foreign 

Table 1 clearly demonsuates that the level of poverty in Peninsula

Malaysia sharply declined from almost 50 per cent in 1970 to 18.41

per cent in 1985. The incidence of poverty in Sabah and Sarawak also

dropped from nearly 60 per cent in 1970 to between 30 per cent �d

33 d · 1970 1985 Nevertheless, in general, the commercial
per cent urmg - . 
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and business sectors were still predominantly conuolled by the Chinese. 
Therefore, the National Development Policy (NDP) that replaced the 
NEP in 1990 continued to pursue programmes to improve Bumiputera

participation in the commercial and business sectors. 

Another important dimension of the impact of the NEP is the creation 
of the new Bumiputera 'middle' and 'upper middle class'. 24 This class 
structure within the Bumiputera commnnity became more suatifi.ed 
than before independence when there were only two dominant classes, 
namely, the feudal/ aristocrat class and the rural peasantry. The new 
Malay middle class created by the NEP was sometimes regarded as the 
new capitalists or as what Shamsul Amri (1997) called them, the class 
of the Malay OKBs ( Orang Kaya Baharu or literally 'New Rich Person'). 
The emergence of this new Bumiputera middle and upper classes were 

important in generating a sense of confidence within the Bumiputera

communities of their political and economic position in facing Chinese 
suength, which had also consolidated during the NEP period despite 
the criticism that the policy was only meant for the Malays. Indeed, as a 
result of this new sense of confidence within the Malay and Bumiputera

communities, the government introduced several 'liberalisation' policies 
in the economy and education, in the post-1990 period, which some 
observers argued as moving away from its earlier practices. 25 This shall •
be examined in the later chapter. 

The NEP Critics 

Since the NEP focused mainly on efforts to uplift the socio-economic 
conditions of the Bumiputera communities, the non-Bumiputeras felt 
alienated. This was the main criticism levelled against the government 
by the non-Malays during the period of the NEP implementation. 
Although the level of poverty had declined sharply and Bumiputera

participation and stake in the economy had increased, could this really 
imply that the problem of national integration has been resolved or 
partiallyovercome?To what extent do economic policies and performance 
correlate with national integration and ethnic polarization? To answer 
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th esn.ons one needs to review qualitatively the whole question ofese qu , . . . . · al ·
ry and the NEP. not merely by looking at the quanutanve nation um ' 

values as demonstrated by the statistical figures. Rustam ( 1991) noted
d · the government's approach to the question of nation-a ten ency m 

building to perceiving it as merely a matter of economic and physical
d 1 t When the process of nation-building is perceived in termseve opmen. 
of strategic economic balance between ethnic groups by focusmg on
aspects such as economic quantum and percentages owned by diverse 

ethnic groups, the more profound aspects of nation-buildin� sue� as the
question of developing national identities and a sense of nationalism are 

unfortunately ignored. To Rustam (1991), the fundamental issue faced
by Malaysia has always been " ... the problem of cons�lidating all so�ts
of diversities that were inherited from the past ( especially the colomal
history) to mould a solid social unity in the form of a n�ti

·
o·n �at

could then play the role of active participant in the modern civi1J.Za.t1on
of the world".

Rustam observed that a country that bases its politics of wealth
distribution in terms of quantum according to ethnic groups risks
an unstable future. Quite likely, the amount of distribution has to be 

negotiated and renegotiated over time as circumstances change. Thus,
the rival ethnic groups would always be alarmed over such development

h 
· · r and the perpetuation of conflict to protect the interestsw en 1t occu s, 

of each community would be a permanent communal agenda in the 

political arena. But the New Development Policy (NDP) �at was in
place since 1990 did not specify the distribution of wealth m terms of
percentage or quantum based on ethnicity as rigidly as the NEP. Instead,
as stated in Vision 2020, Malaysia's economic development agenda
would be geared towards achieving the status of a fully develop�d
country and one that ensures an economically jl,lst society (Mahath1r,
199Ia). In other words, the NDP intends to create a society where 

there is fair and equitable distribution of the wealth of the nation in
which a full partnership between ethnic groups in economic progress
prevails. 1his would thus ensure that the identification of ethnicity is
eliminated. Nevertheless, there is always a great difference between the 
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stated objectives and the actual outcome of any public policy; the NEPor even the NDP for that matter is no exception.

Over the 20-year period of the NEP, the non-Malays, through their 
representatives inside and outside the government, had continuously
raised their concern and grievances over the implementation of the NEP which they argued only benefited one community, the Malays, tothe neglect, exclusion, and detriment of others (Chua Jui Meng, 1988;David Chua, 1988; Kua Kia Soong, 1990a, 1992; Lim Kit Siang, 1986;Lim Lin Lean, 1988). Even among the Malays, some critics arguedthat it was the elite group and the corporate class who were dose to UMN O leaders benefited much from the policy especially in the wealthredistribution programmes (Gomez, 1994; Jomo, 1995; Mehmet,1986). Following the 1997 economic downturn, it became more fashionable to talk about the rise of 'crony capitalism' in Malaysia than to talk about the rise of the new Malay corporate class and UMNO'scentral role in terms of rent-seeking (Gomez & Jomo, 1997; Jomo,1995) or 'the corporate involvement of political parties' (Gomez, 1994).Quite ironically, in the midst of the economic and political turmoil, the most vocal criticism against crony capitalism, nepotism, and corruptionin the Mahathir's administration came mainly from the Malay middle class who were basically the product of the NEP and the government's •affirmative action policy (FEER, 1998).

Indeed, the construction of several different terms to describe the same thing reflects the unceasing criticism against the NEP, wealth
redistribution programmes and above all the affirmative action policy that is still in practice in Malaysia. To some extent those close to UMNO'stop leadership from both the Bumiputera and the non-Bumiputeracorporate elite might gain greater access to opportunities to create wealththrough government contracts and projects under the NEP or evenunder Mahathir's privatization policy. However, it was inaccurate andindeed a gross error to suggest that the policy had only benefited a smallgroup of corporate elite at the expense of the entire Bumiputera and the 

non-Bumiputera communities (c£ Kua Kia Soong, 1987, pp. 50-67).
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As illustrated in Table l, the NEP has significantly transformed the 

socio-economic landscape of Malaysian society especially with respect to 

the position of the Malays. Thousands of children of ordinary farmers, 

fishermen, rubber tappers, teachers, soldiers, policemen, civil servants and 

so on, had been transformed into a new middle class as a result of the 

policy. The creation of a sizeable Malay and Bumiputera middle �lass in 

the post 1990 period would not have been conceivable without the NEP. 

From a different perspective, Shamsul Amri (1996a) argued that the 

controversy arose because the academic writing on the NEP by both 

Malay and non-Malay scholars had been somewhat ethnicised. He 

noted that: 

On the one hand, a number of non-Bumiputera scholars 

opposed to the NEP have been writing 'scholarly' books 

and articles in international journals on the impact of this 

discriminatory policy on lower-class Malaysian Chinese 

and how it has made a few Bumiputeras extremely rich. 

On the other, a group of Bumiputera scholars has defended. 

the NEP and published 'academic' pieces which argue 

that without the NEP the plight of the poor Bumiputera 

would worsen and another racial riot might occur as a 

consequence. They also ask 'what's wrong with having 

more Bumiputera millionaires?' ... �th the exception of 

Peter Searl's thesis (1994), no detailed and systematic 

studies have been carried out to show the role of Malaysian 

Chinese in the commercial sector, nor any attempt to 

study the extent they have benefited from the NEP. For 

non-Bumiputera scholars to describe the benefits that 

Chinese have received from the NEP would only weaken 

their 'academic' argument about the highly discriminatory · 

nature of the policy. The 'nationalist' Bumiputera scholars 

seem to find it a waste of time to study ethnic groups other 

than the Bumiputera. (pp. 24-25) 

From State Building to Nation-Building j 11 9 

In other words, the non-Malays' disenchantment over the NEP was 

founded on several important issues, which have led to the entire 

NEP programme of eradicating poverty and restructuring society being 

politicized in ethnic terms. The non-Malays' criticism concerning the 

implementation of the NEP could be summarized in four important 

domains: 

(i) Questioning of affirmative action programmes and the use of

Bumiputera/ non-Bumiputera dichotomy;

(ii) Questioning of government statistics pertaining to the NEP;

(iii) Questioning whether poverty eradication programmes and

restructuring of society only benefited the Malays and not the 

poor and the needy among all Malaysians; and

(iv) Questioning whether the redistribution of wealth programmes

more greatly benefited the Malay elite and corporate class and

not the ordinary Malay masses.

On the question of affirmative action programmes to assist the 

Malays and other Bumiputera communities, the non-Malays argued 

that the problem confronting Malay/non-Malay relationship sprang 

from the 'dichotomy of Bumiputera and non-Bumiputera', which 

had led to the erosion of democratic rights to the non-Malays 

through the Bumiputeraism policies of the government (Kua Kia 

Soong, 1992). To them, "the racial quota system is not only divisive 

but irrational and obfuscatory'' (Chinese Memorandum on the Post 

1990 Malaysian Economic Policy). The non-Malays felt that the 

dichotomy of Bumiputera and non-Bumiputera had rendered them 

second-class citizens of the country. Dr. Tan Seng _ Giaw, the DAP 

Chairman commented: 

In our efforts to rectify the socio-economic imbalance, we 

must not create further disaffection and discontentment 

among the people. While the ND P does have some 

flexibility, it is actually a continuation of the NEP. 

.. 
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Tue perception that we now have is that Malays are 

helped by the government and the non-Malays have to 

help themselves. Even in business, the prevailing view is

the Malay businesses were helped by the government and

the non-government agencies are supposed to help the 

non-Malay businesses. In the allocation of shares to the 

people and in the government's privatization projects there 

should not be a single group monopolizing the project. In

the education policy why must we continue to have quota 

system for admission which is based of ethnicity and not 

meritocracy. 26 

On official statistics relating to the NEP issued by the government,

the non-Malays argued that, " ... these figures are doctored to suit

political ends ... by the fact that all compilation is undertaken by the 

EPU (Economics Planning Unit of the Prime Minister Department),

which is staffed at the senior level, almost exclusively by Malays"

(Kua Kia Soong, 1992, p. 38). Related to this, Kua Kia Soong noted

that, "in many cases, official statistics are taken by ideologists to put 

a scientific gloss on conservative political convictions" (1992, p. 29).

As such, he argued that, " ... in the politics of the NEP, poverty itself

has been politicized as some government leaders identity poverty only

with the Malay community" (1992, p. 26). In his view, the problems 

faced by the Malays had been exaggerated by the suspicious government 

statistics, which may not reflect the actual condition of economic

imbalance amongst ethnic groups in Malaysia especially in terms of

attainment of the NEP target of 30 per cent in Bumiputera participation 

in the economy. Some argued that the Bumiputeras had achieved well

beyond the 30 per cent equity targeted by the NEP as many nominee

companies owned by Malay corporate elite were not accounted for in

the government statistics Qomo, 1995; Kua Kia Soong, 1992).

In addition, critics also questioned whether the Chinese and Indian 

poor had benefited fairly vis-a-vis the Malay poor from access to land,

physical capital, training, and other public facilities that were supposed
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to be given to help the poor irrespective of ethnicity, as underlined 

in the NEP blueprint (Lim Lin Lean, 1980). In addition, David 

Chua (1988) argued that, "the deviations in the implementation of 

the National Education Policy and· the New Economic Policy with 

the reference to educational opportunities are the root cause of the 

mounting discontent, dissatisfaction and growing sense of deprivation 

among Malaysian Chinese" (p. 77). Moreover, Mehmet (1988) noted 

that the Bumiputera elite who had benefited from the NEP trusteeship 

was small, powerful and influential group organized as a cartel, who 

gained through collusion, transaction costs, and other forms of non

competitive bargains. Therefore, it was argued that, despite the Malays 

being able to increase their equity to 22 per cent in 1990, the poor 

Malays had seen little change in their lifestyles. The criticism against the 

NEP, by and large, was multi-dimensional, as Osman Rani (1987) put 

it rather eloquently: 

... it is sometimes difficult to distinguish whether the 

criticism levelled against the government, particularly on 

the NEP, were on the policies per se, or on the way the 

policies were implemented, or on the results (intended 

or otherwise) of the implementation themselves; just it is 

equally difficult to know whether the criticism about the 

NEP were genuinely to correct the weaknesses inherent in 

the policy, or because they were being made a scapegoat to

press for parity in other fields, beyond economics. 

Issues surrounding the implementation of the NEP dearly reflected 

the ramifications in addressing the problems of ethnic imbalances and 

national unity in Malaysia. The Bumiputera and the non-Bumiputera 

communities tended to have opposite views on how nation-building is 

to be achieved in Malaysia. While the non-Malays felt they had been 

discriminated against by the policy, the Malays saw that without the 

policy, the condition of the Bumiputera communities could have been 

worse and another ethnic riot would be imminent. Indeed, as Indonesia 

succumbed to ethnic violence (which saw the victimization of the 

•
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· · thru·c Chinese who were said to dominate the Indonesian 

mmonty e 

economy) as · a result of the 1997 economic crisis, leading local Malay

press highlighted that Malaysians should be grateful to the NE� 3:11d 

above all the affirmative action policy which had helped avert a similar
incident from recurring in Malaysia (Utusan Malaysia, 1998). The

feeling of the Malays about the policy and the non-Malays' criticism of
its implementation perhaps are best reflected by the following speech 

made by Datuk Abdullah Ahmad in 1986 (as cited in K Dass, 1997),
who was the former Political Secretary to the late Tun Razak, the

architect of the NEP. 

Let us make no mistake-the political system in Malaysia 

is founded on Malay dominance. That is the premise from 

which we could start. The Malays must be politically
dominant in Malaysia as the Chinese are politically
dominant in Singapore .... The political system of Malay
dominance was born out of a sacrosanct social contract
which preceded national independence. There have been
moves to question, to set aside and to violate this contract
that has threatened the stability of the system. The May
1969 riots arose out of the challenge to the system agreed 

upon, out of the non-fulfilment of the substance of the 

contract. The NEP is the programme, after those riots in
1969, to fulfil the promises of the contract in 1957, but 

now we are beginning to have questions about the political 

system all over again, this time under the guise of the 

implementation of the NEP .... You must not forget that if
the Malays are pushed to the wall they would react. When
what happened on May 13 is evoked it is dismissed is a ruse 

to resurrect the ghost of 1969 ... .In the Malaysian political 

system the Malay position must be preserved and Malay
expectations must be met. Even after 1990, there must 

be mechanism of preservation, protection and expansion 

in an evolving system .... The non-Malays can have their
own schools, if they so want, their language, culture and 
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religion. They have so many organizations that voice and 
represent their interests. They are quite capable of effecting 
change-as in obtaining agreement for the amendment of 
the Education Act. Indeed, one state in Malaysia has even 
been recognized as a de facto Chinese State .... But what 

does UMNO get for its pains? .. .I say to all-the Chinese 

in Malaysia and to Singaporeans-don't play with the fire. 

Between the time this very provocative speech was made in late 

August 1986 and October 1987, the Malays and the non-Malays had 
had exchanges of arguments on several sensitive issues such as the 

Bumiputeralnon-Bumiputera dichotomy and the position of Chinese 

education, which heightened ethnic tension in the country. As a result, 
the infamous massive crackdown known · as 'Operasi Lalang' was 
launched in October 1987 by the government to avoid the recurrence 

of the 1969 incident. 27 

Before the expiry of the NEP period, in 1988 the government 
established the National Economic Consultative Council (NECC) or 
better known as 'MAPEN' (Maj/is Perundingan Ekonomi Negara in 
Malay) to formulate a new policy for the post 1990 period. 28 Although 
MAPEN submitted its recommendations to the government, not all 
of them were accepted. Instead, it was the government itself which 

finally decided that Vision 2020 and the National Development Policy 

(NDP) would be in country's next agenda in the post-1990 period.29 

Throughout the years, as well as in the course of MAPEN deliberations, 
the non-Malays sent a strong signal to the government that they could 

not tolerate another 'NEP' to prevail after 1990. As the objectives of the 
NEP were not fully accomplished, the perpetuation of Malay economic 
nationalism must take a new form drawing on a new set of rhetoric. 
Vision 2020 and the notion of.Bangsa Malaysia, therefore, could be seen 
in this perspective. Although the NDP blueprint did not clearly state 

the specific quantum or percentage for the Bumiputera community to 
achieve as was in the case of the NEP, in reality, Bumiputeraism policy 

prevailed. The government continued to observe the policy of at least 30 

•
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per cent Bumiputera participation in the economy. As the debate over 
the NEP gradually died down, Malaysians tended to be more concerned 
about Vision 2020, and interest in this subject kept on growing in the 

post-1990 period. 

The NEP and National Unity

As a result of NEP, Malaysians, on average, are better off now 
economically than say 30 or 40 years ago. The overall standard ofliving 
of the people, irrespective of ethnicity, has significantly improved. 
Absolute poverty has been substantially reduced, and so has inter
ethnic inequality. Nevertheless, the ultimate aim of the NEP of 
achieving national integration has yet to be fully attained. This is clearly 
reflected in Vision 2020's nine strategic challenges, which place the 

agenda of creating a united Malaysian Nation, or the Bangsa Malaysia

as the most basic and fundamental challenge to be resolved in order 

to be realize the target of turning Malaysia into a fully industrialized 
country in 2020. In as much as the NEP is concerned, it seems that 
economic success, though necessary, is not a sufficient condition- for 

national integration. But this does not mean that economic factors can 
simply be ignored. The danger is that, whilst economic success can be 

easily offset by _other negative factors, failure in economic programmes 

can be �asily manipulated and politicized and eventually acrimonies 

may worsen the process of nation-building. Economic development, 
therefore, is instrumental for the whole project of nation-building to 

succeed. Indeed, growth has to be sustained to provide the resource for 

the wealth redistribution agenda. 

It is within the context of sustained economic growth that the 1997 
economic turmoil that hit Malaysia and other South East Asian 

countries had caused much alarm within the government and the 

Malay community. The collapse of the economy would have grave 

consequences on all achievements made during the NEP period. In 
other words, the socio-economic disparity between ethnic groups that 
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had been rectified since 1970 could re-appear as a result of the economic 
meltdown. If this occurred, it would inevitably affect political stability 
and thus, in one way or another, implicated ethnic parameters and 
the entire social fabric. Ethnic violence that occurred in Indonesia 
following the economic crisis was something many Malaysians would 
not wish to see happening in Malaysia. As far as the NEP is concerned, 
it is apparent that the agenda of Malay economic nationalism is yet 
to be perfected. Though the government seems to be more concerned 
about achieving the status of an industrialized country as laid down 
in Vision 2020, economic programmes to induce more Malay and 
Bumiputera participation in the areas in which they are less represented 
continue to be promoted despite the official expiry of the NEP in 
1990. It is argued, therefore, that economic consideration is no more 

than one of the many factors needed for success in nation-building. 
As indicated by the NEP experience, economic prosperity can be more 

important in preventing ethnic conflict than in resolving the problems 
of national integration. As such, economics as part and parcel of the 

whole process of nation-building has to be combined with education, 
culture, change in human values, orientations, and perceptions, if new 
Malaysian nationalism is to be developed in line with the vision of 
constructing the Bangsa Malaysia.

THE NATIONAL CULTURAL POLICY 

Reforms in the education and economic policies have triggered endless 

controversies. The introduction of the National Culture Policy in 1971 
also turned to be a critical issue in the politics of nation-building in 
Malaysia. The non-Malay communities perceived the formulation 
of National Cultural Policy as an explicit indication of Malay 
cultural domination over other cultures. Thus, if the policy was fully 
implemented, it would result in the dilution of the multiethnic cultures 
that prevail in the country. Although the policy stated that the traits 

from other cultures which are peninent would be absorbed to enrich 
the national culture, making Islam and Malay culture as the basis of the 

•
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national culture was unacceptable to the non-Malays. Their opposition 
to the National Cultural Policy was a straight forward one in contrast 
to the criticism made against the NEP or the education policy. Since 

the formulation of the policy, the government seems unable to devise 

substantial programmes or strategies to implement it. 

Tue formulation of the National Culture Policy has only served to 

accommodate the rising tide of Malay nationalism that re-emerged in 
the aftermath of the May 1969 incident, yet it remains a blueprint which 

has never been implemented. ·Although the non-Malay opposition 
to the policy prevails, the debate surrounding the policy has been 
somewhat subdued in recent years. The reason for this lies in the fact 
that no substantial attempt has been made by the government to pursue 

the policy aggressively. Above all, the repeated assurances given by top 
government leaders ( especially Mahathir) that assimilation policy would 
not be implemented in Malaysia have served to ease some of the concerns 
of the non-Malay communities. Nevertheless, despite the failure of the 

government to effectively implement the policy, no attempt has been 
m�de to review it. The discussion in this section will outline some of the 

crucial issues pertaining to the debates on the National Cultural Policy. 

It will also examine the problematic nature of the cultural dimension in 
the politics of nation-building in Malaysia. 

The Politics of National Cultural Policy 

The concept and the basis of the National Cultural Policy were formulated 
in 1971 at the end of the National Cultural Congress held in Universiti 
Malaya, Kuala Lumpur. The policy was the major outcome of the congress 
which was overwhelmingly dominated by right-wing nationalists. 30 It is 
important to note that the Congress was held when the country was still 
recovering from the aftermath of the May 1969 incident. Then, the Malays 

were anticipating moral and political support after their constitutional 
position was seriously challenged by the non-Malays in the 1969 election 
that led to the outbreak of the riot. Later, the Ministry of Culture, Youth 
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and Sports issued guidelines for the formulation of national culture,
which was adopted from the resolution of the Congress:

(i) That the basis of national culture is the culture which is native to 

the region.
(ii) The traits from other cultures which are pertinent should be 

absorbed to enrich the national culture.
(iii) That Islam as the official religion of Malaysia should play its role 

in the formulation of the national culture.

Whilst the Malays generally welcomed the policy guidelines as it merged 
with the aspiration of Malay nationalism, the non-Malays (especially the 

Chinese) saw the policy as a major threat to the multiethnic characteristics 
of Malaysian society. Indeed, the policy was regarded as a move towards 
assimilation, and an attempt to subjugate their cultures under the domain 
of Malay and Islamic cultures. The non-Malays dearly opposed the policy 
and considered it unfair. To them, the policy does not do any justice to the 

interests of the other communities who have made Malaysia their home. 
Besides, they argued that sheer numbers alone does make it necessary to 

provide a legitimate role to their cultures, including languages and religions 
(Chew Hock Thye, 1979; Kua Kia Soong, 1990a; Tmg Chew Peh, 1985). 
They maintained that the modern concept of citizenship recognizes• 
the right of a citizen to use and study his/her own language, adhere to 

his/her own faith, and practice his/her own culture, as inviolable rights 
according to the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights (Chinese 

Organ.iz.ations Joint Memorandum, 1983). In their memorandum to the 

government in 1983, the Chinese Guilds and Associations laid down 
three main grounds for opposing the National Cultural Policy: 

(i) The process of letting the scholars and politicians of one ethnic
group to unilaterally formulate policies with such profound and
far-reaching consequences, under the auspices of the government,
is not consistent with the principle that the national culture must
developed through democratic consultation;
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(ii)

(iii)

While stressing the importance of Islam and the Malay culture,
these principles deny the significant role that sho�d

. 
be played

by the cultures and religions of the non-Malays. This is contrary
to the principle of equality and uninhibited development of the
cultures of all ethnic groups;
They exhibit the dose-minded philosophy of cultural developm�nt

. the Malays rather than a liberal attitude of promotmgcentrmg on , 
the interaction with and absorption of other non-Malays and
foreign cultures.

The Chinese community felt that all ethnic cultures in the country
. th f building the nationalshould be given equal treatment m e process o 

r Mal . The memorandum did not concentrate onlyculture ror ays1a. 
ul al . but went on further to argue about the problemson c tur issues, . . . affecting Chinese language and education, litera�e, arts, and �ehg10n

in Malaysia. Apart from the Chinese, the Indian commumty also
b . d . ilar memorandum to the government in 1984, tosu m1tte a srm 

h. w· ht their concern over the policy which was essentially founded1g 1g .. 
on a less-than-inclusive basis. In general, the non-Malay communmes 

in Malaysia were deeply concerned about the future of their cultur� and
called on the government to adopt a more liberal approach to Nanonal
Culture, and revamp the policy accordingly.

The non-Malays instead, proposed four major principles to be adopted
as the basis for the national culture:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

The fine elements in the culture of each ethnic community to be
adopted as the basis for the national culture.
The guidelines for the establishment of a set of common cultural
values are science, democracy, rule of law and patriotism.
The common . cultural values must be expressed through
the unique forms of each ethnic group, as well as reflect the
rnultiethnic characteristics of the Malaysian society.
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(iv) The process of developing the national culture should beconsistent with the principle of equality of all ethnic groups andthe method of democratic consultation.
The non-Malays contended that the objective of the National Cultureshould he 'Unity not Uniformity'. To them, the emphasis of thegovernment appeared to be shifting from the concept of cultural unity to cultural uniformity, with rejection of important strands of culture foundin Malaysian society in favour of Malay Culture (Indian Community Joint Memorandum, April 1984). The non-Malays insisted that theNational Culture Policy should reflect three main characteristics.It should include aspects of cultural diversity, common values of thesociety, and must he truly Malaysian oriented. Clearly, their stand wasabsolutely in conflict with the official stand of the government. ProfessorZainal Abidin Wahid, a Malay historian, in an uncompromisingview argued: 

To me if the non-Malays wanted to be true Malaysians theyhave to make several sacrifices. One of these is the Chinesemust he less Chinese and the Indians to be less Indian. Ifthey want to be just like the Chinese in mainland China orthe Indian in India, it is better for them to return to thosecountries. I have repeatedly said on several occasions to thenon-Malays' audience. To the questions where they shouldregard Islam as an important element for the nationalculture, my answer is, go hack to history. Some of the nonMalays do not like to face intellectual discourse based onhistory, as this would weaken their argument. If we do nottake history as an important element, then we cannot tracehack the process of political development in this country
especially the root of its socio-political origins. 31 

If Zainal's view could represent the Malays' view on the national culture,dearly it reflects the sharp contrast between the Malay ideas of 'nationalidentity' and the non-Malay vision of 'Malaysian identity'. As long

•
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as this difference remains� a national cultural policy that is acceptable 

to all, and one that everybody could be proud of, would be difficult 

to develop. 

Although anthropologistS argued that culture is created and ch�g�s 

over time (Eriksen, 1993), as far as the politics of culture in Malaysia is 

concerned, the Malays, the Chinese, and the Indians regard themselves 

as inheritors of three great traditions, th.at is the Malay-Islam, primordial

Chinese, and Hindu. Therefore, any attempt to instil the national

culture that is based on values and norms perceived to be different from

one's own culture is a very sensitive subject. Besides, since Malay and 

Islam in Malaysia are always taken to be synonymous, the non-Malays 

sometimes find it difficult to distinguish what is Islam and what is

Malay. To them, if "Malay culture is to become the basis of National

Culture, then it follows that Islam will be the basis of National Culture 

and because Islam is such an all-embracing·religion, it also follows .that

the National Culture in such a context will have little or no room for 

other cultures" (Indian Community Memorandum, 1984). Obviously

such a situation is not acceptable to the non-Malays, whose cultures

are based on different religious beliefs and norms. As they put it, "· · ·

in the final analysis, (this) will lead to the Islamisation of the country,

in which the cultures of other communities cannot really survive for 

long" (I�dian Community Memorandum, 1984). As such, the Malay

Islamic culture approach to the formation of National Culture is utterly

unacceptable to them.

Moreover, the situation in Malaysia is different from that in some 

other countries in Southeast Asia. For example, although in Thailand 

and Indonesia the Chinese are numerically more than the Chinese and

Indians put together in Malaysia, they only represent a small fraction

of the population-IO per cent and 3 per cent respectively. In these 

countries, the Chinese have gradually merged into the dominant group as 

a result of various assimilationist trends in language, education, cultural

and socio-economic policy. Nevertheless, this by no means implies that
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those countries are free from problems of ethnic politics. The superiority 
of ethnic Chinese in business and economic is very peculiar in those 

states. Th.is could he one of their major assets and perhaps serve as a 

catalyst for the assertion of their ethnic identity in due course. But it 
could also constitute a liability, as shown in Indonesian politics. Every 
time there is nationai economic turmoil, ethnic Chinese will live in fear 
for being made · 'scapegoats' by some quarters of the population. That 

was the case in the 1998 civil riot which saw ethnic Chinese shops and 
business premises being looted and burned, as a result of the economic 
crisis that badly hit Indonesia and the rest of the region. 

Obviously, defining the identity of a nation is probably the most 
challenging task for Malaysia in its quest for nation-building. The political 
acts of planning in the field of culture including implementation of 
plans are more difficult, complex, and dangerous than comparable acts 
in the spheres of education and economy. Th.is is because one is dealing 
with intangible values, differences in perception, and personal attitudes. 
Cultural policy is more complicated than other kinds of policy because 

culture can neither he forced nor commanded. Cultural regimentation 
would simply not work in the realpolitik of the modern world. Even the 

communist totalitarian regimes that attempted the regimentalisation of 
cultural processes for several decades were doomed to fail, as seen in the • 
former Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. High handed treatment of culture 

and of cultural relations could only lead to adverse effects and is simply 
counter-productive. 

Resolving the Cultural Dilemma 

Given the socio-political reality that prevails in Malaysia, what are 

the options the country has m dealing with the national culture issue? 
According to Chandra Muzaffar (1980), the best possible approach to 
developing a national identity and national culture in Malaysia is to 

recognize the position of Malay as the sole official and national language 

and the status of Islam as the official religion of the country.32 At the 
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· the use and study of other languages and the practice andsame tune, · f other religions and cultures must be guaranteed. Theperpetuation o . . . 
other communities would also enjoy full equal opportunmes m the
political and economic spheres of the nation. Chandra (1980) also
argued that:

[The] distinction in status and significance between Malay 
and Islam, on the one hand, and the other languages 
and religions, on the other, should not be perceived as 
inimical to the interest of the other communities .... 
the position of Malay and Islam is consistent with 
historical realities; it also helps sustain the only tenable 
conception of national identity. There should not be any 
apprehension among non-Malays as long as the right 
to speak one's language and practice one's religion and 
culture is protected. (p. 40) 

From Chandra's point of view, putting other languages and religions 
on the same status as Malay and Islam would be grossly unfair to the 
history of the land, for Malay has had a long, unbroken relations�ip 
with the cultural history of this region, just as Islam has been a maJor 
factor in the social development of the peninsula, since the 15th century 
(Chandra, 1980; Syed Naguib, 1972). According to Chandra, the 
approach he proposed is consistent with the Federal C�nstit�ti

.
on of 

1957, a constitution which inter-alia recognizes the official posmon of 
both Malay and Islam, while providing for the continued existence of 
other languages and religions. He also observed that the national culture 
must also emphasize aspects of common values in the cultural life of 
the nation. Chandra (1980) noted that many Malaysians have failed to 
realize that there is so much they share in common as inheritors of great 
traditions: 

Malays, Chinese and Indians value the family as the basis 
of the community. All of us emphasize respect for parents, 
the aged and the wise. Islam, Confucianism and Hinduism 
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regard a collective social morality as essential for happiness 
and harmony. Unbridled materialism and greed are 
condemned by all our cultures. Corruption is a vice in the 
eyes of all our communities .... Finally, all the three traditions 
place a great deal of premium upon sincere, able leadership 
in the quest for a virtuous society. .. .It is commonalities of 
this son in social philosophy and in cultural practices that 
deserve to be highlighted in a society, which proclaims 
national unity as its primary goal. Exaggerating ethnic 
differences, or seeking ethnic . solutions, for every single 
social malaise would be a dangerous approach to adopt in 
a multiethnic setting. (pp. 40-41) 

Although the logic of Chandra's views was obvious, it may not represent 
the view held by the majority of the non-Malays. Ting Chew Peh (198 5), 
a Chinese sociologist who was the MCA Secretary General and a Federal 
Minister, assened that to ensure that Malaysia attains its objective of 
building the national culture, the government has to consider that (1) 
the national culture reflects the socio-political reality of the society; 
(2) it is sensitive to the desire and needs of the various sections of the
society; (3) it emphasises the spirit and the aspirations of the Federal
Constitution, The Rukunegara (the National Ideology), principle of •
equality, justice, freedom and democratic consultations; and ( 4) it gives

. all ethnic cultures equal and fair treatment. Ting's view was dearly a
reflection of the non-Malay communities' aspirations concerning
the national culture, as dearly underlined in the Chinese and Indian
communities' memoranda to the government in 1983 and 1984. Tan
Sri Dr. Koh Tsu Koon, the Chief Minister of Penang, commenting
on the politics of the national culture argued that cultural matter in
Malaysia should not be too formalized. In his words:

It should not be formalized. Although you may have an 
organization that takes this as an aim, to promote things, 
you cannot promote it in a very rigid way. Instead, it 
should be through an informal way of encouraging 
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informal interactions. It should not be a 'top-down' 

process, but rather the opposite way, that is the 'bottom

up' process. It must come from the people. It is obvious 

that a process of integration and not assimilation is 

taking place in Malaysia. It is not so much to be based 

on ethnicity, but rather a sort of sense of sharing among

ethnic groups in Malaysia about their future destiny. This

would diffuse every potential that might hinder the process

of integration. The people now are very accommodative

and sensitive among each other than they have been in the

past. We could see that people share a lot of similarities in

food, custom, the way they dress, their daily practices and

so on. I do not think that religious and cultural differences

that prevail in Malaysia constitute major obstacles to the

creation of national culture and identity. To me, we should

continue to develop the economy of the country, rather

than putting too much emphasis on the socio-cultural

aspects. A lot of people tend to end up with very petty

arguments, over say whose culture should dominate in the

creation of Malaysian culture, or those 'bangsa' should be

the dominant 'bangsa'. When we start arguing like this it

becomes confrontational and we could lose sight of the

higher ideal. On the other hand, if Malaysians involve in

the economic task of competing with other nations, then

we tend to learn from one another and we tend to blend. 33 

Although the introduction of the national culture should be substantiated 

with tangible programmes, as in the case of the NEP, this has not been 

the case in Malaysia. Despite major disagreements on the philosophy of 

the policy from various sections of the population, the implementation 

of the policy by the government has not been consistent. Ibrahim 

(1983) called this the politics of ambiguity, and argued that it is a form 

of conflict regulation in Malaysia. It is only during times of crisis that a 

clear definition has to be made and until such a time, emotional issues 

are always kept on the periphery (Ibrahim, 1983). Ibrahim was referring 
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to Mahathir's speech to the Malay World Conference in December 

1983, in which the Premier said: 

We have agreed that integration and unity will be inculcated 

and built by using one language that is the national language; 

one culture, that is, the national culture. The national 

language is the Malay language and the core of the national 

culture is the culture that is native to this region. 

It was this statement by Mahathir that prompted the non-Malay 

communities to submit the memorandum to the government in 

1983, expressing their grave concern over the government stance on 

the implementation of the National Cultural Policy. Although the 

statement by Mahathir reflected the government's firm stand on the 

policy, Ibrahim saw that no firm action to implement it had ever taken 

place. In the meantime, the government appeared to find it convenient 

to use a conflict management policy that promotes cultural tolerance 

and harmony within the society. The inconsistency continued when in 

1988 Mahathir stated that: 

By accepting Malaysia, Bangsa Malaysia and Bahasa 

Malaysia does not make us a Malay. In terms of ethnicity, 

we remain as Chinese, Indian, Ihan, Kadazan, or Murut 

and so on .... Without abandoning our ethnic identities, 

we could still he a meaningful Bangsa Malaysia. 

Obviously, whilst the first speech reflected the government 

commitment to the principles of the National Cultural Policy, the 

second speech implied that the government could accept and tolerate 

cultural pluralism. The second speech was made in 1988, prior to the 

introduction of Vision 2020' in April 1991. After Vision 2020 and 

the notion of creating the Bangsa Malaysia was officially unveiled, 

there was another statement made by the Premier in what was seen 

as another attempt to clarify the government's policy on cultural 

development in Malaysia: 

•
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Previously we tried to have a single entity but it caused a

lot of tension and suspicious [sic] among the people they

thought the Government was trying to create a hybrid.

There was fear among the people that they may have to

give up their own cultures, values, and religions. This

could not work, and we believe that the Bangsa Malaysia is

the answer. (1he Star, 1995) 

Although the later speech by Mahathir did not dearly explain as to what 

should constitute the Bang.ra Malaysia, it indicates Mahathir's admission 

that there was an attempt in the past to create a single entity. The statement 
of "previously we tried to have a single entity" could be referring to the 

assimilationist orientation embodied in the National Cultural Policy. 

While the government, from time to time made ambiguous statements 
about the policy, ambiguity was also reflected in the reactions by various 

sections of the population representing their respective interests. For 
the Malay-minded section of the society, 'Malay' and 'Islam' are the 

most important provision in the policy and should be considered as 

'core elements' (Aziz, 1989; Zainal, 1988). To the non-Malays, despite 

the provision for accepting some aspects of their culture as part of the 

national culture, the National Cultural Policy was an attempt toward 
assimilation (Chinese Joint Memorandum, 1982). Although the 

government seemed to realize that the non-Malays were not prepared to 

tolerate the philosophy of the National Cultural Policy, so far no attempt 

had been made to revise the policy. This is probably because an attempt 

to review the policy to accommodate the non-Malays' aspirations could 
only result in generating distrust and anger amongst the Malays towards 
the government. Therefore, along with the declining interest in the issue 
among the public especially in the post-1990, the government probably 
felt that it was better for the question of national culture to be set aside 
at this juncture, until there was a need for it to be revisited. 

In sum, the controversies surrounding the National Cultural Policy 
demonstrated the difficulties in the formulation and implementation 
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of a national policy that had to juggle with sensitive ethnic interests in 
society. It is not easy for the government to draw up a formula that is 
acceptable to all parties. The conflict over the National Cultural Policy 
only reinforces the fact that the cultural dimension of nation-building 
is much too complicated to be resolved especially when ethnicity and 
communal politics are involved. 

In Malaysia, the people are constantly reminded that every project which 

the government embarks on, be it economics, education, politics, or social, 
is for the sake of national integration. Since independence, the political 

elite in Malaysia regarded the question of national unity and nation

building as superseding any other political agenda. Without national 
unity, there would be no political stability and even the democratic process 
of the country would be in jeopardy. Virtually all major policies devised 

by the government are aimed at promoting national unity. Therefore, 
any study embarking upon the question of nation-building in Malaysia 
would be insufficient without a critical assessment over the three major 
national policies, namely, the National Education Policy, the NEP and 

the National Cultural Policy. These national policies were formulated and 
aimed at addressing the acute problems of ethnic division in the country 
� the aftermath of the May 1969 racial riots, which nearly brought the 

political system to a total collapse. 

Over the past four decades, the Education Policy has in many ways 
influenced ethnic politics in Malaysia and remains an important variable 

in nation-building. A similar position applies to the NEP and the 
National Cultural Policy, notwithstanding the lack of a coherent strategy 

in the implementation of the latter. Whilst the debates on education 
and language policies continue, especially after the introduction of the 

Education Act1996, a parallel debate on the NEP gradually died down 

when the policy ended in 1990. However, the National Cultural Policy 
continues to be a controversial subject and the political discourse on it 

has been more restrained in the post-1990 period in light of the rejection 
of the non-Malay communities of the principles of the National Cultural 
Policy. The government itself has not aggressively pursued the policy in 
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contrast to the National Education Policy and the NEP. It can be argued 
that to a significant extent the education and language policy and the 

NEP, despite having confronted enormous challenges, have been able 

to play an important role in rectifying the socio-economic imbalances 

in society and therefore have contributed towards national integration. 
On the contrary, the National Cultural Policy seems to fail to make any 
significant headway. 

This chapter also demonstrates that the three major national policies of 
education and language, the NEP, and culture, constituted an important 
part in the larger nationalist project to materialize the aspiration of 
Malay nationalism that was in place when independence was achieved 
in 1947. Those projects were repackaged and represented in the form 
of Malaysian project in order to garner support and participation from 
all segments of the society. However, elements of Malay nationalism 
embodied in those three major policies, intended to strengthen Malay 
identities in the agenda of nation-building, were seriously questioned 
and challenged by the non-Malays. The most obvious challenge was 
directed at the National Cultural Policy, which after more than two 

decades since its inception, still could not be implemented. On the other 
hand, the education and language policy, despite being contentious, was 
able to proceed. The NEP, though, had to face various criticisms for its 
Bumiputera tendencies, managed to survive its twenty years in the socio
economic landscape of Malaysia's plural society. 

Apparently, the Malay nationalist project culminating in those three 

national policies was in collision with the realpolitik of ethnicity that 
prevailed in society. Since the Malays had assumed political supremacy, 
they evidently had to be pragmatic enough to accommodate the 

aspirations of the non-Malay communities. Failing this would result 
in the weakening of the consociational pact as the protest votes would 
be advantageous to the non-Malay opposition parties. Likewise, 
insufficient attention to Malay aspirations would also result in PAS 
capitalizing on Malay grievances thus making electoral gains against 
UMNO. This would result in the erosion of the Malay power base in 
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the government. Therefore, the realpolitik has always been to strike afine balancing act to accommodate these centrifugal tendencies thatprevail in the society. 

The discussion in this chapter also demonstrates that there was noco�erent direction in the project of nation-building in the post-1970penod, as more attention was given to managing ethnic conflict andpromoting ethnic harmony rather than constructing a viable frameworkfor nation formation. To what extent Vision 2020 and the notion ofconstructing Bangsa Malaysia could serve the above purpose is yet to be seen. Nevertheless, before this can be further examined, it is crucialthat the roots of the varying perceptions between the Malays andthe non�Malays on the project of nation-building are explored in orderto establish the parameters upon which the viability of Bangsa Malaysiacan be assessed. 

End Notes 

Interview with Professor Zainal Ahidin Wahid, a Malay historian who was thefirst head of the Department of History (1970-1991) in UKM. He has held TunAbdul Razak Chair at Ohio University for two terms, from I 985-1987. The Merdeka University issue was one of the Chinese guilds and educationists'reactions to the Education Act 1961 and also a direct response to the establishmentof �e �atio�� University of Malaysia in 1970. They wanted to establish a private 
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uruversity, similar to Nanyang University in Singapore . Nanyang University hasnow merged with the National University of Singapore and Mandarin is nolonger the medium of instruction as it was replaced with English. The call for the establishment of the Merdeka University was made in the 1969 election (c£ SafarHashim (1989). Jurnal Negara, 13(1).
The � stipulated that a public or private sponsored university in Malaysia wasconsidered to be a public statutory body. Since Article 142(1) of the FederalConstitution stipulated that Malay as the national language is to be used inall public authority activities, the Merdeka University which intended to make M�d�in its medium of instruction, was thus r�ed as being contrary to the prov1S1on made under the Constitution (New Straits Times, 1982). Several different issues have engulfed the politics of language and education inMalaysia since independence. From 1947 to 1970 the main conflict was on the issue o� a single national language policy vis-a-vis multilingualism. In the post-1970-1982, the Merdeka University issue centred on the language and educatio�
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f th · has always been the continued survival of Chinese and Indian crux o e issue 

schools. The non-Malays interpreted Article 21(2) of the Education Act 1961 
th ,,.;des a sp' ecial power for the Minister of Education to change the status of at prou 

thni d . Th" these schools into national language schools, a threat to their e · c i enuty. 
. 

is
· h was ultimately resolved with the introduction of the Educauonissue, owever, 
Act 1996 that revoked the 1961 Act. 

. . Interview with Professor Zainal Ahidin Wahid, Rustam A. Sani, Chamil �anya. 
Indeed most Malay scholars interviewed tended to agree that the con�ued

· f Chin and 'T'amil schools has not contributed towards integrauon.existence o ese 1.; 

Interview with Professor Zainal Ahidin Wahid and Rustam A. Sani. 
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Interview with Dr. Ranjit Singh. 
Interview with Lim Kit Siang. 
Interview with Dr. Tan Seng Giaw. 
Interview with Tan Sri Muhyiddin Yassin, Minister of Youth and Sports. 
Interview with Professor Zainal Ahidin Wahid, Rustam A. Sani, Datuk Salleh 
Majid, and Chamil Wariya. 
Kua Kia Soong was interviewed on 2 May 1997 at his Dong Jiao Zong office m 
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and 
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Interview with Rustam A. Sani, Chamil Wariya, Professor Zainal Ahidin Wahid, 
and the late Professor Dahlan Haji Aman. 
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On 11 January 199 8, a Hong Kong based Political and Economic Risk ConsultancyAgency predicted that ethnic tension was imminent in Malaysia following the economic turmoil that· hit the Southeast Asian region. According to the analysis,ethnic tension might arise between the Malays, and the Chinese and Indianminorities as a result of a stiff competition for the limited resources in the countryfollowing the crisis. However, such predictions were dismissed by the government. Even the opposition parties disagreed with such a view. They noted that Malaysiahas learnt its lesson from the 1969 tragedy and will not be easily driven into sucha scenario. The basis of ethnic unity and co-operation established since 1947 washighly valued by its multiethnic citizens (see Utusan Ma/4.ysia, 1998). The emergence of this small group of Bumiputera capitalist class was proposedby several observers, which was created at the expense of the majority of the Bumiputeras, who still remained in poverty. The making of this exclusive class has been subject to criticisms by various scholars, both Malays and the non-Malays,such as, Gomez andJomo (1997), Jomo (1989), Jomo and Ishak Shaari (1986),Kua Kia Soong (1992), Lim Mah Hui (1984), Mehmet (1986), and ZawawiIbrahim (1984). In fact, the perceived discrepancy in the NEP had also causedresentment among many non-Bumiputeras who regarded the NEP as a policydesigned to produce richer and well off Malays and Bumiputeras and not to eradicate poverty and restructure society (Kua Kia Soong, 1992). Interview with Johan Jaafar, Chamil Wariya, and Rustam A Sani.Interview with Dr. Tan Seng Giaw.
See Crouch ( 1996) and Means ( 1991) for detailed accounts of the Operasi Lalangcrackdown. 
MAPEN was established in 1988 consisting of various individuals, politicalparties, and NGOs representing a wide range of interests in the country under the Chairmanship of Tan Sri Ghazali Shafei, one of the architects of the NEP.The MAPEN final repon was submitted to the government in 1990. However,the Prime Minister said that "the government was not bound to accept all theproposals of the NECC" (Ihe Star, 1990).
Interview with Tan Sri Ghazali Shafei.
Tan Sri Samad Ismail, a veteran journalist who was also known for his leftist ideasin the past, argued that the National Congress on culture held in 1971 was aMalay affair as the non-Malays were not invited to participate in its deliberation.The Congress was largely dominated by right-wing Malay nationalists, and evenhe himself was not invited to attend the meeting (an interview session with TanSri A. Samad Ismail). 
Interview with Professor Zainal Abidin Wahid. Dr .. Chandra Muzaffar is a distinguished non-Malay scholar who is known formany of his rational ideas in criticizing government policies on various issues.Interview with Tan Sri Dr. Koh Tsu Khoon.
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A Sine Qua Non For The Malays : A Paradigm 

Shifting Disclosure @ Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohamad’s 

1970 “The Malay Dilemma”. 
Posted by Shahrill Ramli on June 29, 2015 
Posted in: Novels/Book. 4 Comments 

I can proudly said that now, I have already read the legendary “The Malay Dilemma” 

written by our 4th Prime Minister a.k.a. Malaysian Father of Modernization, Tun Dr. 

Mahathir Mohamad.Written in 1970, the provocative book was launched as the beacon in the 

awakening of self-disclosure, post the Racial Riot 1969. I have always wanted to read the book 

but never had the chance. As I am furthering my Master’s Degree now in Corporate 

Communication, UPM gave me the 1Malaysia vouchers worth RM250 on books. So, to 

make full use of the incentive given, I have bought several books and one of them were “The 

Malay Dilemma.” 

 

My own “The Malay Dilemma”. I am proud to say, I have read this legendary book. 

Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohamad is certainly one of my heroes. I have written in 2012 about his 

bravado in condemning the oppression of Palestinians by Israel via his letter to Benjamin 

Netanyahu in 1997 (REFER to https://undomiel84.wordpress.com/2012/02/29/che-det-the-true-

malaysian-moslem-warrior-a-letter-from-malaysian-ex-prime-minister-tun-dr-mahathir-

mohammad-to-israels-ex-prime-minister-benjamin-netanyahu-1997/)  ; and I also had my own 
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Malay Dilemma entry on the difference between Urban Malays & Rural Malays in 

2009 (REFER to https://undomiel84.wordpress.com/2009/10/20/a-malay-dilemma-confluence-of-

rural-urban/) – of which was inspired by my own life experiences. 

 

The face I used to see in formal buildings and classrooms since I was a kid back in the 

90s. A man who has done so many things to Malaysia, irregardless the relentless criticism 

from the haters – ranging from Mahathirism, autocratic, anti-semitic, etc. 

I have to say, this is a MUST-READ book for all Malays out there. Yes, undeniably, the 

writing was somewhat provocative especially on the affairs of Sino-Malay relationships but Tun 

Dr. Mahathir (affectionately known as Che’Det) really struck to the core of the polemics and 

enumerated every inches of possible ‘dilemmas’ that have been swamping the Malays for ages. I 

have to confess that I couldn’t put the book down, always intrigued to read further and 

further – AND, it was so amazing to read his manifestation of thoughts which echo to what 

are happening right now in the Malaysian political landscapes! Imagine, a writing that was 

first initiated 45 years ago (even older than me!) IS STILL RELEVANT until today – and it is not 

far-fetched to say that his hitherto writing has forecast and predicted scenario that will happen if 

no firm actions are taken to tackle the problem – AND we are witnessing the cracks, NOW. 
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Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohamad and beloved wife, Tun Dr. Siti Hasmah Mohamad Ali. 
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The book is segregated into 11 chapters, namely :- 

1. Introduction 

2. What Went Wrong? 

3. The Influence of Heredity & Environment on The Malay Race 

4. The Malay Economic Dilemma 

5. The Meaning of Racial Equality 

6. The Bases of National Unity 

7. Rehabilitation of The Malays and the Malay Dilemma 

8. The Malay Problem 

9. Code of Ethics & Value Systems of The Malays 

10. Communal Politics & Parties 

11. Malaysia & Singapore 

 

What I like about “The Malay Dilemma” is that it is not a mere write-up on life experience 

basis BUT buttressed by the several comparisons happening in countries abroad. For 

example in the matter of Racial Equality, he drew the analogical comparison of “dissatisfaction 

over Malay’s right” with scenarios happening in United States of America – namely for the Black 

Americans (Negroes) and the Red Indians. These comparison were made in the light to 

address that “Malays being a privileged people in Malaysia”. He analyzed the situation by 

making comparison the dilemma of the Malays as equivalent to the ones experienced by The 

Red Indians. This was enlightened in page 93 :- 

“In Malaysia there can be no denying that the status of the Malays differs from that of the 
non-Malays. The Malays and Red Indians of America are more or less in the same 
category. Malays are accepted as in indigenous people of the country, but the country is 
no longer exclusively theirs. However, in order to protect and preserve their status, 
certain laws are necessary. The most significant of these laws is concerned with Malay 
Land Reserve. Those acquainted with the history of the Red Indians will see here not only 
a similarity of terms but also historical content……………… The Malay Land Reserve Laws 
were by intention a measure to counter what was becoming quite obvious during the 
colonial era : that the Malays were losing all their land to richer immigrants and 
foreigners.” 
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Of course, his ounce of opinions were weighed into biased ambiance but as bitter and as 

controversial as the statements might sound, those were the realities. And realities bite. Tun Dr. 

Mahathir addressed this in page 14 :- 

“Looking back through the years, one of the startling facts which must be admitted is that 
there never was true racial harmony. There was a lack of inter-racial strife. There was 
tolerance. There was accommodation. There was certain amount of give and take. But 
there was no harmony. There was, in fact, cacophony, muted but still audible. And 
periodically, the discordant notes rose and erupted into isolated or widespread racial 
flights. Racial harmony in Malaya was therefore neither real nor deep-rooted. What was 
taken for harmony was absence if open inter-racial strife. And absence of strife is not 
necessarily due to lack of desire or reasons for strife. It is more frequently due to a lack of 
capacity to bring about open conflict……. If it is accepted that there never was true racial 
harmony, then it is easier to trace the relationship between Malays and the non-Malays 
through history and explain why inter-racial strife occurred.” 
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In 2003, Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohamad resigned from being a Prime Minister. I have to say, 

his successors have yet to prove their worth to Malaysians, so far. 

One thing that caught my attention was how he correlated the custom of inbreeding (marriages 

within the clans or families) could possibly contribute to the defect of hereditary traits. As a 

Science student with Microbiology degree from USM, I feel connected to what he wrote 

about the basic of Mendel Law (Mendelian Inheritance) where the inbreeding with genomic 

similarity of the DNAs are likely to produce progeny with low body defense and weak 

antigens resistance – as opposed to the cross-breeding where genomic variance of the 

DNAs are likely to produce progeny with high body defense and strong antigens 

resistance. He correlated the Malay customs of inbreeding with the scientific explanation and 

hypothesized that perhaps due to that, the genes of the Malays are somewhat less competitive – 

this is due to the opinion he quoted from a British geneticist Cyril Dean Darlington’s book “The 

Evolution of Man & Society” that ‘civilizations flourish and decay in obedience to genetic 

decrees.’ 

https://undomiel84.files.wordpress.com/2015/06/mahathir_menangis.jpg


 

Another polemic that Tun Dr. Mahathir tackled in his book was the rightful ownership of 

Malaya. With unfiltered sharpness, he wrote about the claims by non-Malays on the sentiment 

that “Malays are immigrants as well as the Asli people (Aborigines) are the real native in Malay 

Archipelago”, therefore are fighting for equivalent rights on par with the Malays. To give clearer 

illustration of the question, Tun Dr. Mahathir compared the scenario with British 

settlements in Australia who ‘certainly unilaterally appropriating to themselves the land of 

the land of Australian Aborigines’. The Aborigines are found not just in Australia but also in 

Taiwan, Japan and inclusive of Malaya but they are never regarded as the definitive people of 

the country concerned. The definitive people are those who set up the first governments, 

and these governments were the ones with which other countries did official business 

and had diplomatic relations.This can be traced from the Olden Kedah monarchy as well as 

the Malaccan Sultanate :- 

“In Malaya, the Malays without doubt formed the first effective governments. The Malay 
states have been internationally recognized since the beginning of Malayan history. Trade, 
treaties and diplomatic representation by foreign countries were negotiated with the 
Malay-governed Malay states of Malaya. The ‘Orang Melayu’ or Malays have always been 
the definitive people of the Malay Peninsula. The aborigines were never accorded any 
such recognition nor did they claim such recognition. There was no known Aborigine 
government or Aborigine state.” 
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With President Mandela. 

 

Never shy to announce the allegiance and support Palestine. With the late Yasser Arafat. 
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The most sensitive part of the book would undoubtedly be the Sino-Malay relationship, 

particularly in economics. He perused every single dilemmas of the Malays in the economics 

and how the initially epiphytic relationship had evolved into parasitic interaction. I can see why 

Tun Dr. Mahathir has been labeled as ‘Ultra-Malay’ as the spirit resonated strongly in his 

opinions. I shall not write candidly on that as I know I have non-Malay friends and it would be 

uncouth for me to write things that could hurt them (Let them find from the book itself). 

Nevertheless talking about “trying to avoid controversial things so that non-Malays wouldn’t hurt” 

sentiment of which I have written earlier; it actually echoed to what Tun Dr. Mahathir wrote in his 

book when he compared the typical trait of Malays (which is me!) as opposed to Plato’s Three 

Cardinal Values in page 202 :- 

“The good Malay is always unobtrusive and self-effacing, unwilling to impose his will if it 
conflicts with others, and ever willing to compromise.” 

 

Nevertheless, like a dormant volcano waiting to erupt, the patience of a Malay cannot be 

undermined. Tun Dr. Mahathir enumerated the issue via the phenomenon of “amok” (or in Malay, 

is “amuk”) on page 151 :- 

“Amok is a Malay word. It is a word now universally understood. There is no other single 
word that can quite describe amok. And the reason is obvious – for amok describes yet 
another facet of the Malay character. Amok represents the external physical expression 
of the conflict within the Malay which his perpetual observance of the rules and 
regulations of his life causes in him. It is spilling over, an overflowing of his inner 
bitterness. It is a rupture of the bonds which bind him. It is a final and complete escape 
from reason and training. The strain and the restraint on him are lifted. Responsibility 
disappears. Nothing matters. He is free. The link with the past is severed, the future holds 
nothing more. Only the present matters. To use a hackneyed expression, he sees red. In a 
trance he lashes out indiscriminately. His timid, self-effacing self is displaced. He is now a 
Mr Hyde – cruel, callous and bent on destruction.” 
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His guts are hated by the haters. But he is the MAN. Like what he wrote, do not meddle 

with Malay’s patience. ‘AMOK’ (derived from Malay word “Amuk” is potentially lethal). And 

that goes to me as well. Do not push my envelope by keep provoking. Leave it there. 

And not to forget, the close affiliation of Islam and also the faith to Sultans by the Malays were 

also touched by Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohamad. The Malays were described as pious and after 

the age passes 35 or 40 years, the focus of life is more inclined towards religion, “severe 

neurosis”that lead the Malays into more cautious and avoid anything dangerous or 

perceive to be potential in raising difficult problems in life. In short, the Malays will withdraw 

into himself and refuses to make any great effort for worldly well-being. As for the affiliation with 

Sultans or Malay rajas, practice of obeisance is normal and the tabooed structured politeness 

and formality is extended to descendants of these rajas as well as the “Syeds“ (descendants of 

Prophets) which at some states regarded as privileged as royalty, remain a race apart and 

accorded with high degree of respect. 
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His identity card. His Indian origin has somewhat become a ridicule by the haters (his late 

father hailed from Kerala, India). He addressed the assimilation of Arab and Indian traders 

with Kedahan Malay in “The Malay Dilemma”. When assimilation adopts the new entity 

and forget old root, a new set of identity emerges. My mother herself is a Thai-Malay 

descent. Malays are hybrids of various origins.  

On whole, I do understand if there were to be any apprehensions by the non-Malays when 

they read “The Malay Dilemma”. Tun Dr. Mahathir was quite blatant in describing the whole 

scenario, from a point of view of a Malay. Of course, if I were to wear the hats of the non-Malays, 

I understand the anger or dissatisfaction. Why are the non-Malays are put as the threat when 

the Malays are the ones who are lazy and insufficient to grab the opportunities, no? The 

book also has invited quite several retaliations by some of global audience as Tun Dr. Mahathir 

made no sugar-coating when he described Jews as ‘hooked-nose’, etc. 

 

I admit that I have been sugar-coating my review on this one. I guess I have to admit with Tun 

Dr. Mahathir that being a Malay, we are so bound to cautiousness when dealing with 

delicate matter. We do not want to provoke our non-Malay friends with statements that will 

offend them and everything. BUT, what Tun Dr. Mahathir wrote also resonated truth. Most of 

non-Malays don’t care about this ‘self-effacing’ courtesy of the Malays but they see that as 

advantage. So, they lash out remarks that are unkind and insensitive about Malay & Islam. I 

have seen that in my Penangite primary school friends’ Facebook. Unfortunately, that left 

scars and severed our friendships. Personally, I am not the kind of person who like to stir 

on race and religion issues and I will leave from giving comments on that – but when 

seeing such insolent comments taking place, I need to straight things up. 
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Featured on the facade of TELEKOM Tower in 2004. 

But as time passes by, I ponder – is it worthy to jeopardize friendships due to comments in 

Facebook? I have learned to agree in disagreeing. I also learned that different folks come 

with different strokes. Everyone is entitled to his or her own opinions. But what I can say is 

that, after reading “The Malay Dilemma” by Tun Dr. Mahathir, I feel changes in my head 

and heart. Some may call it Paradigm Shift. 
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What was written in 1970 is very much relevant until now. I personally think that “Malay 

Dilemma” should be adapted as a module to govern the current Malaysia. Too much 

leeway is given; hence too much insolence remarks engendered. 

And my respect and love to this man, blossoming ever flourish. Enough, said. 

 

Che’ Det. The man with superior visions and missions. You are not alone. 
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Abstract 

 

Chung Ling High School in Penang was the first Chinese secondary school accepted the aid from colonial 

government in 1950s. Since then the decision of the management committee and school headmaster has been 

perceived as „renegade‟ by Chinese educationist, who expected the aid without expecting any changing of 

language of instruction. Subsequently, the other Chinese secondary schools in Malaya followed the Chung Ling 

model. After half a century passed, this article intends to contemplate the meaning of the decision taken by 

Chung Ling High School from the perspective of the shifting relationship between Chinese community and 

state. This article will reflect on the criticism and betrayal discourses of Chinese educationists to Chung Ling 

incident as a way in rethinking the National Cultural Policy.  

 

 

摘要 

 

钟灵中学董事会和校长开启关键性决定接受津贴，全马各地的华文中学在 1950 年代也纷纷改制。经过

半个世纪后，是时候重新思考这个事件对华社有什么意义，尤其是从华社与国家关系的角度。这篇文

章，主要从钟灵中学改制这个对华教而言是“痛心疾首”，一般华教人士视为“污点”的事件，来反思其中

的当今意义，也是作为局部反思国家文化的回应姿态和起点。 

 

 

 

前言 

 

林连玉在一篇题目为《谈马来亚的精神》的杂文中，提出过类似国家文化概念的想法。根据他的意见，

马来亚的精神，应该包括四种如下的要素：（一）英人的民主精神；（二）华人的勤俭美德；（三）巫

人的乐天胸襟；（四）印人的和蔼态度。1
 

 

                                                 
1林连玉，1986: 38. 
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对于国家的精神，他有更长时段宏观的看法。他认为，“一个民族复杂的地区，要熔铸一种新的共同的

精神，必须有较长的时期…. 马来亚建国的拟议，不过是第二次世界大以后，最近数年的事，谈何容

易，可以于弹指之顷，立即有马来亚的精神可以指出呢？”
2
 

 

华文中学在 1950 年代改制，经过半个世纪的沉淀后，是否需要重新思考，这个事件对华社产生怎样的

影响，尤其是针对华社与国家的关系。这篇文章，主要从钟灵中学改制这个对华教而言是“痛心疾首”，

一般华教人士视为“污点”的事件，来反思其中的意义。然本文的目的并不在于判断谁是谁非，改制事件

造成的历史难题，仍有更多诠释的可能。马来西亚国族的建构与语文政治脱离不了关系。我将从华文中

学改制事件，来间接借鉴对国家文化的反思。 

 

研究方法 

 

五十年代的华校改制事件，是华文教育者心中永远的痛。这样的题目，并不适合使用一般论文来涵盖，

也不是一篇 论文可以理解的。因此，这文章尝试跳脱论文的格式，把主要想法带出来，即完成目标。 

 

首先需要说明，这文章依赖二手资料。那些资料主要是 华教 的研究文献，以及华教运动参与者的出版

物，尤其是林连玉 的杂文、片断回忆与事记 。从那些资料，通过个人身处的环境来反思改制事件 。因

此，个人的经验和观察也变成主要的参考来源，以及建立论述和关怀之所在。  

 

这篇文章，也期望与华教人士沟通和交流。因此，不追求严谨的论文格式和语言名词，来铺陈文章主

旨，以达到非学术性双向交流的可能。我也把文献引用的数量，减到最低。  

 

―一个华教‖文献 

 

一般华教的研究中，都认为马来西亚华教只是单数，或者像张景云（2009: i）称的：“过去半个世纪

里，华人社会关于华教运动的书籍，可说多得汗牛充栋，体裁形式林林总总，评论者、编撰者、研究者

身份背景纵使纷繁复杂，史实主体基本上已可勾勒出可轮廓，多数主要议题已有趋同的归向。” 

 

                                                 
2林连玉，1986: 37. 
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在这样的单元观下，华教长时段的历史，是一种声音的华教史，似乎所有华文教育者都认同一个追求完

美华教体系的历史想象3和方向（郑良树 2001）。华教政治和华教运动，也被视为出现一个华教的阵营

对垒国家的文化霸权（Tan 1997）。在二十世纪五十年代的学生史料汇编中，也从这样的角度记录了

“华校学运的集体记忆”，其中参杂了不少汪永年为民族罪人论（陈子鹦 2003）。其他更多华教人士的

个人意见论述的合集，也假设了所有大马华人都认同华小、认同独中教育、认同华文独立大学的需要

（陆庭谕 2005）。 

 

改制事件初邂 

 

第一次遇见独中生，是在中四时的槟城消费人协会主办的《独中生消费人生活营》，在一位常投稿《消

费人前锋报》的华文老师的介绍下，误闯独中生的活动。作为对独中是华教其中的一环并不熟悉的国中

生（国民型中学），那次的遇见，影响了我对独中的印象、对华教的认知，也开启我对独中生的认识和

偏见。懵懂中，独中生给我的印象是，他们是一群无法掌握国语（马来语）的怪胎。在当时所知的一切

常识里头，并没有独中这样的概念。 

 

摒除国中与独中竞争意识的稚嫩本能反应，像类似的陌生际遇，其实是马来西亚华教的区域抉择的历史

问题。先人的决定，产生了历史延续，对一位就读国民型中学的中学生，在面对独中时感到有点惊讶和

错愕。 

 

当年我也是图书馆管理员，再一次午后无聊胡乱翻阅书籍的时刻，意外中看到《风雨十八年》里关于谈

论钟灵中学改制的文件，在进一步阅读之下，惊觉原来引以为豪的母校，竟然是“出卖华文教育”的“历

史罪人”。4
 

 

在北马人的眼中，国民型中学乃是华校。每一年的政府考试成绩放榜的时刻，地方报纸《光华日报》即

会以大篇幅报道北马各间华校的表现，除了优秀生的照片和名单外，甚至把所有及格考生的名字列出，

因为这是当地社会所关注的。且与其他各源流学校 做比较，那也是证明华校仍然成功，获得聊以自慰

的自信。  

                                                 
3
 郑良树，第四册，2001: iv. 

4
 另一本是敎总敎育硏究中心编辑的《华文中学改制专辑》。 
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不同的华文报，对华教的理解模式也是不一样的。我开始阅读《星洲日报》的时候，才发觉华教的主流

论述底下，国民型中学不属于华校。放在中马和南马的情境下，这是可以理解，中南马的家长，把自身

优秀的孩子送到独中求学。阅读北马家乡报《光华日报》，国民型中学则属于华校。北马国民型中学录

取优秀生的机制，是获得州教育局的合作，即选择州内华小成绩优秀者，派配他们到国民型中学。在槟

城，除了最主要的槟岛钟灵中学、北海钟灵中学、槟华中学、日新中学外，还有二线的国民型中学，比

如恒毅中学和中华中学收取其他成绩较逊色的华小生。在吉打的双溪大年有新民中学，亚罗士打有吉华

中学。那些就是华小家长期望获得的特选中学，把所有优秀生配给了国民型中学之后，独中的优秀学生

来源就出现问题了。 

 

钟灵中学改制事件 

 

钟灵中学的中英并重路线，是华教其中的一个选择。这样的选择，“不是钟灵一两个人、数年间的事，

而是钟灵自创办以来的事，是槟城人文化、历史使命感的事。”
5它是“在面对一个多源语言、文化及民

族的环境里，槟城人希望在英校及华校之间开辟出第三种学校 ――钟灵路线。”
6 钟灵的双语政策，

在 1923 年教务长顾因明的上任后，开始殿下基础。7
 

 

所谓的“钟灵路线”是什么呢？在 1954 年，“高中部除了华文一科外，其他数理化及史地商等，全是英文

课本，以英语教学；初中部除了华文、史地及公民外，其他数理化也都是英文课本”。8中英并重之下，

学生可以参加政府主办的考试，并且取得标青的成绩，傲视其他华校，甚至可以和一些英校并驾齐驱，

“成为若干华文中学仿效的对象”。这样的表现之下，校誉蒸蒸日上，“学生冠全马，比其他华文中学多

出一倍以上，而其校长陈充恩也被推选为教总第一任主席，领导华教。”
9
 

 

                                                 
5
 郑良树，第三册，2001：397. 

6
 同上。 

7
 叶钟铃，2009: 26-32. 

8
 郑良树，第三册，2001：393.   

9
 同上。 
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根据郑良树的分析，钟灵中学接受改制，就是跟以上的办学方针有关。“他们对殖民政府„英语至上‟的

教育政策，也就比较容易接纳，甚至主动认同及归队”
10 他也这样形容在钟灵 1953 年就申请政府的津

贴，“向„国民学校‟概念迈前一步”。11  

 

之后发生的接受更多津贴和彻底的改制，以及接下来更多华校也逐步接受，并且引发了学潮事件，钟灵

中学的董事和校长，成为了华社指的“出卖华文教育者”，“华文中学改制摧毁了华教完整的教育体

系”
12，那些人成为了“民族罪人”。 

 

一般华教主流论述认为，钟灵接受改制，“打乱了华社的阵脚”
13，“华教工作者多年来的抗衡和争取，在

钟灵的单独行动下，有决堤之虞了”
14。在当时的时代里，类似的反应是可以获得同情之理解，尤其在

多数华人仍然处于对中国有强烈的中华文化情感和想象催促下。到了今天，是否可以更冷静来看待这个

接受改制的事件，在所有定论都“有趋同的归向”中，寻找不同却合理的解释呢？而华教只有一个“史实

主体”吗？  

 

“怀着无比的敬意”来看待五十年代学潮的“悲怆壮烈”，唤醒的除了其“喧嚣与愤怒”
 15，除了作为“爱校运

动”、“华教运动”、“反殖运动”与“左翼运动”
16之外，如何放置于当今来检视其意义？ 

 

我认为有三个方面，是主流论述所故意忽略的。其一，是关于所谓的“中英并重”的问题。对于中英并重

的语文运用一些华教人士虽有微言，不过，这样的所谓“钟灵路线”，却非学潮所批判的。钟灵中学早在

1954 年，即学潮发生的前三年，就已经全面化英语的教学，在高中部只有一个科目时是华文，其他都

是英文了。钟灵人对中英并重是非常自豪的。17
 

 

                                                 
10

 郑良树，第三册，2001：397. 
11

 郑良树，第三册，2001：398. 
12

 郑良树，第四册，2001: iv. 
13

 郑良树，第三册，2001：400. 
14

 郑良树，第三册，2001：408. 
15

 张景云语，2009: viii. 
16

 张景云，2009: iv - v. 
17

 陈荣照，2007. 
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学潮追随所谓的华教的大方向，不过，所要求的是钟灵不要改制，虽然在实质上早已经“变质”了。部分

学潮参与者之后在各地独中的办学中，也追寻类似的“中英并重”的独中教学。18全马目前有多少间独中

是采取这个路线呢？然而，类似的“改制”，是生存的需要，在大马这个多语环境中，只懂华文的学生，

未来在职业和事业上，会面对诸多的限制。可见，反对改制本身，即便对华教的语文使用，也有不同的

立场。华教的复杂性可见一斑，并不是一个单一历史主体可了解。19
 

 

其二，回应国民化的问题。学潮工委会的序言中，有个名词或适合形容那个斗争的目的 ―― “民族

教育运动”
20。工委会序言中也指，“1950 年臭名昭彰的„荷格（Holgate）教育报告书‟、1951 年的巴恩教

育报告书、1952 年教育法令、1954 年教育报告书和 1956 年的拉萨教育报告书等，都露骨地欲施行将华

文学校改制为英校的计划。”
21  

 

翻查一些英文研究文献，当他们从殖民者、民族国家建立者、或所谓的马来民族主义者的角度来看待华

教的反应时，即呈现不同的角度。那些被视为消灭华文教育企图的教育法令和措施，是英殖民在殖民地

独立前的国民化的关注，并非只发生在马来亚，在无法平衡各方所需之下，出现了偏差，对于华教者而

言是“露骨地欲施行将华文学校改制为英校的计划。”这样的看法，也一脉相传到 21 世纪前十年。 

 

其三，英语教学其实被华教所接受，可是国语却不行，这是其中最大的吊诡所在。不过，从社会经济角

度却是可以理解的。英语是殖民统治机关政府部门的语言，也是大型工商界流通语言。研究显示新加坡

华人纷纷选择英校，其中国家投资更多资源于英校，造成英校教育水平远远比华校来得优良，加上华校

毕业生出路问题，他们无法获得政府工作。这造成了华校的没落，执政集团也顺利关闭华校，从多元放

任教育改成一个以英语为主的国民教育体系。 

 

                                                 
18

 胡万铎曾在 1990 年代引发关于独中“中英并重”的论战。 
19

 在林连玉的《回忆片片录》中，对 1954 年的六十七号教育白皮书，建议要在每一间华校开设英文班，马华三大机构（马

华教育中央委员会、华校总会及董总）做出两大议决，其中之一为：绝对拒绝于华校内设英文班。林连玉，1963: 68. 
20

 全马华文中学生捍卫华教运动五十周年工委会 2009: ix 
21

 同上。 
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郑良树编的《林连玉先生言论集》中收录了一则香港大学讲师访问林连玉的笔录，该讲师的第一个问题

或代表了殖民政府的看法：“据我们所知，中国人的文化，含有一个特征，那就是自高自大，与瞧不起

他族的倾向，非常明显，马来亚华人的文化，倾向于中国非常显著…. ”
22

  

 

华教在不同区域的差异 

 

根据华教的主流看法，钟灵中学遭受到的压力，并非只是来自其他地区华教人士的压力而以，槟城当地

也出现反对的声音。郑良树引述《星槟日报》报道，“郊区如日落洞、三条路及社尾万山，市区如钟灵

附近及市区内等地，都先后出现反汪永年的标语”。23郑良树形容“民愤之激烈，于此可见矣”。24
 

 

面对学潮冲击之下的钟灵中学，在“吉隆坡教育界的意见”宣判死刑之后，董事会诸公，比如董事主席王

景成、副主席许锦亮、秘书苏承球、财政陈正直等人，并没有因此受到来自吉隆坡华教界巨大的压力而

辞职。根据记录，他们仍然大权在握多年。25
 除了少数教职员的抗议，比如孔翔泰和任雨农二君外，董

事会基本上掌握了大局。孔翔泰在槟城教师公会召开理事会，席间他“对汪永年有所批评，汪永年闻后

咆哮离场，会议由他人主持”。26
“任雨农则用笔名在报章上严责钟灵当局举措失当，为华社招来莫大损

失”。27
 

 

从只有汪永年成为戴罪羔羊外，董事会却仍依旧如昔不变，看来那确实是“在政府边缘化华校之际，钟

灵领导人认为这是一条折衷的求存之道”
28。在“民愤之激烈”、“星火燎原年代”

29之后，改制后的钟灵中

学，在校务和学生来源是否就因此一挫不振？ 

 

独中在 1970 年代开始的复兴运动后，只是成功成为一些地区父母的首选。独中在不同地区展现不同的

面貌，并非所有的独中都成功复兴起来。改制后的国民型中学，在北马地区以及霹雳怡保一带，仍然成

                                                 
22

 郑良树，2003: 233. 
23

 郑良树[第三册]，2001: 409。 
24

 同上。 
25

 职位的图表显示，他们仍然各司其职（Tan 1997: 215）。 
26

 郑良树[第三册]，2001: 408 & 409。 
27

 郑良树[第三册]，2001: 409。 
28

 郑良树[第三册]，2001: 309。 
29

 易真，2009: 3 - 14. 
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为父母的首选。因此，从区域的角度来看，吉隆坡、马六甲与新山，独中的复兴并不能涵盖所有的独

中。 

 

而钟灵中学等在北马的国民型中学，虽然被排除在吉隆坡华教中心之外，不过，北马的家长却仍然支持

这些改制国民型中学，反而独中给人落地生收容所之印象。 

 

改制华文中学，多数仍然保持华校的传统，华文水平并没有比独中生逊色。一些改制华文中学，每个星

期有六到七节的华文课。学校基本上持续了华语的使用，再周会、学生活动、报告、校刊、毕业刊等，

仍然维持了华文的语文生态。再鼓吹所谓的中华文化方面，学校内有不少团体再华乐、书法、舞狮、武

术等，有杰出的表现。在华文报的时评作者中，不乏改制中学毕业者。马华文学作家群中的佼佼者，他

们也并不缺席。而在社会运动方面，这些除了华文之外，也懂得马来文和英文者，也是常见到他们的身

影。 

 

我与改制历史的和解方式 

 

从小学的懵懂开始，华文的学习一直与族群政治挂钩。这样的包袱，上了中学和大学，持续类似“华教

在风雨飘摇中”
30的忧患情感。那种情怀似乎和华校改制事件有关，一种深层的放不下。无法和解的社

会心理，系绑多个世代的不安。对于母语的执著，需要松绑。 

 

和解之必要，，一个族群与国家关系的心理治疗，避免让未来的世代延续类似的心理负担。然而，和解

的必要也是当今政治社会变迁的回应。 

 

首先，华教的结构基本已经成形。完整的六年华文小学，已经是政治共识，不容被推翻。独中的继续生

存，也非可以轻易改变。而追寻一个连中学都全部以华语教学为主的理想，其实可以放弃了。 

 

其二，虽然出现土权的组织，不过，整体的大环境，已经无法威胁国语的地位，连全民都放弃英语的趋

势也已经无可挽回了，坚持国语人士的信心已经建立。在加上中国成为世界重要的经济体，华语的学习

是必要的，那种消灭华文教育的政治环境消失了。 

                                                 
30

 陆庭谕语，［辑一］，2005: 87. 
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改制华文中学对华社的贡献 

 

张景云指“其实今天的华教运动已经不是数十年前的铁板一块，董教总往昔清鲠高蹈的权威领导地位，

在经受多年主客观因素的冲击之下，时至今日已今非昔比”。31其实华社内部，就华文教育问题的立

场，已经出现微妙的变化。这和国民型中学和国民中学世代的出现有关。 

 

放在现今 21 世纪的时刻来审视，改制华文中学对华社是有贡献的。钟灵中学那个关键的决定，带来了

就读国民型中学的华社子弟，获得比独中更国民化的教育机会。虽然在国民型中学内，主要都是华族，

然而，接受的教育体系训练下，以及这个体系允许的高等教育机会，让华族在不同层面更接近国家。 

 

在国民型中学和国民中学就读，或者在独中最后却选择政府考试上本地大学的华裔生，属于华社内的

“国文世代”。这一世代，对马来文的运用没困难了。由于语文的驾驭，一些人有更多机会接触其他族

群。虽然在意识中仍然有华人、马来人、印度人的偏见，纵使他们对华文教育仍然坚持，但对国家主体

的要求，他们与其他接受世界各地高等教育的新生代，有趋向同意放弃部分所谓的华人特征

（Chineseness）。他们对华教的感情有异于一般的华教人士。 

 

陈绿漪点出四个方面华教政治化的因素，即华教影响政治地位、文化身份、教育机会与社会阶级升迁。

32她研究的时期是从 1945 年到 1961 年，50 年过去了，省视那四个因素，其中的关键结构也已经松动。

华文是文化身份，而且更具升迁价值。随着高等私立大专的林立，教育机会大门开敞，无需一味依赖国

立大学。政治地位在 308 政治海啸之后，出现了新气象。 

 

想象如果当年没有那个改制的决定，现今所有华裔子弟从小学到中学都在华文学校就读，甚或连大学都

上华文大学，那么，族群之间的关系，摩擦层度，更难以预估。 

 

 

 

                                                 
31

 张景云语，2009: vi. 
32

 Tan 1997，页 294。 
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总结 

 

对于英化数理的争议，“大馬國民型中學校長理事會主席吳文寶指出，國民型中學的學生主要來自華

小，當他們升上中學後，基本上數理科的特有名詞，不管是用國語或英語教導，對學生來說都得重新學

起。„這其實沒有甚麼分別，但一般家長都向我們表達，希望政府允許用英語教學。‟”
33

 

 

感激那一代人对华文的坚持，让我们今天可以使用华语，使用华文书写自己的想法。不过，使用华文，

却有不同的立场和看法来看待华教。对于华教如此，对其它涉及族群利益的事件也是如此。比如说对于

国家文化概念，一个太单元、排他性的立场自然不可取，但从内部反省的思辨却也必要。 

 

我想用林连玉的一句话来做总结：“可爱的马来亚，过去时代洪荒未辟，在世界文明舞台上是寂寞无闻

的，在未来的世界文明舞台上，必定有最光辉一页，我们衷心地这样期待着。”
34
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Introduction 

Forty years after the formulation of the National Culture Policy (NCP), it is perhaps time to take stock of its 

effectiveness and impact, in particular with regards to the objective of nation-building and the forging of 

national unity. Two decades ago, an academic had suggested that meetings to discuss the idea of national 

culture are almost fit for museum (Shamsul 1993), as presenters were getting less and less, and confined to a 

section of a single ethnic group. Despite so, the NCP as a policy, though perceived to be diminished in its 

influence (Mandal 2008), has demonstrated its staying power, as two academic theses (one M.A. and another 

PhD) researching on the topic were written thereafter, not to say other book chapters and articles which discuss 

it. 

 

This paper begins by examining the historical background and underlying issues related to the NCP, followed 

by a review and synthesis of its evolution and impact based on published sources. The last part of the paper uses 

data collected from a survey to understand these issues from the point of view of a group of young university 

students, before putting forward some reflection. 

 

Historical Background 

The National Culture Policy was formulated in 1971 in the context of a series of measures taken to rehabilitate 

ethnic relations and re-define the strategy of nation-building in the aftermath of the 1969 ethnic riots. From the 

point of view of the policy makers, the NCP was formulated to “increase the authority and legitimacy of the 

government in administering the state”, and to “fulfil the need of the country to create a national identity and a 

sense of belonging among the citizens”. Prime Minister Abdul Razak was said to stress that “harmony and unity 

among the races are not just a matter of economic issues, but it is important also to strengthen them with 

symbols of national identity that could play a role in the heightening of patriotism and nationalism” (Nik Anuar 

et al. 2011: 302-3). 

 

The NCP was formulated based on inputs made at a National Culture Congress held in August 1971 attended by 

about a thousand participants, with only a handful of non-Malays. Three principles were adopted to develop a 

national culture, namely, that it must be based on the culture of the people indigenous to the region; that 

“pertinent and suitable” (sesuai dan wajar) elements from other cultures may also be incorporated; and lastly, 

that Islam would be an important element in the national culture  (Aziz 2003: 148-9). It was also specified that 

“pertinent” “foreign elements” to be accepted should be compatible with existing norms and culture of 
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indigenous people of the region and Islam, and especially those that symbolise the uniqueness of Malaysia 

(Aziz 2003: 153). In his opening speech to the Congress, Razak stated that it was fair (sudah sewajarnya) for 

the national culture to be based on the culture of indigenous people of the region, but cultural elements that 

came to the region should also be admitted so that their positive influence could rejuvenate and shape the future 

national culture of Malaysia
35

 (Abdul Razak 2003: 192). He repeatedly reminded the participants that in 

determining the framework of national culture, they should be mindful of the reality of the multiracial society (p. 

192-3). He specified that the congress was only a preliminary step in exploring fundamental base for the 

national culture, the long term consolidation of which would necessitate popular acceptance and adoption of the 

people (p. 188, 196). In his speech to the Parliament in July 1973, Razak reiterated that all Malaysian citizens 

should contribute towards the formation of national culture, which is necessarily original (asli) of this country, 

that is, native of the soil. On the other hand, he also stressed that national culture for Malaysia can only come 

about in the long term and its formation should not be forced upon the people (Nik Anuar et al. 2011: 305). 

 

A number of scholars (Funston 1980, Vasil 1980, Cheah 2002) noted that post-1969 was marked by a visible 

increase in the public assertion of Malay political primacy. This idea of Malay political primacy was clearly 

articulated in The Malay dilemma, the controversial book of Dr Mahathir after being expelled from UMNO. He 

described the Malays as the “definitive people” of Malaya, the “rightful owner of the land”, who have the right 

to define the “international personality” of the country (Mahathir 1970: 122-3). He asserted that non-Malays‟ 

citizenship should be conditioned on their acceptance of this understanding, which should be propagated 

through all nation-building policies: 

 

“The teaching of history, geography, and literature are all designed to propagate one idea; that the country 

belongs to the definitive people, and to belong to the country, and to claim it, entails identification with the 

definitive people. This identification is all-pervading and leaves no room for identification with other countries 

and cultures. To be identified with the definitive people is to accept their history, their geography, their 

literature, their language and their culture, and to reject anything else.” (p. 143) 

 

When the book was published, it was immediately banned by the government. Dr Mahathir was expelled from 

UMNO for challenging the Tunku, blaming his “pro-Chinese” policies as a cause of the racial riots. After 

                                                 
35

 Bagaimanapun, patutlah juga kita mengambil unsur kebudayaan yang datang ke rantau ini dan membawa pengaruh ke atasnya 

semenjak beberapa lama supaya pengaruh yang bermanfaat dapat menyegarkan dan menentukan corak kebudayaan Malaysia pada 

masa hadapan (p. 192). 
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replacing the Tunku as the Premier and UMNO president, Abdul Razak not only brought Dr Mahathir back to 

the party, the latter was also appointed as a senator and later on, the Education Minister. 

 

Therefore, Abdul Razak appears to be juggling between two contradictory political exigencies: firstly, to foster 

a sense of national belonging and unity in the face of tense interethnic relations and secondly, to maintain the 

unity of UMNO by integrating the so-called “ultra young Turks” such as Dr Mahathir. This contradiction is 

manifest when comparing between the liberal Rukunegara or national ideology formulated in 1970 with the 

participation of the multi-ethnic National Consultative Council on the one hand, and on the other, the National 

Culture Policy, which clearly stresses the primacy of the so-called “indigenous” culture, and even disregards the 

fact that the majority of the indigenous people in East Malaysia are not Muslims. Mandal (2008) noted the 

influence of “an exclusionary Malay cultural leadership” who managed to “cast the NCP after their own vision” 

despite the more liberal position held by Premier Razak (p. 279). One of the prominent spokespersons of this 

“cultural leadership” was a scholar and activist, Ismail Hussein, who “has single-handedly contributed greatly to 

making Malay language and culture the basis of national identity” (Mandal 2008: 281). In a debate on how 

historical studies should be “indigenised” so as to be more “Malaysia-centric” in 1977, Ismail contended that 

the Malays should be regarded as the main social base of the Malaysian society while the immigrants were 

“splinters” broken off from their own main societies, hence should not be regarded as of equal status (Cheah 

1997: 61)
36

.  

 

Setting the scene: Competing ―Nations-of-intent‖ 

The National Culture Policy is arguably an expression of a particular “nation-of-intent” (Shamsul 1996) by 

those proponents of the policy, as illustrated by the discourse of Dr Mahathir and Ismail Hussein above. Over 

the decades, there have been different attempts at conceptualizing or imagining the form of political community 

or nation in Malaysia. British colonialism had bequeathed to Malaya a race paradigm which dominated the way 

political and social agenda have been set. The British administration legitimated their rule by perpetuating the 

myth of protecting the native Malay “race” from the immigrant “races”, thus reinforcing the indigene-

immigrant dichotomy between the Malays and the sizeable non-Malay inhabitants. This was despite the fact that 

by 1947, 62.5% of the Chinese and almost 50% of the Indian population were locally born (Ariffin 1993: 9). 

They were legally regarded either as British subjects or British-protected Persons.  

 

                                                 
36

 Similar perspective was articulated by Malik Munip, a history lecturer turned politician, in his book Tuntutan Melayu published in 

1981. 
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The heightened interethnic tension after the Second World War enhanced interethnic mistrust and antipathy, 

widening further the ethnic gap in the conception of the preferred form of political community. Through public 

actions, various social and communal groups pushed for their preferred nations-of-intent to be adopted by the 

ruling elites in the formulation of their nation-building programs. This framework was not completely finalised 

at independence, and was the source of continued political contentions. 

 

At its foundation in 1946, UMNO which represented the conservative stream of Malay nationalism fought for 

the idea of Malaya as a “Malay land” (Tanah Melayu) and Malayism
37

 (Ariffin 1993). Maintenance of 

Malayism in the face of the very large, unassimilable, non-Malay population was obviously contentious if not 

untenable. Despite the realisation of the need to take a more reconciliatory position, successive UMNO leaders 

are confronted with the need to juggle between race-baiting and interethnic accommodation. Successive and 

successful UMNO leaders (as well as Malay politicians in opposition parties), depending on their immediate 

objective, played either the role of rabble rousers to increase their credentials as Malay nationalists, or at other 

times, of political peace-brokers trying to forge a sense of national unity (Cheah 2002, Ting 2011). Funston 

(1980) noted in his study of Malay politics this “contradiction between UMNO‟s ideological and practical 

approach to non-Malays” (p. 139).  

 

Post-war leaders of Chinese-speaking community espoused a multicultural nation whereby various ethnic 

communities may preserve their respective linguistic and cultural identities
38

. On the other hand, Western-

educated political elites were more inclined towards conceiving citizenship in liberal, individualistic and civic 

terms. Interestingly, Tan Cheng Lock who did not speak Mandarin was supportive of Chinese education but 

looked at it more from individual citizen‟s democratic right to one‟s culture. The liberal guarantee of 

fundamental civil and political liberties in the nascent Federal Constitution was arguably an expression of the 

initial political ideals of these British-educated Alliance political elites. 

 

Rival Malay nationalists such as Dr Burhanuddin Al-Helmy initially distinguished bangsa, which carries the 

notion of a cultural community, from kebangsaan, which he used to refer to a political community of nation. 

But soon after, in response to UMNO-MCA collaboration, his idea of kebangsaan Melayu leaned towards 

                                                 
37

 Dato Onn Jaafar, the first president of UMNO, reportedly said that the UMNO movement did not adhere to any ideology other than 

Melayuisme (Mohammad Yunus Hamidi 1961: 126). Ariffin (1993) defined Malayism as “the belief that the interests of the bangsa 

Melayu must be upheld over all else” (p. 52). 
38

 Tan (1988) argues that historical and semantic differences in the Malay and Chinese words denoting ethnic community and nation 

may have contributed to this divergence. The Chinese term for a sub-national ethnic or cultural community (minzu) is conceptually 

distinct and constitutive of the nation (guozu), without requiring a fusion of the diverse cultural communities to forge a united nation. 
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assimilationist perspective, requiring non-Malays to shed their ancestral culture to adopt kebangsaan Melayu 

(Ting 2007). Many Malay community leaders seem to regard multiculturalism as antithetical to the concept of 

bangsa
39

, in particular from the seventies. While such inconsistency in discourse is commonplace among all the 

UMNO presidents and other political leaders, another way they dealt with this contradiction is the recourse to 

the so-called politics of ambiguity, whereby the politicians carefully tailor their discourse in accordance to the 

ethnic composition of their audience. 

 

Upon becoming the Prime Minister in 1981, Dr Mahathir introduced another controversial idea of Malaysia as 

negara Islam (meaning loosely, “Islamic country/state”)
40

, which for him derived arguably from the same logic 

as his “definitive people” argument. In December 1982, Mahathir was reported to have defended his 

Islamisation programs, saying that since Islam was integral to the Malay culture which was the basis of the 

national culture, no one should make a political issue out of it (Hussin 1990: 141). The controversial nature of 

his Islamisation policy had led to two living former Prime Ministers publicly calling for a halt to government‟s 

endeavour. The first Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tunku Abdul Rahman, stated that Malaysia with its multi-

ethnic population should never become an Islamic state (Milne & Mauzy 1983: 631). 

 

In 1991, Premier Mahathir proclaimed a national project for Malaysia: to attain the status of developed country 

as a united nation of Bangsa Malaysia with a sense of shared destiny by 2020. This so-called Vision 2020 has 

been credited with the official switch to ethnically more inclusionary policy rhetoric (Mandal 2008, Loh 2002, 

Lee 2004, Case 2000, Bunnell 2002). Scholars noted several state efforts to re-package the image of a 

Malaysian nation with a multicultural emphasis. Case (2000) reported that,  

 

“even Hang Tuah, a folk hero from the Malay Annals, was reconfigured „as a polyglot who [could speak] 

Mandarin, Tamil, and  Thai‟. In this situation, Mahathir – the one-time ethnic ultra – was likened by many 

Chinese to the Tunku, benevolently presiding over ethnic relations, albeit in the wake of much onerous 

restructuring” (p. 141). 

 

Bunnell (2002) documented what he called “multicultural marketing” by Premier Mahathir overseas to secure 

investment of foreign companies in information and multimedia industries based in the Multimedia Super 

                                                 
39

 In the Malay language, bangsa could be used to denote both a cultural community and a “nation”. 
40

 A year after he began his premiership, Dr Mahathir declared that Malaysia was already an Islamic state (Milne & Mauzy 1983). 

This statement was repeated again in September 2002 by Dr Mahathir, which was clearly an attempt to outdo PAS in reclaiming the 

Islamic credentials of UMNO (Lee 2004:101). 
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Corridor (MSC). Dr Mahathir emphasised the “cultural connections” of the multi-ethnic Malaysian population 

with Asia‟s main markets and the strategic geographical location of Malaysia in the region, which provide 

added advantage in “the tailoring of IT and multimedia products to a range of (national and transnational) 

cultural and linguistic markets” (p. 113-4). Awareness of projected shortage of “knowledge workers” also led to 

government efforts to woe back skilled professional Malaysians overseas, many of whom are non-Malays. In 

doing so, the MSC project became intertwined with the “multicultural imaginings of Malaysian national 

identity” (Bunnell 2002: 113). 

 

Yet in July 2001, obviously in the context of intra-Malay contests with PAS, Premier Mahathir announced that 

Malaysia was already an Islamic State (negara Islam), sending shock waves to the non-Muslim communities. 

Such ambiguity of announcing one ethnically inclusive policy following another exclusionary one and vice 

versa, without explicitly abandoning the previous, contradictory one, is the hallmark of the way the political 

leadership managed ethnically contentious issues in Malaysia. 

 

In Sabah and Sarawak, notions of racial stereotypes and identities were not altogether absent. Attempts to assert 

political hegemony by Ibans, the largest native group in Sarawak, was unsuccessful due to inter- and intra-

ethnic rivalry on top of federal political interference. Similar problems plagued Kadazan-Dusun leaders in their 

quest for ethnic assertion and resistance to federal intervention (Singh 2003). This relatively more fluid and 

heterogeneous nature of ethnic identities among the natives, in contrast with the Sino-Malay mobilisation and 

confrontation as two major ethnic blocks in West Malaysia, arguably rendered the nature of ethnic identity 

incomparably less politicised in East Malaysia. 

 

Negotiating Cultural Citizenship 

Commenting on the public debates on the national culture policy during the eighties, Carstens (2005) noted that 

people understood national culture in different ways. There is its dual-function of “representing externally to the 

international community an historically legitimate image of the nation, while also symbolizing internally the 

imagined community of the nation‟s citizenry to its domestic audience” (p. 145). There is also the formal 

understanding of the term culture in the form of artistic and intellectual activities, the so-called high culture, 

versus the anthropological understanding of culture as everyday way of life. And lastly, there is also the 

question of what exactly people meant when they want the reality of cultural diversity to be acknowledged. (p. 

144)  
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The immediate public reaction to the formulation of the National Culture Policy was muted (Carstens 2005: 

151). This could be because people were unsure of the exact impact of such policy.  Subsequently, many 

scholars have documented the public contestations arising from measures implemented in the name of the NCP 

during the late 1970s and 1980s (Milne & Mauzy 1978: 370, Horowitz 1989: 261, Kua 1990, Tan 1992, 

DongZong 1987: 666-671). They range from the use of Chinese characters on commercial signboards and even 

school buses, public performance of lion dance and other cultural or artistic programs, stipulation of the type of 

songs and cultural performance allowed in schools, language used during weekly assembly of Chinese schools, 

and so forth. State control is carried out through issuance or renewal of licence or permit by the relevant local 

and state authorities, departments under ministry, police, or circulars and guidelines to be adhered to by schools. 

From time to time, in the process of regulation, government officials apply their own “creativity” in determining 

as to whether the spirit of the NCP is respected, independent of the intention of the political leaders at the top 

(Horowitz 1989: 261). 

 

Religious and traditional cultural manifestations in the public sphere were nevertheless allowed. Daniels (2005) 

saw these activities as the way “non-Bumiputera participants forge closer ties amongst themselves in these 

shared festival activities and enhance a sense of incorporation and belonging in the broader society” (p. 177). 

He interpreted the creation of this cultural and religious space as a means for the non-Malays to reclaim their 

cultural citizenship, in contrast with “the dominant form of cultural citizenship in which Malays are the 

definitive race and Malay culture is the foundation of national culture.” (p. 177). 

 

In the realm of official functions involving state agencies, the government appears to be relatively successful in 

imposing this particular way of envisioning the “national culture”. On their part, various religious and cultural 

communities carry on their communal or religious activities which correspond to their respective way of life. It 

is when state agencies interfered with the particular cultural practices that contestations arose. The restriction of 

the public performance of lion dance and the suggestion that it was “unMalaysian” at the end of 1970s was a 

case in point. This resulted in backlash from the Chinese community, who regarded it as disrespectful to the 

community. Lion dance performance became an electoral issue (Kua 1990: 12-6), and acquired added political 

significance as an ethnic marker for the Chinese community. The eighties saw a revival of popular interests in it 

such that by 1991, Malaysia became world‟s biggest importer of tools and apparatus for lion dance performance 

from China (Lim 1999: 145-6).   
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The 1980s also saw vibrant public debates on the National Culture policy in the media (Kua 1990). In response 

to the invitation of the Minister of Culture, Youth and sports in 1981, Chinese and Indian associations submitted 

their respective memorandum to the ministry voicing their objections to official measures taken in the name of 

the National Culture Policy, which they complaint as assimilative in nature (Kua 1990: 207-270). 

 

In the 1990s, far less public contentions arose due to policy implementation related to the NCP. This is 

attributed to the so-called liberalisation of cultural policy, which removed the previous restrictions on the public 

performance of the lion dance (Loh 2002). Lee (2004) discussed how imagery of racial harmony was used 

during a large part of 1990s into the new millennium by the government in the mass media to “seduce” the 

public into imagining multiculturalism in terms of “image of difference” whereby cultural differences were 

depicted as positive and compatible with national unity. At official functions such as “national Day celebrations, 

during the Penang Pesta, the Malaysia Fest, and Visit Malaysia Year campaigns”, more non-Malay cultural 

programs were accommodated, though Loh (2002) expressed his scepticism that this may be more a strategy to 

attract tourist dollars rather than being consciously inclusive. Muhd Ikmal Said (1996), on his part, argued that 

the commercialisation of culture for touristic purposes has contributed to depoliticise “the promotion of culture 

as a specifically ethnic project”. After all, the “peculiar „cultural mix‟ that Malaysia boasts so often may be 

packaged as a tourist attraction” (Muhd. Ikmal Said 1996: 58), instead of being perceived as a challenge or 

obstacle to nation-building. Moreover, Muhd Ikmal (1996) also observed perceptively that the Malay middle 

and upper classes were “mindful of the importance of the English language, have acquired the West‟s high 

culture (ballet, classical music, jazz), prefer to live in cosmopolitan, rather than just Malay, suburbs”, thus 

bringing about the cultural convergence of the multi-ethnic middle classes who shared similar life style (p. 59). 

 

In the meantime, Rowland (2004) noted that the earlier discrete influence of the need to conform to Islamic 

values, the third principle of the NCP, appeared to exert a more prominent role in theatre performance during 

the 1990s. During the 1970s, traditional Malay folk theatre with “pre-Islamic” roots such as wayang kulit, 

makyong and other forms of Malay arts, were acknowledged to be “national heritage”. Nonetheless, very little 

encouragement or assistance were provided to preserve these art forms. This was allegedly due to the pressure 

exerted by Islamic purists who regarded them as haram (forbidden) as these performances either use non-

Islamic stories or were conducted in the context of invoking spirits for healing purposes (Tan 1992: 287). PAS-

controlled state government in Kelantan effectively prohibited public showing of wayang kulit as haram, though 

not in the name of NCP. Following the implementation of the Islamisation policy during the 1980s, dance and 

drama co-curricular activities perceived to be incompatible with Islamic values were reportedly dropped. The 
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performance of traditional theatre in government schools needed to be “cleansed” of its ritualistic effects 

(Rowland 2004). Some of the plays produced by independent artist groups and even television entertainment 

shows during subsequent decades were, from time to time, denounced as unIslamic (Rowland 2004). 

 

On the other hand, the continued heavy Malay bias as manifested in official cultural functions did not escape 

attentive scholars. Daniels (2005) describes the dynamics as reproducing and expressing “a hierarchical sense of 

belonging”: “Everyone belongs to the „national community‟ but not as much or in the same way” (p. xxi). 

Bunnell (2002) who described the re-scripting of a multicultural national identity to attract foreign investment 

during the 1990s also noted “no official change in the national culture policy” and the “continued political 

resistance to any dilution of Malay special rights” (p. 117). 

 

―Nation-views‖ from Below 

We now try to look at issues related to national identity and culture from bottom-up by examining the views of 

some ordinary citizens. The non-representative findings of a survey conducted in July and August 2003 in a 

local public university are used for discussion here. More than 1000 survey forms were distributed with the 

assistance of lecturers or faculty staff but only 197 forms were returned. The majority of the respondents are 

typical undergraduate university students, with the exception of some mature students and a few post-graduate 

students, as shown in the table below. For convenience sake, our discussions are directed mainly to the patterns 

of responses of those aged between 21-26 years old. 

 

Responses to three groups of questions are examined here, the first are what is called ethnic characterisation of 

Malaysia, followed by more specific questions related to the national culture policy, and lastly, on the national 

literature. 
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Table 1: Composition of the Respondents (Age Range * Descent)  

  

  Descent Total 

 Age Range Chinese Malay Indian Other Bumuputera   

 21-25 54 61 17 8 140 

  26-30 7 8 2 3 20 

  31-35 14 2 1 0 17 

  36-40 12 3 1 0 16 

   41 2 2 0 0 4 

Total 89 76 21 11 197 

 

 

With regards to the ethnic characterization of Malaysia, respondents were asked, among others, to answer the 

following five questions: 

 

Please answer True/False/Don‟t know or Yes/No/Don‟t know: 

1. Malaysia is a Muslim country (Malaysia adalah sebuah negeri Islam). …………………. 

2. Malaysia is a Malay country (Malaysia adalah sebuah negeri Melayu). ………………… 

3. Malaysia is a multi-cultural country (Malaysia adalah sebuah negeri berbilang kebudayaan). …… 

4. Malaysia is an Islamic State (Malaysia adalah sebuah negara 

Islam). …………………………………………. 

5. Malaysia should be an Islamic State (Adalah sewajarnya Malaysia menjadi sebuah negara 

Islam?) ………………………………… 

 

In order to distinguish conceptually “country” from “state”, the questionnaire used “negeri” for “country” and 

“negara” for “state”; though it is not clear whether the distinction is well understood by the respondents. 

 

Ethnicised patterns of response to these questions, as indicated in the tables next page, are not surprising. 

Nonetheless, the ethnic gap did not seem to be as clear-cut as expected. Less than 50% of the Malay 

respondents agreed that Malaysia is a Muslim or Malay country, whereas more than 90% of the respondents of 

all ethnic groups agreed that Malaysia is a multicultural country. Significant gap is nonetheless manifested in 
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the responses to the question of negara Islam, intended to be understood as Islamic state. More than 70% Malay 

respondents thought that Malaysia is a negara Islam, and almost 40% of Chinese respondents thought so too. 

This could be due to the 2001 announcement of Dr Mahathir that Malaysia was already a negara Islam as 

mentioned above. The ethnic gap is the widest with regards to the answers on whether Malaysia should be a 

negara Islam. Almost 78% of Chinese respondents said “no” while more than 85% of the Malay respondents 

said “yes”. But what is more instructive is the ambiguous meanings these terms acquire in the everyday 

language we use, as shown by the ambivalent pattern of responses given by the respondents. 

 

In the first place, the contradictory pattern of the responses is of interest to us here. If it is indeed true that 

Malaysia is a multi-cultural country, how is it that some of those who agreed so could also agree to the 

statement that Malaysia is a Malay country? If a respondent held that the two statements could both be true, s/he 

would have taken the first as a statement of fact and accepted the second as an ideological statement. A Malay 

respondent who said that Malaysia is not a Malay country put next to the statement a remark that „it used to be 

(a Malay country) but now no more‟. Without being „programmed‟ to think of Malaysia as a „Malay country‟, 

those Malay respondents who rejected the statement that Malaysia is a Malay country rejected it as factually 

wrong. 

 

Table 2: Perception: Malaysia as Muslim Country (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent 

  

Perception: Malaysia as Muslim 

Country Total 

  Yes not sure no 

 Chinese Count 15 5 34 54 

    % within 

Descent 
27.8% 9.3% 63.0% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 30 6 31 67 

    % within 

Descent 
44.8% 9.0% 46.3% 100.0% 

  Indian Count 8 1 10 19 

    % within 

Descent 
42.1% 5.3% 52.6% 100.0% 
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  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
5 0 6 11 

    % within 

Descent 
45.5% .0% 54.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 58 12 81 151 

  % within 

Descent 
38.4% 7.9% 53.6% 100.0% 

 

Table 3: Perception: Malaysia as Malay Country (21- 26 years old) 

 Descent 

  

Perception: Malaysia as Malay 

Country Total 

  Yes not sure no 

 Chinese Count 15 5 34 54 

    % within 

Descent 
27.8% 9.3% 63.0% 

100.0

% 

  Malay Count 28 4 35 67 

    % within 

Descent 
41.8% 6.0% 52.2% 

100.0

% 

  Indian Count 6 0 13 19 

    % within 

Descent 
31.6% .0% 68.4% 

100.0

% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
2 1 8 11 

    % within 

Descent 
18.2% 9.1% 72.7% 

100.0

% 

Total Count 51 10 90 151 

  % within 

Descent 
33.8% 6.6% 59.6% 

100.0

% 
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Table 4: Perception: Malaysia as Multicultural Country (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent 

  

Perception: Malaysia as Multicultural 

Country Total 

  Yes not sure no 

 Chinese Count 53 0 1 54 

    % within 

Descent 
98.1% .0% 1.9% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 63 0 4 67 

    % within 

Descent 
94.0% .0% 6.0% 100.0% 

  Indian Count 18 1 0 19 

    % within 

Descent 
94.7% 5.3% .0% 100.0% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
11 0 0 11 

    % within 

Descent 
100.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 145 1 5 151 

  % within 

Descent 
96.0% .7% 3.3% 100.0% 

 

Table 5: Perception: Malaysia as an Islamic State (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent   

Perception: Malaysia as an Islamic 

State Total 

    no not sure yes   

 Chinese Count 28 5 21 54 

    % within 

Descent 
51.9% 9.3% 38.9% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 12 6 49 67 

    % within 

Descent 
17.9% 9.0% 73.1% 100.0% 
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  Indian Count 10 1 8 19 

    % within 

Descent 
52.6% 5.3% 42.1% 100.0% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
3 1 7 11 

    % within 

Descent 
27.3% 9.1% 63.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 53 13 85 151 

  % within 

Descent 
35.1% 8.6% 56.3% 100.0% 

 

Table 6: Intent: Malaysia as an Islamic State (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent   Intent: Malaysia as Islamic State Total 

    No not sure yes   

 Chinese Count 42 9 3 54 

    % within 

Descent 
77.8% 16.7% 5.6% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 5 5 57 67 

    % within 

Descent 
7.5% 7.5% 85.1% 100.0% 

  Indian Count 14 3 2 19 

    % within 

Descent 
73.7% 15.8% 10.5% 100.0% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
5 3 3 11 

    % within 

Descent 
45.5% 27.3% 27.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 66 20 65 151 

  % within 

Descent 
43.7% 13.2% 43.0% 100.0% 
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Table 7: Contradictory perceptions of ethnic dimensions of Malaysian national identity (21 - 26 years old) 

Perception 

  

Yes not sure No 

Count % Count % 

Coun

t % 

Malaysia as Malay Country 
51 29.9% 10 6.7% 90 

63.4

% 

Malaysia as Muslim Country 
58 39.7% 12 7.7% 81 

52.6

% 

Malaysia as an Islamic State 
85 57.7% 13 8.2% 53 

34.0

% 

Malaysia as Multicultural 

Country 
145 95.9% 1 1.0% 5 3.1% 

 

 

Follow-up in-depth interviews reveal that in layman‟s Malay language, the specific difference attached to the 

English word „State‟ (negara) as opposed to the general term „country‟ (negeri) was not clear to all. In the 

Malay media, the term negara appears to be used generally for both meanings. The hesitation of some of the 

non-Malay respondents on the statement as to whether Malaysia should be an Islamic State was no doubt 

enhanced by the lack of clarity of what „Islamic State‟ actually entails. Many might as well have understood 

negara Islam as equivalent to the meaning of a Muslim country. In fact, a Chinese respondent who believed to 

be true that „Malaysia is an Islamic State‟ made a comment next to the statement, „stated in Constitution‟, which 

is incorrect. For most non-Malay respondents, however, there is no ambiguity when it comes to whether they 

wanted an “Islamic State”, for whatever meaning or form it could take. 

 

Among the Muslims, the term negara Islam itself is understood differently by different people. While the 

questionnaire did not ask the respondents to explain their understanding of what the term negara Islam meant to 

them, some of their thoughts were expressed in their answers to other questions. In the survey forms, some of 

them who were on the radical end of the spectrum called for the Malaysian Constitution to be amended 

according to al-Quran and Hadith. Others wanted the economy to be regulated in accordance with Islamic 

principles. One liberal Malay respondent whom I interviewed in depth explained that for him, an Islamic State 

is understood more as a process, whereby the values of the society as a whole functioned more and more in 
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accordance with Islamic principles. For him, some Christians could be more “Islamic” than some Muslims. 

Understood this way, who as a Muslim would not feel obliged to say “yes” to an “Islamic State”? Hence the 

apparently consensual “yes” of the Malay respondents camouflaged a widely differing interpretation of what 

type of “Islamic State” was desired. 

 

Envisioning National Culture  

In the questionnaire, the respondents were also asked whether they knew what National Culture Policy was. 

Less than a third of the respondents knew about the existence of a national culture policy. While a greater 

proportion of the older respondents appear to know about the policy, the difference between generation and 

ethnic groups was not very great. 

 

The respondents were also asked to respond to three other statements regarding Malaysian national culture: 

1. Malaysian national culture should consist only of Malay Culture.  

2. Malaysian national culture should consist of the best of all cultures of the Malaysian population.  

3. Malaysian national culture should consist mainly of Malay Culture supplemented by other cultures when 

appropriate.  

 

The table below shows the overall response to the three statements. It could be seen that the one with the 

biggest consensus is that Malaysian national culture should not consist only of Malay culture (93.8%), followed 

by the statement that Malaysian national culture should consist of the best of all cultures of the Malaysian 

people (88.7%). It is notable that among the younger Malay respondents, the response in support of the best of 

all cultures statement (85%) is more enthusiastic than the support for a Malay-dominated national culture (72%). 

The third statement suggesting that Malaysian national culture should be a Malay-dominated culture, the closest 

to the gist of National culture policy, obtained a small majority of 51.5%. It is interesting that a survey among 

civil society leaders conducted in 1989 yielded similar ethnic distribution of responses with regards to ethnic 

composition of national culture, though 80% of the respondents were aware of the NCP (Muhd. Ikmal Said 

1996: 57).  
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Table 8: Intent: Ethnicity and National Culture 

 

Intent: Malay 

National Culture 

Intent: Malay-

dominated National 

Culture 

Intent: Multi-

cultural National 

Culture 

Count % Count % Count % 

no 182 93.8% 81 41.8% 8 4.1% 

not sure 7 3.6% 13 6.7% 14 7.2% 

yes 5 2.6% 100 51.5% 172 88.7% 

 

Evidently, it is pertinent to look at the ethnic breakdown of responses especially for the statement on Malay-

dominated national culture. Among the younger respondents, it could be seen from the table below that more 

than 60% of Chinese and Indian respondents said „no‟ to a Malay-dominated national culture, while more than 

70% of Malay respondents and more than 60% of non-Malay natives said „yes‟ to it. 

Table 9: Intent: Malay-dominated National Culture (21- 26 years old) 

Intent: Malay-dominated 

National Culture 

Descent 

Total 

  Chinese Malay Indian 

Other 

Bumiputera 

 No Count 36 11 12 4 63 

    % within 

Descent 
66.7% 16.4% 63.2% 36.4% 41.7% 

  not 

sure 

Count 
2 8 0 0 10 

    % within 

Descent 
3.7% 11.9% .0% .0% 6.6% 

  Yes Count 16 48 7 7 78 

    % within 

Descent 
29.6% 71.6% 36.8% 63.6% 51.7% 

Total Count 54 67 19 11 151 

  % within 

Descent 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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From the point of view of the pattern of responses, apart from the ethnically aligned answers to the question on 

Malay-dominated national culture, the respondents seems to be consensual that Malaysian national culture 

should not be just about Malay culture, while the proposal that the best of all cultures be the national culture of 

Malaysia also obtained an overwhelming acceptance of the majority. In other words, the perspectives of young 

university students on issues such as national identity and culture, notwithstanding the pattern of ethnic 

alignment, appear to be relatively flexible and open when compared with the ideologically-minded officials and 

politicians. 

 

Criteria for National Literature 

Another product of the same National Culture Congress in 1971 was policies pertaining to the fostering of a 

National Literature, which defined national literature as “works written in Bahasa Malaysia and the contents of 

which reflect the background of Malaysian society” (Tan 1992: 292). Financial support and official 

encouragement were extended only to Malay literary works and activities by the Ministry of Culture, Youth and 

Sports. The Literary Consultative Committee used to consist largely of Malay writers only. This state of the 

affair was judged to be unfair not only by vernacular writers in Tamil and Mandarin languages, but also by the 

English language writers, all of whom were regarded by some as obstacle to the development of a national 

culture. 

In the questionnaire, three open questions were asked with regards to the National Literature: 

 

1. Do you think that national literature should include all literature written in Malay language (i.e. 

including those in Bahasa Indonesia)? Why? ………………………  

2. Do you think that Malaysian national literature should include non-Malay language writings written by 

Malaysians? Why? ………………………………….  

3. What do you think should be the main criteria to determine whether a literary work constitute a part of 

Malaysian national literature? ……………………….. 
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Table 10: Intent: National Literature by Malaysian 

Intent: National Literature 

by Malaysian  

Descent 

Total 

  Chinese Malay Indian 

Other 

Bumiputera 

 Yes Count 72 48 20 7 147 

    % within 

Descent 
86.7% 66.7% 95.2% 63.6% 78.6% 

  not 

sure 

Count 
7 9 0 3 19 

    % within 

Descent 
8.4% 12.5% .0% 27.3% 10.2% 

  No Count 4 15 1 1 21 

    % within 

Descent 
4.8% 20.8% 4.8% 9.1% 11.2% 

Total Count 83 72 21 11 187 

  % within 

Descent 
100.0% 100.0% 

100.0

% 
100.0% 

100.0

% 

 

When the respondents were asked whether literature written by Malaysian citizens but in languages other than 

the national language could be considered as part of the national literature, the majority of them agreed, with 

more dissenting voices from ethnic Malay respondents. 

 

The respondents were also asked what they considered as the criteria for the determination of national literature. 

Almost 30% suggested that the literary work should reflect the local context, thinking or way of life. Another 

21% suggested that the literary work should reflect the multicultural nature of the Malaysian society. 12.5% 

said that the literary work should possess a „national‟ character or „Malaysian-ness‟. Here, it appears that there 

was the assumption that this „national‟ character or „Malaysian-ness‟ existed and was left undefined. 

 

14% of the (mostly Malay) respondents wanted the national literature to be literary work written in the national 

language only. This linguistic requirement was the most popular criteria given by the Malay respondents (28%).  
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Table 11: Criteria for determination of national literature 

Category of criteria Descent Tota

l 

Percentage* 

Chines

e 

Mala

y 

India

n 

Non-Malay 

Native 

Malaysian Citizenship 

simply 

9 3 2 0 14 10.3 

Native writers only; concerns 

Malay world only 

0 4 0 1 5 3.7 

Quality and originality of 

work 

4 9 2 1 16 11.8 

Didactic value 12 13 3 0 28 20.6 

Reflect local context, 

thinking and way of life 

21 11 5 3 40 29.4 

Multiculturalism 14 10 3 2 29 21.3 

In Malay language only 2 16 1 0 19 14.0 

„Malaysian-ness‟ or national 

features 

12 4 1 0 17 12.5 

Others 4 1 0 0 5 3.7 

Total** 59 57 15 5 136  

* Total number of valid respondents for this variable is 136. 

** Actual number of respondents for each ethnic group. Since some gave more than one criterium, the total 

count of the column is not expected to tally with the actual sum here. 

 

Despite the detection of a slight “ethnically polarised” pattern of responses to the definitions of National Culture 

and National Literature, it appears that it is still easier for the ordinary folks to arrive at some sort of consensus 

on these issues than politicians influenced by specific nationalist ideology. Their flexibility on the issues was 

manifested by the fact that some of them regarded more than one articulation of National Culture as acceptable. 

In fact, even among the Malay respondents, the statement suggesting that the Malaysian National Culture 

should consist of the best of all cultures received the most resounding support over the official definition of 

National Culture. In addition, contrary to the inflexible official stand regarding national literature, the majority 

of the respondents regardless of ethnicity agreed that nationality and other aspects of the literary work such as 
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the contents which reflect local reality and thinking rather than language per se should be the criteria in the 

determination of national literature. 

 

Forging an Imagined Unity 

In an international seminar on literature and the politics of nation-building in 2004, the dean of the UKM 

anthropology and sociology programme Kamaruddin M. Said, contended that there is yet a national culture in 

Malaysia, but only “an official arts as seen from the dances and songs in the Merdeka celebrations and other 

festivities”. He envisioned national culture to be “a doctrine of life and an ideology that forms society‟s soul 

collectively and is capable of giving birth to an esprit de corps for the whole citizenry” (Rozi Ali, “Literature 

unread, unsung”, New Straits Times, 21 July, 2004). This is a tall order, and judging from the experimentation 

in implementing NCP over the last four decades, it is doomed to fail. If we take what Abdul Razak said in his 

opening speech of the National Culture Congress seriously, I am not sure whether he believed in the chances of 

success of the NCP. 

 

There is undeniably an “imagined” component when we speak about interethnic harmony or national unity, as 

the latter are abstract terms that can only be assessed subjectively. Attitudes pertaining to interethnic relations, 

be it acceptance or latent antagonisms, are reproduced in the construction of ethnic category and identity as 

abstract models. It is not the outcome of direct interethnic contact, in so far as not being falsified in actual 

interethnic interactions (Eriksen 1998: 37). The persuasiveness of the multicultural imagery touted as 

symbolising interethnic harmony and national unity during the 1990s (Lee 2004) illustrates that cultural and 

religious differences need not be a priori divisive.  

 

Attempts at re-articulation of national discourse during the 1990s serve to demonstrate that the projection of 

Malaysia as a multicultural country in the international arena does not appear to be as problematic as those 

advocates of national culture policy made it out to be. In effect, a multicultural image of Malaysia could even be 

promoted in the international arena as a comparative advantage in the modern world of nations. The 

inconsistent and contradictory signals made by the Malaysian government based on political expediency only 

serve to increase the cynicism of the people and reinforce social contradictions. 

 

On their part, individual citizens tend to understand the discourse on nation based on their own social identity 

and self understanding (Cohen 1996). They make sense of public rites and discourse and render them personally 

meaningful by giving their own interpretation as far as they could identify with it based on personal situations. 
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Hence Cohen (1996) advised aspiring “political entrepreneurs” of nationalism to articulate a discourse or vision 

that could reflect meaningfully the local experience of a maximum number of his target audience.  

 

The power of a national identity to engender strong attachment among its citizens to the putative nation-state 

depends on how well the nation-state harmonises and comes to terms with these localised ways of belonging to 

social webs of relationship in order to transcend potentially conflictive identities. It is a matter of re-channelling 

sub-national social solidarity rather than suppressing it (Calhoun 2003: 536-7). As noted by Duara, “the most 

successful states are able to contain these conceptions within relatively depoliticized spaces” (1995: 9). The 

NCP did just the opposite. It is a truism to say it but it is still worth saying that national identity would not be 

able to gain a wide adherence if it is formulated in such a way as to marginalise a significant section of sub-

national identities.  

 

In itself, national identity is an empty conceptual framework within which different social elements could be 

organised and accorded meaning and significance based on specific organising principles (Greenfeld 1992: 12). 

The “raw materials” used for such purposes are usually retrieved from or attributed to historically existing 

social identities on the putative territory. Hence national identity is ultimately a product of negotiation with 

existing historical identities, be they regional, ethnic or religious, within the framework of a modern nation-state 

system (Duara 1996: 158). Ultimately, the forging of an alternative national identity may require a re-

interpretation of these historical identities and a new articulation of the historical narratives of the nation. Even 

politically expedient nationalists who manipulate history for their own gain are obliged to engage with these 

historical identities in doing so.  

 

The ambivalence of the national discourse articulated by the politicians is a consequence of the ambiguous 

approach they have chosen to accommodate social forces with contradictory nation-views and the exigencies of 

meeting the challenges posed by a globalised economy. Whether or not a different approach to the “national 

question” may emerge is a matter of political contests and historical contingence, but premised on the 

enlargement of democratic space. While the electronic media has broken down the hegemonic control of the 

ruling elites over the access of information and expression of dissent, this democratic space is still being 

negotiated and contested. For it to be sustainable and politically legitimate, it is essential that a civil political 

culture whereby citizens‟ political and civil rights may be respected not only by the political authorities but also 

by all citizens may take root. 
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Pendahuluan 

Umumnya, budaya merangkumi setiap aspek kehidupan masyarakat tanpa mengira kaum, bangsa dan agama 

penganutnya.  Perkataan budaya berasal dari cantuman perkataan Sanskrit dan Melayu yang membawa 

pengertian kecergasan fikiran dan akal (budhi) dan kekuatan kuasa, tenaga dan pengaruh (daya).  Kebudayaan 

ditakrifkan sebagai keseluruhan cara hidup manusia merangkumi cara bertindak, berkelakuan dan berfikir. Oleh 

demikian, masyarakat mengunakan segala kekuatan kuasa, tenaga dan pengaruh semula jadi bagi membantu 

menjana pemikiran mereka untuk terus hidup.   Dalam Kamus Dewan budaya ditakrifkan sebagai kemajuan 

fikiran , akal budi (cara fikiran), berkelakuan dan sebagainya. Hasil daripada cara berfikir itu, terhasil satu cara 

hidup yang diamalkan oleh masyarakat ini dan ia meliputi sistem sosial, susunan organisasi ekonomi, politik, 

agama, kepercayaan, adat resam, sikap dan nilai.   Nik Safiah Karim mengatakan bahawa budaya adalah tenaga 

fikiran, usaha rohani atau kuasa mengerakkan jiwa.  

Konsep percampuran populasi bukanlah merupakan satu fenomena baru di negara kita.  Negara kita pernah 

menjadi tumpuan pengembaraan, pelayaran dan pusat perdagangan Tanah Melayu tentunya pernah menjadi 

tempat persinggahan dan penempatan bagi orang-orang daripada pelbagai kebudayaan dan asal usul.  Malah,  

struktur susunan ras etnik dan corak penempatan penduduk masa kini telah ditentukan pada zaman 

perkembangan kolonial dan eksploitasi orang British di Semenanjung Malaysia. 

Etnik bermaksud satu kelompok manusia yang mempunyai ciri-ciri distingtif tertentu misalnya agama, bahasa, 

keturunan, budaya atau asal usul kebangsaan yang diperturunkan dari generasi ke generasi, dikongsi bersama, 

dipelajari, menggambarkan nilai dan identiti kelompok, menyediakan kerangka rujukan bagi satu-satu 

masyarakat dan bersifat dinamis serta kreatif.  Kita perlu memahami etnik pribumi minoriti kerana Malaysia 

merupakan sebuah negara berbilang dan ia berkait rapat dengan seluruh struktur sosial.  Selain mencerminkan 

perkembangan sejarah, ia juga membantu kita memahami  isu prasangka dan diskriminasi di sesebuah negara 

serta mempengaruhi dasar sosial  dan perancangan sosial sesebuah negara. 
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Latar Belakang 

Malaysia ialah sebuah negara yang terdiri daripada masyarakat majmuk (plural society) di mana   pelbagai 

bangsa (multi-racial sama-sama berkongsi hidup dan tinggal di negara ini.  Masyarakat majmuk ini terdiri 

daripada beberapa kelompok majoriti, disusuli oleh sub-sub etnik (kelompok minoriti) lain yang lebih kecil dan 

kurang berpengaruh. Menurut Furnivall (1939) masyarakat majmuk di Malaysia muncul akibat daripada dasar-

dasar colonial.  Beliau menjelaskan bahawa penghijrahan penduduk berlaku  mengikut kehendak-kehendak 

sistem ekonominya dan keadaan ini telah mewujudkan kelompok-kelompok yang berbagai ragam dalam satu 

unit politik.  

 

Bagaimanapun, kelompok-kelompok yang berbagai ragam itu “bercampur tetapi tidak bergabung” kerana setiap 

kelompok memegang kuat kepada agama, kebudayaan, bahasa, idea-idea dan cara-cara kehidupan sendiri dan 

setiap kelompok dalam masyarakat itu mempunyai fungsi-fungsi yang berlainan. Harry Eckstein (1966) dalam 

“Division and Cohesion in Democracy” menulis bahawa masyarakat majmuk terpisah kerana segmen-segmen 

yang berasingan seperti ras tau kumpulan etnik, budaya, bahasa, kepercayaan agama dan ideologi.  

 

Istilah budaya secara amnya memberi maksud cara hidup manusia termasuk proses perkembangan sahsiah, akal, 

semangat dan usaha manusia dalam sesuatu kelompok. Dari segi  etimologinya, perkataan "budaya" bermaksud 

cantuman kata "budi” (aspek dalaman manusia yang meliputi akal dan nilai) dan “daya" (aspek lahiriah manusia 

yang meliputi usaha dan hasilan). Maknanya,  segala penghasilan masyarakat manusia dalam pelbagai bentuk 

sama ada yang dapat dilihat atau tidak, termasuk tamadun, peradaban dan kemajuan.  

 

Pendek kata, budaya boleh ditafsirkan  sebagai cara hidup manusia yang hidup berkelompok sama ada yang 

berbentuk material (ciptaan manusia) dan bukan material (adat resam, kepercayaan, kesenian, ilmu pengetahuan, 

undang-undang dan kemahiran yang dimiliki dan diamalkan oleh manusia  dalam sesuatu masyarakat).  Budaya 

sebagai segala amalan, peneimaan dan kepercayaan oleh sesuatu masyarakat yang dipraktikkan secara 

berterusan atau diulangi oleh generasi yang seterusnya. 

 

Demografi masyarakat majmuk di Malaysia terdiri daripada pelbagai bangsa dan agama. Kaum Melayu 

merupakan etknik terbesar (orang yang berbudaya Melayu, bertutur bahasa Melayu dan beragama Islam) dan 

golongan bumiputera dianggap kaum asal Malaysia merangkumi Melayu, Dayak, Iban, Kadazan, Kadazan 

Dusun yang terdapat di Sabah dan Sarawak. Kepelbagaian masyarakat ini memerlukan usaha berterusan untuk 



Ulang Tahun Ke-40, Konsep dan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan: Penilaian Semula 

省思国家文化概念与政策研讨会 

Page 46 
 

membentuk masyarakat yang saling memahami antara satu sama lain khususnya apabila berlaku pertembungan 

budaya. Masyarakat majmuk adalah masyarakat berbilang kaum, bertutur banyak bahasa dan dialek, menganut 

semua agama, menyambut pelbagai perayaan dan mengamalkan berjenis-jenis adat. Pada asasnya hubungan 

antara kaum adalah baik. Bagaimanapun adakalanya hubungan antara kaum dan etnik boleh menjadi tegang, 

seperti yang pernah berlaku seperti Peristiwa  13 Mei 1969. 

 

Kewujudan pelbagai etnik menyebabkan pembentukan masyarakat majmuk melalui garis pemisah seperti ras, 

etnik, agama, bahasa, budaya, adat resam, cara hidup dan ideologi.  Justeru, budaya perpaduan harus dipupuk 

dengan segera dalam kehidupan bermasyarakat kini. Oleh demikian halnya, perpaduan kaum amat penting 

untuk membentuk masyarakat yang aman dan harmoni bagi mewujudkan identiti nasional. Dalam mencapai 

status negara moden, Malaysia meletakkan perpaduan nasional sebgai matlamat akhirnya. Matlamat akhir 

proses penyatuan ini ialah terbentuknya satu „bangsa Malaysia‟ yang terdiri daripada satu masyarakat berbilang 

etnik yang berstau padu, sejahtera dan mempunyai identiti nasional tersendiri, sekaligus merealisasikan gagasan 

1 Malaysia yang diperjuangkan oleh YAB Perdana Menteri Malaysia. 

 

Etnik Pribumi Minoriti Di Malaysia Timur 

Realitinya ialah berlakunya pembangunan identiti etnik pribumi minoriti di Malaysia - contohnya Orang Asli di 

Semenanjung Malaysia, orang pribumi minoriti di Sabah dan Sarawak.   

Orang pribumi Sabah terdiri daripada dua puluh tiga etnik pribumi minoriti seperti Kadazan-Dusun, Bajau, 

Murut, Brunei, Bisayah, Kedayan, Lutod, Dumpas, Rungus, Sulu dan sebagainya. Kadazan-dusun merupakan 

suku kaum yang terbesar.  Kebanyakan mereka berasal dahulu dari Kalimantan, Pulau Mindanao dan 

Kepulauan Sulu dari Brunei.   

Negeri Sabah mempunyai tidak kurang dari tiga puluh etnik suku kaum. Etnik terbesar di Sabah adalah 

Kadazan Dusun, Bajau dan Murut.  Suku kaum yang lain ialah Kedayan, Bisaya, Irranun, Rungus, Kimarang, 

Kwijau, Lundayeh, Ubian, Binadan, Orang Sungai, Tatana, Tagaas, Brunei, Suluk dan lain-lain. Perbezaan di 

antara berbagai-bagai suku kaum tersebut adalah ketara terutama sekali dari segi bahasa, ugama, adat 

istiadat  dan pegangan hidup termasuklah pakaian tradisi mereka. 
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Kaum Kadazan Dusun  merupakan nama kaum bumiputera asli yang terbesar di Sabah dan berasal daripada 

Indo-China. Kaum etnik ini menggunakan pelbagai bahasa dan dialek dengan pelbagai kebudayaan dan adat 

resam  tradisional. Terdapat 27 suku kaum di dalamnya. Antaranya ialah Dusun Liwan, Dusun Tindal, Dusun 

Pahu, Dusun Lotud, Bagahak, Dusun Labuk, Dusun Kimaragang, Tagahas, Tangara, Dusun, Rungus, Orang 

Sungai, Kuijau, Tambanuo, dan sebagainya. Kadazan Dusun membentuk 30 peratus populasi Sabah  yang 

terdiri daripada dua kaum, Kadazan dan Dusun  digabungkan bersama kerana berkongsi bahasa dan  budaya 

yang serupa. Bagaimanapun, bezanya etnik Kadazan tinggal di kawasan  lembah dan secara tradisi terlibat 

dalam   penanaman padi, sementara etnik Dusun tinggal di kawasan pergunungan di pedalaman Sabah. 

Kumpulan etnik kedua terbesar di Sabah, kaum Bajau merangkumi 15 peratus populasi penduduk negeri ini. 

Mereka asalnya adalah keturunan pelaut yang menyembah Omboh Dilaut (Tuhan Laut) dan sering dikenali 

sebagai gipsi laut. Ada yang telah meninggalkan kehidupan di laut dan menjadi peladang serta penternak. 

Mereka pula dikenali sebagai „Koboi Timur‟ kerana kepakaran mereka menunggang kuda. Terdapat pelbagai 

suku kaum di kalangan masyarakat Bajau seperti Ilanun, Sulu dan sebagainya. Kebanyakan masyarakat 

Bajau  mendiami  kawasan Semporna dan Kota Belud.  Kaum lelaki dalam kalangan  masyarakat ini terkenal 

sebagai penunggang kuda yang mahir. 

Orang Murut merupakan etnik ketiga terbesar di Sabah, Murut merangkumi  tiga peratus populasi penduduk 

negeri ini. Secara tradisi, mereka menduduki kawasan  pedalaman di utara Borneo. Mereka juga adalah antara 

etnik Sabah terakhir untuk membuang amalan memburu kepala. Kini, mereka penanam padi huma dan ubi 

kayu, sambil memburu menggunakan sumpitan dan menangkap ikan. Kebanyakan kaum  pribumi di Sabah, 

pakaian tradisi mereka turut dihiasi dengan hasil seni manik yang menarik. 

Rungus juga di kenali sebagai Dusun Laut atau Dayak Dusun. Suku kaum Momogun Rungus mendiami 

kawasan pesisir pantai barat Kudat, pantai timur Kudat, Teluk Marudu, Pitas hingga ke Beluran dan juga 

kepulauan sekitar  Kudat.  Kebanyakan suku kaum Momogun Rungus adalah  menganut agama Kristian. 

Iranun atau Illanun ialah nama satu suku kaum yang dikategorikan sebagai penduduk bumiputera Sabah. Iranun 

bermaksud berkasih-kasihan. Ini bagi mewujudnya sistem hubungan sosial yang amat erat, yang terikat oleh tali 

persaudaraan yang amat intim, yang  berlandaskan sistem kerjasama dan gotong-royong. 

Mereka merupakan pelayar yang cekap, tempat tinggal masyarakat Iranun banyak tertumpu di kawasan tepi 

pantai. Namun ada juga yang terletak di bahagian dalam daerah. Masyarakat Iranun ini banyak menetap di 
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daerah Kota Belud seperti di kampung Pantai Emas, Kaguraan, Kota Peladok, Tamau, Paya-Payas, 

Marampayan, Kota Bongan, dan lain-lain. 

Idaan adalah  etnik yang  menetap terutamanya di sekitar daerah Lahad Datu di persisiran timur 

Sabah.  Populasi semasa dianggarkan sekitar 6,000,  etnik ini memiliki hak esklusif bagi mengumpulkan sarang 

burung layang-layang di dalam gua batu kapur  di kawasan penempatan  mereka. Sebahagian besarnya adalah 

muslim, tetapi sebahagian kecil suku kaum yang dikenali sebagai Begaak adalah  animist. Selama beberapa 

abad etnik Idaan telah memiliki mekanisme sosial berasaskan  sejarah. Sebagai etnik minoriti, Idaan beroperasi 

sebagai kumpulan korporat berkait rapat berkaitan dengan aktiviti menuai sarang burung layang-layang. 

Bisaya dikatakan di antara yang pertama menerima Islam pada awal kurun ke-13. Kedatangan  Islam 

dalam  kaum Bisaya adalah melalui hubungan dagang dengan pedagang dari tanah Arab. Jika dilihat daripada 

segi kehidupan sosial, sedikit sebanyak pengaruh Arab memainkan peranan dalam urusan mereka sehari-harian. 

Bangsa Bisaya adalah suku  kaum  asli yang telah tinggal dan menetap di Borneo Sabah sejak beribu tahun yang 

lalu. Kemahiran suku kaum ini dalah dalam bidang pertanian. Mereka juga mahir memburu binatang liar di 

hutan untuk dimakan.  Selain itu mereka juga menternak ayam, itik, angsa, lembu dan lain-lain binatang sebagai 

makanan. Kaum Bisaya juga mahir dalam seni kraftangan dan sebahagian besar peralatan kraftangan digunakan 

dalam kehidupan seharian mereka  selain mahirr menangkap ikan. 

Sulu berasal daripada Kepulauan Sulu dan Borneo (Sabah) sejak zaman Kesultanan Sulu lagi. Kaum Suluk ini 

menggunakan bahasa Tausug sebagai bahasa pertuturan. Agama rasmi yang dianuti adalah agama Islam. Kaum 

Suluk ini juga mempunyai budayanya yang unik dan tersendiri. . Pusat petempatan bagi orang Suluk adalah 

terletak di daerah Kudat, Semporna, Sandakan, Lahad Datu, Kota Kinabalu, Menggatal,T uaran dan 

Telipok. Orang Suluk tidak memanggil diri mereka Suluk melainkan menggelar diri mereka Tausug 

yang  membawa maksud "Orang dari Sulu".  

Suku kaum Tidung adalah suku kaum rumpun Melayu yang banyak terdapat di bahagian tenggara Sabah iaitu 

sekitar daerah Tawau dan Sebatik. Antara suku kaum Melayu Tidung begitu dikenali di Tawau ialah Tidung 

Apas, Tidung Indrasabah, Tidung Membalua, Tidung Merotai dan Tidung Kalabakan. Terdapat juga ramai suku 

kaum Tidung di beberapa kawasan di Sandakan seperti di Beluran. Mereka adalah etnik Muslim dan 

menggunakan bahasa Melayu untuk berkomunikasi dengan entiti masyarakat lain di sekitarnya seperti 

masyarakat Bolongan ( Tanjung Selor), masyarakat Banjar ( Banjarmasin ), masyarakat Kutai dan masyarakat 

Berau yang merupakan penghuni.  
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Masyarakat pelbagai etnik pribumi minoriti  hidup dalam keadaan yang harmoni dan saling  bantu membantu 

antara satu sama lain adalah merupakan keunikan bagi negeri Sabah. Masyarakatnya hidup 

dalam keadaan  kepelbagaian  budaya dan menarik perhatian ramai pelancong luar  ke negeri ini. 

Terdapat 36 kumpulan pribumi yang berbeza di Sarawak dan ini dapat dibahagikan kepada kumpulan-kumpulan 

besar seperti berikut:  Iban, Bidayuh, Orang Ulu dan Melanau.  Mereka tinggal di sepanjang pesisir pantai dan 

sungai seperti Sungai Rejang, Sungai Batang Lupar dan Sungai Sekrang, dan ada juga yang masih  tinggal di 

pedalaman seperti orang Punan dan Penan. Setiap kumpulan etnik ini telah mewarisi pengetahuan tradisional 

yang luas daripada nenek moyang mereka dan sebahagian besarnya tidak pernah 

didokumentasikan.  Pengetahuan ini termasuklah amalan yang telah dilakukan berkurun lamanya seperti 

penanaman sumber makanan dan bagaimana untuk terus hidup dalam alam sekitar mereka.  Penggunaan dan 

pengurusan sumber-sumber biologi oleh masyarakat pribumi ini sedari zaman dahulu dikenali sebagai 

pengetahuan tradisional. 

Sementara ramai di antara generasi-generasi tua di dalam komuniti-komuniti ini yang masih mempertahankan 

pengetahuan tradisional mereka, terdapat kebimbangan akan hilangnya pengetahuan ini disebabkan oleh 

perubahan cara hidup, keutamaan, senangnya memperolehi kemudahan-kemudahan moden dan hilangnya 

kebergantungan ke atas sumber-sumber semulajadi oleh komuniti-komuniti pribumi ini.  Ini menjadikannya 

semakin penting untuk mendokumentasi Pengetahuan Tradisional oleh setiap komuniti pribumi dan 

mempertahankannya sebagai warisan agar ia tidak hilang ditelan masa.  

Orang Ulu ialah suatu gelaran ciptaan politik untuk mengumpulkan kira-kira 27 kelompok etnik kecil tetapi 

berbeza di Sarawak, Malaysia dengan populasi di antara kurang 300 orang hingga lebih 25,000 orang. Orang 

Ulu bukan merupakan istilah rasmi dan tidak wujud dalam Perlembagaan Malaysia. Istilah ini dipopularkan 

oleh satu persatuan minoriti yang dibentuk pada 1969 dan dikenali sebagai "Persatuan Kebangsaan Orang Ulu" 

(OUNA). Antara kaum yang termasuk dalam kelompok Orang Ulu ialah: Kayan, Kenyah, Kajang, Kejaman, 

Punan, Ukit, Penan, Lun Bawang, Lun Dayeh, Murut, Berawan dan Kelabit. 

Kaum Bidayuh adalah masyarakat yang mendiami kawasan barat daya Sarawak, terutamanya Bahagian Serian, 

Kuching dan di barat Kalimantan. Mereka terdiri daripada empat pecahan etnik iaitu Selakau/Lara (Daerah 

Lundu), Jagoi/Singai ( Daerah Bau), Biatah (Daerah Kecil Padawan) dan Bukar/Sadong (Daerah Serian). 

Mereka kebanyakannya beragama Kristian. Hanya sebahagian sahaja yang menganut agama Islam dan 

animisme. 

http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sarawak
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Serian
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kuching
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalimantan
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kristian
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Islam
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Animisme
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Pada zaman dahulukala suku kaum bidayuh tinggal di rumah panjang. Lazimnya penempatan rumah panjang 

suku kaum Bidayuh terletak jauh di kawasan pendalaman dan tanah tinggi. Ini adalah bagi tujuan keselamatan 

iaitu sukar untuk dikesan oleh musuh.Struktur rumah panjang kaum Bidayuh tidak jauh bezanya dengan 

struktur rumah panjang masyarakat Iban di Sarawak. Atap rumah panjang kaum Bidayuh diperbuat daripada 

atap rumbia atau sagu, manakala dindingnya pula daripada buluh. Pelantar atau lantai rumah panjang pula 

diperbuat daripada papan atau buluh manakala tiangnya pula diperbuat daripada kayu belian. 

Rumah panjang masyarakat Bidayuh terbahagi kepada 3 bahagian iaitu bilik utama, awah dan tanju. Bilik utama 

dapat kita samakan dengan ruang utama kediaman pada masa sekarang. Di dalam bilik ini masyarakat Bidayuh 

lazimnya meletakkan barang-barang peribadi milik keluarga dan keturunan mereka seperti Gong, tempayan, 

tembikar dan sebagainya. Ruang ini juga berfungsi sebagai tempat tidur di kala malam hari. Awah pula adalah 

bahagian pelantar di luar rumah panjang Masyarakat Bidayuh dan lazimnya ia bertutup dan beratap. Ia dapatlah 

disamakan dengan berandah rumah pada dewasa ini. Di "awah" masyarakat Bidayuh menjalankan aktiviti 

aktiviti harian mereka seperti menganyam, berbual, membuat peralatan bertani dan sebagainya. Ruangan Awah 

juga akan digunakan untuk sebarang upacara keagamaan seperti perkahwinan, pantang larang dan pesta-pesta 

tertentu seperti pesta gawai dan sebagainya. "tanju" pulaadalah bahagian terluar di dalam rumah panjang 

masyarakat bidayuh. Bahagian Tanju agag terdedah dan lazimnya ia tidak bertup mahupun beratap. Tanju 

lazimnya digunakan untuk Menjemur hasil tuaian masyarakat Bidayuh seperti padi, lada, jagung dan sebaginya 

Bahasa Bidayuh agak unik berbanding bahasa-bahasa yang lain yang terdapat di Sarawak. Keunikan ini adalah 

berdasarkan sebutan,pertuturan, gerak gaya dan alunan yang dipertuturkan. Lazimnya, bahasa Bidayuh akan 

berubah intonasi dan bahasa mengikut kampung dan daerah tertentu. Hal ini menyebabkan suku kaum ini sukar 

untuk berkomunikasi dengan satu sama lain sekiranya mereka adalah suku atau dari daerah yang berlainan. 

Sebagai contoh, suku Bidayuh dari Kawasan serian menyebut "makan" ialah "ma-an" manakala suku Bidayuh 

dari kawasan padawan pula menyebut "makan" sebagai "man". 

Warna hitam adalah warna utama dalam pemakaian masyarakat Bidayuh. Bagi Kaum wanita masyarakat 

Bidayuh, pakaian lengkap adalah termasuk baju berlengan pendek atau separuh lengan dan sepasang kain 

sarung berwarna hitam paras lutut yang dihiasi dengan manik manik halus pelbagai warna disulami dengan 

kombinasi warna utama iaitu putih, kuning dan merah. Tudung kecil separuh tinggi dengan corak anyaman 

yang indah atau penutup kepala daripada kain berwarna warni dengan sulaman manik halus adalah pelengkap 

hiasan kepala wanita masyarakat Bidayuh.Kaum Lelaki masyarakat Bidayuh pula lazimnya mengenakan 

sepasang persalinan berbentuk baju hitam separa lengan atau berlengan pendek dengan sedikit corak berunsur 
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flora dan seluar hitam atau cawat yang berwarna asas seperti biru, merah dan putih. Kain lilit kepala pula adalah 

pelengkap hiasan kepala kaum lelaki masyarakat ini. 

Bagi masyarakat Bidayuh, muzik memainkanperanan yang penting dalam setiap upacara keagamaan yang 

mereka jalankan. Muzik ini berperanan menaikan semangat, mengusir roh jahat dan sebagai pententeram 

kepada semangat roh. Muzik juga memainkan peranan dalam pemberitahuan motif sesuatu upacara yang 

dijalankan. Umumnya muzik tradisional masyarakat Bidayuh terdiri daripada sepasang gong besar, Canang, 

Gendang dan Tawak (sejenis gong kecil. Terdapat juga alat muzik tradisional yang lain seperti serunai/seruling 

dan gitar buluh. Namun alat muzik seumpama ini amat kurang dimainkan kerana proses pembuatannya yang 

agak rumit. Lembing, tombak, parang ilang (parang pendek), sumpit, "jepur" (seakan samurai) dan "rira" 

(meriam kecil)adalah peralatan senjata yang lazimnya digunakan oleh masyarakat ini untuk berperang pada 

zaman dahulu kala. Manakala peralatan senjata seperti parang, cangkul dan sabit selalunya digunakan untuk 

aktiviti pertanian. 

Kaum Iban dahulu dikenali sebagai Dayak Laut dan dengan jumlah sebanyak 876,000 iaitu 40% daripada 

jumlah penduduk Sarawak, kaum Iban merupakan kumpulan etnik yang terbesar di Sarawak ,mareka mendiami 

daerah dan bahagian negeri Sarawak dari daerah Lundu di barat dan Limbang di timur laut, tetapi kepadatan 

penduduk Iban adalah di bahagian Kota Samarahan, Sri Aman, Sarikei, Sibu, Kapit, Bintulu dan Miri. 

Kebanyakan kaum Iban tinggal berkampung di rumah panjang yang kebiasaanya terletak di tebingan sungai dan 

di tepi jalan raya ini adalah bagi mempermudahkan aktiviti kerja , berhubung dan berkomunikasi antara satu 

sama lain. amalan cara hidup yang diamalkan adalah berlandaskan hukum adat ,pantang-larang, tolak-ansur 

(tolenransi), dan berteraskan perhubungan persaudaraan yang erat antara satu sama lain. Kebanyakan 

masyarakat Iban pada hari ini menerima agama Kristian sebagai pegangan, tetapi dalam masa yang sama masih 

mengekalkan nilai adat resam dan ciri-ciri kebudayaan yang menjadi lambang tradisi masyarakat Iban. 

[Sarawak mempunyai 112 jenis suku Dayak] 

Orang Iban biasanya menduduki di lembah Sungai Saribas, Sungai Skrang, Sungai Batang Lupar, dan Sungai 

Rajang. Kaum Iban adalah kaum yang mengamalkan banyak budaya yang menarik. Mereka hidup 

bermasyarakat dan mendiami rumah-rumah panjang. Diketuai oleh ketua kampung yang dipanggil Tuai Rumah. 

Kebanyakkan masyarakat Iban sekarang telah menetap di bandar-bandar besar di sekitar Negeri Sarawak. 
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Perayaan Gawai merupakan perayaan utama bagi suku kaum Iban. Jenis-jenis Hari Gawai adalah seperti Gawai 

Dayak,Gawai Burung, Gawai Batu, Gawai Kenyalang, Gawai Panggul,Gawai Kelingkang,Gawai Tuah,Gawai 

Lelabi dan Gawai Antu. Antaranya sambutan Hari Gawai Dayak yang dijalankan antara hari pertama dan kedua 

pada bulan Jun adalah terpenting. Biasanya, Tarian Ngajat ditarikan dalam sambutan Hari Gawai sebagai tanda 

kesyukuran dalam kehasilan menuai padi sepanjang tahun ini. Tuai rumah merupakan orang yang 

bertanggungjawab untuk menguruskan sambutan yang penting ini. Perayaan Gawai juga tidak akan lengkap, 

sekiranya Tuak tidak dihidangkan. Minuman yang diperbuat daripada ragi dan beras boleh didapati di rumah 

panjang. 

Kaum Iban dikenali dengan " Master of Language " oleh dunia. Prof Derek Freeman adalah salah seorang 

dikalangan pengkaji Bahasa Iban yang menyatakan bahawa orang Iban sememangnya master of language. Prof 

Derek Freeman turut menyatakan bahawa Orang Iban pandai dalam menggunakan bahasa, di setiap baris ayat, 

mencipta serta membina puisi dengan cantik, bijak dalam memilih dan menyusun ayat sereta mempunyai 

banyak jenis puisi yang menggunakan penyusunan ayat yang sesuai dengan bunyi, seperti yang digunakan 

dalam poems dan prose dalam Bahasa Inggeris. Orang Iban yang mempunyai bahasanya yang tersendiri, iaitu 

Bahasa Iban, bahasa Iban berbeza di setiap tempat bukan sahaja di Sarawak tetapi di Kalimatan, Sabah dan 

Semenanjung. Bahasa Iban merupakan bahasa yang seragam (homogenous). Masyarakat Dayak-Iban 

merupakan satu-satunya bangsa bumiputra di Malaysia yang mempunyai sistem tulisan yang disebut 'Turai'. Ia 

mempunyai tidak kurang daripada 59 abjad yang mewakili bunyi sebutan seperti tulisan rumi. Sistem tulisan ini 

berkesan apabila orang Iban dapat merujuk keturuan sehingga 15 generasi yang terdahulu dengan darjah 

ketepatan yang mengagumkan dan juga merekodkan peristiwa penting. Salah satu peristiwa yang penting dalam 

sejarah orang Iban ialah 'Pirate of Beting Maro' di mana mereka mematahkan kemaraan penjajah dengan 

serangan [Ngayau]dan membawa pulang kepala musuh yang dipenggal.  Kebanyakkan generasi baru 

masyarakat Iban pada masa kini tidak tinggal di rumah panjang, mereka hanya ke rumah panjang apabila 

tibanya Gawai. 

Dalam Kepercayaan Iban, mereka berpegang kepada adat yang diwarisi turun temurun dan ditulis di dalam 

'Papan Turai' oleh 'Tuai Raban Bansa' atau "Chief Paramount" dengan berpandukan nasihat 'Beliau' dan 

'Lemambang'. Contohnya apabila hendak membuka penempatan dan mendirikan rumah, kawasan tanah yang 

hendak didirikan rumah tersebut hendaklah disemak terlebih dahulu. Mereka juga percaya pada petanda-

petanda lain seperti bunyi burung ketupung dan burung beragai. Bunyi yang dikeluarkan oleh binatang-binatang 
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ini adalah petunjuk dan alamat untuk menentukan kesesuaian tapak. Semua petanda akan ditafsirkan oleh 

'Beliau' dan 'Manang' bagi mematuhi adat supaya tidak mendatangkan malapetaka. 

Mimpi merupakan salah satu sumber alamat tentang sesuatu yang bakal terjadi di masa akan datang dan 

diterjemah oleh Beliau dan Manang. Bagi menghidar alamat yang boleh mendatangkan malapetaka, biasanya 

upacara 'Ngintu Burung' dan 'belian' akan dijalankan mengikut 'Adat' yang dirujuk kepada Tuai Raban Bansa. 

Sebahagian besar masyarakat Iban masih tinggal di rumah-rumah panjang dimana pola pertempatan bagi rumah 

panjang ini adalah beselerak dilembah sungai di seluruh Negeri Sarawak, segolongan besar orang Iban masih 

melibatkan diri di dalam kegiatan pertanian iaitu menanam padi bukit atau padi huma. Orang Iban pada zaman 

dahulu merupakan peneroka terulung dalam membuka hutan rimba (berimba)atau(berumpang kampong)bagi 

tujuan penanaman padi bukit. Aktiviti penerokaan ini dilakukan dengan seluas yang termampu dengan matlamat 

untuk mendapatkan hasil tuaian tanaman padi yang lebih banyak. Bagi masyarakat Iban sesiapa yang dapat 

tuaian padi yang banyak maka dia merupakan seorang yang boleh dianggap kaya dan dipandang tinggi ,pintar 

dan rajin. Justeru itu masyarakat Iban pernah dianggap sebagai salah satu masyarakat yang terkenal dengan 

penanaman padi bukit(Sultive,1978:3). Selain itu orang Iban yang tinggal di rumah panjang masih menjalankan 

aktiviti memburu dan mendapat sumber-sumber hutan untuk mendapatkan bekalan makanan dan perubatan. 

Pada hari ini sebahagian orang iban mula menetap di bandar- bandar besar di Sarawak, kebanyakan generasi 

baru Iban mempunyai pengetahuan dan kelayakan pendidikan dan berkerja di dalam sektor awam dan sektor 

swasta. 

Tarian Ngajat sangat popular dalam kalangan orang Iban di Sarawak. Tarian Ngajat terdiri daripada beberapa 

jenis, antaranya ialah Ngajat Induk, Ngajat Bebunoh, Ngajat Lesong, Ngajat Semain, Ngajat Berayah dan 

Ngajat Ngemai “antu pala”. Ngajat bagi orang-orang Iban ialah tarian semasa menyambut Hari Gawai orang-

orang Iban sebelum berperang dan selepas musim menuai. Pada zaman dahulu tarian tersebut ditarikan selepas 

mereka kembali dari berperang. Penari akan memakai pakaian tradisi seperti 'sirat', 'gagung' atau baju burung. 

Penari juga memakai topi yang dihias dengan bulu-bulu burung. Gagung merupakan sejenis baju yang tebal dan 

keras yang diperbuat daripada kulit haiwan seperti kulit beruang tetapi tidak dijahit kiri dan kanannya. 

Tarian ini ditarikan dengan berdiri atas bulatan langsaran ke atas dan ke bawah, penari akan melompat bersama 

iringan lagu. Setiap rentak yang dimainkan adalah bersesuaian dengan upacaranya. Bagi Gawai Sandau Ari, 

gendang Rayah dimainkan untuk tetamu kehormat dan orang yang menyambut gawai untuk ber'Rayah' sambil 

membawa tengkorak musuh. Satu lagi jenis tarian ini ialah penari akan memegang perisai kayu di tangan kiri 

http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sarawak
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ngajat_Induk
http://ms.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ngajat_Bebunoh&action=edit&redlink=1
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http://ms.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Ngajat_Berayah&action=edit&redlink=1
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dan pedang di tangan kanan lalu menari seperti berdepan dengan musuh dengan menghayunkan badannya ke 

kiri dan ke kanan. Lagu iringan dibunyikan daripada alat-alat seperti gong besar dan kecil, gendang, tawak, 

bebendai, engkurumong dan sapeh, iaitu alat bertali seperti gitar. Bagi penari lelaki atau digelar 'keling', Mereka 

akan memakai pakaian tradisi seperti 'sirat', 'gagung' atau baju burung dan juga memakai topi yang dihias 

dengan bulu-bulu burung. Gagung merupakan sejenis baju yang tebal dan keras yang diperbuat daripada kulit 

haiwan seperti kulit beruang tetapi tidak dijahit kiri dan kanannya. Manakala bagi penari wanita atau digelar 

sebagai 'kumang' pula, mereka memakai pakaian tradisional. 

Ngayau, merupakan tradisi kaum Dayak Iban pada suatu masa dahulu. Kini tradisi memburu kepala atau 

"ngayau" tidak lagi diamalkan dan telah diharamkan oleh terutamanya pada zaman penjajahan lagi. Ramai 

pihak berpendapat atau berfahaman bahawa, "lelaki iban yang berjaya memperolehi kepala dalam ekspedisi 

ngayau akan menjadi rebutan atau kegilaan ramai wanita" ini kerana ia melambangkan keberanian dan satu 

jaminan dan kepercayaan bahawa lelaki tersebut mampu menjaga keselamatan wanita yang dikahwininya. 

Sebenarnya kenyataan itu tidak 100% tepat, malah masih boleh dipersoalkan. Ia dikatakan sedemikian kerana 

menurut cerita lisan masyarakat Iban di Rumah-Rumah panjang, selain orang Bujang ada juga individu yang 

telah berkeluarga menyertai ekspedisi memburu kepala. 

Oleh itu, paling tepat kalau kita katakan bahawa, aktiviti "Ngayau" dijalankan adalah untuk mendapat 

penghormatan pada mata masyarakat. Dalam erti kata lain, "ngayau" juga berperanan untuk menaikan taraf 

sosial seseorang. Orang yang pernah memperolehi kepala dalam aktiviti "ngayau" yang disertainya akan digelar 

sebagai "Bujang Berani", serta dikaitkan dengan hal-hal sakti. Ternyata bahawa masyarakat Iban Tradisional 

tidak memandang "Ngayau" sebagai perkara yang memudaratkan. Malah berdasarkan cerita lisan masyarakat 

Iban juga, "ngayau" sentiasa dikaitkan dengan bebagai-bagai unsur positif. Misalnya, "Ngayau sebagai lambang 

keberanian, Simbol Kelelakian, serta martabat Sosial. 

Bagi masyarakat Iban dahulu, usaha bagi si teruna untuk memikat si dara akan dilakukan pada malam hari 

melalui amalan yang dipanggil Ngayap (Sandin,1980:69).amalan ngayap ini dilaksanakan bagi membolehkan si 

teruna dan si dara untuk berkenalan dan meluahkan isi hati kepada pasangan masing-masing,walaupun amalan 

ngayap dibenarkan ,namun ngayap seharusnya dilakukan dengan adap sopan santun yang berlandaskan adat dan 

pegangan hidup bermasyarakat kaum iban itu sendiri bagi mengelakan salah sangka dan fitnah yang boleh 

mencemarkan nilai budaya masyarakat iban. 

http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gendang
http://ms.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Bebendai&action=edit&redlink=1
http://ms.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Engkurumong&action=edit&redlink=1
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sapeh
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Mengikut adat, seseorang teruna boleh mengunjungi si dara tidak melebihi tiga malam berturut,jika kunjungan 

berterusan ,ibu- bapa si gadis mempunyai hak untuk menentukan dan bertanya kepada si teruna samada si 

teruna serius di dalam usahanya untuk memikat atau tidak, jika didapati si teruna tidak jujur dan hanya ingin 

berfoya-foya maka kunjunganya haruslah dihentikan dengan segera . Dan jika si teruna serius dan bercadang 

untuk mengawini si Gadis, maka si teruna dinasihatkan supaya memberitahu ibubapanya tentang hasratnya 

untuk datang meminang si gadis.sekiranya si teruna masih berkunjung tanpa membuat keputusan maka ibubapa 

si gadis berhak menangkap si teruna dan menguruskan perkahwinan pasangan yang berkernaan dan kemudian 

merujuk perkara tersebut kepada Tuai Rumah(Ketua Kaum) dan penduduk rumah panjang yang berkenaan. 

Pada masa kini tradisi dan amalan ngayap tidak lagi diamalkan di dalam arus pembangunan dan cara hidup 

yang lebih bersifat kemodenan,justeru itu perjumpaan si teruna dan dara dijalankan semasa maljlis 

keramaian,seperti gawai,pergaulan di sekolah, di institusi pengajian tinggi,atau di tempat kerja pasangan 

masing-masing.namun demikian ngayap adalah sebahagian kecil daripada budaya warisan iban, untuk 

mengelakan budaya ini dari disalahgunakan oleh generasi baru, maka amalan ini harus dihadkan untuk orang 

iban sahaja,sekiranya terdapat pelanggaran adap atau campurtangan kaum lain di dalam amalan ini, maka 

undang-undang boleh diambil seperti yang termaktup dalam Seksyen 132 Adat Iban,1993. 

Sesama dengan suku kaum Iban, Orang Melanau tinggal di dalam rumah panjang (yang dibina dengan tinggi). 

Namun, masyarakat Melanau pada masa kini telah mengubah cara kehidupan mereka dengan tinggal di dalam 

rumah kampung yang mengikut corak orang Melayu. Masyarakat Melanau yang bukan beragama Islam 

mempercayai makhluk ghaib yang dipanggil Ipok. 

Suku etnik Melanau berkumpul di persisiran pantai seperti kawasan lembah utara Sungai Rajang, Igan, Mukah, 

Oya, dan Bintulu. Masyarakat yang terawal di Sarawak menetap di Mukah. 

Kegiatan ekonomi utama mereka adalah menangkap hasil laut dan menjadi petani padi sawah bagi sebahagian 

kecil daripada mereka yang tinggl di pendalaman. Selain ini, perusahaan sagu juga diusahakan oleh kaum ini. 

Pokok sagu tumbuh di kawasan yang berpaya. Pokok Sagu hanya boleh ditebang selepas sepuluh tahun. Tepung 

sagu atau lemantak diperoleh daripada isi pokok sagu yang dipanggil ripo. Ripo dijemur sehingga kering dan 

diproses sebelum dijadikan lemantak, iaitu tepung sagu. Sarawak merupakan pengeksport sagu yang terbesar di 

Malaysia. 

http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iban
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Islam
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bintulu
http://ms.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mukah
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Perayaan Kaul disambut oleh orang Melanau dengan meriah pada bulan Mac/April setiap tahun dalam bulan 

Pengejin mengikut kalender Melanau. Perayaan ini diadakan untuk menjamu ipok yang mengawal laut. 

Tujuannya untuk memperoleh tangkapan yang memuaskan dan selamat semasa berada di laut serta 

mengelakkan pelbagai wabak dan penyakit. Perayaan ini melambangkan berakhirnya musim hujan dan 

kedatangan atau permulaan musim menangkap ikan. Dalam hari ini, serahang akan disediakan untuk menjamu 

ipok. Serahang adalah diperbuat daripada daun buluh dan daun nipah dengan memasukkan bertih, telur ayam, 

pulut kuning, kirai atau rokok daun, dan sirih ke dalamnya. Walau bagaimanapun, perayaan ini datang dengan 

keghairahan dan kegembiraan. 

Selain Pesta Kaul yang disambut meriah setiap tahun, terdapat budaya yang masih utuh diamalkan oleh 

masyarakat Melanau khususnya yang melibatkan peristiwa kematian ahli keluarga. Walau bagaimanapun, 

amalan tersebut berbeza-beza mengikut daerah dan kampung. Bagi masyarakat Melanau yang mendiami daerah 

Matu, amalan yang berkaitan dengan kematian sudah banyak dipengaruhi oleh agama Islam. Selepas selesai 

majlis pengebumian, ahli keluarga akan bersedia untuk mengadakan upacara "sare" iaitu seperti rumah terbuka 

selama 7 malam berturut-turut. Rumah keluarga si mati akan dikunjungi oleh sanak saudara dan masyarakat 

setempat. Akan tetapi ia sudah dipengaruhi oleh agama Islam secara dengan majlis tahlil, bacaan yassin, 

sembahyang berjemaah, dan kenduri arwah. Adalah fenomena biasa bagi satu keluarga Melanau yang orang 

tuanya menganuti agama tradisional, dan anak-anak menganuti agama Islam dan Kristian. 

Bahasa Melanau mempunyai tatabahasanya yang tersendiri dan tidak begitu sukar untuk dipelajari. Sebagai satu 

bahasa yang mempunyai banyak dialek, bahasa melanau berkongsi tatabahasa yang serupa. Oleh itu apa yang 

perlu ditumpukan ialah kosa kata yang unik untuk dialek itu sahaja. Di alam maya laman untuk mempelajari 

bahasa melanau telah diusahakan oleh orang-orang melanau dan bukan melanau untuk memastikan kemandirian 

bahasa ini di zaman moden. Antaranya ialah Learn Melanau yang memfokuskan bahasa Melanau mukah serta 

budaya melanau merentasi dialek-dialek. 

Kepelbagaian Budaya Etnik Pribumi Minoriti 

Seperti budaya Melayu yang dominan atau budaya Cina dan India, etnik pribumi minoriti juga ada budaya yang 

unik dan tersendiri dari segi keagamaan, perayaan, pakaian, makanan, seni bela diri, seni tampak, teater, 

warisan ketara dan tak ketara,  tarian, adat pertunangan, adat perkahwinan, adat menyambut kelahiran, upacara 

kematian, perubatan, nilai dan norma,  muzik dan nyanyian, permainan tradisional dan sebagainya.   

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kaul_festival
http://learn-melanau.blogspot.com/2011/01/learn-melanau-official-website.html
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Warisan ketara adalah seperti tapak tanah bersejarah, monumen, bangunan atau sesuatu yang tidak boleh 

dipindahkan, dan artifak iaitu bahan kebudayaan yang boleh dipindahkan termasuk artifak (seperti batu nisan, 

tekstil, ukiran kayu, manik, manuskrip), manakala warisan tak ketara adalah seperti ilmu, kepakaran, tradisi 

lisan, nilai-nilai adat dan kebudayaan, bahasa & persuratan, acara perayaan, ritual & kepercayaan, seni 

persembahan, seni tampak, seni perubatan tradisional, sukan dan permainan tradisional.    

 

Contohnya, pesta pribumi minoriti di Sabah dan Sarawak, walaupun terdapat variasi-variasi mengikut suku 

kaum dan tempat, namun secara amnya mereka mengadakan perayaan yang agak seragam iaitu pesta Keamatan 

dan Gawai. Pada asasnya pesta tersebut adalah perayaan kesyukuran selepas menuai padi. Di Sabah, ada 

perayaan yang dikenali sebagai Samazai di kalangan masyarakat Kadazan yang dirayakan pada bulan Mei. Di 

Sarawak, pesta utama dinamakan Gawai iaitu perayaan Orang Dayak pada awal bulan Jun. Perayaan yang sama 

dilakukan oleh suku kaum lain di pelbagai tempat di negeri tersebut seperti oleh Orang Ulu dan Bidayuh. 

 

Program tipikal pada pesta itu ialah penjualan kraf, persembahan kebudayaan, pertandingan menyumpit dan 

tarian suku-kaum masing-masing. Setiap pesta tersebut masih mempunyai keunikan, misalnya di Kota Belud 

(Sabah) diadakan demonstrasi orang Bajau menunggang kuda (equestrians) dalam pakain penuh berhias.  

Masyarakat pribumi minoriti di Sabah dan Sarawak juga mengadakan perarakan kereta berhias, pertandingan 

kedai berhias, pertandingan permainan, perarakan lampu, pertandingan ratu kebaya dan ratu cantik dan 

pertunjukan orkid.   

 

Penglibatan pribumi minoriti di Sabah dan Sarawak dalam pembangunan kebudayaan adalah seiringan dengan 

pembangunan pelancongan kerana festival di Sabah dan Sarawak mempunyai nilai eksotis dan autentik yang 

dapat menarik pelancong ke negara ini. Gawai di Sarawak dan Samazai di Sabah telah diistiharkan oleh 

Kerajaan Pusat sebagai hari cuti umum di dua buah negeri berkenaan dan persembahan perayaan itu telah 

diwartakan oleh kerajaan secara rasmi sebagai program Rumah Terbuka Malaysia.  

 

Pesta-pesta yang berbenih dari agama Kristian di Sabah dan Sarawak adalah seperti krismas, Feast of Santa 

Cruz (pada bulan September) dan Palm Sunday Procession.   Krismas ialah suatu perayaan di kalangan 

penganut Kristian dari pelbagai mazhab.  Feast of Santa Cruz (pada bulan September)  ialah perayaan tahunan 

bagi penganut Katolik. Ia suatu perayaan peringatan “the Feast of the Exaltation of the Holy Cross”.   Palm 

Sunday Procession, biasanya pada 16 Mac setiap tahun. Ia adalah suatu perarakan agama dan acara utamanya 

ialah perarakan patung Christ yang disalib dan mereka berarak dengan membawa lilin yang dinyalakan.  
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Secara tradisi kehidupan masyarakat pribumi minoriti diatur oleh adat mereka yang amat rapat berkait dengan 

sistem pertanian berhuma padi. Di atas kepercayaan kepada semangat padi maka pelbagai perayaan dan ritual 

dilakukan pada bila-bila masa sepanjang tahun. Gawai dan ritual ini diketuai oleh beberapa ketua tertentu 

bergantung kepada jenis dan tujuannya. Disepanjang tahun masyarakat pribumi minoriti di Sarawak merayakan 

suatu jenis Gawai tertentu bergantung kepada tahap bertani dan juga kehidupan seluruhnya. Gawai kecil adalah 

semacam doa selamat setelah berjaya mendapat sesuatu atau pun terelak dari bahaya. Gawai utama ialah yang 

berkaitan dengan pertanian padi.   

 

Permulaan kegiatan pertanian itu sendiri akan diketuai oleh ketua suku kaum pribumi minority masing-masing 

sebagai ketua dalam rumah panjang. Apakala sampai kepada membaca sampi (jampi) dan doa, mereka ada 

ketua agama mereka yang memimpin mereka melakukan ritual tertentu.   Jika berlaku kesakitan mereka panggil 

dukun atau manang (pawing) untuk melakukan ritual pengubatan. Kadang-kadang pawang memeriksa punca 

penyakit dengan cara menilik hati babi hutan. Penyakit dikatakan berpunca dari pelanggaran terhadap adat 

terutama pantang (mali) dan larangan dalam berbagai upacara kepercayaan, kehidupan sosial dan juga kegiatan 

berhuma. Pelanggaran terhadap pantang berkaitan semangat padi adalah yang paling berat kerana ia melibatkan 

makanan dan hasil tuaian. 

 

Dalam konsep masyarakat pribumi minoriti, masing-masing ada kuasa ketuhanan.  Contohnya, dalam 

masyarakat Iban, Raja Entala adalah tuhan mereka, dipercayai telah melahirkan manusia yang menurunkan 

orang Iban yang memberi segala macam upacara, gawai dan pantang larang dan peraturan hidup bernama adat. 

Segala macam peraturan, adat-istiadat dan upacara adalah adat. Untuk memulakan kehidupan bertani, orang 

Iban ada Tuai Burung yang memimpin upacara ritual pertanian. Mereka percaya pada tanda dari melihat dan 

mendengar bunyi beberapa jenis burung kerana bunyi ini memberikan petanda terhadap bertuah atau buruknya 

suatu kegiatan dan masa melakukannya. Jika bunyi burung ini diketepikan, mereka akan didatangi bala serta 

kematian. 

 

Kehidupan masyarakat pribumi minoriti berlaku dalam rumah panjang, rumah biasa, bilik-bilik dan juga ruang 

tertentu. Di situlah mereka melahirkan anak, berkahwin dan kemudian meninggal dunia dan dikebumikan di 

kawasan berdekatan rumah. Adat diaplikasikan mereka untuk mengatur semua segi kehidupan termasuk nilai 

utama, kebiasaan harian dan juga hukuman yang melanggar pantang serta taboo yang berat. 
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Upacara  memandikan anak di sungai dilakukan selepas bayi diberi nama dan berusia lebih kurang satu bulan. 

Tujuannya ialah untuk membiasakan bayi dengan air sungai. Jiran-jiran sekampung dan juga kampung-

kampung berdekatan akan dimaklumkan tentang upacara yang akan dijalankan. Bayi yang dipakaikan kain pua 

akan digendong dan dibawa ke sungai sambil diringi dengan muzik tradisional Iban. Sepanjang upacara ini 

gendang akan dimainkan tanpa henti supaya semangat jahat tidak mengganggu dan upacara berjalan dengan 

baik. Dua orang lelaki akan dipilih (seorang daripadanya akan membawa seekor ayam dan seorang lagi akan 

membawa panji-panji). Lemambang atau ketua upacara akan membaca mantera seterusnya akan menetak air 

sungai. Bayi akan dimandikan dan nama bayi itu akan diumumkan. Bayi tersebut akan dibawa pulang semula ke 

rumah dan dipangku oleh ibunya yang duduk di atas tawak atau gong yang diletak di tengah-tengah ruai. 

Kedua-duanya akan diselimutkan dengan pua kumbu. Mereka akan disiramkan dengan air rendaman bahan-

bahan seperti cincin emas, wang syiling atau batu penawar supaya bayi tersebut akan dirahmati dengan segala 

kekayaan. Setelah itu, ibu dan bayinya akan membawa bayi masuk ke bilik dan berakhirlah upacara 

memandikan bayi. 

Pendekatan Membudayakan Perpaduan Di Kalangan Pribumi Minoriti 

Pada hari ini, Malaysia mendapat pengiktirafan dunia atas kejayaan mewujudkan perpaduan di kalangan 

masyarakat majmuk. Namun, proses pengukuhan perpaduan negara perlu terus dilaksanakan kerana peredaran 

masa membawa bersama pelbagai cabaran baru yang boleh menjejaskan perpaduan negara. Masyarakat pribumi 

minoriti di Sabah dan Sarawak mempunyai perasaan sepunya dan setiakawan dengan masyarakat dominan 

seperti Melayu, Cina dan India.  Oleh demikian mereka ada semangat patriotik dan kesetiaan kepada negara 

serta rasa megah sebagai rakyat Malaysia.  Mereka tidak memikirkan sangat tentang minoritinya tetapi perasaan 

kekitaan. Hal inilah yang menyatupadu mereka, iaitu budaya meningkatkan semangat patriotic dan kesetiaan.  

Pendek kata, pribiumi minoriti sanggup memberikan sokongan yang padu kepada dasar perpaduan negara. 

Malah, semangat patriotik dan kesetiaan kepada negara ini telah dipupuk dari awal agar mereka merasa bangga 

menjadi rakyat Malaysia.   

Kedua, masyarakat pribumi minoriti di Sabah dan Sarawak sedar bahawa Malaysia terdiri daripada pelbagai 

kaum, agama, budaya dan berasal dari wilayah.  Justeru, mereka toleran dan sensitif  serta prihatin terhadap 

kepelbagaian ini.  Dengan demikian, wujudlah  keharmonian antara kaum, agama dan wilayah melalui 

pemupukan nilai-nilai masyarakat majmuk yang murni, termasuk hormat-menghormati, toleransi dan saling 

memahami sesama kaum dan sesama kaum. Ini kerana mereka mementingkan soal perpaduan dalam 

menentukan keamanan, kesejahteraan dan pembangunan negara amnya.  
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Ketiga, masyarakat pribumi mengiktiraf kepelbagaian kaum, budaya dan agama dan menghormatinya.  

Hasilnya ialah suasana kedamaian dan persefahaman di antara mereka dengam masyarakat pribumi majoriti.  

Pengiktarafan dan penerimaan hakikat ini menjadi satu langkah yang strategik untuk meningkatkan 

keharmonian antara kaum dan sesama kaum, kebudayaan dan agama.   Maknanya, mereka boleh menjadi akrab 

dan bersatu dengan masyarakat dominan atau dengan semua lapisan dan golongan masyarakat sekaligus 

meningkatkan keharmonian di kalangan masyarakat majmuk di negara kita.   

Seterusnya, masyarakat pribumi di Sabah dan Sarawak tidak mempunyai perasaan yang membezakan antara 

kaum dan sesama kaum dan wilayah atau antara masyarakat pribumi minoriti dan minoriti.  Mereka mahu hidup 

serasi dengan semua lapisan masyarakat.  Sikap demikian mengurangkan polarisasi antara dan sesama kaum, 

agama dan wilayah kerana tidak timbul perasaan curiga dan benci kepada anggota masyarakat dari kaum dan 

wilayah yang berlainan, maka tidak tercetus  juga ketegangan dan konflik sesama kaum, agama atau wilayah.  

Hasilnya, perpaduan tidak tergugat. 

Memang tidak boleh dinafikan bahawa namun masih terdapat jurang perbezaan yang ketara dari segi 

pembangunan di sesetengah tempat di Sabah dan Sarawak, apabila dibandingkan dengan negeri-negeri di 

Semenanjung, khususnya dari aspek infrastruktur asas seperti sistem perhubungan, kesihatan dan pendidikan, 

tetapi itu bukan alasannya utk tidak bersatu.  Masyarakat pribumi minoriti di Sabah dan Sarawak mengalu-

alukan program dan proses integrasi ini agar perasaan perbezaan wilayah ini tidak akan membantutkan usaha 

untuk membina 1 Malaysia seperti dilaungkan oleh Perdana Menteri Malaysia.  Sejak program integrasi 

wilayah (nasional) ini dilaksanakan, proses pengukuhan perpaduan di kalangan masyarakat dominan dan 

masyarakat pribumi minoriti telah berlaku dengan berkesan. Mereka percaya bahawa gagasan 1 Malaysia boleh 

dicapai jika mereka menghormati kepelbagaian dalam budaya negara kita.   

Keserasian Antara Budaya Pribumi Minoriti Dengan Budaya Masyarakat Dominan 

Keserasian boleh berlaku kerana beberapa proses pembudayaannya seperti asimilasi, akulturasi, akomodasi, 

amalgamasi dan pluralisme. Asimilasi ialah satu proses percampuran kumpulan minoriti ke dalam kumpulan 

majoriti. Kumpulan minoriti akan mempelajari, menyertai dan mengamalkan cara hidup kumpulan majoriti.  

Inilah yang berlaku di Sabah (contohnya dalam masyarakat Kadazan-dusun) dan di Sarawak (contohnya Iban 

Balau-Remun atau Undup-Saribas).   

Keserasian ini berlaku asimilasi struktur di mana kumpulan pribumi minoriti berjaya menyertai institusi utama 

kumpulan majoriti seperti institusi pendidikan, petempatan, ekonomi, politik dan sosial.  Dalam kes ini 
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kumpulan minoriti tidak akan hilang ciri-ciri dan identiti asal, kerana mereka cuma mengalami sedikit 

perubahan sahaja. Kadang-kadang kumpulan pribumi minoriti diasimilasikan melalui perkahwinan campur 

dengan ahli kumpulan masyarakat dominan atau ahli kumpulan etnik pribumi yang lebih besar.  Keadaan ini 

membina toleransi identiti dan seterusnya meningkatkan usaha hubungan etnik. 

Proses akulturasi juga berlaku apabila kumpulan pribumi minoriti mempelajari budaya pribumi majoriti (atau 

budaya masyarakat dominan) dan cara hidup seperti ilmu pengetahuan, kepercayaan, seni lukis, moral dan lain-

lain tetapi tidak secara keseluruhan.   Ini berlaku setiap hari melalui Dasar Ekonomi Baru, Dasar Pendidikan 

negara, Sekolah Kebangsaan, Barisan Nasional dan sebagainya.  Melalui proses akulturasi ini masyarakat 

pribumi minoriti dengan kebudayaan tertentu nya dihadapkan dengan unsur kebudayaan yang lain. Kebudayaan 

yang baru (yang dianggap asing) itu lambat laun diterima dan diolah ke dalam kebudayaannya sendiri tanpa 

menyebabkan hilangnya unsur kebudayaan pribumi minoriti itu sendiri. 

Melalui proses akomodasi pula satu kelompok masyarakat pribumi minoriti yang berkonflik telah bersetuju 

untuk menghentikan dan mengelakkan konflik itu melalui interaksi secara aman. Mereka hidup secara harmoni 

dan menghormati antara satu sama lain.  Contohnya, mereka tidak mahu lagi bertelagah tentang  tentang agama 

atau adat resam tertentu, maka mereka berdamai dan bersetuju menghormati satu sama lain.   

Amalgamasi pula ialah percantuman seluruh aspek kehidupan melalui perkahwinan campur. Kepelbagaian etnik 

bersatu padu dan membentuk satu budaya baru dengan percantuman biologi itu.  Proses amalgamasi kerap 

berlaku di kalangan masyarakat pribumi minoriti dengan mayarakat dominan samada di Sabah dan Sarawak.   

Proses pluralisme tidak kurang pentingnya untuk mewujudkan keserasian di kalangan kepelbagaian  budaya 

yang koita boleh namakan sebagai pluralisme kebudayaan. Melalu proses ini tiap kaum pribumi minoriti 

mempertahankan kepelbagaian budaya dan cara hidup mereka masing-masing.  Pendek kata, mereka hidup 

bersama-sama kaum majoriti lain dan menerima perbezaan yang sedia ada.  Maksudnya, mereka mengamalkan 

budaya masing-masing tanpa sentimen perkauman.   

Dalam kes tertentu golongan pribumi minoriti tertentu mengekalkan budaya asal mereka tetapi menerima unsur-

unsur kebudayaan kumpulan pribumi majority yang lain hasil daripada pergaulan, interaksi sosial dan 

perhubungan sesama mereka, contohnya segelintir orang Iban atau Kadazan-dusun yang bermastautin di pekan 

masyarakat Melayu atau masyarakat Cina/India.  Di situ berlaku nya usaha menjayakan hubungan dengan 

meraikan kepelbagaian etnik melalui budaya, sukan, muzik, fesyen dan makanan. Keadaan ini akan membina 

http://id.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kebudayaan
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toleransi identiti dan seterusnya meningkatkan usaha hubungan etnik. Model pliralisme ini boleh disebut 

sebagai pluralisme ubahsuaian.  

Sejak berlaku Peristiwa 13 Mei 1969 dahulu, tidak kedengaran lagu prasangka mana-mana etnik kerana 

masyarakat Malaysia serasi.  Tidak lagi orang yang bertindak terhadap kaum lain secara streotaip (atau tindakan 

prejudgement) dan mengatakan pribumi mundur, melayu malas, india putar belit atau cina tamak duit. 

Sentimen perkauman sudah kurang sekali dan kita telah menjalinkan semangat muhhibah antara satu dengan 

lain.  Kita tidak lagi hanya mementingkan kumpulan etnik kita sendiri atau kumpulan pribumi minoriti sahaja 

dalam semua hal politik, ekonomi, sosial dan kebudayaan.  Dengan kata lain, kita sudah sampai kepada 

peringkat etnocentrik iaitu kita mempunyai kepercayaan bahawa unsur budaya itu sendiri lebih agung/ mulia 

dari budaya kaum kita sendiri.  

Dari segi bahasa, masyarakat pribumi minority di Sabah dan Sarawak telah menerima dan menggunakan 

Bahasa Melayu dalam kehidupan bermasyarakat seharian mereka kini.  Budaya dalam konteks pendidikan 

semasa dilihat melalui budaya di sekolah.  Murid akan di didik untuk berbudaya sebagaimana dikehendaki oleh 

masyarakat. Oleh demikian, guru perlu menerapkan pendidikan nilai toleransi dan hormat-menghormati supaya 

semua pelajar dapat diterima oleh pelbagai lapisan masyarakat yang terdiri dari pelbagai kaum. Sekolah harus 

berupaya menerapkan budaya melalui pendidikan formal dalam kurikulum dan kegiatan ko-kurikulum. 

Maknanya, perpaduandalam kepelbagaian budaya memerlukan satu usaha yang berterusan khususnya melalui 

pendidikan demi 1 Malaysia. 

Cadangan 

Dari segi perancangan negara, “pembangunan masyarakat majmuk” dengan sifat-sifat yang paling ideal 

dirancang secara konstruktif oleh pihak kerajaan melalui beberapa cara. Antaranya, melalui penganjuran pesta, 

membawa kumpulan seni persembahan ke luar negara dan mengadakan persembahan seni kebudayaan dalam 

upacara-upacara (events) tertentu. Misalnya, menurut laporan rasmi Kerajaan (Rancangan Malaysia Kelapan, 

2000: 473) tujuan kerajaan menganjurkan Citrawarna Malaysia adalah “untuk mempamerkan adat resam dan 

tradisi unik masyarakat berbilang kaum sebagai produk tarikan pelancong.”  

 

Salah satu program terpenting dalam pembangunan pelancongan Malaysia kontemporari ialah “Malaysia Truly 

Asia” – kerana boleh dianggap dasar induk pembangunan produk pelancongan kerana sejak 1999. Objektif 

utama program ini adalah untuk menjadikan Malaysia sebagai sebuah “Asia kecil” (Asian miniature), iaitu, 
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sebuah negara yang mempunyai kesemua peradaban Asia, meliputi peradaban masyarakat peribumi (Melayu 

dan Bumiputera lain), peradaban Cina, peradaban India, peradaban Arab dan peradaban Barat (komuniti 

Portugis di Melaka) (Rancangan Malaysia Kelapan 2000: 473).  
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PENDAHULUAN 

Usaha negara-negara moden pada abad ke-20 untuk mencapai matlamat pembangunan ekonomi yang pesat, 

kemajuan teknologi yang membanggakan dan modenisasi masyarakat secara menyeluruh telah berjaya 

menjadikan negara-negara tersebut terkenal sebagai “developed” (maju), “advanced” (terkehadapan) atau “fully 

industrialised countries” (negeri-negeri yang telah mencapai kemajuan perindustrian sepenuhnya). Tetapi 

kemajuan dan modernisasi yang dicapai khususnya oleh negara-negara Barat itu juga telah menghasilkan, pada 

umumnya, kelunturan nilai-nilai budaya, kelonggaran nilai-nilai moral dan keterasingan nilai-nilai agama 

(Mohd. Kamal, 2010).  

 

Banyak negara umat Islam yang baru mencapai kemerdekaan politik daripada kongkongan penjajahan Barat 

turut melaksanakan model pembangunan atau modernisasi negara ala Barat dan natijahnya, antara lain, ialah 

proses pembaratan budaya tempatan dan pencairan nilai-nilai moral yang merisaukan. Modernisasi sekular yang 

digembar-gemburkan sebagai agenda perubahan yang rasional dan teknologikal rupa-rupanya telah 

menanamkan akar-akar budaya asing atau westernisasi dan sekularisasi yang bertentangan dengan ajaran agama 

dan sistem moral orang Islam atau orang Timur (Mohd. Kamal, 2010). 

 

GLOBALISASI BUDAYA 

Memasuki abad ke-21, negara Malaysia dan umat Islam berhadapan pula dengan tiga gelombang besar – 

globalisasi, ledakan teknologi maklumat dan ekonomi pengetahuan atau maklumat (knowledge-driven 

economy). Ketiga-tiga gelombang ini juga bermula dari negara-negara Barat yang kaya dan kuat, dan dalam tata 

dunia yang baru (“New World Order”) di bawah pimpinan negara Amerika Syarikat dan sekutu-sekutunya, 

ketiga-tiga gelombang itu merupakan cabaran hebat yang sekaligus membuka peluang-peluang tertentu bagi 

negara-negara sedang membangun untuk berada dalam arus perdana dalam hubungan antarabangsa. Melalui 

gelombang globalisasi, pengaruh kekuatan ekonomi negara-negara kaya dan kepentingan korporasi gergasi 

ultinasional dapat menguasai ekonomi dunia di samping menyebarluaskan hegemoni politik dan kapitalismen 

antarabangsa 

 

Menurut Mohd. Kamal (2010), di bawah dasar liberalisasi dan deregulasi perdagangan antarabangsa pimpinan 

World Trade Organisation (WTO), globalisasi yang didukung oleh kuasa korporat global memberikan peluang 

besar kepada mereka untuk mengeksploitasi ekonomi negara-negara membangun, termasuk Malaysia. Situasi 
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ini akan mempercepatkan proses homogenisasi budaya secara global di mana negara yang kuat akan 

mempengaruhi negara yang lemah. Pada waktu itu ciri-ciri luhur dalam budaya Malaysia dan sistem nilai agama 

dan tradisi yang mendasarinya akan dihimpit dan digugat oleh gagasan-gagasan atau aliran-aliran kebudayaan 

asing yang berjiwa materialistik, sekularistik, relativistik, neo-modernistik, hedonistik atau permissive 

(serbaboleh). Aliran-aliran yang ingin melemahkan pengaruh nilai-nilai budaya, agama dan moral tempatan itu 

dibawa masuk oleh unsur-unsur ekonomi kapitalistik tempatan atau antarabangsa yang mementingkan 

keuntungan kewangan semata-mata tanpa mempedulikan isu tanggungjawab sosial atau moral. Pelbagai saluran 

akan digunakan untuk mencapai matlamat ekonomi dan budaya bebas mereka, termasuk industri-industri 

pengiklanan, perfileman, fesyen, muzik, hiburan, pelancongan, media cetak, media elektronik dan Internet. 

 

Dalam masyarakat yang sarat dengan nilai-nilai kebebasan individu di luar kawalan agama dan pandangan 

hidup sekularistik, telah muncul di akhir abad ke-20 gerakan-gerakan sosial yang memperjuangkan kebebasan 

seks, penggunaan marijuana, hak pengguguran anak, kebebasan pelacur-pelacur (yang dikenali sebagai “sex 

workers”), perkahwinan sejenis dan hari-hari perayaan golongan “gay” yang disambut secara besar-besaran. 

Satu contoh gerakan yang benar-benar merbahaya dan mencabar budaya manusia bertamadun dan nilai-nilai 

agama tradisional dan moral yang suci ialah perjuangan masyarakat liberal Barat untuk menjayakan konsepsi 

keluarga yang tidak lagi terdiri dari lelaki dan perempuan, suami isteri dan anak-anak yang sah. Konsep ini 

diperjuangkan pertama kali dalam persidangan United Nations Conference on Population and Development di 

Cairo pada 1994 dan kemudian di Beijing pada tahun 1995. Seiring dengan itu diperjuangkan juga supaya 

dihalalkan hubungan seks sebelum nikah kerana hal ini sudah menjadi lumrah di negara-negara maju teknologi. 

Aliran-aliran seperti ini, sama juga dengan aliran-aliran sastera bebas ala Salman Rushdie, bertitik tolak 

daripada sikap atau keyakinan sebahagian manusia moden bahawa nilai-nilai agama, budaya dan moral sudah 

lama ketinggalan zaman dan manusia dengan kepintaran dan kehebatan teknologi inteleknya sahaja boleh 

mendapat makna hidup dan kesejahteraan tanpa bimbingan agama samawi atau moral yang berteraskan ajaran 

agama. 

  

DASAR KEBUDAYAAN KEBANGSAAN? 

Penggubalan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan adalah penting bagi sesebuah negara membangun dan yang 

mempunyai penduduk berbilang kaum seperti Malaysia. Dasar ini nanti akan dapat menjadi Garis panduan 

dalam membentuk, mewujud dan mengekalkan identiti negara di kalangan dunia 

antarabangsa. Penggubalan dasar ini perlu dibuat dengan mempertimbangkan fakta-fakta perkembangan sejarah 

serantau dan kedudukan negara ini sebagai pusat pertemuan serta pusat tamadun dan perdagangan sejak dua 
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ribu tahun yang lampau. Peranannya sebagai sebuah pusat pertemuan, telah melahirkan proses interaksi, 

pengenalan, penyerapan dan penerimaan pelbagai unsur-unsur yang sesuai kepada kebudayaan asas rantau ini 

dari pelbagai unsur-unsur kebudayaan dunia. 

  

Dengan yang demikian, sebagai satu proses yang berterusan, penwujudan Kebudayaan Kebangsaan Malaysia 

akan terus berlandaskan unsur-unsur dan tiga prinsip yang ditetapkan oleh Kerajaan sebagai Dasar 

Kebudayaan Kebangsaan iaitu: 

 

                  (i) Berteraskan kepada Kebudayaan Rakyat Asal rantau ini yang merangkumi kawasan 

Malaysia, Indonesia, Filipina, Singapura, Brunei, Thailand dan Kampuchea serta Kepulauan Selatan Pasifik 

(Polynesia, Melanesia dan Oceania) sehingga Malagasi adalah merupakan bahagian utama dari kawasan 

tamadun atau budaya Melayu. Rantau ini merupakan pusat pemancaran, pengembangan dan warisan 

Kebudayaan Melayu sejak zaman berzaman dan ditandai pula oleh kegemilangan dan keagungan tamadun 

Melayu yang berpusat di Melaka yang menggunakan Bahasa Melayu sebagai bahasa perhubungan antarabangsa 

(linguafranca). Kebudayaan serantau ini digambarkan oleh persamaan-persamaan di bidang bahasa yang 

berasaskan keluarga bahasa Melayu - Austronesia, kedudukan geografi, pengalaman sejarah, kekayaan alam, 

kesenian dan nilai-nilai keperibadiannya. Budaya Melayu pada hari ini merupakan cara hidup, lambang identiti 

dan asas ukuran keperibadian kepada lebih 200 juta umat manusia yang menuturkan satu rumpun bahasa yang 

sama. Dengan yang demikian, kebudayaan rakyat asal rantau ini dalam pengertian sempit atau luasnya 

kebudayaan Melayu telah dijadikan teras kepada Kebudayaan Kebangsaan. 

 

             (ii) Unsur-unsur Kebudayaan Lain Yang Sesuai dan Wajar boleh diterima Kebudayaan sebagai 

sesuatu yang dinamik, sentiasa berubah-ubah melalui proses penyerapan dan penyesuaian secara berterusan. 

Prinsip ini bertepatan dengan situasi penduduk berbilang kaum yang mewarisi pelbagai budaya. Dengan itu 

unsur-unsur budaya Cina, India Arab, Barat dan lain-lain yang sesuai dan wajar diberi penimbangan dan 

penerimaan dalam pembentukan Kebudayaan Kebangsaan. Kesesuaian penerimaan dalam penyerapan ini 

adalah bergantung kepada tidak wujudnya percanggahan dengan Perlembagaan dan prinsip-prinsip Rukun 

Negara dan kepentlngan nasional serta asas-asas moral dan kerohanian sejagat pada amnya dan pada Islam 

sebagai agama rasmi negara khasnya. 

 

            (iii) Islam Menjadi Unsur Yang Penting Dalam Pembentukan Kebudayaan Kebangsaan - Agama 

atau kepercayaan kepada Tuhan merupakan unsur penting dalam proses pembangunan negara serta 
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pembentukan rakyat yang berakhlak dan berperibadi mulia. Agama Islam memberi panduan kepada manusia 

dalam mengimbang dan memadukan usaha bagi mengisi kehendak-kehendak emosi dan fizikal dan kerana itu 

patut menjadi unsur yang penting dalam pembentukan Kebudayaan Kebangsaan memandangkan kedudukannya 

sebagai agama rasmi negara, di samping telah wujudnya fakta sejarah dan nilai-nilai Islam yang telah sedia 

didukung oleh sebahagian besar rakyat rantau ini. Ketiga-tiga prinsip asas di atas adalah melambangkan 

penerimaan gagasan Kongres Kebudayaan Kebangsaan 1971.  

 

Objektif 

Pembangunan Kebudayaan Kebangsaan bagi negara-negara yang baru merdeka amatlah penting untuk 

mewujudkan sebuah negara yang stabil dan bersatupadu. Dengan yang demikian usaha-usaha pembentukan 

Kebudayaan Kebangsaan Malaysia adalah bertujuan untuk mencapai tiga objektif penting iaitu: 

 

 (i) Mengukuhkan perpaduan bangsa dan negara melalui Kebudayaan; 

 

 (ii)Memupuk dan memelihara keperibadian kebangsaan yang tumbuh daripada Kebudayaan 

Kebangsaan; dan 

 

 (iii) Memperkayakan dan mempertingkatkan kualiti kehidupan kemanusiaan dan kerohanian yang 

seimbang dengan pembangunan sosioekonomi (http://pmr.penerangan.gov.my/) 

 

PERBINCANGAN 

Berdasarkan pengaruh globalisasi dan penghayatan ideologi Barat yang berterusan didapati Dasar Kebudayaan 

Kebangsaan (DKK) hanya tinggal di atas kertas sahaja tanpa ada pengamalan yang bersungguh-sungguh. Walau 

bagaimana baik sekali pun dasar tersebut, jika tidak di amalkan tidaklah berguna dan memberi manafaat kepada 

masyarakat. Oleh sebab itu, didapati semua objektif DKK itu tidak tercapai sepenuhnya malah keadaan 

kehidupan rakyat semakin hari semakin tidak beradap, kadar jenayah tidak menurun dan pelbagai lagi masalah 

keruntuhan akhlak yang mencerminkan terhakisnya nilai-nilai budaya yang hendak dibina oleh DKK itu.  

 

Penulis merasa agak malas untuk menghuraikan isu ini dengan lebih mendalam lagi memandangkan tidak 

adanya kesungguhan dari pelbagai pihak untuk mengatasi isu budaya ini dengan lebih serius lagi. 

 

Rujukan: 

http://pmr.penerangan.gov.my/
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“Tiga belas tahun sejak merdeka kita telah membuat berbagai2 persedian dan rancangan kemajuan.Jika 

diibaratkan sa-buah rumah kita telah mendirikan rangka, tiang, atap dan lantai. 

Sekarang kita mestilah mengadakan dinding dan perkakas2 yang lain supaya rumah itu dapat menurut bentok 

dan rupa yang kita sa-benar2 kehendaki. Ini berma‟ana sa-bagai satu bangsa, kita mesti adakan keperibadian 

kita sendiri atau „identity‟.” 

(Tun Abdul Razak, Berita Harian, 23 September 1970) 

 

Pendahuluan 

 

Kertas ini membincangkan upaya pemerintah dan permasalahan dalam proses pembinaan bangsa bagi negara 

yang mempunyai penduduk pelbagai kaum (polyethnic). Perbincangan secara umum dilakukan ke atas proses 

pembinaan bangsa di negara berkenaan, dengan tumpuan khusus kepada permasalahan identiti nasional di 

Malaysia. Sejak awal 1970an pemerintah di negara ini telah  berusaha mengintegrasikan masyarakat pelbagai 

kaum di negara ini ke dalam satu komuniti politik – „bangsa‟  yang bersatu.  Dalam proses integrasi itu, 

pemerintah Malaysia telah melaksanakan pelbagai program nasional dari segi sosial, politik dan ekonomi. Salah 

satu wahana integrasi yang digunakan  adalah menerusi Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan. Dasar ini digubal pada 

tahun 1971 bagi mencapai matlamat pembinaan identiti nasional bagi sebuah „Bangsa‟ Malaysia.  Namun 

begitu,  kepelbagaian masyarakatnya, terutama sifat dan kedudukan sosio-ekonomi etnik yang berbeza 

membawa cabaran besar ke atas upaya berkenaan.  Persoalan utama dihadapi pemerintah adalah bagaimana 

mahu membina sebuah sistem politik dan sosial yang kohesif dalam masyarakat pelbagai kaum dengan identiti 

yang berbeza-beza dan ikatan kesetiaan yang masih bersifat primordial terhadap etnik masing-masing. Masalah 

kepelbagaian budaya menjadi cabaran utama kepada keberkesanan proses perlaksanaan dasar tersebut. 

 

*Dibentang pada Seminar on “Ulang Tahun Ke-40 Konsep dan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan: Penilaian Semula”  at 

The Kuala Lumpur and Selangor Chinese Assembly Hall (KLSCAH), on 10 December 2011 

 

 

 

Pemerintah dan cabaran pembinaan bangsa dalam masyarakat pelbagai kaum 

 

Lazimnya, kebanyakan regim di negara paska-kolonial yang pelbagai kaum dikuasai oleh kumpulan etnik 

dominan (Henry, 1994.)   Setelah berkuasa, regim tersebut menggerakkan upaya membina bangsa sesuai 

dengan citra “negara-bangsa idaman” nasionalisme etnik dominan tersebut (Rustam,1993.) Namun percubaan 

menggunakan unsur identiti etnik dominan sebagai „marker of identity‟ mencetuskan persoalan besar dalam 
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proses pembinaan bangsa.
41

 Memandangkan kebanyakan negara paska-kolonial ini mempunyai komposisi 

penduduk yang pelbagai etnik maka upaya seperti ini bukan sahaja memerlukan kebijaksanaan politik dan 

keupayaan tinggi pemerintah mengerakkan dasarnya, tetapi juga memperolehi legitimasi masyarakat terhadap 

dasar berkenaan.   

Dasar pembinaan bangsa yang dirangkakan itu hanya dapat direalisasikan sekiranya pemerintah mampu 

mewujudkan keadaan kondusif kepada perlaksanaan proses. Jika sebaliknya, dasar berkenaan bercenderungan 

mencetuskan konflik politik dalam kalangan masyarakat.  Konflik tersebut boleh muncul dalam dua bentuk, 

iaitu konflik yang bersifat kualititatif dan konflik yang bercorak kuantitatif. Konflik kualititatif adalah 

pertelegahan dalam soal idealisme, filosofikal dan ideologikal tentang identiti, bentuk dan hala tuju negara-

bangsa.  Manakala konflik kuantitatif pula berkisar kepada masalah pengagihan sumber negara yang berbentuk 

tangible (Brown, 1981:213.)  Konflik kuantitatif lebih mudah diuruskan berbanding dengan bentuk konflik 

kualititatif. Konflik politik kualititatif menjadi ancaman besar dan berpanjangan kepada pemerintah di sesebuah 

negara sehingga menjerumuskan negara itu dalam kancah konflik yang disebut oleh Brown (1981: 202) sebagai 

“conflict of incompatible interest.” Dalam keadaan konflik seperti ini, pertarungan kelompok-kelompok dalam 

masyarakat berlaku secara berterusan kerana setiap pihak cuba mempertahankan matlamat, kepentingan dan 

identiti masing-masing yang berbeza sama sekali (Rustam, 1993.)  

 

Dalam konteks politik pembinaan bangsa, konflik kualititatif berlaku kerana wujudnya perbezaan yang tajam 

tentang bentuk bangsa yang masing-masing mahu wujudkan. Sidanius, et.al. (1997) menyatakan ada tiga 

perspektif yang menjadi dasar kepada pembinaan identiti nasional di sesebuah negara, iaitu perspektif „melting 

pot, perspektif multicultural atau pluralisme etnik dan perspektif kumpulan (group) dominan. Perbezaan setiap 

perspektif dalam menangani permasalahan identiti  etnik dalam konteks pembinaan identiti nasional samada 

melalui pendekatan asimilasi, mengekalkan kepelbagaian identiti atau dominasi identiti etnik  menyebabkan 

sukarnya setiap kelompok membina konsensus tentang bentu k identiti nasional dan nilai-nilai fundamental 

sebagai asas integrasi pelbagai etnik sebagai satu bangsa.
42

 Lantaran itu, kelangsungan sistem politik di negara 

berkenaan amat bergantung kepada kepada kebijaksanaan pemerintah menerapkan salah satu tiga perspektif di 

                                                 
41

 Pembinaan bangsa merujuk  kepada “the process by which individuals in a state identitfy with both the physical and mythical 

aspects of the state in such a way that their other (most times, more primary) identifications are not seen to be in conflict or 

threatened.” (Henry, 1994: 137.) Rustam (1993: 6), menganggap negara-bangsa adalah komuniti politik yang bersifat simbolis. Para 

anggota atau warganya mengesahkan kewujudan komuniti itu, dan keanggotaannya dalam komuniti itu, melalui ikatan hak dan 

tanggungjawab dengan wilayah kewibawaanya dan hubungan kesetiaan dengan symbol-simbol yang menjadi asas komuniti politik 

tersebut. 
42

 Identiti nasional, menurut William Bloom, „describes that condition in which a mass of people have made the same identification 

with national symbols – have internalized the symbols of the nation – so that they acts as psychological group when there is a threat to, 

or a possibility of enhancement of these symbols of national identitiy.‟ (dipetik dalam Henry, 1994: 137.) 
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atas dan kemampuan memanipulasikan aset yang dimilikinya untuk meregulasi tingkah laku politik rakyat, baik 

dalam kalangan individu mahupun kelompok supaya tindak-tanduk mereka tidak meruntuhkan legitimasi 

pemerintah yang boleh membawa negara ke arah disintegrasi (Tsurutani, 1973; Palmer, 1973; Migdal, 1988) 

 

Aset dalam konteks ini merujuk kepada sumber dan strategi yang dimiliki pemerintah dalam mengendalikan 

hubungannya dengan masyarakat.  Palmer (1973:7) membahagikan aset tersebut kepada tiga, iaitu aset koersif-

perundangan, aset ekonomi dan aset identitif-psikosimbolik (lihat juga Tsurutani, 1973).  Menurut Tsurutani, 

kemahiran pemerintah memanipulasikan aset tersebut amat kritikal dalam proses pembinaan bangsa.  Menerusi 

keupayaan memanipulasi pelbagai aset tersebut pemerintah memperolehi kekuatan mengawal dan menjuruskan 

pola tingkah-laku politik rakyat bagi mencapai matlamat pembinaan negara-bangsanya .  Kemahiran itu jugalah 

yang akan membolehkan pemerintah memperolehi legitimasi, disamping berjaya pula membina dinamika-

dinamika dalaman dalam kalangan anggota masyarakat seperti yang ia kehendaki.  Sekiranya keadaan seperti 

ini dapat dicapai, maka halangan kepada proses pembinaan negara-bangsa akan dapat diminimumkan. Malah, 

menerusi kecekapan penggunaan aset tersebut juga, pemerintah mampu menguruskan konflik politik dan 

mewujudkan keamanan dan kestabilan dalam negara. Lazimnya, corak penggunaan dan proses manipulasi 

ketiga-tiga aset tersebut bergantung kepada bentuk dan keadaan konflik yang berlaku di dalam masyarakat di 

sesebuah negara itu.  Misalnya, dalam sesebuah masyarakat mengalami konflik kualititatif yang parah dan 

wujudnya „conflicts of incompatible interests‟ sehingga boleh menjuruskan negara ke arah disintegrasi, akan 

memaksa pemerintah menggunakan aset kuasa koersif dan perundangan serta memanipulasikan aset ekonomi 

untuk mengendurkan ketegangan dan mengelakkan legitimasi pemerintah daripada terus terhakis. Aset tersebut 

terpaksa digunakan bagi menampung kelemahan manipulatif aset identitif-psikosimbolik dalam mengawal dan 

meregulasi pola kelakuan politik individu mahupun kelompok dalam kalangan masyarakat.  Namun begitu, 

mana-mana pemerintah yang hanya bergantung kepada aset koersif-perundangan dan aset ekonomi sentiasa 

berhadapan dengan krisis legitimasi. Tanpa aset identitif-psikosimbolik yang mantap, pemerintah tidak 

berupaya mewujudkan integrasi yang utuh dari segi ekonomi, politik dan sosialnya untuk membina sebuah 

negara-bangsa yang mapan.  Keadaan ini mewujudkan fenomina yang disebutkan oleh Seers (1982:73) sebagai 

kewujudan „artificial nation-state‟ dalam kalangan negara paska-kolonial. 

 

Oleh sebab itulah setiap pemerintah sedaya upaya berusaha membina legitimasi dan menggerakkan proses 

integrasi nasional menerusi manipulasi aset identitif-simbolik. Pembinaan identiti nasional adalah asas utama 

kepada proses mengukuhkan aset identitif tersebut. Para pengkaji mensifatkan aset ini sebagai sine-qua non 

kepada apa pun bentuk sistem politik sejak dahulu sehingga kini (Wolin, 1960; Tsurutani, 1973; Migdal, 1988; 
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dan Norbu, 1992). Dalam konteks pembinaan bangsa, aset identitif-simbolik adalah mekanisme paling berkesan 

dari segi pengaruhnya berbanding  dengan aset koersif-perundangan dan aset ekonomi dalam menumbuh dan 

memantapkan orientasi afektif, kognitif dan evaluatif yang positif  dalam kalangan rakyat terhadap sistem 

politik dan negaranya.  Malahan aset ini mempunyai pengaruh yang kuat dalam mengharmonikan proses 

hubungan sosial di antara kelompok-kelompok di dalam masyarakat.  Kebanyakan negara yang memiliki daya 

manipulatif yang tinggi menerusi aset ini, misalnya Jepun dan German pada penghujung abad kesembilan 

dahulu tidak banyak mengalami kesukaran membina identiti sebagai wahana pemerintah untuk menggerakkan 

mobilisasi sosial dalam kalangan rakyatnya.  Dalam negara seperti itu rakyat memberikan persetujuan 

(voluntary compliance) secara sukarela untuk sama-sama merealisasikan cita-cita dan matlamat negara. 

Mobilisasi yang digerakkan menerusi aset identitif-psikosimbolik amat berkesan dalam memantapkan 

komitmen rakyat dan „attachment‟ mereka terhadap negara.  Dengan darjah komitmen yang tinggi itu cita-cita 

dan matlamat negara menjadi sebahagian daripada hasrat mereka juga (Tusurutani, 1973.)   

 

Sebenarnya, kejayaan pembangunan di sesebuah negara itu tidak ditentukan oleh dasar dan program yang 

digubal semata-mata. Sebaliknya banyak dipengaruhi oleh kemahiran manipulatif dan keupayaan pemerintah 

menggunakan aset yang ada.  Menurut Tusurutani, (1973) dalam konteks pembinaan bangsa, kebanyakan 

negara paska-kolonial tidak menghadapi masalah untuk menggubal dasar dan merangka program pembangunan 

masing-masing. Sebaliknya, masalah utamanya adalah dari segi kemampuan yang rendah setiap pemerintah 

dalam memobilisasikan rakyat dan menggerakkan proses perlaksanaan dasar berkenaan. Memandangkan 

banyak negara di dunia ini tidak dianugerahkan dengan sekitaran sosial dan politik serta sumber kemanusiaan 

dan kebendaan yang selari dengan keperluan pembangunannya, maka langkah yang perlu dilakukan pemerintah 

adalah menggembeling segala sumber yang ada dalam negara untuk mewujudkan sekitaran yang kondusif bagi 

melancarkan perlaksanaan dasar dan program pembangunannya. Proses membina sekitaran kondusif inilah yang 

menjadi masalah besar bagi kebanyakan pemerintah apabila menggerakkan proses pembangunan negara-bangsa 

masing-masing. Upaya ini memerlukan daya kemahiran manipulatif pemerintah yang tinggi dalam 

menggunakan aset-aset yang ada padanya, khususnya aset identitif-psikosimbolik untuk mengubah keadaan ke 

arah sekitaran yang kondusif itu.  Oleh sebab itu, di negara manapun, pemerintahnya terpaksa berusaha 

meningkatkan kemahiran manipulatifnya dalam menggunakan aset identitif-psikosimbolik tersebut secara 

berkesan. Mana-mana pemerintah yang lemah kemahiran manipulatifnya terpaksa bergantung sepenuhnya aset 

koersif-perundangan dan aset ekonomi untuk melancarkan perlaksanaan dasar dan program pembangunannya. 

Sehubungan dengan itu,  dasar pembangunan di sesebuah negara itu memerlukan sebuah dasar lain untuk 

meningkatkan keampuhan aset psiko-simboliknya.   Dasar tersebut dikenali sebagai dasar paliatif (palliative). 
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Manakala dasar pembangunan „proper‟ pula dikenali sebagai dasar kuratif (curative).  Dasar kuratif 

memerlukan kepada dasar paliatif untuk meminimumkan gangguan kepada proses perlaksanaannya. Dasar 

paliatif menurut Tsurutani, (1973) mempunyai beberapa tujuan. Paling penting sekali adalah,  

 

…to elicit and highten favorable popular emotion and feelings (or to depress unfavorable or nehagative 

feelings) to the point of readiness, willing or involuntary, to surrender traditional commitments and 

loyalties and individual preference so that members of society may, again willingly or otherwise accept 

the curative policies which they would otherwise resist or reject. 

 

Secara amnya, dasar paliatif dibina hasil daripada proses pengadunan pelbagai komponen yang terangkum di 

dalam aset identitifi-psikosimbolik.  Dasar ini digerakkan melalui pelbagai program membina karisme 

pemimpin atau institusi, strategi mewujudkan suasana krisis dan perasaan terancam dalam kalangan rakyat, 

memanipulasi pelbagai unsur kebudayaan seperti sistem nilai, simbol dan institusi tradisional, pembinaan 

ideologi dan mitos nasional dan sebagainya. Tujuan utama dasar paliatif itu dirangka adalah membina orientasi 

positif (afektif, kognitif dan evaluatif) dalam kalangan rakyat terhadap pemerintah dan negara. Disamping itu, 

dasar ini juga bertujuan mengharmonikan (debarbarizing) proses hubungan sosial di antara pelbagai kelompok 

etnik di negara berkenaan. Dalam konteks pembinaan bangsa, keberkesanan pemerintah memanipulasi aset 

identitif-psikosimbolik menerusi dasar paliatifnya amat menentukan dari segi meningkatkan kesepaduan sosial 

dalam sesebuah negara.  Keberkesanan dasar ini mampu mengurangkan intensiti konflik politik yang bercorak 

kualitatif. Jadi, perlaksanaan dasar kuratif secara berkesan amat penting dalam menentukan kejayaan sesebuah 

negara mengalami proses pembangunannya. 

 

Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan negara kita yang digubal pada tahun 1971,  adalah juga termasuk  sebagai salah 

satu dasar paliatif pemerintah.  Sebagai alat paliatif pemerintah, dasar ini berperanan penting sebagai penggerak 

proses pembinaan bangsa di negara ini, khususnya dalam konteks pembentukan  identiti nasional, dan juga 

mengendurkan konflik pertarungan politik kualititatif dan pertarungan politik dalam kalangan pelbagai 

kumpulan etnik di negara ini.  Tegasnya, sebagai dasar paliatif pemerintah, Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan 

perlu dilihat sebagai mekanisme kepada upaya pemerintah mengukuhkan aset psiko-simbolik dalam usahanya 

meningkatkan koherensi sosial dan kestabilan politik dalam kalangan masyarakat pelbagai kaum di negara ini.  

Sejauhmanakan dasar ini dilaksanakan secara efektif akan dikupas dalam bahagian akhir makalah ini. 

 

Dilema Pembinaan Bangsa Dalam Masyarakat Pelbagai Kaum 

 

Dari segi sejarahnya, kemunculan sistem negara bangsa moden dengan „bangsa‟ sebagai anggota komuniti 

politik tersebut mempunyai pertalian yang rapat dengan proses hegemoni suatu kumpulan etnik ke atas anggota 
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komuniti politik ke dalam satu entiti politik yang tunggal (Haynes, 1997; Goh, 2008.) Menerusi hegemoni itu 

etnik berkenaan dapat menguasai alat-alat negara serta mewujudkan hubungan secara simbiosis dengan sistem 

kenegeraan tersebut.  Dikebanyakan negara Eropah komuniti politik yang disatukan itu membentuk sebuah 

komuniti politik baru yang kemudiannya dikenali sebagai „bangsa‟ dan sifat „kebangsaan‟nya di dalam sistem 

negara bangsa itu samada ianya dikonsepsikan dari segi perundangan atau persamaan budaya sebagai  unsur 

yang mengikat komuniti politik tersebut.
 43

 Namun bagi kebanyakan negara di Dunia Ketiga, „negara‟ yang 

menjadi mekanisme bagi membentuk „bangsa‟ sebagai satu entiti sosio-budaya tunggal kerap kali menghadapi 

masalah dalam upaya tersebut kerana perbezaan yang besar dalam komposisi penduduknya (Haynes, 1997; 

Orman, 2008)   Walau bagaimanapun masalah itu bergantung kepada komposisi etnik dalam sesebuah negara.  

Komposisi etnik dan kekuatan setiap etnik  dari segi politik dan ekonomi menentukan keupayaan etnik majoriti 

memonopoli sistem dan alat-alat kenegaraan dan melaksanakan hegemoni dalam masyarakat di disesebuah 

negara. Keupayaan menghegemoni membolehkan etnik majoriti mewujudkan monoetnik dan monoculture state 

tanpa banyak menghadapi tentangan etnik-etnik minoriti lain, terutamanya apabila kuasa sosial etnik minoriti 

berkenaan lemah. Etnik minoriti yang tidak berdaya itu samada terpaksa atau dipaksa melalui proses asimilasi 

untuk mempastikan terbina ikatan psiko-budaya dengan etnik majoriti. Bagi sesetengah negara, proses 

hegemoni etnik majoriti dan pengasimilasian etnik minoriti ke dalam sistem kebudayaan kebangsaan tunggal 

menjadi asas kepada pembentukan identiti kebangsaan dan juga penglahiran perasaan „kebangsaan‟ (sense of 

the nation) bagi komuniti politik di negara tersebut.  Di sini kita dapat melihat bagaimana proses membina 

sebuah „bangsa‟ tunggal sebagai komuniti politik di negara berkenaan berlaku seperti di Thailand dan juga di 

Indonesia (Connors, 2005.) 

 

                                                 
43

  Namun begitu, di Britain, lain pula tafsirannya.  Di negara itu, konsep „bangsa‟ dalam sistem perundangannya tidak membawa 

pengertian yang menitikberatkan kepada ikatan kebudayaan. Sebaliknya, konsep „bangsa‟ dalam sistem kenegaraannya lebih menjurus 

kepada ikatan secara perundangan.  Ini membawa makna bahawa „bangsa‟ itu disinonimkan dengan „kerakyatan.‟ Ringkasnya, 

„bangsa‟ dalam pengertian tersebut tidak merujuk kepada ikatan sosio-budaya sebagai asas penyatuan masyarakatnya, menjurus 

kepada ikatan secara perundangan.  Ini membawa makna bahawa „bangsa‟ itu disinonimkan dengan „kerakyatan.‟ Ringkasnya, 

„bangsa‟ dalam pengertian tersebut tidak merujuk kepada ikatan sosio-budaya sebagai asas penyatuan masyarakatnya, sebaliknya 

ditentukan oleh status keanggotaan seseorang itu secara perundangannya di dalam komuniti politik di sesebuah negara itu. Jelas sekali 

bahawa pengertian „bangsa‟ dalam konteks „kerakyatan‟ itu lebih mudah, tetapi amat longgar dari segi ikatannya dari segi sosial dan 

juga budaya.  Sekiranya konsep „bangsa‟ yang  sinonim dengan „kerakyatan‟ itu dipakai dalam proses pembinaan bangsa, maka kita 

kita akan mendapati bahawa negara-negara di dunia pada hari ini tidak menghadapi banyak masalah.  Ini kerana setiap orang yang 

menjadi „rakyat‟ kepada sesebuah negara itu adalah secara automatis menjadi „bangsa‟ bagi negara berkenaan. Masalahnya timbul 

apabila negara, terutamanya negara paska-kolonial memakai konsep „bangsa‟ yang ditafsirkan bukan sahaja secara perundangan, 

malahan juga berasaskan kepada ikatan psiko-budaya dalam kalangan anggota komuniti politiknya  sebagai asas „kebangsaan‟nya. 

Menurut Seers, (1982), hampir 90 peratus negara bangsa di dunia kini adalah „artificial nation-state‟ kerana negara-negara tersebut 

dianggotai oleh kumpulan-kumpulan etnik yang berbeza dari sudut sistem sosio-budayanya. Kebanyakan negara ini menghadapi 

masalah dalam proses pembinaan negara bangsa, khususnya untuk membina sebuah komuniti politik dengan „sense of national 

identity‟ yang berasaskan sistem kenegaraan monoetnik atau monoculture.  (Smolic, 1979.)   
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Namun begitu, tidak semua negara, khususnya negara-pasca kolonial di Dunia Ketiga yang muncul setelah 

berakhirnya kolonialisme Barat berjaya melalui pengalaman dan proses pembinaan bangsa secara hegemonik 

oleh etnik majoriti untuk membentuk monoetnik dan monoculture state (Phadnis, 1990: Alemseged, 2004; 

Miguel,2004.)  Kesukaran berlaku apabila dalam negara berkenaan terdapat kumpulan etnik yang disebut 

Turner dan Bonacich, (1980), sebagai „middleman minority.‟ Kumpulan minoriti jenis ini memiliki kedudukan 

sosial dan ekonomi yang kukuh.  Mereka adalah etnik yang sukar di integrasi/asimilasikan.    Dikebanyakan 

negara Dunia Ketiga komposisi etnik yang menganggotai komuniti politiknya, adalah samada  hampir seimbang 

dari segi jumlahnya atau etnik majaoritinya dibelenggui oleh pelbagai masalah ekonomi. Sementara etnik 

minoriti pula memiliki kekuasaan sosial dan ekonomi yang tinggi.  Malaysia adalah salah sebuah yang memiliki 

komposisi etnik seperti ini.  Dalam keadaan seperti ini etnik majoriti terpaksa menghadapai  cabaran yang besar 

dalam usaha masing-masing membentuk sebuah sistem monoetnik dan „monoculture state.‟  Pergolakan politik 

yang berpanjangan di kebanyakan negara di Afrika dan masalah politik di Sri Lanka umpamanya adalah 

manifestasi kepada fenomena tersebut (Bonacich, 1973; Hennayake, 1992; Haynes, 1997; Zewde, 2008.) 

 

Secara umumnya, kebanyakan pemerintah di negara yang mempunyai masyarakat pelbagai kaum menghadapi 

kesukaran mengintegrasikan masyarakat masing-masing (Gidden, 1993; Seers, 1982; Norbu, 1992; Mehden, 

1969; Nugent, 1994; Yamamoto, 2007.) Perbezaan tajam dari sudut sosio-budaya di antara pelbagai etnik 

mewujudkan kuasa centrifugal yang sentiasa mengganggu usaha pemerintah mengintegrasikan komuniti politik 

tersebut apabila setiap etnik enggan mengorbankan warisan identiti primordial mereka dalam proses pembinaan 

bangsa itu (Turner & Bonacich, 1980.)  Oleh sebab itu, keupayaan pemerintah menggerakkan proses berkenaan 

dipengaruhi kuat oleh darjah legitimasi pemerintah di negara-negara berkenaan (Seers, 1982.) Dalam 

kebanyakan negara, kegagalan memperolehi legitimasi daripada etnik minoriti melemahkan proses mobilisasi 

sosial yang diperlukan dalam proses pembinaan bangsa. Kegagalan meraih legitimasi bukan sahaja melemahkan 

kedudukan pemerintah, malahan turut menjejaskan keupayaannya memanipulasi aset identitif-psikosimbolik.  

Kelemahan ini, menurut Seers (1992,) menyukarkan pemerintah memupuk voluntary compliance dalam 

kalangan masyarakat pelbagai kaum itu.  

 

Kelemahan kerajaan menggerakkan mobilisasi bagi membina identiti nasional kerana setiap kumpulan etnik 

berkenaan berpegang kuat kepada ideologi „negara idaman‟ yang bertentangan di antara satu sama lain. 

Malahan mereka juga menuntut „recognition‟ daripada pemerintah dan melakukan penentangan terhadap upaya 

pembinaan identiti nasional oleh pemerintah atas dasar hak asasi manusia.  Lantaran itu, persoalan politik yang 

bersifat kualititatif, terutamanya dalam soal menentukan „siapa kita‟ dan „ke mana kita akan pergi di masa 
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depan‟ yang menjadi asas kepada pembinaan bangsa bagi kebanyakan negara  mengalami kemelut yang 

berterusan.  Ini kerana setiap etnik mengemukakan jawapan yang berbeza-beza tentang identiti dan halu tuju 

masing-masing sehingga sukarnya membina konsensus dalam menetapkan corak identiti  kebangsaan negara 

(Merkl, 1970; Haynes, 1997).  Keadaan menjadi lebih buruk apabila persoalan „siapa kita‟ dan „ke mana kita‟ 

tadi cuba diselesaikan secara „keras‟ oleh etnik majoriti menerusi prinsip monoculture dan mono-etnik state 

yang rigid.  Lazimnya, prinsip yang rigid seperti ini mencetuskan masalah yang sukar diselesaikan, malahan 

memerlukan kos sosial yang besar kerana pemerintah terpaksa bergantung kepada aset koersif-perundangan  

dan aset ekonomi untuk mencapai matlamat tersebut (Turner & Bonacich, 1980; Haynes, 1997)  Keupayaan 

pemerintah menggunakan kemahiran manipulatifnya dalam kebanyakan negara yang mempunyai sistem sosial 

polyetnik, banyak bergantung kepada penggunaan kedua-dua aset tersebut (Migdal, 1988.)  Keadaan ini ada 

kaitannya dengan sejarah kemunculan negara berkenaan.  Di negara yang mempunyai masyarakat seperti itu, 

nasionalisme yang digerakkan oleh etnik majoriti pada peringkat awal perjuangan menuntut kemerdekaan  

adalah bersifat ethno-nasionalisme (Norbu, 1992 dan Hennayake, 1992.) Nasionalisme etnik majoriti ini 

kemudiannya menjadi kuasa yang menghegemoni negara setelah berakhirnya kolonialisme. Tujuannya adalah 

bagi membolehkan etnik majoriti mewujudkan hubungan simbiosis dengan negara yang baru terbentuk itu.  

Kejayaan mewujudkan hubungan simbiotik itu memberi peluang kepada etnik majoriti membina negara-bangsa 

yang berteraskan kepada imej „negara idaman‟nya.  Sekiranya hegemoni nasionalisme etnik majoriti itu boleh 

berlaku sepenuhnya dan hubungan simbiosis yang mantap di antara etnik majoriti dengan negara dapat 

diwujudkan, maka persoalan „siapa kita‟ dan „ke mana kita‟ , atau dalam erti kata lain, masalah identiti 

kebangsaan dan soal integrasi komuniti politik ke dalam satu rupa bangsa yang memiliki ikatan psiko-budaya 

itu lebih mudah dicapai.  Namun begitu, apabila hegemoni tidak berlaku dengan sempurna, maka percubaan 

etnik majoriti itu hanya akan mencetuskan konflik politik yang berpanjangan (Hennayake, 1992.) Pertarungan 

dan penentangan yang berterusan oleh etnik minoriti adalah bertujuan untuk menghalang wujudnya hubungan 

simbiotik itu (Rustam, 1993.) Kesannya,  proses pembinaan bangsa yang cuba digiatkan itu bertukar menjadi 

pertarungan politik hegemoni - kontra hegemoni di antara etnik majoriti dengan etnik minoriti.  Dalam keadaan 

pergolakan seperti itu, pemerintah menghadapi masalah mewujudkan kestabilan politik, apa lagi hendak 

melaksanakan dasar dan program pembangunannya secara berkesan.   

 

Secara umumnya, kegagalan kebanyakan pemerintah di negara pelbagai kaum adalah berpunca daripada ikatan 

rapatnya dengan nasionalisme etnik majoriti. Ikatan ini mencorakkan orientasi dasar pemerintah, baik dalam 

penggubalan dasar kuratif mahupun dasar paliatif. Sementara itu,  kegagalan nasionalisme etnik majoriti 

bertukar kepada nasionalisme negara (large scale nationalism) menyebabkan komponen-komponen yang 
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mendasarinya berakar umbi kepada cita-cita dan etos etnik majoriti berkenaan. Masalah yang paling utama 

dalam kedua-dua dasar pemerintah itu muncul apabila etnik minoriti menanggapi bahawa nasionalisme yang 

dipelopori melalui dasar kebangsaan oleh negara itu adalah hanya mewakili cita-cita nasionalis etnik majoriti 

berkenaan  (Haynes, 1997; Rustam, 1993.)  Oleh itu, kewujudan nasionalisme etnik majoriti sebagai kuasa 

berpengaruh dalam arus politik negara tidak kurang mencetuskan kontradiksi kepada proses pembinaan bangsa 

di sesebuah negara itu. Kontradiksi itu berlaku kerana nasionalisme biasanya berdiri di atas dua komponennya 

yang penting, iaitu komponen identiti dan komponen solidariti. Komponen identiti diperkukuhkan oleh data-

data tradisional seperti etnisiti, kepercayaan agama, sistem nilai, sejarah, kesusasteraan dan pelbagai aspek 

kebudayaan yang lain.  Manakala komponen solidariti pula diperteguhkan oleh data-data moden seperti 

kebebasan (liberty), persaudaraan (fraternity) dan persamaan (equality). Prinsip-prinsip ini menjadi teras kepada 

ideologi egalitarianisme dalam nasionalisme (Hennayake, 1992.) Upaya menasionalisasikan identiti menerusi 

kebudayaan yang digiatkan oleh pemerintah ditanggapi oleh etnik minoriti sebagai bercanggah dengan prinsip 

egalitarianism tersebut. 

 

Dalam sebuah negara bangsa yang bersifat monoetnik dan monoculture, komponen-komponen nasionalisme 

itulah yang mendasari pembinaan identiti kebangsaan sesuatu bangsa. Komponen identiti menjadi pengikat 

hubungan psiko-budaya, khususnya dalam mengasaskan solidariti etnik mahupun komuniti politik untuk 

membina „bangsa‟ di negara tersebut.  Tetapi tidak demikian halnya di dalam masyarakat pelbagai kaum kerana 

komponen identiti nasionalismenya adalah mewakili sekumpulan etnik sahaja, iaitu etnik majoriti.  Kontradiksi 

berlaku apabila data-data tradisional dalam komponen identiti nasionalisme etnik majoriti tadi diangkat menjadi 

penanda  kepada identiti „kebangsaan‟(marker of identity) untuk diterapkan  sebagai identiti bagi semua 

kumpulan etnik lain yang membentuk komuniti politik di negara berkenaan. Malahan pemerintah yang ada 

hubungan simbiotik dengan etnik majoriti juga turut menjadikan komponen identiti ethno-nasionalisme tersebut 

sebagai sumber aset identitif-psikosimboliknya. Pemakaian komponen identiti tersebut sebagai sebahagian 

dasar paliatif pemerintah biasanya diterjemahkan menerusi pelbagai dasar yang bersifat kebangsaan dan juga 

pengekalan pelbagai simbol dan institusi tradisional etnik majoriti sebagai lambang kewujudan sebuah negara-

bangsa itu (Orman, 2008.)  

 

Sementara itu, orientasi dasar dan program pembangunan negara juga banyak dipengaruhi oleh tuntutan 

nasionalis etnik majoriti sehingga menyebabkan prinsip-prinsip egalitarianisme yang menjadi inti penting 

nasionalisme tidak diterapkan secara menyeluruh dalam kalangan masyarakat pelbagai etnik itu.  Lebih buruk 

lagi, apabila tuntutan etno-nasionalis yang bersifat exclusionary, ditanggapi oleh etnik minoriti sebagai 



Ulang Tahun Ke-40, Konsep dan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan: Penilaian Semula 

省思国家文化概念与政策研讨会 

Page 81 
 

percubaan meminggirkan mereka daripada proses pembangunan yang berlaku itu.  Dengan adanya kontradiksi 

seperti itu dasar-dasar yang bersifat kebangsaan seringkali tidak mendapat penerimaan yang sepenuhnya 

daripada etnik minoriti.  Ini menyebakan tugas pemerintah mengintegrasi masyarakat pelbagai kaum sebagai 

satu „bangsa‟ menjadi  rumit.  Kerumitan itu semakin bertambah pula apabila dasar dan program pembangunan 

yang dilaksanakan itu tidak mencetuskan kesan efektif yang merata dalam  mencorakkan perubahan dari segi 

psiko-sosial kumpulan-kumpulan etnik di negara berkenaan.   

 

Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan Sebagai Paliatif Politik Pemerintah dalam Konteks Pembinaan Bangsa 

Malaysia 

 

Isu tentang identiti nasional telah mula diberikan perhatian sejak sebelum negara mencapai kemerdekaan lagi 

(Shamsul, 1996; Mandal, 2008.) Paling awal adalah wujudnya pemikiran tentang identiti yang dicitrakan 

sebagai „negara-bangsa Melayu.‟ (Rustam, 1993.) Dalam persidangan kebudayaan yang diadakan pada tahun 

1957 dan 1962,
44

 gesaan supaya dilaksanakan dasar kebudayaan kebangsaan yang berteraskan kebudayaan 

Melayu telah suarakan. Namun begitu, gagasan tersebut tidak mendapat perhatian kerajaan Perikatan (Rustam, 

1993.) Disamping itu, muncul pelbagai konsepsi tentang bangsa dan identiti yang saling berlawanan, yang 

setiap satunya tidak difahami bersama turut diartikulasikan oleh pelbagai pihak.
45

  Suasana politik yang bersifat 

perkauman  sejak pertengahan tahun 1960an telah membantutkan upaya pembinaan sebuah negara-bangsa yang 

                                                 
44

 Pada tahun 1962, Pertubuhan Pemuda Desa yang dipimpin oleh Sardon Jubin, dalam Persidangan Tahunannya telah 

menggesakan kerajaan supaya menggubal sebuah dasar kebudayaan bagi mewujudkan sebuah Kebudayaan Kebangsaan bagi 

penduduk negara ini. Pertubuhan tersebut mencadangkan supaya Kebudayaan Kebangsaan bagi negara ini hendaklah yang berteraskan 

kepada kebudayaan Melayu. Sungguhpun isu ini mencetuskan kebimbangan di kalangan kaum bukan Melayu, tetapi kontroversi 

tentang isu ini tidak lama.  Ini kerana dalam tahun-tahun berikutnya, suasana politik dan perhubungan kaum banyak dipengaruhi oleh 

isu-isu bahasa dan pendidikan. Sebagai tindakbalasnya, kaum bukan Melayu juga turut mendesak agar kerajaan mengamalkan sikap 

yang lebih liberal dalam soal bahasa dan juga kebudayaan.  
45

 Selanjutnya, setel;ah kemasukan singapura ke dalam Persekutuan Malaysia Lee Kuan Yew giat mengartikulasikan  

gagasan politik baru  yang dikenali sebagai Malaysian-Malaysia. Beliau menegaskan bahawa gagasan ini adalah lebih sesuai sebagai 

asas kepada pembinaan sebuah Negara bangsa Malaysia yang berbilang kaum kerana melalui Malaysian-Malaysia  tiada kaum yang 

akan mendominasi kaum yang lain.  Lebih tegas lagi, gagasan Malaysian-Malaysia menganjurkan prinsip persamaan di antara kaum-

kaum di negara ini.  Prinsip ini menekankan bahawa setiap kaum di negara ini  memiliki status yang sama.  Oleh sebab itu peluang 

yang sama rata diberi kepada setiap rakyat di negara ini tanpa mengira kaum dan asal keturunannya. Hak semua kaum dari segi 

agama, bahasa dan kebudayaan turut dihormati. Lebih penting lagi, setiap unsur tersebut hendaklah dibenarkan berkembang secara 

bebas sehingga lama kelamaan setiap satunya akan bergabung membentuk  identiti kebangsaan negara ini.  Kemunculan DAP sebagai 

sebuah parti pelbagai kaum yang memperjuangkan gagasan Malaysian-Malaysia setelah ketiadaan PAP tidak banyak membantu 

meredakan suasana perkauman yang semakin tegang itu.  Malahan, kemunculan parti berkenaan menambah tajamkan lagi keadaan 

perkauman di negara ini, terutamanya  apabila  DAP mula menjadi pilihan baru bagi golongan muda dari kaum Cina dan kaum India 

yang kecewa terhadap  MCA dan MIC selama ini.  Hasilnya, DAP muncul sebagai satu platform baru bagi kaum bukan Melayu untuk 

memperjuangkan aspirasi dan kepentingan mereka. Menurut Vasil (1980,) gagasan Malaysian-Malaysia yang diperjuangkan oleh 

DAP adalah lebih radikal berbanding dengan konsep yang diartikulasikan oleh PAP dahulu.  Lantaran itu, menurut beliau, dalam 

penghujung tahun 1960an itu keadaan perkauman di negara ini menjadi semakin militan. 
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bersatu padu. Tidak hairanlah, menurutu Vasil, (1980)  meskipun negara ini telah mencapai kemerdekaan lebih 

sedekad, tetapi pemimpin politik dan rakyat jelata semakin berpecah belah.  Setiap daripada mereka hanya 

mementingkan cita-cita yang berasaskan kepada citra, hasrat dan kepentingan mempertahankan identiti etnik 

masing-masing.  Dalam keadaan suhu politik perkauman yang hangat itu, rakyat jelata dan pemimpin politik 

setiap kaum  tidak berminat membina  konsensus tentang sifat - sifat kebangsaan bagi negara ini.  Malahan 

mereka juga tidak mampu membayangkan rupa bentuk identiti dan kepentingan sepunya yang harus dikongsi 

bersama oleh setiap kelompok masyarakat (Rustam, 1993.) Malaysia ketika ini berhadapan dengan „krisis 

identiti‟ yang parah.  Menghuraikan keadaan ketika itu,  Tan Sri Ghazali Shafei, (1985:49) menyatakan:  

In 1969, the Malaysian was a person utterly lost in the noises of these slogans.  He was a being without a 

vision, without a sense of direction and without objectivity.  He was skeptical, with a paralyzing effect 

on himself and on society as a whole. 

 

Hanya selepas peristiwa 13 Mei 1969, isu identiti dibangkitkan semula kerana tuntutan menangani krisis identiti 

tersebut semakin mendesak.  Dalam ucapan di Perhimpunan Agung UMNO, pada tahun 1970 Tun Abdul Razak 

membangkitkan soal pentingnya dibina satu bentuk identiti nasional bagi Malaysia (Berita Harian, 23 

September 1970.)  Berikutan dengan itu, kerajaan bersetuju supaya Kementerian Belia dan Sukan 

menganjurkan sebuah kongres kebudayaan bagi tujuan tersebut. Kongres yang  diadakan di Kuala Lumpur pada 

16 Ogos 1971 bertujuan  mengidentifikasi asas utama kebudayaan kebangsaan sesuai dengan hasrat Tun Abdul 

Razak itu.  Sebanyak enam kertas kerja dasar, disamping kertas kerja iringan yang lain telah dibentangkan 

dalam kongres tersebut. Hasilnya garis panduan bagi pembinaan identiti nasional telah dikemukakan. Menurut 

garis panduan itu, pembinaan identiti nasional bagi negara ini hendaklah berasaskan kepada 3 prinsip utama: 

Pertama, kebudayaan kebangsaan hendaklah diasaskan kepada kebudayaan penduduk asal negara ini. Kedua, 

Islam menjadi unsur penting dalam kebudayaan tersebut. Dan ketiganya, lain-lain kebudayaan yang tidak 

bertentangan dan sesuai akan diterima.
46

  (Nik Anuar, Muhd Hj Salleh & Abd.Ghapa, 2011.)  Ketika 

menghuraikan konsep kebudayaan yang telah dipersetujui oleh kongres itu, Encik Ali Haji Ahmad, Menteri 

Kebudayaan Belia dan Sukan menjelaskan,  

Konsep ini tidaklah lahir dari kekosongan sejarah tetapi adalah lahir dari pernyataan sejarah Asia 

Tenggara dan tanah air kita sendiri. Sejak beribu-ribu tahun, rantau ini telah mempunyai identitinya 

sendiri dalam kebudayaan, berlainan daripada yang terdapat samada di India, atau di negeri China, atau di 

                                                 
46

 Kementerian Kebudayaan Belia dan Sukan kemudiannya telah menubuhkan sebuah Jawatankuasa Penasihat Perlaksanaan Rumusan 

Kongres bagi meneliti 198 rumusan dan menyediakan satu blue-print kerajaan. Selain itu kongres tersebut juga memperakui bahawa 

aspek kebudayaan Melayu, khasnya kesenian dijadikan asas utama kebudayaan kebangsaan. Kongres tersebut juga menyarankan 

bahawa aspek-aspek kebudayaan Melayu, khasnya aspek kesenian dapat dijadikan unsur penting pembentukan kebudayaan 

kebangsaan itu. 
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Eropah atau di Asia Barat. Meskipun kebudayaan ini memang mempengaruhi pertumbuhan kebudayaan 

rakyat asal rantau ini (ibid.) 

Tambah Menteri itu lagi, bahawa kebudayaan kebangsaan itu adalah berteraskan kebudayaan rakyat asal rantau 

ini,  iaitu kebudayaan yang tumbuh, berkembang dan diwarisi oleh rakyat asal sendiri dan tidak di-transplant 

dari luar samada sejak dahulu kala, atau dalam masa seratus dua ratus tahun kebelakangan ini.  Pada masa yang 

sama, beliau memberi jaminan bahawa kerajaan tidak akan melarang mana-mana pihak pun daripada 

mengamalkan kebudayaan mereka sendiri selagi ianya tidak bertentangan dengan perlembagaan negara. Namun 

begitu, kebudayaan-kebudayaan itu hanya berupa kebudayaan kaum itu sendiri sahaja. Seandainya dari 

kebudayaan itu terdapat unsur-unsur yang sesuai dengan kebudayaan rakyat asal rantau ini, yang tidak 

menenggelamkan identiti keMalaysiaan, maka unsur-unsur itu boleh diterima, atau diserapkan ke dalam 

kebudayaan kebangsaan Malaysia.
47

  

 

Sebenarnya, sejak awal lagi Tun Abdul Razak amat menyedari akan sensitiviti dan kebimbangan kaum bukan-

Melayu itu terhadap upaya pembinaan identiti itu.  Sewaktu merasmikan kongres tersebut Tun Abdul Razak 

menegaskan bahawa keadaan perbezaan dari segi kebudayaan di kalangan kaum-kaum di negara ini perlu 

dikurangkan.  Sebagai sebuah negara berbilang kaum, Malaysia amat memerlukan kepada sebuah dasar 

kebudayaan kebangsaan sebagai teras kepada proses pembinaan jati-diri di kalangan rakyatnya.  Manakala 

dalam ucapan yang lain, Tun Abdul Razak turut memberi jaminan bahawa tujuan kerajaan menggubal dasar 

berkenaan  bukannya untuk melakukan „outright assimilatin‟ dari segi budaya. Sebaliknya untuk menggerakkan 

proses integrasi melalui „mutual adjustment‟ budaya dan tret-tret sosial yang pelbagai itu sehingga ianya dapat 

diterima oleh semua kaum.  Seterusnya menurut beliau pembentukan kebudayaan kebangsaan merupakan, “…a 

                                                 
47

 Selari dengan penggubalan dasar kebudayaan itu, Kementerian Kebudayaan dan Sukan telah mengeluarkan garis panduan khusus 

bagi dijadikan panduan kepada perkembangan dan kegiatan budaya di negara ini.  Dalam garis tersebut kemeterian berkenaan 

menyarakan suapaya kegiatan budaya di negara ini dijalankan secara lebih selektif, berdisiplin dan bertujuan.  Supaya ianya dapat 

disesuaikan dengan tujuan kerajaan untuk menanamkan nilai-nilai yang progresif, demokratik dan rasional dalam masyarakat 

Malaysia, sesuai dengan Gerakan Pembaharuan dan Dasar Ekonomi Baru kerajaan.  Disamping itu, garis panduan itu juga 

menyarakan supaya diberikakan galakan kepada perkembangan mana-mana nilai kebudayaan yang sesuai dengan zaman moden dan 

Gerakan Pembaharuan. Berkaitan dengan itu, pegawai-pegawai kebudayaan negeri dan daerah diarahkan supaya mempastikan 

kegiatan kebudayaan diselarakan dengan dasar kebudayaan baru itu.  Namun begitu, garis panduan itu menetapkan bahawa 

kebudayaan kesukuan masih boleh dijalankan seperti biasa, tetapi menegaskan bahawa, “tenaga pegawai kementerian tidaklah 

hendaknya digunkan untuk maksud kegiatan kebudayaan kesukuan itu.”  Berikutnya garis panduan itu menghendaki supaya pegawai-

pegawai kebudayaan membuat penelitian secara kritis ke atas kegiatan kebudayaan supaya nilai-nilai yang feudalisitik, beku dan 

merugikan rakyat serta bertentang dengan Gerakan Pembaharuan tidak lagi digiatkan atau ditonjolkan dalam masyarakat Malaysia.  

Sementara itu, dalam konteks masyarakat Melayu pula, Bahagian Penyelidikan Kementerian berkenaan diberikan tanggungjawab 

“mencari nilai-nilai yang rasional dan saintifik, nilai-nilai yang demokratik dan bersifat keagamaan yang dapat dimajukan masyarakat 

Melayu.  Seterusnya garis panduan itu mengarahkan suapaya hal-hal yang tidak sesuai dengan kehidupan yang rasional dan saintifik 

dan demokratik dan yang bertentangan dengan agama tidak lagi ditinjolkan di dalam masyararakat Melayu, dan ianya tidak harus lagi 

digalakkan. 
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continuing process of acceptance and rejection, subject to the test  of time, and it can survive only so long as 

this process of transmission of  its accumulated knowledge from our generation to the next continues without 

interruption.”  Dalam ucapan yang lain di Parlimen Tun Abdul Razak turut menegaskan bahawa, “ Satu 

kebudayaan nasional bagi Malaysia hanyalah dapat terujud dalam jangka masa panjang dan oleh itu 

pembentukannya tidak boleh dipaksa ke atas rakyat jelata.” Tun Abdul Razak juga memberi jaminan bahawa 

matlamat dasar kebudayaan kebangsaan bukan bertujuan asimilasi secara paksa.  Sehubungan dengan itu, Tun 

V.T. Sambanthan ketika menjawab soalan pembangkang berkenaan dasar kebudayaan tersebut mengatakan 

bahawa ucapan Tun Abdul Razak itulah yang sebenarnya menjadi dasar kerajaan. Malah, dalam konteks 

kebudayaan kebangsaan, kerajaan juga berpegang kepada semangat Rukun Negara yang menekankan kepada 

prinsip, `untuk menjamin satu cara pendekatan yang liberal terhadap kebudayaan yang berbagai-bagai corak.‟ 

(Nik Anuar, Muhd Hj Salleh & Abd.Ghapa, 2011.) 

 

Sungguhpun dari semasa ke semasa, kerajaan menegaskan pendiriannya terhadap prinsip tersebut, namun Dasar 

Kebudayaan Kebangsaan terus mencetuskan kontroversi dalam masyarakat pelbagai kaum di negara ini.  

Cadangan kerajaan meneliti semula dasar tersebut pada awal tahun 1980an, meningkatkan minat  para sarjana 

terhadap dasar berkenaan.  Banyak penulisan dilakukan para sarjana yang menyokong Dasar Kebudayaan 

Kebangsaan dari segi konsep dan juga rasionalnya (Aziz Deraman, 1987; Zainal Kling, 1987; dan Firdaus 

Abdullah, 1987.)  Pada masa yang sama, kritik terhadap dasar ini juga banyak dikemukakan oleh para sarjana  

bukan-Melayu. Kebanyakan kritik tersebut melihat Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan sebagai dasar yang kuat 

dipengaruhi unsur „ethnoculturalisme‟ Melayu.  Mereka meneliti dasar berkenaan  berdasarkan prinsip cultural 

relativisme (Ting Chew Peh, 1985; Yew Yeok Kim, 1985, Kua Kia Song, 1987; Tan Liok Ee,1992;  Collins, 

2006; Lim Teck Ghee & Gomez, 2009).  Memandangkan perdebatan pro dan kontra tentang dasar ini sudah 

dilakukan secara meluas dan mendalam, maka dalam perbincangan selanjutnya penulis akan memberikan 

tumpuan kepada kepentingan dan keberkesanan dasar kebudayaan ini sebagai satu kaedah paliatif politik untuk 

mengukuhkan aset identitif-psikosimbolik pemerintah.  Sekiranya diteliti dari sudut itu, adakah Dasar 

Kebudayaan Kebangsaan menjadi asset atau liabiliti kepada pemerintah dalam menguruskan konflik politik 

kualititatif di negara ini atau sebaliknya?  Sehubungan persoalan itu, beberapa rumusan dapat dibuat. 

 

Pertama, memang ketara bahawa penggubalan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan adalah manifestasi kebangkitan 

nasionalisme kebudayaan orang Melayu (Muhammad Ikmal, 1996.)  Perkembangan politik selepas peristiwa 13 

Mei 1969 membuka ruang hegemoni kepada nasionalisme itu mewujudkan hubungan simbiotik dengan negara 

(Ho Khai Leong, 1997.)  Hegemoni ini membolehkan cita-cita nasionalisme berkenaan diterjemahkan ke dalam 
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pelbagai dasar negara.  Menerusi hegemoni ini, doktrin nativisme yang melihat penyelesaian  masalah 

pembinaan bangsa dari sudut pembentukan monoculture state juga berjaya diterapkan ke dalam dasar kerajaan. 

Justeru, dasar kebudayaan ini telah mencetuskan kebimbangan setiap kumpulan ras/etnik tentang masa depan 

dan kesinambungan budaya dan identiti masing-masing (Shamsul, 1992.) Dari sudut ini, Shamsul (1998) 

mensifatkan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan tersebut sebagai dasar yang bersifat „top-down‟ dan „state-

sponsored – bumiputera-based authority-defined national identity.‟  Memandangkan dasar seperti ini dijadikan 

sebagai dasar paliatif pemerintah, maka Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan hanya diterima baik oleh orang Melayu.  

Manakala kaum bukan Melayu pula secara umumnya mempersoalkan legitimasi kebudayaan Melayu sebagai 

teras kebudayaan kebangsaan (Muhammad Ikmal, 1996.)  Menurut Shamsul, (1996), ada tiga kumpulan yang 

menolak gagasan kebudayaan kebangsaan. Pertama adalah kumpulan bukan-Bumiputera, kedua kumpulan 

Bumiputera bukan  Islam dan ketiga, kumpulan bumiputera  Islam radikal. Rata-rata mereka telah menolak 

konsep kebudayaan kebangsaan itu kerana unsur „bumiptera-based dan bumiputera-defines national identity‟ 

yang tebal. Sebaliknya, mereka menuntut pembinaan identiti nasional mestilah berteraskan kepada identiti 

pelbagai kaum selari dengan realiti masyarakat pelbagai kaum di negara ini (Kahn & Loh, 1992.)  Dalam 

perbahasan di Parlimen, wakil-wakil bukan Melayu mempersoalkan legitimasi dasar tersebut, sambil 

mensifatkan penggubalan dasar berkenaan sebagai percubaan ke arah asimilasi kaum.  Beberapa pemimpin 

DAP dalam ucapan di parlimen umpamanya menganggap  dasar tersebut sebagai satu bentuk  „hegemoni kaum‟, 

yang cuba dipaksakan ke atas kaum-kaum lain.  Tanggapan yang sama juga diberikan oleh kumpulan bukan-

bumiputera – samada kaum Cina ataupun India melalui kongres kebudayaan masing-masing dan memorandum 

yang mereka kemukakan kepada kerajaan. Misalnya, Seramai 600 perwakilan Hua Tuan seluruh Malaysia yang 

menghadiri Kongres Kebudayaan Cina di Pulau Pinang, 27 Mac 1983 secara menolak Dasar Kebudayaan 

Kebangsaan. Mereka menuntut supaya pembinaan bangsa hendaklah berasaskan kepada konsep civic nation dan 

dasar kebudayaan yang bersifat multicultural.  Kongres tersebut menggariskan 4 prinsip kebudayaan nasional, 

dengan tiga ciri asas iaitu bentuk kebudayaan yang beraneka ragam, nilai-nilai bersama dan bercorak tempatan 

(Sia Keng Yek, 1997:133): 

 

1. Unsur-unsur unggul kebudayaan semua kaum di negara ini haruslah dijadikan asas kebudayaan 

kebangsaan. 

2. Garis panduan pembentukan nilai kebudayaan bersama ialah sains, demokrasi, pemerintahan undang-

undang dan patriotism. 

3. Nilai kebudayaan bersama haruslah ditonjolkan melalui bentuk pelbagai kaum. 

4. Proses pembentukan kebuadayaan kebangsaan haruslah selaras dengan prinsip kesamarataan semua 

kaum melalui perundingan demokratik.  
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Tuntutan yang sama juga dimuatkan dalam memorandum bersama yang dikemukakan kepada kerajaan oleh „15 

kumpulan utama Cina.‟ Memorandum ini memberikan enam alasan mengapa Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan 

tersebut tidak dapat diterima, iaitu: kongres kebudayaan tidak mewakili semua kaum , menekankan kepentingan 

Islam dan kebudyaan Melayu - agama dan kebudayaan lain tidak dibenarkan memainkan peranan bermakna, 

falsafah kebudayaan yang sempit dan tidak bersifat liberal –tidak menggalakkan akulturasi budaya dan integrasi 

secara semulajadi, mengabaikan isi positif kebudayaan – sistem nilai bersama sesuai dengan realiti masyarakat, 

bertentangan dengan semangat Perlembagaan Persekutuan , Rukun Negara dan Perisytiharan Bangsa-bangsa 

Bersatu Mengenai Hak-Hak Manusia, dan kecenderungan menggunakan kuasa pentadbiran bagi memaksa 

asimilasi (Sia Keng Yek, 1997:129-132.) Mereka menganggap bahawa dasar kebudayaan yang ditawarkan 

kerajaan itu adalah bersifat „exclusionary national identity,‟ dan telah mengemukakan pendekatan balas dalam 

bentuk „multiculturalisme/civic nation‟ yang bercorak „inclusionary‟ sebagai dasar kepada pembinaan identiti 

dan bangsa bagi negara ini. Sekiranya dilihat kepada sambutan etnik bukan Melayu terhadap Dasar Kebudayaan 

Kebangsaan, menunjukkan bahawa peranannya sebagai kaedah paliatif politik dalam menguruskan konflik 

politik tidak membawa kesan yang efektif. Oleh itu, sumbangan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan kepada 

pemerintah dalam bentuk memperkasakan asset identitif-psikosimbolik tidak begitu bermakna jika dilihat dalam 

konteks reaksi dalam kalangan etnik bukan-Melayu.  

 

Kedua, Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan cuba mentafsirkan identiti „kebangsaan‟ bangsa dan Negara Malaysia 

dari sudut psiko-budaya – dengan penekanan yang kuat kepada unsur primordial Melayu.   Oleh keranan 

penolakan kaum bukan-Melayu terhadap pendekatan yang dianggap primordialistik itu proses merealisasikan 

identiti tersebut memerlukan kos sosial yang besar – Proses asimilasi sebagaimana yang dikehendaki dalam 

usaha tersebut sekiranya dilaksanakan secara tegas dan keras boleh melemahkan legitimasi pemerintah. Ini 

kerana, dengan mewujudkan hubungan simbiosis dengan nasionalisme kebudayaan Melayu itu, pemerintah juga 

turut dilihat sebagai pelopor kepada hegemoni nasionalisme tersebut.  Keadaan ini menyebabkan pemerintah 

dianggap tidak lagi bersifat „neutral‟ dalam proses pembinaan bangsa. Malahan, menurut Tan Chee-Beng, 

(1987), nasionalisme Melayu yang dijelmakan menerusi dasar kebudayaan itu telah menggalakkan pencetusan 

nasionalisme komunal Cina, nasionalisme kaum Kadazan, Nasionalisme Iban dan lain-lain. Tindak-balas secara 

kontra-hegemoni, memaksa pemerintah memanipulasi asset koersif-perundangan kerana asset identitifnya 

menjadi lemah.   
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Ketiga, oleh kerana Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan hanya diterima oleh orang Melayu, maka dasar ini tidak 

dapat berfungsi secara menyeluruh dalam menggerakkan proses mobilisasi sosial dalam kalangan etnik lain di 

negara ini.  Oleh itu, proses pembinaan bangsa yang melibatkan soal mendidik dan membina semula sikap (re-

educate dan re-form) sikap anggota etnik sesuai dengan matlamat pembinaan bangsa dalam sebuah negara yang 

bersatu padu tidak dapat dilaksanakan dengan sepenuhnya.  Ini menyebabkan unsur primordialisme dan sikap 

parochial dalam kalangan pelbagai etnik lambat mengalami perubahan.  Akibatnya, „kaum-kaum yang berbeza 

masih kekurangan satu fahaman yang bersama mengenai arah pembangunan negara – satu “imaginasi” yang 

bersama mengenai Malaysia sebagai satu komuniti politik (Tan Chee-Beng, 1987.) Sehubungan dengan itu, 

fungsi Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan sebagai alat palitif pemerintah dalam upaya membina orientasi (kognitif, 

afektif dan evaluative) positif dalam kalangan rakyat tidak berlaku secara berkesan (Hilley, 2001.) Oleh kerana 

sifat masyarakat polyetnik dicirikan oleh etnik dengan kategori sosial yang berlainan, maka dasar paliatif yang 

mengangkat komponen identiti nasionalisme etnik majority (Melayu) memang sukar diterima oleh etnik 

minoriti bukan-Melayu.  Tambahan pula setiap etnik mempunyai idea mengenai bentuk negara-bangsa yan 

masing-masing idamkan - etnik-etnik ini tidak sekata tentang bentuk „negara idaman‟ masing-masing (Shamsul, 

1994.)  Oleh itu, menurut pandangan mereka dasar kebudayaan kebangsaan yang „legitimate‟ mestilah dasar 

yang bersifat supra-etnik.  Hanya dengan cara ini, kebudayaan yang bersifat „kebangsaan‟ (large scale 

nasionalism) di Malaysia dapat berkembang. Penolakan terhadap dasar kebudayaan tersebut memberi kesan 

penting ke atas keupayaan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan berperanan sebagai dasar paliatif pemerintah. 

Perkembangan politik dalam tahun-tahun 1980an memperlihatkan Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan yang 

mengekalkan sifat nasionalisme Melayu yang eksklusif tidak dapat membantu meningkatkan kemahiran 

pemerintah dalam memanipulasikan asetnya untuk mengawal dan meregulasi tingkah laku politik rakyat.  

Kelemahan pemerintah dari sudut ini hanya mewujudkan keadaan sekitaran yang sangat sesuai kepada kegiatan 

politik yang bercorak kontra-hegemoni.  Perkembangan seperti ini membawa kepada berlakunya ketegangan 

hubungan sosial dalam kalangan etnik pelbagai kaum. (Gabriel, 2005.) Dalam keadaan yang tegang ini, palitif 

politik pemerintah tidak banyak membantu melicinkan proses perlaksanaan dasar kuratif pemerintah. 

 

Berdasarkan kepada rumusan di atas, dapat ditegaskan bahawa konsep, matlamat dan mod perlaksanaan Dasar 

Kebudayaan Kebangsaan memerlukan pemikiran semula, terutamanya jika dilihat dari sudut palitif politik 

pemerintah. Dalam membuat pertimbangan semula tersebut, beberapa perkara perlu diberikan perhatian sejajar 

dengan perkembangan pemikiran tentang pembinaan bangsa dan identiti mutakhir ini – khususnya dari sudut 

inclusivitiy dan exclusivity dasar berkenaan.  Pertama, sejak penghujung awal 1990an, falsafah ekonomi-politik 

pemerintah telah banyak mengalami perubahan. Pengaruh neo-liberalisme semakin kuat dalam mencorakkan 
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dasar ekonomi dan juga amalan sistem politik negara.  Pensejagatan juga turut memberi kesan ke atas peranan 

dan kedudukan pemerintah. Malahan elit pemerintah di seluruh dunia kini mencari-cari formula baru bagi 

meningkatkan legitimasi pemerintah.  Sesuai dengan trend liberalisasi kini, mereka lebih cenderung 

memberikan konsesi yang lebih banyak kepada sentiment budaya/agama etnik minoriti. Kemunculan fenomena 

tribalism seperti yang dihuraikan oleh Drucker (1993), mencetuskan pelbagai cabaran baru terhadap upaya 

membina identiti nasional. Menyedari peningkatan kecenderungan pelbagai golongan menuntut perakuan 

(recognition) ke atas identit masing-masing,  Dr Mahathir akhirnya berusaha merombak acuan „bangsa‟ dan 

identiti Melayu dan Malaysia dan membina sebuah ideologi „bangsa‟ yang bersifat konsensual  dan inklusif 

serta menggalakkan kepelbagaian budaya (Harper, 1996; Hilley, 2011; Lim Teck Ghee & Gomez, 2009.)  

Perkembangan dalam 1990an, menyebabkan pengaruh golongan ethno-nasionalist yang mempelopori Dasar 

Kebudayaan Kebangsaan merosot (Mandal, 2008.) Realiti masyarakat pelbagai etnik di Malaysia sebagai satu 

kategori sosial yang berbeza sama sekali dan perkembangan politik semasa perlu diambil kira dalam membuat 

penilaian semula ke atas Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan (Arakaki, 2009.)  Ini kerana seperti yang dinyatakan 

oleh Seers (1982) bahawa, "an unappeased minority disrupt unity."  

 

Kedua, Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan hendaklah dijadikan dasar yang lebih jelas dalam proses membina etos 

kebangsaan negara ini.  Etos mempunyai hubungan erat dengan identiti sesuatu bangsa.  Oleh itu, adalah perlu 

diberikan perhatian terhadap proses membina nilai yang dapat dikongsi bersama sebagai teras kepada 

kebudayan masyarakat di negara ini.  Nilai-nilai supra-etnik yang dapat dikongsi bersama, khususnya menerusi 

Rukun Negara dan wawasan 2020 perlu disemai dan diartikulasi secara meluas dalam kalangan setiap etnik.  

Nilai yang bersifat supra-etnik boleh menjadi komponen utama kepada pembinaan identiti bersama dan asas 

kepada solidariti kepada „nasionalisme Malaysia.‟  

 

Akhir sekali, pengalaman sejak negara mula mencapai kemerdekaan menunjukkan bahawa pemikiran yang 

berpaksi kepada primordialisme dan pluralisme budaya secara ketat ternyata gagal dalam membina konsensus 

menentukan rupa bentuk kebudayaan kebangsaan bagi negara ini.  Alternatif kepada kedua-dua pemikiran ini 

perlu diterokai. Dari sudut teoritisnya,  perdebatan dalam kajian identiti yang berlaku sejak tiga dekad lalu 

semakin cenderung kepada  kompromi intelektual bagi mewujudkan konvergensi pemikiran tentang identiti. 

Kini sudah terbina pemikiran „middle position‟ dalam penelitian tentang identiti dan bangsa.  Para peneliti 

mengakui bahawa dalam konetks pembinaan bangsa, unsur primordiality tidak dapat dipisahkan daripada entiti 

bangsa, meskipun ianya dibentuk dalam acuan „civic nation.‟  Menurut Dawisha, (2002), "primordial building 

block have to reside in the collective memories of the people for the nationalist project to proceed and succeed."  
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Dalam pendekatan  „middle position‟ ini, unsur primodrdiality diterima, tetapi dengan proviso tambahan yang 

inklusif.  Sejajar dengan perkembangan ini, secara praktisnya, pengaruh doktrin liberal kosmopolitanisme 

mendasari prinsip solidariti dalam Rukun Negara dan Wawasan 2020 perlu dimanfaatkan dalam proses 

memikirkan sebuah Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan yang inklusif untuk pembinaan bangsa pada masa depan 

(Arakaki, 2009) Namun begitu, sebarang bentuk pemikiran semula tentang bangsa dan identiti dalam konteks 

dasar kebudayaan yang inklusif hendaklah tidak sama sekali mengenepikan unsur kesinambungan sejarah, 

tradisi dan institusi pra-moden yang telah bertapak sejak sekian lama sebagai bahagian yang penting dalam 

pembinaan bangsa. Perhatian kepada aspek ini sangat penting sebagaimana  diyatakan oleh J.Orman(2008:37) 

di bawah: 

Modern nations reflect a combination of modern and pre-modern elements and probably the most 

significant continuity between the modern and pre-modern eras is the ethnic character of national 

communities.  Overlooking the necessary ethnic component of national identity has been a mistake of 

many post-colonial „nation-building‟ endeavours which have tended to promote highly civic conceptions 

of nationhood in the absence of an appropriate existing ethnic basis for the aspired –to national 

community.  Successful nation-building cannot simply jettison the ethynic component in favour of a 

purely political image of the nation since evidence overwhelmingly suggests that the existence of shared 

political values and practices is not, by itself, a sufficiently powerful generator of the sentiments of 

fellowship and solidarity which are necessary for the founding of national community. 

 

Penutup 

Secara umumnya, perbincangan di atas cuba menunjukkan bahawa sesuatu dasar, khususnya yang berada dalam 

kategori dasar paliatif, walaupun pada prinsipnya dirancang untuk mencetuskan perubahan, pembangunan dan 

pembinaan bangsa, tetapi sekiranya tidak bersifat kondusif dengan realiti masyarakat hanya mencetuskan 

konflik yang berterusan.  Dasar Kebudayaan Kebangsaan yang digubal pada tahun 1971, dengan matlamat 

membina identiti nasional dan sebagai upaya meningkatkan „attachment‟ rakyat terhadap negara dan pemerintah 

terbukti tidak dapat berperanan secara efektif ke arah pembinaan sebuah bangsa di negara ini. Tegasnya, setelah 

sedekad memasuki abad kedua puluh satu, negara kita masih berhadapan dengan cabaran menangani 

permasalahan identiti, yang tidak dapat ditangani sejak empat puluh tahun lalu menerusi perlaksanaan Dasar 

Kebudayaan Kebangsaan.   
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   Racial Formation in the United States 
  Racial Formation in the United States  is appearing here in an entirely new edition, 20 years 

since its last publication. Authors Michael Omi and Howard Winant have maintained the 

structure and vision of their classic work, but have completely revised and rewritten every 

chapter. The ambitious purpose of the book remains the same: to develop a theory of race 

and racism  adequate to their complexity, historical depth, and ongoing political impor-

tance.  Racial Formation  explains how concepts of race are created and transformed, how 

race shapes U.S. society, and how it permeates both identities and institutions. Some of 

the contemporary themes that Omi and Winant discuss are: the steady journey of the U.S. 

toward a majority nonwhite population, the creativity and political legacy of post-World 

War II anti-racism, the linkage between colorblind racial ideology and neoliberalism, the 

new racial genomics, the emergence of “implicit bias” accounts of race, the rise of a mass 

immigrants rights movement, the achievement of race/class/gender intersectionality 

theories, and the election and reelection of a black president of the United States. 

 In Part I the authors review and critique the main theories of race—the ethnicity-, class-, 

and nation-based paradigms—examining the main contemporary trends and limits in 

racial theory. In Part II they off er their own advanced theory of racial formation, placing 

the racialized body much more front and center in the analysis, without diminishing in 

any way their commitment to a social constructionist account of race. Omi and Winant 

argue that throughout U.S. history race has provided a “template” for patterns of inequal-

ity, marginalization, and diff erence; this is a new claim for their book. In their view no 

other social confl ict—not class, not sex/gender, not colonialism or imperialism—can ever 

be understood without taking race into account. 

 The new Part III treats U.S. racial history up to 2013. Omi and Winant look anew at the radi-

cal challenge presented by the black movement in the post-World War II years. They stress 

the movement’s alliances (and sometimes confl icts) with other racial justice, gender justice, 

and anti-imperialist movements. They argue that because it virtually reinvented U.S. poli-

tics and greatly expanded the horizons of democracy and equality, its containment became 

the top priority of the U.S. power structure. Part III therefore treats the dynamics of racial 

reaction at greater length than did earlier editions of  Racial Formation,  exploring not only 

the Nixon, Reagan, and Bushes’ years in power, but also the accommodations of Clinton and 

Obama to colorblind racial ideology and to the regime of neoliberalism. 

 Omi and Winant continue to see race as a fundamental organizing principle of social life, one 

that deeply structures politics, economics, and culture in the United States. They rethink 

race as intersectional, ubiquitous, and unstable, continually operating at the crossroads of 

social structure and identity. Because race is socially constructed and historically confl ictual, 

it is continually being made and remade in everyday life. Race is constantly in formation. 
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 This book has been a long time coming. It has been nearly 30 years since the initial 

publication of  Racial Formation in the United States  (1986), and 20 years since the 

appearance of the second edition (1994). Over the years, much has changed and much 

has remained the same in the overall patterns, structures, discourses, and individual/

collective experiences of race and racism in the United States. Legally sanctioned 

forms of racial discrimination may have receded, but racial inequality and racial 

injustice have stubbornly persisted. In many ways racism has proliferated, adopted 

new guises, and deepened. Continuity and change are also apparent in racial theory: 

how race and racism are recognized, defi ned, and narrated keeps changing too. Racial 

politics, both state-based and experiential, have shifted as new understandings of race 

and racism are applied in the public sphere and in everyday life. Given the continuing 

instability of the concept of race and the uncertainty and anxiety about its meaning, 

a reworking and restatement of the racial formation perspective was long overdue. 

 But what should be retained from the earlier editions of  Racial Formation?  What 

ideas required further elaboration, what should be revised, and what updating was 

needed in order to account for new and emergent issues of racial theory and politics? 

We deliberated deeply, read widely, and argued passionately with one another about 

these questions as we prepared this third edition of the book. 

  Racial Formation  has been our intellectual “home” for decades. So we initially 

saw this revision as a “home remodeling” project. Our visions of what we wanted 

to do initially clashed. Scale was a big issue. One of us saw the project as a modest 

renovation. Imagining the chapters as rooms, he wanted simply to update each room, 

freshen the paint, rearrange the furniture, and bring in some new pieces to comple-

ment the revised décor. The other author wanted to knock down the walls, change the 

plumbing and electrical work, install new windows and insulation, and perhaps shore 

up the foundation. 

 The final product represents a synthesis of both our desires and plans. Because so 

much had changed over the two decades since the second edition of  Racial Formation,  

a lot more than remodeling was required. The steady journey of the United States 

towards a majority nonwhite population, the ongoing evisceration of the political 

legacy of the early post-World War II civil rights movement, the initiation of the 

“war on terror” with its attendant Islamophobia, the rise of a mass immigrants rights 

movement, the formulation of race/class/gender “intersectionality” theories, and 

the election and reelection of a black president of the United States were some of the 

   Preface and Acknowledgments 
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many new racial conditions we had to address. While the house of  Racial Formation  

was still standing, while its theoretical foundation was still intact, the home was very 

out-of-date and old-fashioned. The book needed reconstruction, although its basic 

design remained quite elegant. 

 In this new edition we have kept the book’s structure intact: It begins with a 

critique of existing racial theories, proceeds to offer our own new theory, and then 

applies our theory to recent political developments and prevailing U.S. racial dynam-

ics. While we have maintained the original design of our home, we have radically 

revised and rewritten each chapter. 

 We believe that the original book’s core formulations have stood up quite well 

over the years. But much of its early content has not aged like fine wine. Many of the 

empirical materials and examples of racial politics referenced in the previous editions 

are now dated and have been removed. We have tried to provide current empirical 

reference points as far as possible, knowing full well that these too will be super-

seded. Race is unstable, flexible, and subject to constant conflict and reinvention. 

Rather than seeing the present moment—whatever moment that is—as distilling the 

 longue durée  of racial politics, we in the United States should recognize that we live 

in history. Especially in this country there is a desire for instant solutions for prob-

lems, even for deep-seated conflicts: Just add boiling water, just heat and serve. If 

the bad news is that there are no quick fixes for structural racism, the good news 

is that we live in history. We built this society over historical time; we can rebuild it 

as well. 

 While our theory has been highly generative, it has drawn a good deal of criticism 

too. We are grateful for that; we have learned from our critics that parts of our analysis 

were cryptic and opaque, and that there were significant gaps in our coverage. Our 

discussion of the prevailing paradigms of racial theory in Part I required a substantial 

makeover to engage more recent literature and to sharpen analytic distinctions both 

within and among different paradigms. 

 The core theory of racial formation in Part II has elicited both praise and criti-

cism. In this version of  Racial Formation,  we place the racial body—the phenomic/

corporeal/“ocular” dimensions of racialization—much more front and center, with-

out diminishing in any way our commitment to the social construction of race. The 

body was largely undertheorized in our earlier accounts. 

 We argue that race has been a master category, a kind of template for patterns 

of inequality, marginalization, and difference throughout U.S. history. This is a new 

claim for us. We are not suggesting that race has been primordial or primary, or that 

it has operated as some sort of “fundamental contradiction.” Rather we are empha-

sizing its ubiquity: its presence and importance. We are noting that no other social 

conflict—not class, not sex/gender, not colonialism or imperialism—can ever be 

understood independently of it. 

 Speaking of racial history, in the previous edition of our book, Part III ended at 

the dawn of the Clinton era. Obviously, much has transpired since the early 1990s. 
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The new Part III treats U.S. racial history up to 2013, extending into the Obama 

period. We have expanded our account of The Great Transformation, the rising 

phase of the political trajectory of race. We look anew at the civil rights movement and 

the black power movement (brown power, red power, and yellow power movements 

too). We focus greater attention on the radical threat these movements posed to the 

despotic regime of the United States, notably as they combined with “second-wave” 

feminism, the anti-imperialist movement that began with opposition to the Vietnam 

war, and the dawning LGBT movement. 

 We have argued that the U.S. racial regime is fundamentally despotic; radical 

challenges to it occur only rarely. The post-World War II political trajectory of race 

that preoccupies this book was only the second such challenge in U.S. history; the 

first full-scale confrontation with racial despotism, of course, came a century earlier 

with the Civil War and Reconstruction. From the vantage point of the 21st century 

we can see that the political trajectory of race that we study in this book consists of 

a vital and radical democratic interruption of U.S. racial despotism, followed by an 

extended racial reaction. The all-too-brief Great Transformation, we argue, set in 

motion permanent political and cultural shifts that 40 years of racial reaction have 

been required to control. And those radical challenges have still not been controlled. 

They remain disruptive, transformative, explosive. 

 The black movement inspired a tremendous democratic upsurge, not only in the 

United States but all around the world. Part III has been extended to treat at greater 

length the racial reaction that returned to power in about 1970. To make sense of 

these immense political effects, we focus intensively in Part III—and throughout the 

book—on the racial ideology of colorblindness: on its genealogy and ascendance to 

hegemonic status in the United States. Colorblindness is today the prevailing mode 

of racial “common sense.” We make a number of key claims about it; one of our 

main arguments is that colorblindness is a component, an enabler so to speak, of 

neoliberalism, the hegemonic economic project of our time. But we do not disparage 

colorblindness in every way. While we roundly criticize colorblind racial ideology, we 

also note its aspirational qualities and potential for rearticulation. 

 We made a lot of changes in this edition, but our overall purpose and vision remain 

the same. We want to provide an account of how concepts of race are created and trans-

formed, how they become the focus of political conflict, and how they come to shape 

and permeate both identities and institutions. Without some notion of the socially con-

structed meaning of race, it is hard to grasp the way racial identity is assigned and 

assumed, or to perceive the deeply embedded racial dimensions of everyday experi-

ence. Similarly, without an awareness that the concept of race is subject to permanent 

political contestation, it is difficult to recognize the enduring role race plays in shaping 

social structure—in establishing and reproducing social inequalities, and in organizing 

political initiatives and state action across the entire U.S. body politic. 

 The concept of racial formation that we first advanced in the 1980s was a reaction 

to the dominant modes of theorizing about race in both mainstream social science and 
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left anti-racist politics. In many ways the post-World War II social science disciplines 

still reproduced white supremacist assumptions. This led them to conceptualize race 

and racism as aberrant and anomalous in U.S. society, rather than as constitutive 

elements of the nation-state, foundational ideas about the nature of the American 

people, and lineaments of the limited democracy that operated in every U.S. institu-

tion, public and private. In prevailing social science research, race was conceptualized 

and operationalized in a fixed and static manner that failed to recognize the changing 

meaning of race over historical time and in varied social settings. Race was under-

stood much too simply: as an independent variable that was correlated with other 

variables to assess the scope and degree of economic inequality, health disparities, res-

idential segregation, or incarceration rates. Could one effectively analyze patterns of 

residential segregation, to take one example, without considering the racial categories 

that were utilized and encoded in research, in public documents, in legal decisions 

and how they changed over time and place? Didn’t one have to ask not only how race 

shaped segregation, but how segregation reciprocally shaped race? Didn’t one have 

to examine how segregation invested racial categories with content and meaning? 

Asking these questions led us to interrogate the race concept itself and to think about 

its socially constructed nature. 

 On the political left, we were critical of the assumptions that guided Marxist anal-

yses of race in the 1970s and 1980s—both social-democratic and Marxist-Leninist, 

both sectarian and humanist. In Marxist approaches race was seen as epiphenomenal 

to class and class relations. Racism was understood as a form of “false consciousness,” 

an ideology and practice utilized by the capitalist class to sow discontent among work-

ers, to create artificial divisions within the working class, and prevent the emergence 

of unified class-consciousness and organization. In such arguments, the independent 

role of race was never considered. Also on the left, we were critical of nationalist 

positions of various types: notably pan-/diasporic accounts and internal colonialism 

theories. Such approaches tended to ignore or homogenize variations within racially 

identified groups and categories, to disparage the racial hybridity that is so wide-

spread in the United States, and to import their political programs (many Marxists 

did this too) from elsewhere, notably the anti-imperial movements of the global South 

and East. 

 Parting with both mainstream social science and left political theorizing about 

race, we tried to imagine it as a fundamental principle of social organization—one 

that deeply structured polity, economy, culture, and society in the United States. 

Central to this was to see race as a legitimate and autonomous social concept that 

needed to be critically engaged in its own right. Then and now, we emphasize the 

fundamental instability of the race concept. Race, we claim, operates in the space 

of intersections, at the crossroads where social structure and experience meet. It is 

socially constructed and historically fluid. It is continuingly being made and remade 

in everyday life. Race is continually in formation. 
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 Our concept of racial formation also developed in relationship to political struggles. 

Both of us were engaged and transformed by struggles of the new social movements 

of the 1960s and 1970s: the black power movement and other movements of color, the 

“second-wave” feminist movement and queer movement, the anti-war movement, the 

insurgent labor movement, the student movement, and the struggles for ethnic stud-

ies on university campuses. These new social movements expanded and deepened the 

very meaning of politics in the United States. What we term “the politicization of the 

social” was articulated in these political spaces and times. Though it is sometimes dis-

paraged as “identity politics,” we affirm that designation and support that current. We 

recognize that, messy and processual as this politicization of the social is, it goes much 

deeper than the mainstream definition of politics as who gets what, when, and how. It 

is not outside the social structures of violence, injustice, inequality, and stigmatization; 

indeed it is deeply and more self-consciously embedded within those structures. The 

politicization of the social, developed and led by the black movement in the post-World 

War II United States, is the application to current conditions of the radical pragmatism 

developed by John Dewey, W.E.B. Du Bois, and C.L.R. James, and in our time by 

Cornel West, Judith Butler, Kimberlé Crenshaw, and others. Drawing upon categories 

of difference and marginalization, this emergent politics represents a shift toward the 

radical democracy we so desperately need today. 

 Our concept of racial formation has also been forged in struggle with each other. 

We wouldn’t have it any other way. The work before you is the product of the intense 

discussion and argument, endless rewriting, and compromise that a deep and loving 

collaboration requires. After more than 30 years of working together, we are so aware 

of each other’s idiosyncrasies that we can often complete each other’s sentences. Ours 

is an enduring, productive, and at times challenging relationship. We continue to 

enjoy the rare privilege of working together, of questioning each other and ourselves 

as deeply as we know how to do in the process of arduous intellectual labor. Over 

the years, we have more and more learned to respect, trust, depend on, and love 

one another. We are very grateful for our friendship, and appreciate the chance to 

acknowledge it here. 

 There are, of course, others whom we want to thank. The substantive changes 

made in this revised edition have been motivated not only by contemporary events 

and crises that have profoundly shaped the meaning of race, but by the work of race 

scholars and activists seeking to understand the protean nature of race and racism. We 

have learned a great deal from their ideas and political practice and have incorporated 

their insights, and their vision of social justice, throughout this revised edition. We 

are particularly indebted to those whose work has deepened, extended, and at times 

critically challenged our concept of racial formation. They have creatively engaged 

the theory and, in so doing, advanced new ways of thinking about race and opposing 

racism in all their multiple manifestations and dimensions. While no list of all those 

who have helped us can ever be complete, we would like to offer our thanks to: 



xii p r e f a c e  a n d  a c k n o w l e d g m e n t s

 Bob Blauner  Daniel Martinez HoSang

 Eduardo Bonilla-Silva Moon-Kie Jung

Devon Carbado  Terence Keel

Gary Delgado   Oneka LaBennett

Mitch Duneier   Marc Mauer

Troy Duster   Jonathan Okamura

Hardy Frye   Gary Y. Okihiro

Evelyn Nakano Glenn   John S.W. Park

Ramón Gutiérrez   Andrew Penner

Michael Hanchard   john a. powell

Cheryl Harris   Laura Pulido

 Lane Ryo Hirabayashi 

    

 David Montejano Dana Y. Takagi

David Roediger Yasuko Takezawa 

 Debbie Rogow  France Winddance Twine

 Steve Rutter Geoff  Ward 

 Aliya Saperstein  Gabriel Winant

 Nikhil Pal Singh Dianne Yamashiro-Omi 

  

 We’d particularly like to thank Cameron Lippard at Appalachian State University 

for producing a broad range of instructor support materials for this third edition, 

available to instructors on our book’s password protected website. We also wish to 

thank the following, who provided many thoughtful comments and suggestions to 

Routledge, based on their use of our second edition in their teaching: 

 Eric Ishiwata Colorado State University 

 Rhacel Parreńas University of Southern California 

 Daryl Maeda University of Colorado 

 Tony Roshan Samara George Mason University 

 Lisa Brush University of Pittsburgh 

 Crystal Parikh New York University 

 Nina Banks Bucknell University 

 Rudy Busto University of California, Santa Barbara 

 Ruby Mendenhall University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 

 Lisa Tessman Binghamton University 

 Jennifer Ho University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 

 Emily S. Lee California State University, Fullerton 

 Laura Barraclough Kalamazoo College 



 p r e f a c e  a n d  a c k n o w l e d g m e n t s  xiii

 Miguel Ceballos University of Nebraska, Lincoln 

 Eric Boehme Dension University 

 Matthew Hughey University of Connecticut 

 Nancy López University of New Mexico 

 Darrel Allan Wanzer University of North Texas 

 Clement Lai Cornell University 

 Johnson Cheu Michigan State University 

 Karthick Ramakrishnan University of California, Riverside 

 Michael Jerryson Eckerd College 

 Joyce Bell University of Pittsburgh 

 Niambi M. Carter Purdue University 

 Christopher James Perez University of Maryland 

 Gniesha Y. Dinwiddie University of Maryland 

 Jessica Vasquez University of Oregon 

 Eric Love Dickinson College 

 Derrick M. Bryan University of Alabama 

 Phoebe Godfrey University of Connecticut 

 Sujani K. Reddy Amherst College 

 David Embrick Loyola University, Chicago 

 Amy Sueyoshi San Francisco State University 

 Tanya Golash-Boza University of California, Merced 

 Derek Martin Southern Illinois University, Carbondale 

 Jeff rey Langstraat University of North Dakota 

 Ronald Nerio City University of New York, Graduate Center 

 Arthur Scarritt Boise State University 

 Sophia Wallace Rutgers 

 Eric Fure-Slocum St. Olaf College 

   Michael Omi 

 Howard Winant 

  



This page intentionally left blank



1

 Mic Check! Mic Check! 

 Can we talk about race and racism? They are just as prevalent as ever, though 

awareness of their presence is often suppressed. The racial present always needs to 

be studied and explained anew. Race and racism remain central in our lives, but they 

are changing too. 

 Let us introduce this book with the call- out “Mic Check!” a request to speak 

that is commonly associated with the Occupy movement, but is actually a couple of 

decades older than that. 1  This Introduction frames our major concerns in the book. 

We adopt the term “Mic Check,” because we see our work as a call- out, a demand that 

new attention be paid to the deepening crisis of race and racism in the contemporary 

United States. 

 Way back in 1993, funkmaster George Clinton (our favorite Clinton), urged folks 

to “Paint the White House Black” (Clinton 1993; see also Lusane 2011;  Jeffries 2013). 

A mere 15 years later in 2008, what was a once a hip- hop racial fantasy became a real-

ity with the election of Barack Obama. 

 In the immediate wake of the Obama victory, the claim that the United States was 

now a “post- racial” society enjoyed popular dissemination and acceptance. The “fact 

of blackness” in the White House was interpreted as resounding proof that the nation 

was moving “beyond race.” That a black man 2  could be elected to the highest post in 

the land was cited as a stunning testament to how far the nation had come in moving 

beyond the discriminatory racial attitudes and exclusions of the past. 

 But lest we lapse into a comforting scenario of advancing progress towards the 

eventual eclipse of racism, a bit of perspective is warranted. A reporter once told 

Malcolm X that the passage of key pieces of civil right legislation was clear proof 

that things were getting better for blacks. In response, Malcolm countered that it 

did not show improvement to stick a knife nine inches into someone, pull it out six 

inches, and call it progress. “But some people,” Malcolm observed, “don’t even want 

to admit the knife is there” (Malcolm X, quoted in Lipsitz 1998, 46). 

 The “knife,” the weapon and wound of racial disadvantage and dispossession, 

continues to be ignored today. Structural forms of racial inequality persist and in 

many cases have deepened. Empirical studies on health care access, educational 

opportunity, and incarceration rates demonstrate continuing inequalities along racial 

lines. The Great Recession that began in 2008 and was rooted in the subprime home 
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mortgage crisis had extensive racial dimensions. People of color were more than three 

times as likely as whites to have subprime and high- cost loans. Such loans accounted 

at one point for more than 55 percent of all black and Latin@ mortgages (Rogers 

2008). The distribution of economic resources, the patterns of cultural consumption, 

and the organization of residential space are all social processes in which race operates 

as a fundamental organizing principle of inequality and difference. Americans may 

have “painted the White House black,” but race remains a fundamental category of 

(dis)empowerment in the United States. As a nation, we appear deeply unable to chal-

lenge or even address the significance of race in our own lives, as well as the enduring 

forms of racism and the attitudes, policies, and practices that sustain them. 

 Persistent racial inequality and difference are rendered illegible in U.S. popular 

political discourse. Many people in the United States believe that the goals of the 

civil rights movement have been substantially achieved, that racial discrimination is 

a thing of past, and that we are rapidly evolving into a truly colorblind society. “Race 

thinking,” it is argued, no longer significantly informs our perceptions, shapes our 

attitudes, and influences our individual, collective, and institutional practices. Indeed, 

it is said that the most effective anti- racist consciousness, policy, and practice is simply 

to ignore race. We are urged to see people as individuals only, not as persons or groups 

whose identities or social positions have been shaped and organized by race. 

 After Obama’s January 27, 2010 State of the Union speech, MSNBC host Chris 

Matthews said of the President, “He is post- racial, by all appearances. I forgot he was 

black tonight for an hour” (Matthews 2010). But can anyone in the contemporary 

United States really ever “forget” race? Can we actually suspend how we immediately 

“see” and “read” people with whom we come into contact? Can we avoid categoriz-

ing people into existing racial categories? In short, can we actually transcend racial 

distinctions and meanings as we navigate our institutional and everyday lives? As 

Martha and the Vandellas once put it, “Got nowhere to run to, baby, nowhere to hide” 

(1965). The ubiquity of race is inescapable across nearly every social domain. 

 But race and racial meanings are neither stable nor consistent. Contradictions 

abound today, as they have in the past. Most overt forms of racial discrimination have 

been outlawed, but racial inequalities pervade every institutional setting. A professed 

desire to be colorblind bumps up against the ubiquity of race consciousness, both 

in political life and everyday life. Consider the problematic nature of racial identity 

itself. The U.S. Census employs a system of racial classification, but many individuals 

and groups cannot locate themselves within it. They cannot conveniently fit into any 

of the designated racial categories. A person’s own sense of racial identity may differ 

significantly from how other people see and categorize her/him. Some individuals 

actively resist imposed categories by “performing” race in a subversive manner. A 

white person, for example, might take on the linguistic patois and stylistic gait we 

commonly associate with contemporary blackness. Over a person’s life course, they 

may “switch” racial identities— or be transferred to a new racially  defined group, as 

a result of changes in state- based racial classification, the emergence of new group 

definitions, or even a longing to claim a suppressed or long- abandoned identity, real 
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or imagined. For example, since the 1960 Census, there has been a dramatic increase 

in the American Indian population in the United States. (Passel 1996, 79). Such 

an increase is not driven by actual growth, but by increased numbers of Americans 

claiming Native identity. 

 Racial identity is a slippery thing. Given these many contradictions, how might 

we begin to grasp the overall meaning of race in the United States? In this book we 

discuss  the centrality of race in the organization of political life in the United States.  We 

attempt to develop an overarching perspective on both race and racism in this coun-

try .  Our hope is to provide a coherent conceptual framework by which we can grasp 

the importance of race as a key category: of inequality, of difference/identity, and of 

agency, both individual and collective. Such a framework also seeks to understand 

racial change— how concepts and ideologies of race and racism evolve, transform, 

and shift over historical time. We engage in a deep interrogation of racial theory, 

both past and present. We try to understand and contextualize the race concept. 

We explore how race has both informed and been informed by prevailing political 

conflicts. 

 Racial Theory 

 Race and racism in the United States have been shaped by a centuries- long confl ict 

between white domination and resistance by people of color. Theories of race and 

racism have necessarily been molded by the same relationships. Informed to a large 

extent by the needs of dominant groups who required the nation- state they were 

building to be both organized and intelligible for the purposes of rule, 3  racial theory 

for years served mainly the interests of the powerful— white settlers, slave owners, 

colonial and later national elites. Entire systems of rule— labor and political regimes 

among others— had to be organized, structured, regulated, and explained. The con-

cept of race, developing unevenly in the Americas from the arrival of  Europeans in 

the Western Hemisphere down to the present, has served as a fundamental organiz-

ing principle of the social system. Practices of distinguishing among human beings 

according to their corporeal characteristics became linked to systems of control 

exploitation, and resistance. 

 Since race and racism involve violence, oppression, exploitation, and indignity, 

they also generate movements of resistance and theories of resistance. The necessity 

to comprehend and explain the modern world extended beyond the oppressors to the 

oppressed, who sought to understand the calamities that had befallen them through 

conquest, kidnapping, mass murder, enslavement, exclusion, and genocide. While 

early resistance- based theories of race have largely been suppressed and hidden, the 

past is being excavated and examined in new and greater detail. We now have a large 

number of slave narratives to draw upon, for example. Recent work in African and 

Spanish colonial history, as well as work on indigenous and Arabic texts produced in 

the Americas, has increased our awareness of early resistance- based accounts of what 

we would now call race and racism. 4  



4 i n t r o d u c t i o n

 Despite the enormous legacy and volume of racial theory, the concept of race 

remains poorly understood and inadequately explained. This is true not only in 

everyday life but also in the social sciences, the humanities, law, medicine, and the 

biological sciences. Because race operates as a “common- sense” concept, a basic com-

ponent of social cognition, identity, and socialization, everyone considers herself/

himself an expert on the subject. Race seems obvious and in some ways superficial. 

What is there to explain? Race appears to be a given attribute, an ordinary “social 

fact.” That one has a racial identity is thus no more problematic, no more worthy of 

interpretation, than that one has a head upon one’s shoulders. That’s just the way it is. 

 But when asked what race  means,  what the significance is of being black, white, 

brown, red, or yellow, difficulties rapidly set in. Over the ages these categories’ mean-

ings have varied a great deal: They have carried religious, scientific, political, and 

cultural weight. Race has been understood as a sign of God’s pleasure or displeasure, 

as an indicator of evolutionary development, as a key to intelligence, and as a signifier 

in human geography, among many other things. Concepts of race have conformed to 

the exigencies of time and place. In rising empires, the imperatives of conquest have 

shaped ideas about racial hierarchy, with portrayals of the strong and superior occu-

piers contrasted with the weak and inferior natives. In periods of social dislocation 

and economic decline, race has come to mark those groups who signify corruption 

and dilution of the national spirit and purpose. When secularism and scientism have 

contended against religious dogma, efforts to classify, categorize, and rank human-

ity along racial lines have come to the fore. Today, we reject many (though not all) of 

the earlier incarnations, understandings, and uses of the race concept. Indeed, in the 

contemporary United States it is frequently claimed that race has become meaning-

less, that it is an outdated idea, a throwback to earlier, benighted times, an empty 

signifier at best. No wonder confusion reigns. 

 Race and the Social Sciences 

 Attention to race has risen and fallen in the social sciences, driven once again by 

racial “common sense.” The great social theorists of the 19th- century, towering fi g-

ures such as Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Emile Durkheim, and Max Weber, 

were all consumed with analyzing the transition from feudalism to capitalism, and 

interpreting the dynamic forces shaping modern (i.e., 19th- century European) soci-

ety. Although they shared this central intellectual concern, these thinkers could not 

agree on which structural relationships were the most important factors explaining 

the rise of that modern, capitalist society, with its “rational- legal” form of authority 

and complex division of labor. What they could agree upon, though, was the belief 

that racial and ethnic social bonds, divisions, and confl icts were remnants of a pre-

industrial order that would decline in signifi cance in the modern period. 5  Marx and 

Engels, for example, predicted that as society split up into two great, antagonistic 

classes, social distinctions such as race and ethnicity would decrease in importance. 
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 In fairness to Marx and Engels, they did consider race in their discussion of 

“primitive accumulation,” the launching- phase of modern capitalism. Marx writes: 

 The discovery of gold and silver in America, the extirpation, enslavement, and 

entombment in mines of the aboriginal population, the beginning of the con-

quest and looting of the East Indies, the turning of Africa into a warren for 

the commercial hunting of blackskins, signalized the rosy dawn of the era of 

capitalist production. These idyllic proceedings are the chief momenta of prim-

itive accumulation. On their heels treads the commercial war of the European 

nations with the globe for a theater. It begins with the revolt of the Netherlands 

from Spain, assumes giant dimensions in  England’s  Anti-Jacobin War, and is 

still going on in the opium wars with China. 

 (1967, 351) 

 Furthermore, in their support of the abolitionist cause they linked race to the working- 

class movement, both in Britain and the United States; Marx famously asserted in 

 Capital  that “labor cannot emancipate itself in a white skin where in a black skin it is 

branded” (1967, 329). Writing somewhat later, Weber and Durkheim were much less 

cognizant of the complexities of race. 6  

 The “founding fathers” of American sociology (men such as Albion Small, Wil-

liam Graham Sumner, and Edward A. Ross) were explicitly concerned with racial 

hierarchy and racial classification, which they saw in terms of evolutionary theory. 7  

Social science was shaped, not only by the European founding fathers, but also by the 

Social Darwinist currents of the period. As did virtually all the early figures, these 

men adhered to the unquestioned white supremacy of their time. Their work contrib-

uted, sometimes inadvertently but often by intention, to the racist hysteria of the late 

19th and early 20th centuries. The epoch of the emergence of modern social science 

in the United States coincided with a sustained period of racial reaction, marked by 

the institutionalization of Jim Crow in the South, the success of the movement for 

Asian exclusion, and the rise of eugenics. Especially in this atmosphere, adherence 

to biologistic perspectives on race severely limited innovation and social scientific 

interest in this field. 8  

 As nearly every race- oriented U.S. social scientist pursued the chimera of “natu-

ral” racial hierarchy, a small number of scholars, almost all of them black, challenged 

mainstream (i.e., white) conceptions of race, and implicitly racism as well, although 

that term did not yet exist. Led by the protean intellectual and activist W.E.B. Du 

Bois, such scholars as Alain Locke, Kelly Miller, William Monroe Trotter, Anna Julia 

Cooper, and others created a social science of race and racism, refusing and refuting 

the biologistic racism of their white contemporaries. These writers and activists were 

largely denied entrance to the whites- only universities of the time. Based in histori-

cally black colleges and universities like Howard, Atlanta (now Clark- Atlanta), and 

Fisk and active in community- based institutions and organizations, these people were 

the true intellectual leaders of their time, at least in respect to racial theory. Although 
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there were some minor lapses here and there, their work was premised on then  radical 

understandings of the meaning of equality, political and social rights, and on a com-

mitment to a fully democratic and racially inclusive U.S. society. 9  Besides breaking 

new ground in racial theory, Du Bois’s  The Philadelphia Negro: A Social Study  virtu-

ally invented modern, empirically  grounded sociology in the United States as well 

(Du Bois 1998 [1899]). 

 Only in the 1920s did mainstream sociology even begin to catch up to these pio-

neering black efforts. Led by Robert E. Park, the “Chicago School of Sociology” 

began after World War I to rework social scientific approaches to race, and eventually 

reinvented much of the wheel that Du Bois had created two decades earlier. Park had 

earlier been a publicist and ghost- writer for Booker T. Washington; in his later years 

he taught at Fisk, having been invited there by Charles S. Johnson, a former student 

and major sociologist of race in his own right (Johnson 1996 [1934]), who had become 

the university’s president. 

 Park and other progressive white thinkers largely succeeded in mainstream-

ing a socially  grounded, if not political, concept of race, and countering the racial 

biologism that had dominated racial theory in an unbroken fashion throughout U.S. 

history. Chicago sociology would shape the dominant theoretical and methodological 

assumptions about race for the greater part of the 20th century and beyond. That 

black scholars could not have achieved this result is a bitter but obvious truth that 

speaks directly to their marginalization in the field. Just as black popular music— 

blues and jazz— could only gain popular currency when white musicians played it, 

black racial theory could only begin to make headway in the “mainstream” social 

sciences when reframed and advanced by white scholars. 10  

 Chicago School racial theory still left a lot to be desired. It was deterministic and 

resolutely apolitical. Park’s “race- relations cycle,” for example, still widely regarded 

as one of the most important contributions to the field, understood its subject as 

moving through four stages— contact, conflict, accommodation, and assimilation— 

leaving such matters as collective action and political agency out of the picture, and 

postulating assimilation (presumably into whiteness) as the positive end- state of “race 

relations.” Park proposed the cycle as a theoretical law of historical development, a 

way of analyzing group relations and assessing a “minority” group’s progress along 

a fixed continuum. 11  

 Beginning with Park’s concepts, a set of assumptions have gradually come to 

characterize the field and serve as guides for social scientists investigating the nature 

of race in the United States. Blauner discusses these assumptions as follows: 

 First, the view that racial and ethnic groups are neither central nor persistent 

elements of modern societies. Second, the idea that racism and racial oppres-

sion are not independent dynamic forces but are ultimately reducible to other 

causal determinants, usually economic or psychological. Third, the position 

that the most important aspects of racism are the attitudes and prejudices 
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of Americans. And, finally, the so- called  immigrant analogy,  the assumption, 

critical in contemporary thought, that there are no essential long- term dif-

ferences— in relation to the larger society— between the  third world  or racial 

minorities and the European ethnic groups. 

 (2001 [1972], 2; emphasis original) 

 These assumptions are as much political as they are theoretical. They neglect both 

the institutional and ideological nature of race in America, and the systematic 

entrenchment of racial dynamics in such spheres as education, art, social policy, 

law, religion, and science. They focus attention on race as an irrational construct, a 

product of individual “attitudes and prejudices” rather than a social structure deeply 

rooted, not only in ideas and beliefs, but also in institutions, fundamental patterns of 

inequality, social geography, and the exercise of political power. 12  Such assumptions 

make it impossible to grasp the specifi city of racism and racial confl ict in the United 

States. They lead the analyst toward evolutionary models that optimistically predict 

the gradual absorption of racially  identifi ed groups into the (implicitly white) main-

stream of American political, economic, and cultural life. 13  Racial theories based on 

these assumptions— launched in the 1920s and reaching down to the present— reveal 

as much about the prevailing state of racial politics and racial ideology when they were 

produced as they do about the nature of race relations. 

 The Trajectory of Racial Politics 

 At any given moment, we are in a particular phase of the  trajectory  of racial politics. 

Our idea of trajectory refers to a political process, in which rising phases of mobiliza-

tion are followed by declining phases. From the long- run standpoint, the trajectory 

of racial politics is a process of “cumulative and cyclical development” 14  taking place 

over centuries: the  longue durée.  To consider seriously the depth and variety of racial 

rule and of resistance to it is to contemplate the genealogy of race and racism (Mar-

tinot 2002) in the United States and on a global scale. Over the centuries, we see 

North America as a terrain both for populating (with settlers) and depopulating (the 

removal and genocide of the original inhabitants). Over the centuries, we see the 

United States as both a key part of the slavery system and as a locus for abolitionism 

and “abolition democracy” (Du Bois). Over the centuries, we see the United States 

as— always and simultaneously— an anticolonial and colonial nation- state. 

 While past racial atrocities are now commonly acknowledged, optimistic observ-

ers of our nation’s recent history offer a vision of a society trying to live up to 

democratic and egalitarian principles by slowly extending and applying them to the 

gnawing issues of race. We are in the midst, so it is claimed, of a period of enlightened 

progress— an unfolding drama of racial incorporation that will not be thwarted or 

reversed. A truly colorblind society, it is argued, will eventually emerge. How did we 

get to this point and where might we be headed? 
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 A cursory glance at American history reveals that far from being colorblind, the 

United States has always been an extremely race- conscious nation. From the very 

inception of the republic to the present moment, race has been a profound deter-

minant of one’s political rights, one’s location in the labor market, and indeed one’s 

sense of identity. The hallmark of this history has been racism. While groups  of 

color have been treated differently, all can bear witness to the tragic consequences of 

racial oppression. The United States has confronted each group with a unique form 

of despotism and degradation. The examples are familiar: Native Americans faced 

removal and genocide, blacks were subjected to racial slavery and Jim Crow, Latin@s 

were invaded and colonized, and Asians faced exclusion. 15  While the ethos of equal-

ity has been invoked quite frequently, this has usually served merely to justify blatant 

inequality and mistreatment. 

 Recent U.S. racial history has followed a more complex and contradictory path. 

The country has experienced successive waves of racial turbulence and quiescence. 

Political challenges to the U.S. racial regime have been followed by containment of such 

challenges, sometimes through reform and sometimes through repression. Reforms 

that were supposed to diminish the depth and extent of racism have undoubtedly 

had some positive effects, but overall they have produced contradictory, even ironic 

results. Racial injustice and racial inequality, exclusion, violence, and neglect, are all 

so deeply rooted in the nation that just reducing them “moderately”— while presum-

ably preferable to exacerbating them or treating them with “benign neglect”— may 

 itself  have baleful consequences. Inadequate and vulnerable civil rights measures, 

after all, have also served to ratify and reinvigorate the underlying racial regime. 16  

 By the 1960s, because of the upheavals and challenges that developed during and 

after World War II, race occupied the center stage of American politics in a manner 

unprecedented since the Civil War era a century earlier. Civil rights struggles and ghetto 

revolts, as well as controversies over state policies of reform and repression, highlighted 

a period of intense conflict in which the meaning of race was fiercely politically con-

tested. Civil rights laws and the Voting Rights Act of 1965 enfranchised millions whose 

democratic rights had long been denied. Congress also sought to curtail discrimina-

tion in the labor and housing markets. A long- overdue reform in U.S. immigration 

law (the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965) laid the foundation for the massive 

demographic shifts that were to follow over the next decades. However limited some of 

these legislative and judicial reforms would turn out to be, the decade saw the greatest 

expansion of democratic rights in the nation’s history. As virtually all observers agree, 

the political and policy- oriented transformations of the 1960s were driven by massive 

popular mobilization, notably for civil rights and racial equality. 

 There was a moment, a spark of recognition before the assassinations and 

upheavals of 1968, when it was recognized that the accomplishments of the black 

movement had opened up a broader prospect for radical democratic transformation 

in the United States. The black movement at that moment was deeply torn between 

radical and centrist currents; black power politics were particularly under attack: by 
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the state, the right- wing, and the “moderates” as well. The “long hot summers,” the 

restive ghettos across the country, were a particular target for attack. But at that point 

the movement was still active and growing; the Black Panther Party was galvaniz-

ing the ghetto and its example was influencing Native American, Latin@, and Asian 

American organizing as well. The Poor People’s Movement was being built by SCLC 

and its allies, so a transracial movement of the poor was at least imaginable. Even at 

the state level, adjustments to the new domestic balance of forces were underway: 

The War on Poverty and the Great Society were promising redistribution as J. Edgar 

Hoover was killing Panthers (Haas 2011). In the streets, the anti- war movement and 

the developing “second- wave” feminist movement were coming into their own. 

 The spark of radical democratic hope was brief indeed. It was murdered with 

Martin Luther King, Jr. in Memphis on April 4, 1968, with Robert F. Kennedy in Los 

Angeles on the night of June 5, 1968, in Chicago at the Democratic Party convention 

in late August of 1968, and in hundreds of other setbacks as well. Indeed, after King 

was killed more than 100 cities went up in flames. 

 It seems reasonable to argue that the containment of the movement began with 

those killings and riots and burnings. Still it required an extended process, a compre-

hensive reordering of U.S. political life, to block the advance of the black movement 

and its allies toward greater equality and “participatory democracy.” We have expe-

rienced nearly half a century of reactionary racial politics since that peak moment in 

the late 1960s. 

 Yet the movement has not been destroyed. Its accomplishments live on as a gift 

from earlier generations of activists and thinkers to later ones. Yes, the reforms it 

achieved have been largely neutralized by state- based reaction, by authoritarian 

populist movements, and by colorblind racial hegemony as well. But racial reaction 

could not destroy the increased awareness, the enhanced race consciousness, and 

the profoundly politicized identities that sprang from the black movement and its 

feminist, working- class, anti- imperialist, and queer allies. The epochal confronta-

tion between the post- World War II anti- racist movement— what we call the Great 

Transformation— and the racial reaction that succeeded it, has generated a new type 

of crisis in U.S. society. 

 “[C]risis,” Gramsci famously wrote, “consists precisely in the fact that the old 

is dying and the new cannot be born: in this interregnum, morbid phenomena of the 

most varied kind come to pass” (1971, 276). Using the Gramscian formula, we sug-

gest that in the U.S. there has developed, during the extended declining phase of the 

political trajectory of race, an enormous and chronic crisis. “Chronic” is not a word 

usually associated with the term “crisis,” which usually signifies an acute problem, 

not an extended one. But, as Dr. Dre reminds us, we have not yet emerged from this 

ongoing pattern of racial contradiction, the chronic racial dilemma we are still in. It 

is quite mind- boggling, when looked at as a whole: On the one hand, the old veri-

ties of established racism and white supremacy have been officially discredited, not 

only in the United States but fairly comprehensively around the world. On the other 



10 i n t r o d u c t i o n

hand, racially informed action and social organization, racial identity and race con-

sciousness, continue unchecked in nearly every aspect of social life! On the one hand, 

the state (many states around the world) now claims to be colorblind, non- racialist, 

racially democratic; while, on the other hand, in almost every case, those same states 

need race to rule. Consider in the United States alone: race and electoral politics, race 

and social control, race and legal order… 

 Why don’t our heads  explode  under the pressures of such cognitive dissonance? 

 Looking Forward in this Book 

 Despite all the upheaval we have experienced in recent years, the outcome of con-

temporary racial confl ict remains uncertain and unresolved. The continuing ebb and 

fl ow of racial politics, and the intense contradictions it evokes, beg for a new inter-

pretation. This book developed from our desire to comprehend the centrality of race 

in U.S. life and to understand how ideologies of race have changed over the past 50 

years. Our discussion is divided into three parts. First, we survey how the concept of 

race has been interpreted in the main currents of social scientifi c thought. Then, we 

propose our own account of the race concept and racial politics. Finally, we trace how 

ideologies of race have shifted over the past 50 years in order to discern the overall 

political trajectory of race and racism in the present- day United States. 

 Now that we have introduced our approach and theoretical premises, we turn to 

a brief chapter outline in the remaining part of this Introduction. 

 In Part I,  Paradigms of Race: Ethnicity, Class, and Nation,  we examine recent 

racial theory in the United States. We argue that this theory is encompassed by three 

paradigmatic approaches to race and racism— approaches based on the categories of 

ethnicity, class, and nation. These approaches are  paradigms,  17  in the sense that they 

have particular core assumptions and highlight particular key issues and research 

variables. Racial paradigms have implicit and explicit policy and political action ori-

entations; they also serve as guides for research and education about race and racism. 

 There are, of course, limitations to this approach. We do not suggest that these 

three paradigms encompass all the racial theories generated during the period under 

consideration, but we do think that they embrace the vast bulk of them and demar-

cate the major lines of debate. Specific theories, and the paradigms themselves, are 

treated as  ideal types:  That is, our concept of paradigms is a distillation for the pur-

pose of analysis of complex and variegated theoretical arguments. A qualification to 

our approach, therefore, is the recognition that often a specific viewpoint, concept, 

or study cannot be neatly classified in one or the other paradigm. In many cases par-

ticular analyses of race— political, jurisprudential, or academic, say— which we locate 

in one paradigm, contain arguments that resemble those suggested within another 

paradigm. We discuss each of these main currents in racial theory, devoting a chap-

ter to each. While these theoretical approaches all contributed to our understanding 

race in the United States, each was flawed in its own way, limited by its particular 
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need to  reduce  race to a manifestation of some other, supposedly more fundamental, 

sociopolitical concept. To overcome this reductionism is a key objective of our racial 

formation approach. 

  Chapter 1  examines  ethnicity  theory— a perspective that arose in the post- World 

War I years as an insurgent challenge to the religious doctrines and biologistic 

accounts of race that prevailed at that time. From its initial efforts to explain the 

social upheavals brought about by vast waves of immigration to the United States 

around the turn of the 20th century, ethnicity theory focused on U.S. processes of 

incorporation such as assimilation and cultural pluralism. The early concerns of eth-

nicity theory involved inclusion and its obstacles in respect to different European 

immigrant groups. At this time, the acceptance and integration of Europeans was still 

in doubt, while that of immigrants of color was highly restricted, and groups of color 

were subject to overt discrimination. 

 From the end of World War II through the 1960s, however, racial conditions 

changed. The emphasis on incorporation was extended to the situation of blacks and 

other groups of color who continued to be marginalized and excluded. Drawing anal-

ogies to the assimilation and integration of European immigrant groups, ethnicity 

scholars were initially optimistic regarding the integration of blacks and other groups 

of color. The rise in the late- 1960s and early- 1970s of radical social movements based 

in communities of color caught ethnicity theorists by surprise. Movements rejected the 

assimilationist and pluralist visions that were central to ethnicity theory by demand-

ing group recognition and political rights, resource redistribution, and broad cultural 

transformation. In response to the perceived radical threat, ethnicity theorists moved 

rightward, gravitating to neoconservative positions that emphasized individualism, 

not “groupism,” and embracing colorblind racial policies and practices. 

  Chapter 2  considers  class  theories of race, accounts that afford primacy to eco-

nomic structures and processes. Class theories render race legible by examining 

economic inequalities along racial lines. Within the broader class paradigm, we exam-

ine three general analytic orientations to race. We designate these as the market- , 

stratification- , and class conflict- based approaches. These three currents of the class 

paradigm are grounded in different economic spheres: exchange relationships (mar-

kets), systems of distribution (stratification), and conflict over labor exploitation (in 

Marxist terms, conflict over the “social relations of production”). 

 Efforts to interpret racial inequality as a consequence of economic relationships 

obviously have an important role to play in understanding race as an overall phe-

nomenon. Yet these efforts uniformly fail to account for the role of race as a  cause  

of existing economic relationship. Both market- based and stratification- approaches 

tend to detach economic life from social and political life. Class conflict theories (gen-

erally Marxist) admirably recognize race– class interaction more comprehensively, 

but they still reduce race to a subset of labor- based conflict in which class trumps 

race. While inequality is certainly an important dimension of race and racism, we 

argue that race cannot simply be reduced to an economic matter. Politics, culture, and 



12 i n t r o d u c t i o n

many other other social factors shape economic life as much as they are shaped by it; 

these are all eminently racial matters. 

  Chapter 3  considers  nation - based theories of race. These have their origins in 

the imperial seizures of territory and the settler colonialism of the modern era. Since 

the imperial dawn, the ideas of race and nation have been deeply connected through 

concepts of  peoplehood.  Both as North American colonies of European empires, and 

then as a nation- state of its own, the United States identified as white. This identi-

fication as a white nation remains visible in the associations with whiteness that are 

visible across extensive historical time in such concepts as “the American people” and 

in U.S. nationalism more generally. 

 The concept of peoplehood, however, did not operate only among the ruling 

whites. It was present from the start among the racialized “others” as well.  Africans 

and their descendants, Native Americans, Latin@s and Caribeñ@s subject to conquest 

and settlement, and immigrants who were not white (or not yet white) understood 

their identity collectively in terms of peoplehood: For them, the concept was born out 

of resistance. Many were drawn toward insurgent nationalisms, as the possibilities of 

inclusion and full citizenship were consistently denied them. Thus nation- based con-

cepts of race became rooted, not only in the dominant group, but also in subordinate 

ones. The production of racial otherness generated not only the mark of oppression 

but also the mark of resistance. While the nation- based paradigm supplies a valuable 

concept— peoplehood— to the overall corpus of racial theory, it is still reductionist 

vis- à- vis race. Nation- based theories treat race as a mere manifestation of the pre-

sumptively deeper concept of “the nation,” and project “internal” colonial relations 

of domination and resistance forward into the present. 

 In Part II,  Racial Formation,  we advance our own theory of racial formation, 

departing from ethnicity- , class- , and nation- based understandings. We do not repu-

diate these paradigms across  the  board, but criticize their limitations and seek to 

incorporate them in a larger, more realistic, and in our view more practically radical 

account, based in our theory of racial formation. 

 In  Chapter 4 ,  The Theory of Racial Formation,  we stress that race is a social con-

struction and not a fixed, static category rooted in some notion of innate biological 

differences. The construction of race and racial meanings can be understood as part 

of a universal phenomenon of classifying people on the basis of real or imagined attri-

butes. We all engage in “making up people” (Hacking 2006, 1999) as a way to navigate 

in the social world— to situate ourselves and others in the context of social hierarchies, 

to discern friend from foe, and to provide a guide to social interactions with different 

individuals and groups. Race is not unique as a category of difference. Gender, class, 

age, nationality, and culture have all been invoked to capture, and in many cases explain, 

difference. This process is not benign. It involves “othering,” which is used to jus-

tify subordinate status, unequal treatment, to structure oppression and exploitation in 

numerous ways. It is important to note, on the flip side, that resistance to such oppres-

sive practices also involves the creation of social categories of difference. 
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 To say that race is socially constructed is to argue that it varies according to time 

and place. Concepts and ideologies of race have shifted over historical time and differ 

according to the sociohistorical conditions in which race is embedded. There are many 

examples. Consider the Irish and the Jews, groups who were not considered racially 

“white” earlier in the U.S. history, yet eventually became white (Ignatiev 1995; Brod-

kin 1998). 18  Consider Asian Americans, who have been popularly regarded as either a 

“yellow peril” or a “model minority” depending on the historical period in question, 

the configuration of racial hierarchy in the United States, and the prevailing tenor of 

United States– Asia relations (Okihiro 1994; Jun 2011). Widening the scope beyond 

the United States, it is apparent that what race means in different regional and national 

settings is highly variable. What race means in Brazil, Japan, or in South Africa is dra-

matically different from what it means in the United States. This underscores the fact 

that race is a fluid and flexible social concept (Fredrickson 1997). 

 While acknowledging the inherent instability and socially constructed character-

istics of race, we argue that there is a crucial  corporeal  dimension to the race- concept. 

Race is  ocular  in an irreducible way. Human bodies are visually read, understood, 

and narrated by means of symbolic meanings and associations. Phenotypic differ-

ences are not necessarily seen or understood in the same consistent manner across 

time and place, but they are nevertheless operating in specific social settings. Not 

because of any biologically based or essential difference among human beings across 

such phonemic variables as “color” or “hair texture,” but because such sociohistori-

cal practices as conquest and enslavement classified human bodies for purposes of 

domination— and because these same distinctions therefore became important for 

resistance to domination as well— racial phenotypes such as black and white have 

been constructed and encoded through the language of race. 19  We define this process 

as  racialization — the extension of racial meaning to a previously racially unclassified 

relationship, social practice, or group. 

 We also advance the concept of  racial projects  to capture how racial formation 

processes occur through a linkage between structure and representation. Racial proj-

ects are efforts to shape the ways in which human identities and social structures are 

racially signified, and the reciprocal ways that racial meaning becomes embedded 

in social structures. We see racial projects as building blocks in the racial formation 

process; these projects are taking place all the time, whenever race is being invoked or 

signified, wherever social structures are being organized along racial lines. Racial for-

mation is thus a vast summation of signifying actions and social structures, past and 

present, that have combined and clashed in the creation of the enormous complex of 

relationships and identities that is labeled race. 

  Chapter 5 ,  Racial Politics and the Racial State,  focuses on the political sociology 

of race, the social organization of power along racial lines. A central concern here is 

the historical development and contemporary orientation of the U.S. racial state. We 

stress the porous boundary between state and civil society, especially where race is 

concerned. The racial state inhabits us, so to speak; it is within our minds, our psyches, 
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our hearts. At the same time we shape and reshape the state, identifying with it or 

aganist it, carrying out the signifying action that is the essence of political life, both 

collectively and individually. In this chapter, we stress the shift  from racial domination 

to racial hegemony  that has taken place in the post- World War II period. We highlight 

the trajectory of racial politics, the first rising and then declining path of the anti- racist 

movement that has taken shape up to now (we are writing this in 2013). We argue that 

the anti- racist movements that arose in the 1960s dramatically expanded the political 

space available for challenging racism by ushering in the  politicization of the social.  The 

chief achievement of the black movement and its allied new social movements was 

the enlargement and deepening of U.S. politics. Issues previously regarded as private 

and therefore outside the realm of formally defined politics were now embraced by an 

expansive politics of identity. Such an expansion of the terrain of politics by race- based 

social movements, and then by gender- , anti- imperialist, queer- , and other movements 

as well, represents a radical and permanent shift. It is a shift, however, that cannot be 

regarded as an exclusively progressive transformation. In the wake of the left- wing 

politicization of the social at the hands of the black movement, feminist movement, 

and gay movement, a racial reaction took shape. Right- wing movements proved them-

selves capable of rearticulation as well, reframing the emancipatory politics of the 

black movement and its allies, first as threats to whites, then as “reverse racism,” and 

finally seeking an erasure of race itself through colorblind racial ideology. 

 In Part III,  Racial Politics Since World War II,  we apply our racial formation 

approach to recent racial history. The post- World War II period, up to the present 

historical moment, is our central concern: The transformation of U.S. racial despo-

tism in the period up to about 1970, and then the containment of those democratic 

and transformational movements during subsequent decades, is the overarching 

theme of these chapters. 

 Movements rise and fall, both on the political left and the right. The civil rights era 

can be seen in terms of rising and declining phases of a political trajectory or cycle: pro-

ceeding from the relative abeyance of racial justice movements before World War II, and 

then moving through a phase characterized by the dramatic rise and impact of the civil 

rights, black power, and allied movements in the 1960s. This “rising phase” of the cycle 

culminated in the achievement of partial movement victories during the 1960s. It was 

quickly followed by incorporation and containment of the movement challenge, starting 

in about 1970. In  Chapter 6 —  The Great Transformation — we consider the development 

of the anti- racist movement, focusing particular attention on the 1960s. We trace the 

transformation of the black movement from an inclusion- oriented reform movement 

seeking to end segregation and achieve full political citizenship for blacks, to a broader 

radical democratic movement allied with the other social movements that collectively 

sought the redistribution of resources, an end to U.S. imperialism, and social citizen-

ship not only for blacks but for other excluded and oppressed groups as well. It was this 

expansive radical potential, combined with these allied movements’ inability to attract 

majority (mainly white) support, that led to their containment and prolonged decline. 
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 The postwar racial trajectory, then, entered its declining phase in about 1970; 

 Chapter 7 —  Racial Reaction: Containment and Rearticulation — discusses the devel-

opment over time of a center- right power bloc capable of counterattacking and 

curtailing the influence of the radical democratic movements that had developed 

through the 1960s. The racial reaction moved on various fronts simultaneously, using 

violent tactics of repression and assassination as well as seeking to  rearticulate  move-

ment demands and the emancipatory politics of identity in individualistic, repressive, 

and reactionary ways. 

 The declining phase of the movement, brought about largely by racial reaction, 

has continued until today, achieving a new racial hegemony based upon the concept 

of  colorblindness.  In  Chapter 8 —  Colorblindness, Neoliberalism, and Obama,  we argue 

that colorblind racial ideology underwrites the neoliberal accumulation project in 

the United States, and that neither colorblindness nor neoliberalism would be politi-

cally feasible without the other. We also consider the deep contradictions between 

colorblindness and race- consciousness as both ideology and practice. “Painting the 

White House Black” under Obama, it turns out, deeply heightened the tensions of 

colorblind hegemony, even though Obama tried hard to minimize the anti- racist com-

mitments that were always at least implicit in his presidency. 

 In sum, after World War II a system of racial  hegemony  was substituted for the 

earlier system of racial  domination.  It took a great amount of blood, sweat, and tears 

to accomplish these limited reforms, this “Second Reconstruction.” To do away with 

official Jim Crow, to end the 1924 McCarran–Walter immigration restrictions, as well 

as ending the Vietnam War and legalizing abortion, were enormous triumphs, but 

they were not definitive. They were generally vulnerable, not so much to “backlash” 

and rollback, as to erosion and subversion, what we have termed rearticulation. To 

outlaw  de jure  segregation did not prevent the preservation of segregation  de facto  by 

other means. To overturn the highly restrictive immigration policies that had lasted 

from the 1920s to the 1960s did not prevent the continuity, and indeed the increase, 

of a draconian system of immigrant deportation and imprisonment that continues 

to this day. 

 The success of racial reform policies— the various civil rights acts and court 

decisions of the 1960s— worked to incorporate and thus defuse movement opposi-

tion. This incorporation required that tangible concessions be made without altering 

the underlying  structural racism  that was characteristic of the United States. It also 

required the marginalization and, in some cases, destruction of those sectors of 

anti- racist opposition that were more recalcitrant about accepting limited (aka mod-

erate) reforms. Once reforms had been enacted and legislated, once some movement 

demands and movement activists had been incorporated, a subsequent stage of the 

hegemonic racial project was the rearticulation of racial meanings in a series of steps 

that culminated in colorblind racial hegemony. Unsteady, limited, and contradictory, 

the colorblind concept of race will retain its hegemonic perch until it can be chal-

lenged or rearticulated yet again. 
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 We live in racial history. The racial instability that has characterized the whole of 

American history continues unabated. The unsettled meaning of race, and the con-

tinuing elusiveness of a genuine, substantive racial democracy in the United States, 

presents the country with both countless problems and limitless opportunities. In this 

book’s conclusion—  The Contrarieties of Race — we highlight some of the dilemmas 

that the country, and perforce the reader, face today. We pose such questions as: What 

do you want  your  race- consciousness to be? What do  you  consider a democratic and 

just racial policy in the United States? 

 To recognize that race is historically and politically constructed is not only to 

see it as a “moving image,” as something we make and remake over time; it is also to 

acknowledge our power, both collective and individual, to transform the meaning of 

race. We created this meaning- system and the social order it supports. We can change 

it as well. 

 Notes 

  1. The earliest use of this term that we can fi nd is a track with that title located on a 1999 Rage 

Against the Machine record,  The Battle of Los Angeles.  

  2. The depth and degree of Obama’s blackness was widely debated. On the far right, he 

was branded an African revolutionary, enacting his father’s anticolonial revenge fantasies 

(D’Souza 2012). In the black community, Debra Dickerson and Cornel West, among oth-

ers, cast Obama’s blackness— his authenticity— into serious doubt (Dickerson 2007; on 

West see Thompson 2011; see also Lowndes 2013). Others worried that electing a black 

president would defuse whatever reform- oriented demands the black movement could 

muster (Bobo 2008). In various statements, Obama somewhat inconsistently wrestled with 

his blackness: discussing his growing recognition and acceptance of it in his youth, his own 

encounters with prejudice and discrimination, and in his most comprehensive political 

analysis of racism (“A More Perfect Union”— 3/18/2008), the contradictions and limita-

tions of U.S. democracy in respect to race. 

  3. On “intelligibility” and domination, see Scott 1998. 

  4. Some key slave narratives are collected in Gates, ed. 2002. On Spanish colonialism in 

the North American Southwest, see Gutiérrez 1991. Enslaved Africans included many 

 Muslims, some of whom were literate in Arabic. On Muslims and Arabic- language 

accounts of slavery and the slave trade, see Opoku- Agyemang et al., eds., 2008; see also 

Thornton 1998. On indigenous views, see Thornton 1987. 

  5. Blauner writes: “[T]he general conceptual frame of European theory implicitly assumed 

the decline and disappearance of ethnicity in the modern would; it off ered no hints in 

the other direction. Without signifi cant alteration, American sociology synthesized this 

framework into its models of social structure and change” (Blauner 2001 [1972], 4). See 

also Schwendinger and Schwendinger 1974, 39. 

  6. Weber’s treatment of the concept of  ethnie  under the rubric of “status” (a relational category 

based on “honor”) is in some ways a social constructionist approach; but in Weber’s volumi-

nous output there is no intensive consideration of the modern imperial phenomenon, and 

there are numerous instances of European chauvinism (especially during the World War I 

years, when Weber was somewhat affl  icted with German nationalism— see Weber 1994, 131; 
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Weber 1996, 255). In fairness, Weber also recognized racism, notably anti- black racism in 

the United States. See his remarks on U.S. racial attitudes in Gerth and Mills, eds., 1958, 

405–406. Weber’s sensitivity to U.S. racial matters may be attributed, at least in part, to the 

orientation provided him by Du Bois. See Lewis 1993, 225, 277. 

   Durkheim too ranks the world eurocentrically, distinguishing rather absolutely between 

“primitive” and “civilized” peoples based on the limited ethnology available to him; he 

also muses in abstractly racial ways: Racial categories are employed as “social types” in 

 Suicide,  for example. 

  7. They were also “liberal Anglo- Saxonists,” as John H. Stanfi eld (1982, 189–190) has 

termed them. See also Winant 2007. 

  8. “After a promising start in the early period, the study of race and ethnic relations 

 suff ered…. With little room for ethnic and racial phenomena in the macroscopic models 

of social structure and process, the fi eld was isolated from general sociological theory and 

particularly from those leading conceptual themes that might have provided coherence 

and useful lines of inquiry: stratifi cation, culture, community. The study of race relations 

developed in a kind of vacuum; no overall theoretical framework guided its research and 

development” (Blauner 2001 [1972], 5). 

  9. In a series of fi ve lectures given at Howard University in 1915, Alain Leroy Locke, who 

had been the fi rst African American Rhodes Scholar and had attended the London Race 

Congress in 1911, presented a very worked- out and extremely “modern” theory of race, 

an account fully compatible with social constructionist views, and one deeply politically 

engaged as well. Locke had been greatly infl uenced by Du Bois, as were all the leading 

resistance scholars of the time (Locke 1992). The remarkable Anna Julia Cooper, writer, 

educator, and activist, more  or  less founded black feminism. Born a slave in 1858, Cooper 

was the principal of the M Street High School, a prestigious, segregated black institution 

in Washington D.C., at the time of the publication of her still- infl uential book  A Voice from 

the South: By A Woman from the South  in 1892 (Cooper 1998; Guy- Sheftall 2009). Wil-

liam Monroe Trotter, a black journalist and activist, was a Harvard graduate and one of 

the founders of both the Niagara Movement and the NAACP. Supposedly a descendant of 

Jeff erson through Sally Hemings, Trotter challenged Woodrow Wilson in a White House 

meeting, and defi ed Booker T. Washington’s accommodationist racial politics when the lat-

ter gave a speech in Boston (Fox 1971). Kelly Miller, Professor of Mathematics at Howard 

University, founded the Sociology Department there in 1895 and taught at Howard until 

1935 when he retired as Dean of Arts and Sciences. A prolifi c author, Miller’s book  Race 

Adjustment  (1908) sought to reframe the dispute between Booker T. Washington and W.E.B. 

Du Bois. In a review of economist Frederick L.  Hoff man’s  Race Traits and Tendencies of the 

American Negro,  one of the leading eugenics- based works to argue for the innate inferiority 

of African Americans, Miller used census data to argue that Hoff man’s claims were statisti-

cally fl awed (Miller 1897; see also Stepan and Gilman 1993). 

 10. On the Chicago sociology of race, see Bulmer 1986; Steinberg 2007. 

 11. Lyman notes: “It [the race- relations cycle] was ideology too, for Park believed that once 

the racial cycle was completed, the social arena would be cleared of those racial impedi-

ments interfering with the inevitable class struggle” (1972, 27). 

 12. The concept of “institutional racism,” often confl ated with that of “structural racism,” 

was fi rst fl oated in Ture/Carmichael and Hamilton 1992 (1967); see also Knowles and 

Prewitt, eds. 1969. 
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 13. As early as 1967 Pierre van den Berghe wrote that   

 in spite of the claim of many social scientists that detachment and objectivity are pos-

sible and that they can dissociate their roles as scientists and as private citizens, much 

of the work done by North Americans in the area of race has, until the last three or 

four years, been strongly fl avored with a great deal of optimism and complacency 

about the basic “goodness” of American society and with the cautious, slightly left- 

of- center, reformist, meliorative, gradualist approach of “liberal” intellectuals…. The 

fi eld has been dominated by a functionalist view of society and a defi nition of the race 

problem as one of integration and assimilation of minorities into the mainstream of a 

consensus- based society. (1967, 7) 

 14. This concept is taken from Myrdal (1963, 1962 [1944]). See also Winant 2001. 

 15. This is an introductory formulation. We shall have more to say later about the numerous 

variations (ethnic, national, class- based) possible within racial identity. Among Latin@s, 

for example, the Puerto Rican, Central American, and Cuban cases all retain distinct 

aspects; among Asians, Vietnamese and other Southeast Asians, South Asians and Filipi-

nos all have particular histories in the United States. There are those whose racial category 

is ambiguous at present (e.g., Middle Eastern and South Asian Americans- MEASA, Sami, 

Persians, Uighur). Further still, racial classifi cation, as we shall argue below, is always fl ex-

ible, a process without an end point or fi nality of any kind. 

 16.  Bush v. Gore  (U.S. Supreme Court 2000), let it be remembered, was decided as a vot-

ing rights case. Many Supreme Court decisions favoring corporate elites have also been 

grounded in civil rights laws. The best- known example of this is  Santa Clara County v. 

Southern Pacifi c Railroad  (U.S. Supreme Court 1886), which aff orded “personhood” 

status to corporations, anticipating a host of later decisions including  Citizens United v. 

Federal Election Commission  (U.S. Supreme Court 2010). See also Beatty 2007, 172. 

 17. The concept of a  paradigm  in scientifi c or scholarly investigation gained currency after the 

appearance of Kuhn 1970. Our usage of the term is slightly at variance with Kuhn’s. A racial 

paradigm, in our view, is an assumed theoretical category that classifi es racial phenomena. 

Today, there is a strong reluctance in social scientifi c circles to indulge in “race- thinking” 

(undoubtedly due to the legacy of biologism with which pre- World War II scholarship 

encountered issues of race). This is yet another incentive to understand race in terms of 

other, supposedly more fundamental or objective, social scientifi c categories. 

 18. Not entirely, of course. There are black Irish and black Jews in the United States today, 

Latin@s who consider themselves Irish or Jewish, and numerous other variations on these 

identities as well. 

 19. Walter Johnson writes of the buyers in the New Orleans slave market:   

 As the experienced guided the inexperienced [in the slave marketplace], slaves’ bodies 

were made racially legible. The buyers’ inspections, the parts they fi ngered, the details 

they fetishized, and the homosocial connections they made with one another gave 

material substance to antebellum notions of “blackness” and “whiteness” and out-

lined for observers the lineaments of a racial gaze. Out of the daily practice of slavery, 

they reproduced the notions of race that underwrote the system as a whole. (2001, 161) 
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 C H A P T E R  1 

 Ethnicity 

 Introduction 

 In this chapter we examine the historical and theoretical trajectory of ethnicity- based 

theories of race from their  early years  as an insurgent and occasionally politically 

engaged set of arguments for assimilation, cultural pluralism, inclusion, and democ-

racy, through their  ascent to dominance  in the mid- 20th century, to their ongoing  decline 

and fall  in the late 20th and early 21st centuries. Throughout, we frame  ethnicity 

 theory as a paradigm: It is an approach to race that aff ords primacy to cultural vari-

ables. Ethnicity theory was in fact the fi rst mainstream social scientifi c account of race 

to understand it as a socially constructed phenomenon. 

 Theoretically, the ethnicity paradigm represents the mainstream of the modern 

sociology of race. The paradigm has passed through three major stages: a pre- 1940s 

stage in which the emergent paradigm challenged the biologistic (and at least implicitly 

racist) view of race which was dominant at that time; a 1940s to late 1960s stage during 

which the paradigm operated as the left/liberal “common sense” approach to race, 

and during which two recurrent themes— assimilationism and cultural pluralism— 

were prominent; and a post- 1960s stage, in which ethnicity- oriented accounts of race 

focused on defending conservative (or “neoconservative”) individualism against what 

was perceived as the radical assault of group rights. 

 Ethnicity theories arose in the early years of the 20th century, in anthropology and 

sociology most centrally, but elsewhere as well. 1  In the United States, the develop-

ment of the ethnicity concept was largely driven by massive European immigration 

around the turn of the 20th century. The millions of new European immigrants were 

whites “of a different color” (Jacobson 1999). Their identity and social status needed 

to be assigned. Their relationships to their new country and to their “mother coun-

try” needed to be understood (Thomas and Znaniecki 1984 [1918–1920]). 

 Yet ethnicity theory has also been losing its grip. In response to the racial conflicts 

of the 1960s, ethnicity- based approaches to race abandoned their earlier progres-

sivism, opting for neoconservatism, a center- right racial ideology that key ethnicity 

theorists helped to found (Glazer and Moynihan 1970 [1963]; Murray 1994 [1984]; 

Thernstrom and Thernstrom, 1999; Wilson and Herrnstein 1985). Since the early 

1970s, neoconservative approaches to race have fueled the racial reaction in the United 

States, operating in an effective although at times uneasy alliance with the new right. 

Under the banner of “colorblindness” this alliance has attempted to forge a new 

“post- racial” hegemony, a new “common sense.” The contemporary United States 
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is not only “post- racial” in this account, but also “post- civil rights.” In a colorblind 

society, it is claimed, racial inequality, racial politics, and race- consciousness itself 

would be greatly diminished in importance, and indeed relegated to the benighted 

past when discrimination and prejudice ruled. 

 To treat race as a matter of ethnicity is to understand it in terms of culture. 

It is to undermine the significance of corporeal markers of identity and differ-

ence, and even to downplay questions of descent, kinship, and ancestry— the most 

fundamental demarcations in anthropology. Because cultural orientations are some-

what flexible— one can speak a different language, repudiate a previous religious 

adherence or convert to another, adopt a new “lifestyle,” switch cuisine, learn new 

dances— ethnicity theories of race tend to regard racial status as more voluntary and 

consequently less imposed, less “ascribed.” 

 There are immense and obvious problems with this approach, too many for us 

adequately to address here. Just to pick one item: The assignment of group identity 

on the basis of physical appearance— the corporeal— has served for half a millen-

nium as a practical tool in the organization of human hierarchy and domination, 

and as a tool of resistance as well. Who is a native, and who a settler? Who is a 

slave, and who a citizen? These and other distinctions, while sometimes made inac-

curately on the basis of “ocular” criteria, have nevertheless generally facilitated 

imperial rule, “primitive accumulation,” mass labor recruitment, and all the main 

practices of human subjection on view throughout the modern world. It is not so 

easy to be “colorblind,” after all. 

 Guided by ethnicity theory, Americans have come to view race as a cultural 

phenomenon. Racial identity is often seen as parallel to other forms of status- based 

group identity, such as that of “hyphenated American” groups (Italian- Americans), 

gendered groups (women), groups identified by sexual orientation (LGBTQ), and 

religiously  identified groups (Catholics, Muslims). In this account race is under-

stood as a fundamentally ethnic (i.e., cultural) matter. It is conceptualized in terms 

of attitudes and beliefs, religion, language, “lifestyle,” and group identification. In 

ethnicity- based approaches, the race- concept is thus reduced to something like a 

preference, something variable and chosen, in the way one’s religion or language is 

chosen. Racism too is reduced in importance: It is seen as a mere matter of attitudes 

and beliefs, involving such issues as prejudice, beliefs about others, and individual 

practices: “I’m not racist; I treat everyone equally.” 

 There is an undeniable affinity between the concept of race as a cultural 

phenomenon and such ideas as assimilation, cultural pluralism, diversity, and mul-

ticulturalism. The connection is commonly made between ethnicity theories of race 

and the democratic ideals with which the United States has always identified itself, 

however much these ideals were (dis)honored in reality. You see, “we” may not be 

a perfect democracy, we may not be a fully equal society, but at least we believe in 

the full inclusion of all, “without regard for race, creed, or color.” Sometimes in 

U.S. history such professions of inclusiveness have appeared quite radical, quite 
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subversive. At other moments, they seem to liquidate racial difference and thus 

 freedom and democracy, to deny deep historical injustice, and to insist on universal-

izing the dominant— white— culture. Indeed, sometimes these concepts are doing 

both simultaneously: The offer of inclusion may be a Faustian bargain, in which one 

(or even a group) achieves acceptance at the price of deracination. In other words, 

it may sometimes be an offer you can’t refuse, to quote Mario Puzo. Du Bois wrote 

in 1960, at age 92, when the civil rights movement was on the rise in the United 

States: 

 [W]hat we must now ask ourselves is when we become equal American citizens 

what will be our aims and ideals and what we will have to do with selecting 

these aims and ideals. Are we to assume that we will simply adopt the ideals 

of Americans and become what they are or want to be and that we will have in 

this process no ideals of our own? 

 That would mean that we would cease to be Negroes as such and become 

white in action if not completely in color. We would take on the culture of 

white Americans doing as they do and thinking as they think. 

 Manifestly this would not be satisfactory. Physically it would mean that we 

would be integrated with Americans losing first of all, the physical evidence 

of color and hair and racial type. We would lose our memory of Negro his-

tory and of those racial peculiarities which have long been associated with the 

Negro. We would cease to acknowledge any greater tie with Africa than with 

England or Germany. We would not try to develop Negro music and Art and 

Literature as distinctive and different, but allow them to be further degraded 

as is the case now. We would always, if possible, marry lighter- hued people so 

as to have children who are not identified with the Negro race, and thus solve 

our racial problem in America by committing race  suicide…. 

 (Du Bois 1973 [1960], 149–150) 

 Ethnicity theories of race grew out of reaction and accommodation to two fun-

damental features of U.S. racial dynamics:  biologistic understandings of race,  and 

 Puritanism,  the founding religious/political orientation of the White Anglo- Saxon 

Protestant (and actually Calvinist) settlers of North America. 

 The ethnicity- based paradigm arose in the early 20th century as an explicit 

challenge to the prevailing racial views of the period. The then- prevalent biologistic 

paradigm continued  to explain racial inferiority as part of a natural order of human-

kind. Whites were considered the superior race; white skin was the norm, the most 

advanced form of the human body. Other nonwhite corporeal features, such as dark 

skin color, nappy hair, or variations in eye shape, had to be explained in respect to the 

white norm. Religious doctrine had long been employed for this purpose. Since the 

early days of slavery and colonization the “curse of Ham” had been invoked to con-

nect the phenotype of dark skin with God’s displeasure, espcially with black people, 

but also with others deemed nonwhite (Haynes 2002). 
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 With the development of evolutionary theory— and especially after the 1859 

appearance of Darwin’s  The Origin of Species,  scientific accounts of racial differ-

ence became prevalent. Race was equated with distinct hereditary characteristics 

and linked to the degree of “development” of a group: 2  not only its physicality (the 

“beauty” and even the supposed smell of its members, for example), 3  but also its 

attributed mental and social level (the group’s level of “civilization”), were identi-

fied with race. 4  Differences in intelligence, temperament, and sexuality (among other 

traits) were deemed to be racial in character. Racial intermixture was seen as a sin 

against nature that would lead to the creation of “biological throwbacks.” These were 

some of the assumptions in Social Darwinist, Spencerist, and eugenicist thinking 

about race. 5  

 But by the early decades of the 20th century, biologistic accounts of race were 

losing coherence. Already in the late 19th century racial biology had come in for 

significant criticism by black scholars, notably Martin Delaney, W.E.B. Du Bois, 

and Kelly Miller. But the white “mainstream” was quite oblivious to black voices. 6  

Biological theories of race eventually were attacked by adherents of Progressivism 

and were also called into question by the work of the Chicago School of sociology. 

The Progressive attack was led by Horace Kallen, who introduced the concept of 

 cultural pluralism,  which was to become a key current of ethnicity theory (Kallen 

1915, 1924). The Chicago sociologists were led by Robert E. Park, who had been 

secretary and publicist for Booker T. Washington, and whose approach embodied 

the other major current of the ethnicity paradigm,  assimilationism.  

 The Puritan legacy was imparted by the primordial U.S. ethnic group: White 

Anglo- Saxon Protestants. This group is not often seen through the ethnicity lens, but 

that is certainly a worthwhile angle on them. Puritanism’s history has been exhaus-

tively examined: It was an orthodox Protestant sect, Calvinist in its orientation, that 

was in flight from the conformist and repressive pressures of early Reformation 

England. Quite repressive itself, ferociously patriarchal (Salem anyone?), 7  archetypi-

cally Protestant- ethic practitioners (Max Weber, can you dig?), and slave- owning as 

well (Condé 1994), the broad cultural orientation of this early settler community 

has steadily and continuously organized and influenced North American ideas of 

identity and belonging in ways that are deeply intertwined with concepts of race. 

The tendency to apply to racially  defined groups key beliefs and values whose origins 

lie in the settlement of North America by English immigrants— and later European 

ones— has been discussed extensively (Miller 1956; Dewey 1984 [1930]; Rogin 1996; 

White 2010). 

 This militant, authoritarian, Calvinist sect, quite closely related to the Dutch 

Reformed Church (NHK) of the Afrikaaners, set the basic ethnic pattern in North 

America. That pattern, insistent upon strict doctrinal adherence, individualism, 

repression (especially sexual repression), and a sort of primitive communitarian-

ism of the elect, generated many of the components of what we now call “American 

exceptionalism.” 
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 Baptism was grafted onto this pattern; especially Southern Baptism, a white 

denomination that split from other Baptist currents in the 1840s over issues of 

 slavery 8  and was abandoned by most of its remaining black congregants after the 

Civil War. The resulting synthesis (or syncresis) was Southern white Protestantism, 

now a national religious movement. 9  

 The ending of Reconstruction in 1877 signaled the rise of a new southern racial 

regime. The post- Civil War United States, now a traumatized “republic of suffering” 

(Faust 2009), shaken by emancipation and threatened by Reconstruction, reconsti-

tuted itself by recurring, as far as possible, to its white nationalist fundamentals. 

In the South, this meant coercive debt peonage, denial of political rights, segrega-

tion, and negrophobic terrorism. A major economic downturn in 1873 had deeply 

depressed wages and heightened unemployment. A national railroad strike in 1877 

was defeated after 45 days of armed attacks on workers by national guards, federal 

troops, and marines. In the West, 1877 also marked the onset of white working- class 

assaults on communities of Asian descent and the start of a comprehensive program 

of expulsion, exclusion, and expropriation of Chinese and Japanese (Pfaelzer 2008). 

That same year, Crazy Horse surrendered (and was promptly murdered) in the Black 

Hills of South Dakota, marking the approaching end of Indian resistance (with the 

Nez Perce Long March in 1890) and the “closing of the frontier.” 

 After 1877 the U.S. colorline started to be inscribed around Europe, rather than 

through it, chiefly because of the sheer demographic weight of the new immigrants, 

and also because other racial conflicts drew attention away. These Atlantic immigrants 

were not WASPs and not considered white: While not black or Asian either, they did 

possess an intermediate racial status. In the nation’s industrial heartland, immigrant 

workers were induced to refashion themselves as white and to compete with each other 

for that coveted status (Roediger 2005). The cultivation of European workers’ desires 

for inclusion became a political and corporate priority in the turn- of- the- 20th- century 

United States: It was a powerful antidote to the radicalism and syndicalism that were 

brewing among these same workers. Ensuring that European immigrants would not be 

racialized as blacks and Asians had been, guaranteeing that they would not be equated 

with the (barely) emancipated ex- slaves or the “coolies” who had built the western 

railroads and cleared the  California heartland for agriculture (Saxton 1971; Almaguer 

2008 [1994]), effectively renewed the “psychological wage” dynamic that Du Bois had 

analyzed as a crucial means for cementing the loyalties of working- class whites in the 

antebellum South (Du Bois 2007 [1935]; see also Morgan 2003 [1975]). 

 Beginning in the early 20th century, ethnicity theory challenged this politico- 

religious bloc, basing itself largely on the incorporation of tremendous waves of 

non- English, and indeed non- Protestant, European immigrants who had inundated 

the eastern seaboard and Midwest by that time. Joining their millions of Irish immi-

grant predecessors, Italians, Slavs, Jews, Greeks, and Middle Easterners entered the 

mix and required that over time they be admitted to whiteness (Brodkin 1998; Jacob-

son 1999; Guglielmo 2004). 
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 These demographic shifts generated pressing needs for social scientific theory 

and analysis at the turn of the 20th century. The ethnicity paradigm became the core 

of that framework: modern, urban, social scientific, progressive and reform- oriented, 

but decidedly not radical. 10  

 Ethnicity theory’s main empirical reference point in the United States was the 

study of immigration and the social patterns resulting from it. Two distinct cur-

rents emerged: assimilationism and cultural pluralism. Both largely emphasized 

 European, white immigrants, what Horace Kallen called “the Atlantic migration.” 

While recognizing the presence of blacks and to a lesser degree, that of Asians, writers 

on ethnicity sought to incorporate those groups’ experiences into the broad ethnic 

framework: The arrival of “strangers in the land” (Higham 2002 [1955]), the resettl-

ment of “the uprooted” (Handlin 2002 [1951]), and the subsequent management and 

eventual overcoming of the consequent cultural differences. 

 Chicago sociologists Robert E. Park and his student Louis Wirth saw the devel-

opment of ethnic enclaves and what Park called a “mosaic of segregated peoples” as 

stages in a cycle leading to assimilation. Kallen’s perspective, by contrast, focused on 

the eventual democratic acceptance of different immigrant- based cultures ( Kallen 

1915, 1924). The origins of the concepts of “ethnicity” and “ethnic group,” then, 

lay outside the experience of those identified (not only today, but already in Park’s 

and Kallen’s time), as racial minorities: Afro- Americans, Latin Americans, Native 

Americans, and Asian Americans. 

 In its early days, ethnicity- based theory concentrated on problems of migration 

and what Park called “culture contact.” 11  The approach was largely ethnographic 

and tended to downplay conflict, not to mention racial politics. This limited the 

early work in numerous ways and reflected a large- scale neglect of black scholar-

ship, notably that of W.E.B. Du Bois but also work by Alain Locke, William Monroe 

 Trotter, Kelly Miller, Anna Julia Cooper, Monroe Work, and numerous others. Park’s 

aversion to political sociology and insistence on value- free methodology— always a 

chimera in social scientific research— inhibited the effectiveness of Chicago sociol-

ogy as racial critique. Racial inequality and injustice were not seen as  outcomes or 

objects of state policy, but as phenomena of civil society. Lacking a focus on the 

racial state, Park (and to varied extents the Chicago researchers he mentored) argued 

that racial conflict itself would generate egalitarian and inclusive pressures; this was 

the essence of the “race relations cycle” (Park 1950; Lyman 1972, 27–51). Politi-

cal alliances with progressives, immigrant groups, feminists, the labor movement, or 

among people of color themselves, were not considered viable; this view may have 

descended from Park’s previous association with Booker T.  Washington. 12  Park’s 

sociology of race also tended to analogize U.S. racial struggles with the European 

ethnic conflicts he had observed during his graduate school days in  Heidelberg. In 

his view, the European model of “ethnocracy” (Persons 1987, 79–83) paralleled U.S. 

racial stratification, explaining both prejudice and discrimination (whites’ defense of 

their dominant status) and the ineluctable pressures of assimilation (blacks and other 

minorities overcoming the cultural disadvantages imposed by slavery and exclusion). 
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 Chicago School sociology owed a lot to pragmatism, the progressive and demo-

cratic philosophical orientation whose influence in Chicago was linked to John Dewey’s 

tenure at the university. 13  Pragmatism shaped Thomas and Znaniecki’s work, helped 

to generate the social psychology of George Herbert Mead and his student Herbert 

Blumer, and oriented the urbanism of the Sociology department, which maintained 

cautious relationships with reform- oriented currents in the city. For example, Jane 

Addams, social activist and founder of Hull House, had an adjunct relationship with the 

Sociology department (Bulmer 1986; Deegan 2002). Pragmatism brought an empirical 

richness and a modicum of respect to Chicago School studies of immigrants, blacks, 

working- class neighborhoods, and urbanism. It afforded a certain recognition of the 

independent agency and interpretive capacity of these social actors, something that 

was routinely denied at the time. Pragmatist social scientific premises, then, opened 

a window to racial democracy, since blacks were acknowledged to have the ability to 

understand and act upon their own experience. Like Du Bois before them (Katz and 

Sugrue, eds. 1998), Park and his students approached black and other nonwhite com-

munities with a degree of interest and respect not previously shown to them by white 

scholars. In an additional important departure, Park trained black students: Such illus-

trious scholars as E. Franklin Frazier, Charles S. Johnson, 14  and Oliver C. Cox received 

their degrees under Park (Steinberg 2007). 

 For all these reasons— most centrally because of its pragmatist orientation— 

Chicago sociology could acknowledge black experience to a greater extent than any 

mainstream (that is, white) social science discipline had ever done. Park and his 

students also studied racial conflict: in Chicago’s anti- black racism, in European 

anti- semitism, in California’s and Hawai’i’s hostility towards Asians, and elsewhere. 

They understood this conflict as but an early stage of the deterministic “race rela-

tions cycle” that constituted the core of Park’s approach. The “cycle” not only ended 

in assimilation: the eventual liquidation of difference that was later to play such a 

crucial role in the ethnicity paradigm of race. It also reduced all race conflict to cul-

tural terms— denying or at least downplaying the political- economic dimensions 

(super- exploitation, slavery, exclusion, violence), the national dimensions (empire, 

sovereignty over a given territory, political self- determination), and indeed the cor-

poreal markers (the role of the racialized body) that occupy such crucial positions in 

the social construction of race. 

 Despite these significant limits, Park and his students recognized the agency of 

the racially subordinated and oppressed, and so departed from the biologistic and 

Social Darwinist concept of race that had dominated the early sociology of race 

in the United States. This constituted a real innovation, an important reform in 

the field. The combination of all these developments (and many more factors we 

cannot examine here, such as the centrality of micro- level work at Chicago later 

developed by Mead and extended and modified by Blumer)— revitalized the sociol-

ogy of race in numerous ways. In particular, the Chicago School’s emphasis on an 

empirically  driven approach to race brought new attention to issues of variability, 

agency, and  conflict among racially defined groups. Work at Chicago at long last 
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incorporated at least some of the insurgent insights pioneered by Du Bois— 

previously relegated to sociology’s margins because of his radicalism as well as his 

race— into the disciplinary mainstream. 

 Horace Kallen’s alternative approach to ethnicity theory— “cultural pluralism”— 

was less influential that the assimilation- oriented position of Park, although in recent 

decades something very close to this current has been reincarnated as  “multiculturalism.” 

An immigrant himself, Kallen challenged the assimilationist and ethnocentric dimen-

sions of the progressive— and implicitly WASP— elite, which was expressed in both 

Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson’s Anglophilia. 15  A former student of William 

James at Harvard, Kallen experienced the intense anti- semitism and nativism of the 

campus (and the country) in his early years. 16  

 Another important source of the immigrant analogy was the monumental 

study produced over 1918–1920 by Chicago sociologists W.I. Thomas and Florian 

Znaniecki, which significantly reconceptualized the sociology of migration (Thomas 

and Znaniecki 1984 [1918–1920]). This enormous project combined a great deal 

of primary data with a humanistic account of migration that was largely unprec-

edented, especially in scope and scale. Although they weren’t primarily concerned 

with race, Thomas and Znaniecki’s work broke new ground by dispensing with the 

racism common in then-existing work on immigration. They theorized their subjects 

as world- aware agents who comparatively assessed their situations in Central Europe 

and Chicago, using political, economic, and cultural criteria. Basing their research 

on primary data— employment records, ship manifests, Polish village records, and 

letters back and forth— Thomas and Znaniecki’s five- volume work was essentially 

a transcontinental community study that dealt with labor, religion, gender and 

sexuality, and numerous other quotidian topics, all in the context of the economic 

and political sociology of migration. This was a quite different perspective on the 

“huddled masses”; Thomas and Znaniecki should be seen as the founders of today’s 

sophisticated sociology of migration. 

 A generally parallel path was taken by anthropology over roughly the same period. 

Although we are primarily concerned with sociology’s role in framing ethnicity theory 

in its early years, we would be remiss if we did not mention Franz Boas’s influential 

role here. Boas virtually founded cultural anthropology in the United States. The 

Boasian legacy meshed nicely with ethnicity theory. His fundamental claim was that 

cultural variation among distinct peoples could neither be ranked hierarchically nor 

classified along a scale that ran from savagery to civilization. He sought both to coun-

ter nativist and eugenicist positions in the public sphere, and to rethink social science 

fundamentally, so as to surpass such positions. He bequeathed a remarkable anti- 

racist, though somewhat uneven, legacy. His contributions were based upon decades 

of work at Columbia and at the American Museum of Natural History, where in 

his early career he had to coexist (and contend) with various eugenicist stalwarts, 

politicians, and trustees. In the anti- racist annals of American social science, Boas’s 

contribution is exceeded only by that of Du Bois, with whom he was associated 
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at various points (Baker 1998). He trained dozens of influential anthropologists 

(among them Zora Neale Hurston, Gilberto Freyre, Ruth Benedict, and Melville 

Herskovitz), and deeply reoriented the field in the United States and beyond. 17  

 The combination of these political influences and theoretical/analytical cur-

rents shaped the sociology of race (as well as other social scientific disciplines such 

as anthropology and psychology), especially as the ethnicity paradigm climbed to 

theoretical dominance. The adoption of the immigrant analogy and the emphasis on 

immigrant incorporation and assimilation were the two most central examples of this. 

These themes continue to exert tremendous influence even today. Notably, the immi-

grant analogy involves a “default to whiteness,” especially visible in its treatment of 

assimilation, inclusion, and integration. This “default” is sometimes explicit, but 

more often it is what Moon- Kie Jung calls an “unconscious” 18  feature of social sci-

entific concepts of race. 

 With the advent of the somewhat egalitarian vision of the New Deal 19  and of 

the anti- fascism of World War II, 20  the ethnicity paradigm definitively dislodged the 

biologistic view in what appeared to be a triumph of liberalism. Yet this victory was a 

hollow one where racial minorities were concerned, for the new paradigm was solidly 

based in the framework of European (white) ethnicity, and could not appreciate the 

extent to which racial dynamics differed from ethnic ones. In particular, it could 

not transcend the culturally  determined framework that lies at the core of ethnic-

ity theory. What was the relationship between ethnicity and political economy: not 

just inequality/stratification, but also exploitation and coercion? What was the rela-

tionship between ethnicity and the corporeal: We know what a racialized body is, 

but what is an ethnicized body? Were the historical experiences that people of color 

encountered similar to those of white Europeans? Were the trajectories for their per-

ceived eventual incorporation and assimilation the same? To these questions ethnicity 

theorists generally answered yes. Many anti- racist activists and movement groups, 

though, begged to differ. 

 Ascent to Dominance 

 Ethnicity theory began as a liberal 21  challenge to religious and biologistic accounts 

of race. It operated on cultural territory, between the parameters of assimilationism 

and pluralism. Ethnic groups were implicitly white (or becoming white), and reli-

gious diff erences were minimized. Thus the ethnicity paradigm challenged bedrock 

U.S. racial ideology only to a limited extent: It was more concerned with “whiteness 

of a diff erent color” (Jacobson 1999) than with racialized  “others,” notably black 

people. Only after World War II was the immigrant analogy stretched at all; only 

then did social scientists move from a focus on the U.S. “racial frontier”— a phrase 

of Park’s that incorporated imperial and nativist assumptions and was pregnant with 

problematic meanings— toward more comprehensive attention to the idea of racial 

“otherness” within the American nation (Park 1950 [1926]; see also Ross 1914). 
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 To apply the immigrant analogy to non- Europeans was a large social scientific 

project. Like most racial theory, it was driven by ineluctable political events, most of 

them linked to the social upheavals that rocked the United States during and after 

World War II. 

  Black “Immigrants”:  The vast majority of U.S. black folk were not immigrants; 

the black presence in the United States predates that of most white- identified groups. 

But the great preponderance of U.S. blacks remained in the South. The South moved 

north, as Robert Coles (1971) famously wrote, because labor shortages in defense 

industries and an effective unemployment rate of near- zero percent (by 1944 or so) 

impelled their internal migration. This was actually the second “great migration” 

of blacks to the North; a similar wave of black souls had flowed north during World 

War I (Griffin 1996; Marks 1989). Northern black votes, combined with the return of 

more than one million black veterans who were less likely to accept segregation and 

racism, both “down South” and “up South” (i.e., in the North) brought renewed 

pressures for civil rights. Many civil rights movement leaders were veterans (Parker 

2009). With a renewed political force behind it, and with an obvious set of urban prec-

edents close at hand, the immigration model began to be applied to blacks. This was 

not illogical, given the vastly augmented presence of black folk in the urban North, 

and to some extent the urban West. Irving Kristol’s famous (1966) declaration, “The 

Negro today is like the immigrant of yesterday,” was not the first attempt to locate 

black history within the immigration framework. Already in the late 1940s the immi-

grant analogy was being invoked, sometimes by blacks themselves (Reid 1947; Denby 

1989 [1952]; see also Taueber and Taueber 1964;  Tolnay 1997; Sugrue 1996). 

  Asian American “Immigrants”:  Ethnicity theory also re- encountered the Asian 

American experience during and after the war. In 1943 FDR signed the Magnuson 

Act, repealing the Chinese Exclusion Act that had prevented Chinese from natural-

izing since 1882. 22  After the war, the incarceration of Japanese Americans under the 

infamous 1942 Executive Order 9066 also received social scientific attention.  Notable 

in this regard was the Japanese American Evacuation and Resettlement Study (JERS), 

which was directed at the University of California, Berkeley by  Dorothy Swaine 

Thomas, widow of William I. Thomas and a formidable social scientific methodolo-

gist in her own right. (Thomas and Nishimoto 1946; Thomas, Kikuchi, and Sakoda 

1952). Collaborators on the JERS study included Nisei (second generation Japanese 

American) such as Charles Kikuchi, Togo Tanaka, and Tamotsu Shibutani who had 

themselves experienced wartime incarceration under the infamous Executive Order 

9066. 23  Important research was also conducted clandestinely by incarcerated Japanese 

 American scholars, notably Tamie Tsuchiyama and Richard Nishimoto. 24  Japanese 

naturalization only became possible in 1953; the United States did not apologize or 

undertake redress and reparations for this immense injustice until 1988, when many 

of its victims had already died. 25  

  Latin@ Immigrants:  Mexicans— the largest Latin@ group in the United 

States— also began their journey toward immigrant status during and after World 
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War II. Having become U.S. citizens as a result of conquest in the mid- 19th century, 

Mexican Americans had been subject to sustained efforts at exclusion and mar-

ginalization, especially in Texas and in California (Foley 1999). The U.S.– Mexican 

border had undergone successive stages of fortification and militarization, especially 

in consequence of the Mexican revolution of 1910–1924 (Romo 2005). After the 

Johnson– Reed Act of 1924, legal Mexican immigration was problematic, although 

in practice travel across the border has been continuous. The 1930s saw extensive 

mass deportations of Mexican@s from the Southwest, particularly from Southern 

California, as a consequence of prevalent anti- Mexican race- baiting and intense job 

competition in the Depression years (Balderrama and Rodriguez 2006 [1995]). These 

oppressive circumstances did not permit recognition of Mexican@s as “immigrants,” 

much less as the citizens many already were. Many Mexican American U.S. citizens 

were summarily deported. When labor- demand rose during World War II, the U.S. 

government initiated the “bracero” program for temporary contract laborers, with 

the strong support of agribusiness and the acquiescence of the Mexican government. 

But braceros were not permitted immigrant status (Ngai 2005). So the appearance 

after the war of Mexican American advocacy organizations like the GI Forum, and 

the initiation of anti- discrimination lawsuits like the  Méndez  and  Hernandez  cases, 

represented some early steps in the Latin@ struggle for civil rights (Lopez 2003). 

 As long as race could be subsumed under the ethnicity label, in short, the immi-

grant analogy could be applied. Thus when the civil rights movement began to gain 

traction in the 1940s and 1950s, ethnicity- based accounts were initially sympathetic. 

Kristol’s declaration that “The Negro today is like the immigrant of yesterday” 

was continuous with a long line of northern, left- liberal, and often Jewish efforts 

to ally with and harness the black struggle to a revamped, post- Dixiecrat, Demo-

cratic Party. Jewish writers had been the key theorists of ethnicity since the 1920s: 

Among these were Horace Kallen, Walter Lippman, Max Lerner, Milton Gordon, 

and Nathan Glazer. Jews were very active in the civil rights movement, had long- 

standing associations with liberalism and the left, and were clearly unhappy with the 

tendency— evident in both the Puritan roots and Southern Baptist currents in main-

stream American Protestantism— to see the United States as a “Christian nation.” 

They properly linked biologistic racism with Nazism and the Holocaust. 

 So ethnicity theory’s repudiation of religious and biologistic forms of discrimi-

nation and exclusion, and its claim that ethnicity (including race) was but a cultural 

distinction, overlapped with anti-racist political movements. Culture, after all, is mal-

leable and adaptable; assimilation fits right in with that idea. And a certain degree of 

ethnic (racial) pluralism was clearly compatible with American democracy: Look at 

the Irish, the Jews, the Italians … (Glazer and Moynihan 1970 [1963]); why not the 

Negroes as well? 

 The appearance of Gunnar Myrdal’s  An American Dilemma  (1944) marked the 

ascent of the ethnicity paradigm to a position of theoretical dominance. This monu-

mental study, funded by the Carnegie Commission, was the product of the labors not 
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only of its director and principal author, but also of an wide array of talented students 

of racial issues in the United States. 26  Myrdal both challenged biologistic theories of 

racism and asserted the desirability of assimilation for blacks (Myrdal 1962 [1944], 

929). He argued that there was an “American Creed” of democracy, equality, and 

justice, that was fundamentally in conflict with black inequality, segregation, and 

racial prejudice in general. 27  In order to resolve this conflict, America would be called 

upon, sooner or later, to extend its “creed” to include blacks. Myrdal’s assessment 

was optimistic about the ultimate resolution of this battle— in his view racial domina-

tion would eventually give way to racial equality and the integration of blacks into the 

mainstream of American life. 

 Rather than presenting his “dilemma” as something endemic and foundational 

in U.S. society and culture, Myrdal framed racial injustice as an aberration, a retar-

dation and obstacle besetting the higher virtues of U.S. democracy. He combined 

this account with a Fabian faith in progress over the historical medium to long term, 

which he saw as a process of “cumulative and circular development.” 28  He would 

later apply this approach to global problems of poverty and economic development 

as well (Myrdal 1963). Myrdal also presented assimilation as an unproblematic objec-

tive of racial reform, a position that surely differed with the views of many of his 

black informants and collaborators. In short, Myrdal’s devotion to the cause of racial 

reform— the product of many determinations and influences— drove his project at its 

most fundamental level. Writing during the World War II and desirous of contribut-

ing to an Allied victory, Myrdal idealized the “creed” and minimized the very real 

obstacles to its achievement: 

 If America in actual practice could show the world a progressive trend by 

which the Negro finally became integrated into modern democracy, all man-

kind would be given faith again— it would have reason to believe that peace, 

progress, and order are feasible…. America is free to choose whether the 

Negro shall remain her liability or become her opportunity. 

 (Myrdal 1962 [1944], 1021–1022) 

 Assimilation was simply the most logical and “natural” response to the “dilemma,” 

which was the anachronistic and baleful legacy of slavery, a hindrance to both white 

and black development. While there was no doubt that whites must repudiate racial 

prejudice (Myrdal did not use the term “racism”), blacks had also to rise to the occa-

sion and demonstrate their worthiness. Indeed Myrdal, drawing on the work of E. 

Franklin Frazier (as Daniel Patrick Moynihan was to do 20 years later), suggested 

that there was a “pathological” aspect to black culture which only full assimilation 

could cure. 29  

 Elevated to theoretical dominance by the Myrdal study, ethnicity theory derived 

its agenda from the political imperatives of the period: to condemn in the liberal terms 

of the war years the phenomenon of racial inequality, which smacked of the kinds of 

despotism the United States fought against in Europe; to modernize and mobilize 
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American society in preparation for its postwar role of world leadership; and to dis-

tribute the seemingly limitless resources deriving from U.S. hegemony— resources 

which were not only economic, but also political and cultural— to all at home, even as 

they were to be offered abroad to American allies (and to the vanquished Axis powers 

as well). The ethnicity- based theoretical tradition, derived from the experiences of 

European immigrants, was thus extended in the conclusions of  An American Dilemma  

so that it might include blacks. 

 And indeed, in the aftermath of the war, racial reforms became imperative. A 

“second” migration during the war years had brought millions of blacks and Lati-

nos to the North and West; these were voters who identified with the New Deal and 

began to challenge Dixiecrat power in the Democratic Party, as well as to influence 

the Republicans. In the liberal view of the time, in short, these were black (and brown) 

“immigrants” whose conditions could be equated to the Italians, Jews, Polish peas-

ants, Greeks, and others whose earlier arrivals had created 20th- century ethnicity in 

the first place. 

 Desegregation of the armed forces, which began in 1948, and the contested 

1948 Democratic Party convention, also challenged racial divisions at home. The 

term “civil rights” returned to the political scene after World War II. Congress had 

passed civil rights acts in 1866, 1871, and 1875, during the Reconstruction years. Not 

until 1957 would it pass another such act. The Cold War and the rising tide of anti- 

imperialism in the global South brought Myrdal’s prescriptions into sharper focus. 

Racial politics became central issues: At the United Nations, in the anti- colonial wars 

taking place in the Maghreb and Southeast Asia, and in a sharpening U.S. political 

debate that combined red- baiting as well as black- baiting, global and domestic racial 

concerns began to overlap. This rising phase of the trajectory of racial politics is dis-

cussed more fully in  Chapter 6 . 

 Ethnicity- based racial theory took off after World War II, driven by developing 

debates and controversies in everyday life and mainstream politics, drawing on the 

Myrdal study, and influenced by a range of recent social scientific work on race. In 

a 1947–1948 series of lectures on “Discrimination and National Welfare” offered at 

the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York, influential social scientists sought to 

apply Myrdal’s analysis, not only domestically but internationally. Prominent New 

Dealer and Latin Americanist A.A. Berle, Jr. discussed “Race Discrimination and 

the Good Neighbor Policy”; Roger Baldwin, founder of the ACLU, lectured on “Our 

Standing in the Orient”; big- time Columbia sociologist Robert MacIver’s talk was 

titled “Our Strengths and Our Weaknesses”; and a young Robert Merton presented 

a paper, still frequently cited, on “Discrimination and the American Creed.” 30  

 Social scientific studies of race based in the ethnicity model developed dramati-

cally after World War II. In sociology, the disciplinary center of gravity moved east 

from Chicago to Harvard and Columbia, where structural- functionalism took over 

from Chicago School pragmatism. The structural- functionalist framework stressed 

the unifying role of culture, and particularly American values, in regulating and 
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resolving conflicts. This approach was notably in evidence in respect to the sociol-

ogy of race. It overlapped significantly with the argument of the Myrdal study— the 

“American creed.” Myrdal and Talcott Parsons, Myrdal and Robert Merton, influ-

enced each other. As for “who zoomed who?” we don’t need to worry about that too 

much here. Parsons was a racial liberal and Merton had been involved in civil rights 

activity since his undergraduate days at Temple University 31 — but, in any case, the 

consensual political climate of the war years provided an appropriate moment for 

calls for racial reform. This was a point Myrdal had made clear in his book’s conclud-

ing pages, pointing out the inconsistencies and contradictions inherent in a racially 

exclusionary and discriminatory society’s leading a war for democracy. 32  

 Another major sociological study that tackled race issues at this time, and that 

resonated very deeply with the structural- functionalist perspective, was Samuel 

Stouffer et al.’s  The American Soldier  (1949–1950; see also Ryan 2013). Research for 

this project was initiated in 1941 with War Department support; it was published in 

1949–1950. The Stouffer study devoted significant attention to racial attitudes in the 

wartime military, and to the experiences of the over one million black members of 

the U.S. armed forces. In its explicit examination of the tensions of racial segregation 

and the aspirations for racial progress that characterized the wartime armed forces, 

 The American Soldier  strongly paralleled the Myrdal study, which had preceded it by 

some five years. In Stouffer et al.’s interviews, white soldiers continued to express 

their Negrophobia, while blacks articulated their expectations— as they had during 

World War I— that their sacrifices in wartime would be recognized and rewarded 

later. Stouffer et al. suggested that the war reduced the degree of white racism. While 

not a vacuous claim, the extent of this meliorism has since been called into question. 

To be sure, the armed forces remained segregated through the war years, various race 

riots (and even black– white gun battles) took place on U.S. bases, and U.S. service-

men of color were often discriminated against and assaulted, sometimes even while 

in uniform. 33  

 Although Myrdal’s was the predominant voice in the 1940s sociology of race, 

Stouffer et al.’s influence was also significant, especially since the latter work appeared 

at roughly the same moment that the U.S. military was finally being desegregated. 

Both studies departed from the conflict- oriented approach that had largely informed 

the sociology of race into the 1930s. Viewed in conjunction with other mainstream 

sociological work of the period (notably MacIver, ed. 1949), these works must be seen 

as definitively introducing an integration- oriented perspective on U.S. racial dynam-

ics into mainstream sociology. 

 While recognizing the gravity of segregation and racial prejudice, the structural- 

functionalist view of race consistently stressed the integrative qualities of U.S. society; 

thus the overlap of the two uses of the term “integration”— one that summarized 

the key civil rights demands of the era, and one that framed sociological explana-

tions in terms of social unity and commonality— is more than a casual synecdoche. 

Deep- seated conflicts were not amenable to the structural- functionalist account; at 
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most they could appear as “social problems,” or be understood as having “latent” 

functions (Coser 1956) of an integrative sort. An understanding of race and racial 

injustice as foundational elements in U.S. society and culture (not to mention as 

world- historically significant issues) was not possible within this viewpoint, which 

thus tended to marginalize radical accounts such as those deriving from the Duboi-

sian tradition, anticolonialist and pan- African thought, or Marxism. 

 Once properly reconceptualized as symptoms of the tensions inherent in soci-

etal self- regulation, however, racial matters could be understood as amenable to 

reform. Racial conflict received little attention in Parsons’s early work, but after the 

appearance of  An American Dilemma,  he began writing more about race. Drawing on 

the work of his Harvard colleague, the psychologist Gordon Allport, and focusing 

largely upon micro- sociological phenomena, Parsons began thinking about prejudice 

as a problem of values (in other words white values) in the late 1940s. The edited 

work  Toward a General Theory of Action  (Parsons and Shils, eds. 1951) contained a 

substantial essay by Allport taking this approach. 34  Parsons began the essay “Full 

Citizenship for the Negro American? A Sociological Problem,” written for  The Negro 

American  (Parsons and Clark, eds. 1967) at the height of the civil rights struggle, by 

arguing social- psychologically. He recognized the values- conflict that exclusion and 

the experience of white prejudice engender in blacks, echoing Myrdal’s diagnosis of 

the “dilemma.” A reform- oriented transition was underway, he suggested, in which 

inclusion would first be advanced by legal action, then by politics, and finally by state- 

based guarantees of social citizenship and even redistribution of resources (Parsons 

in Parsons and Clark 1967, 718). The informed reader must have struggled with this 

even in 1967, notably with its underestimation of the white resistance— from overt 

“backlash” politics on down to limited reform— that such a program would face, and 

indeed was already confronting “up South” (for example, in the North, in places like 

the Chicago neighborhood of Cicero) as well as “down South.” 

 Looking back on Parsons’s account of race, what is most striking is his ungainly 

combination of sympathy (“moderate,” to be sure) with the civil rights movement 

and his striking unfamiliarity with the nonwhite world. He did manage some criti-

cism of white prejudice and discrimination, but he depicted U.S. “race relations” 

as undergoing a steady progress toward inclusion of blacks, a condition which he 

seemed to think was on the verge of accomplishment in 1966. A deeper interest in 

black life and thought, not to mention black experience, eluded him. 

 Parsons’s co- editor was the eminent black psychologist Kenneth B. Clark, whose 

work in  The Negro American  took a much less rosy view of mid- 1960s U.S. racial poli-

tics. 35  Clark’s book  Dark Ghetto  appeared in 1965, with an epigraph by Du Bois and 

an introduction by Myrdal. In that work Clark was already reassessing what had been 

a lifelong commitment to integration. Clark’s analysis of black exclusion and white 

racism invoked the “internal colonialism” framework; his influential book anticipated 

Blauner’s important radical analyses (1972) that extended and popularized the concept 

several years later. Clark had been the first tenured black professor at City College of 
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New York, where he began teaching in 1942. He is perhaps best known for the influ-

ence his early work on internalized prejudice (the famous “doll experiments,” the use 

of dolls to determine a child’s racial attitude; carried out in collaboration with his wife 

Mamie Phipps Clark) had on the Supreme Court’s 1954  Brown  decision. His social 

psychological approach to racism and black identity, both collective and individual, has 

shaped thinking about racial “identity politics” more generally, right down to the pres-

ent day. In rough parallel to Du Bois’s trajectory, Clark’s early work envisioned racial 

progress as occurring through integration and the extension of rational and demo-

cratic norms to U.S. blacks; we can see his affinities with the Myrdal model, as well 

as with Parsons’s attempted systematization, through this lens. But his doubts were 

already visible in the mid- 1960s and became more pronounced throughout his later 

work. He turned to more radical— and in some respects more “nationalist”— positions 

as similar tendencies gained increasing traction in the black community. 

 In the 1960s and 1970s, Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan attempted 

a further innovation in ethnicity theory. Stimulated by the burgeoning civil rights 

movement, and threatened with being outflanked on their left, these two Harvard 

sociologists wished both to validate the assimilationist bent of previous ethnic 

group- based theory, and to reintroduce the theme of “ongoing ethnicity” or cultural 

pluralism. In  Beyond The Melting Pot  they sought to link cultural pluralism with 

political pluralism, the dominant construct in American political science, and thus 

seemingly to reconcile the paradigm’s problem of ethnic group identity— assimilation 

vs. cultural pluralism, incorporation vs. preservation— at a stroke. This volume’s title 

itself encapsulates the ethnicity paradigm’s perspective on race; the book’s two edi-

tions bracket the paradigm’s triumphal moment and the onset of its downfall. 

 Glazer and Moynihan argued that immigrating groups were transformed, if 

hardly “melted,” by their experiences in New York, emerging as communities distinct 

not only from each other and their pre- existing socio- cultural  milieux,  but also from 

their communities of origin. 

 Ethnic groups, then, even after distinctive language, customs, and culture are 

lost … are continually recreated by new experiences in America. The mere 

existence of a name itself is perhaps sufficient to form group character in new 

situations, for the name associates an individual, who actually can be anything, 

with a certain past, country, or race. 

 (Glazer and Moynihan 1970 [1963], 17) 

 Assimilation, they argued, does take place as individuals acculturate and groups 

enter the political arena. Yet out of this very process a separate identity emerges, 

which must sustain itself culturally and deliver tangible political gains (as well as— 

ultimately— economic gains, “upward mobility”) to the group. Thus, fundamental 

political interests, rather than factors such as primordial ties, cultural diff erences, or 

majoritarian resistance to incorporation, were ultimately decisive in the maintenance 

of ethnic identities. Continuing with the same passage: 
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 But as a matter of fact, someone who is Irish or Jewish or Italian generally has 

other traits than the mere existence of the name that associates him [sic] with 

other people attached to the group. A man is connected to his group by ties of 

family and friendship. But he is also connected by  ties of interest.  The ethnic 

groups in New York are also interest groups. 

 (Ibid, emphasis original) 

 This political focus initially seemed quite compatible with the racial conflicts 

of the 1950s and early 1960s. At that time ethnicity theory was grappling with black 

attempts to achieve equality through the civil rights movement. As seen through the 

lens of ethnicity, the civil rights movement was a drive for black integration and for 

the removal of any remaining forms of institutional/legal discrimination. From the 

perspective of writers such as Glazer and Moynihan or Milton Gordon (1964), civil 

rights demands were intelligible and comprehensible within the ethnicity framework, 

and thus deserving of support. The civil rights movement was trying to create for 

blacks the same conditions that white ethnics had found: “opportunity” and relative 

equality, the absence of formal discriminatory barriers, however much attitudinal 

prejudice may have existed (Glazer 1987 [1975], 25–27). 

 Although virulent forms of racism persisted in the South, the remedies for seg-

regation were clear. The North, though, presented a different set of problems for 

ethnicity theorists. At first glance, it was assumed that black equality had already been 

achieved there: 

 One looked at the demands of the civil rights movement in 1963— equality 

in the vote, equality in the courts, equality in representation in public life, 

equality in accommodations— saw that they existed more or less in New York 

City, and concluded that the political course of the Northern Negro would be 

quite different from that of the Southern Negro. He [sic] would become part 

of the game of accommodation politics— he already was— in which posts and 

benefits were distributed to groups on the basis of struggle, of course, but also 

on the basis of votes, money, and political talent, and one concluded that in 

this game Negroes would not do so badly. 

 (Glazer and Moynihan 1970 [1963], x) 

 In other words, blacks already had equal opportunity in the North; what more could 

they demand? Once equal opportunity legislation along with its judicial and admin-

istrative enforcement were accomplished facts, it fell to blacks to follow in their 

“predecessors’” footsteps. Through hard work, patience, and delayed gratifi cation, 

blacks could carve out their own rightful place in American society. In the North, 

where blacks were still recent “immigrants” (from the South), this would involve 

some degree of assimilation (Glazer 1983). It would involve the development of a new 

post- immigration cultural identity, and it would require engagement in mainstream 

pluralist politics. Race relations would thus continue in what Nathan Glazer called 

the “American ethnic pattern.” 
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 So, ethnicity theory assigned to blacks and other people of color the roles which 

earlier generations of European immigrants had played in the great waves of the 

“Atlantic migration” of the 19th and early 20th centuries.  But both whites and people 

of color refused to play their assigned roles.  Structural barriers continued to render the 

immigrant analogy inappropriate; the trajectory of incorporation did not develop 

as the ethnicity paradigm had envisioned. Large- scale obtacles blocked the path 

to inclusion. (We discuss structural racism later in this book, but for now think of 

red- lining, racial steering and residential segregation, school segregration, hiring pat-

terns, imprisonment.) In the face of these concrete practices of states, corporations, 

and millions of whites, many blacks (and later, many Latin@s, Native Americans, 

and Asian Americans as well) rejected ethnic identity and the false promise of inclu-

sion, in favor of a more radical racial identity which demanded group rights and 

recognition. Given these developments, ethnicity theory found itself increasingly in 

opposition to the demands of anti- racist movements. The ethnicity paradigm had to 

be reworked once again. The result was the phenomenon of neoconservatism. 

 Not long after ethnicity theorists’ embrace of civil rights came a new round of 

racial conflicts: above all, the black power revolt and its cousins, brown power, yel-

low power, and red power. These poked significant holes in the liberal framework of 

integration through values- convergence, aka the culturalism of ethnicity theory, aka 

the structural- functionalist sociology of race. In addition, race began to appear as a 

global issue, not just a U.S. domestic problem. Earlier sociological paradigms had 

recognized this better than the post- World War II approaches did: For all their limits, 

the biologistic approach had located race in the sphere of “development,” and the 

Chicago pragmatists had at least hinted at its intimate connections with nascent U.S. 

imperialism. 36  By the mid- 1960s, then, ethnicity theory and its liberal stalwarts were 

beginning to part company with the race radicals, nationalists and leftists alike, who 

had been at least tacit allies earlier. These were the seeds of ethnicity theory’s decline 

and its hastening turn to the right. 

 The combination of post- World War II racial issues— the crisis of the Jim Crow 

regime at home and the breakdown of empire and neocolonialism abroad— all in the 

context of the Cold War and the “communist threat”— exceeded the tolerance level 

of the racial moderates. Where was the immigrant analogy now? How could the “free 

world” and the New Deal coalition address these new conditions? Sociology’s lead-

ing lights were cold warriors; they had taken up the civil rights banner at a time when 

segregation, lynching, and discrimination against people of color had become deep 

embarrassments for the United States around the world. Did Parsons read Fanon or 

even Du Bois? Did Merton consider the sociology of African development proposed 

by his one- time junior colleague Immanuel Wallerstein? Did Kingsley Davis— who 

wrote on population in South Asia, comparative urbanization, and the sociology of 

the family and reproduction in global perspective— ever address anticolonialism? 

According to Lipset at least (1994), these leading figures, and many others as well, 

came to sociology after youthful involvements with socialism and communism. No 
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doubt they were nervous in the late 1940s and 1950s. This was quite logical: Many of 

them were being watched. 37  

 From the vantage point of the present, racial dynamics can be seen as deeply 

structuring all these issues. But during the 1950s and 1960s, racial issues appeared 

largely to be U.S. domestic problems. They were not to be confused with the battle 

against communism. Racial integration was supported while the purges and witch- 

hunting that stigmatized and disemployed some of the field’s most active advocates 

for racial justice were condoned, at least in part. 38  The major figures associated 

with the structural- functionalist paradigm of race did not oppose the Vietnam War 

or consider its racial implications. 39  King’s 1967 denunciation of the war from the 

pulpit of New York’s Riverside Church was condemned by such “moderate” soci-

ologists of race as Daniel Moynihan, as it was by such “moderate” civil rights 

leaders as Roy Wilkins and Whitney Young. In the 1960s such figures as Milton 

Gordon and Nathan Glazer combined support for the “moderate” tendencies in 

the civil rights movement and rejection of “positive” discrimination (aka affirma-

tive action). Thus they first prefigured and soon after launched the neoconservative 

racial reaction and the “colorblind” resurgence of the “post- civil rights” era (Stein-

berg 2001). 

 The elective affinity between movement- oriented racial reformism and the socio-

logical critique of racial prejudice and discrimination, then, only operated until the 

mid- 1960s or so. The assimilationism advocated so unequivocally by Myrdal and 

the integrationism put forward by Parsons and Clark were soon exceeded by the 

vast agenda that meaningful racial reform entailed. This was a point made forcefully 

by the new wave of race riots beginning in Harlem in 1964 and Watts in 1965, by 

the assassinations of Malcolm and Martin, by the resurgence of black nationalism 

and the “black power revolt,” and also— as Dr. King pointed out so powerfully— by 

the doomed U.S. defense of neocolonialism in Asia and elsewhere. Although Par-

sons, Merton, and other moderates tried valiantly to advocate an incrementalist and 

integrationist view of race and civil rights, by the later 1960s the reassertion of a 

conflict- oriented sociology of race (Ladner, ed. 1973) and the emergence of identity 

politics were well  advanced. 

 Decline and Fall 

 Although the ethnicity paradigm of race began as a progressive and liberal chal-

lenge to racial biologism, eugenics, and white racial nationalism, it has shifted since 

the enactment of civil rights reforms in the mid- 1960s. The core concepts of the 

paradigm— the immigrant analogy, cultural determinism, and the denial of the cor-

poreal and “ocular” dimensions of raciality— have become the principal intellectual 

apparatus of the neoconservative and now “colorblind” racial project. Most of the 

paradigm’s proponents have moved rightward, locating their arguments within an 

individualist problematic that has more in common with the white racial nationalism 
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their predecessors once attacked than with the civil rights movement those same 

predecessors once supported. In many ways this shift is a consequence of eff orts to 

understand race as a cultural phenomenon. 

 Once Chicago sociology had discarded the biological determinism of Sumner, 

Spencer, Madison Grant, Social Darwinism, and eugenics, the mainstream soci-

ology of race dismissed the corporeal dimensions of race rather comprehensively. 

The body all but disappeared from the sociology of race, as it did from the cul-

tural anthropology of race (post- Boas), and from other social scientific discussions 

as well, for example Myrdal’s study. This was a  reductionist  view of race, one that 

neglected the importance of the body as a signifier of status, and as signifier of 

group belonging (Blumer 1958) in its own right. The racial body had served from 

the earliest days of conquest, and still serves today, as an imperfect but effective tool 

and marker: for both domination and resistance, for the assignment of identity and 

the recognition of difference, for the maintenance of social control and the drawing 

of boundaries among groups, and for claims of solidarity made both by the powerful 

and the powerless. 

 To understand race as a variety of ethnicity, then, was to neglect stigma, exclu-

sion, privilege, and violence, all characteristics inherent in “the mark of race,” the 

phenomic, “ocular” dimension of racial belonging. It was to adopt the immigrant 

analogy: the assumption that racially identified individuals and groups, like immi-

grants, could adapt to new circumstances (say, the urban settings of the North or West 

rather than the rural settings of the South, or industrial labor rather than agricultural 

labor). Just as immigrant ethnic groups learned a new language and new customs, eat-

ing and speaking (and perhaps worshipping) differently, so too could blacks, Asians, 

and Latin American immigrants. Indeed becoming “ethnic groups” at all, acquiring 

the hyphenated identity that marked ethnicity— Italian- American, Jewish- American, 

Mexican- American, Negro- American (or later, African- American)— was what eth-

nicity was all about (Glazer and Moynihan, eds. 1975). Both assimilation and cultural 

pluralism involved obtaining this ethnic option (Waters 1990) that was the mark of 

inclusion. Achieving ethnic identity might be an uneven and prolonged process that 

required several generations; it might not eliminate all status differentials, hierar-

chies, and prejudice; and indeed it might not render all groups equally permeable 

in the melting pot (or equally tasty in the “salad bowl”). But it would go a long way 

toward reducing remaining inequalities and differences. 

 Concerned that the incorporative consequences of immigration (assimilation and 

cultural pluralism once again) might not apply fully enough to racially “different”— 

that is, not white— groups, ethnicity theorists had struggled to keep up with the racial 

upheavals of the post- World War II period, in which the legacies of slavery and empire 

were central, and immigration was secondary. The capture, transport, mass murder, 

and chattelization of millions of Africans 40  could not easily be explained within the 

immigration analogy, though Kristol, Glazer and Moynihan, and others tried their 

best to locate it within their framework of immigrant inclusion and urban ethnic 
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politics. Nor was the problem of the displacement, removal, and genocide of the pre-

existing native inhabitants of the Americas a major concern of ethnicity theorists. 41  

The “immigrant analogy” obviously did not work here. Or maybe it only worked in 

reverse: with the immigrants/settlers playing the dominant role. 

 The radical charge that the construction of American economies, cultures, and 

states, both in North America and elsewhere in the hemisphere, depended on slavery 

and empire. Indeed the fact that these imperial projects and subsequent American 

nations were intrinsically racist projects themselves, was discomfiting for ethnicity 

theorists (Drinnon 1997; Stoler, ed. 2006). From the 1960s on, the dominant ethnicity 

paradigm was confronted with radical critique from the left. Politically it was upset by 

the embrace of various Marxisms in the black movement and other anti- racist move-

ments. It was hostile to the black power movement (Van DeBurg 1992; Joseph 2006), 

as well as to such related radical and nationalist organizations as the Black Panthers, 

the Young Lords, the American Indian Movement, and the Partido de la Raza Unida. 

None of these were comfortable political bedfellows for ethnicity theorists of race. 

 Confronted with the intractability of racial difference and the resilience of 

racial inequality in the aftermath of civil rights legislation and Supreme Court rul-

ings that favored inclusive social policies, ethnicity theorists faced a stark choice. 

Broadly speaking, there were two possible reasons why reform did not effectively 

reduce racial inequality and difference and facilitate social and political inclusion 

under the “American creed”: Either U.S. society was unwilling to tackle the endemic 

racial injustices that prevailed within it, or people of color were unwilling to grasp 

the opportunities newly becoming available. Ethnicity- based approaches could not 

accept the former view; was this not what the Panthers and other radicals were claim-

ing? Calls for “positive” or “affirmative” anti- discrimination policies, for example, 

assumed the existence a far more entrenched system of racial injustice than ethnicity 

theorists such as Glazer, Moynihan, Charles Murray, and Thomas Sowell were will-

ing to recognize. After all, earlier generations of immigrants had not required special 

policies or treatments; why should blacks? State activities should be restricted, they 

argued, to guarantees of formal equality for individuals. 

 This position was not new. Milton Gordon had argued something similar as early 

as 1964. But the  doyens  of the ethnicity school, Glazer and Moynihan, were ambiva-

lent about the group rights question in the 1960s. Indeed, Moynihan had endorsed 

positive anti- discrimination measures (“equality of result”) in his famous “Report” 

(Rainwater and Yancey 1967, 49); Moynihan also coauthored Lyndon Johnson’s 

Howard University speech “To Fulfll these Rights” (June 5, 1964): 

 You do not take a person who, for years, has been hobbled by chains and lib-

erate him [sic], bring him up to the starting line of a race and then say, “you 

are free to compete with all the others,” and still justly believe that you have 

been completely fair. 

 (Ibid) 
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 For his part Glazer had warned about group rights early on. He argued, also in 1965, 

that a “new national interest” in “the fi nal liquidation of Negro separation” was being 

defi ned, and that blacks themselves had best not oppose it, for “When an ethnic 

group interest has clashed with a national interest, we have been quite ruthless and 

even extreme in overriding the group interest” (Glazer 1983, 27). 42  

 During its long reign, ethnicity theory has frequently been modified as its advocates 

attempted to account for new empirical phenomena or to address competing theoreti-

cal approaches. In the early postwar period, the ethnicity model encountered its main 

opponents in conservative quarters. Explicitly racist perspectives, rooted in the formerly 

dominant biologistic, hierarchical, and religious beliefs of the prewar era, maintained 

their hold, especially in the South but also on a national level. (Think KKK.) The early 

civil rights movement in the South, and the mobilization of Mexican Americans in the 

Southwest, evoked overt expressions of hardcore white supremacy and violence in the 

1960s, although reforms slowly took some hold in these regions as well. 

 The ethnicity paradigm was still on board the movement train in the early 1960s, 

operating as its “mainstream” explanatory voice. Until roughly 1966, ethnicity theo-

rists supported the “moderate” desegregation policies of the Johnson presidency 

and Warren Court. Subsequently, in the wake of Goldwater’s 1964 defeat, the Voting 

Rights Act (1965), and George Wallace’s campaigns, and as a consequence of Nixon’s 

(1968) “southern strategy” and party realignment, ethnicity theory was pushed to the 

right. By the early 1970s, it had been transformed into neoconservatism. Today, that 

political current is seen chiefly through its neo- imperial agenda in Iraq and its alli-

ance with the right-wing Israeli Likud Party, but we should remember that it began 

as a center- right racial realignment after breaking with the civil rights movement, not 

only the black power movement, but also the movement of Martin Luther King, Jr. 

 The ethnicity- based, neoconservative approach to race had three main problems: 

1) the social scientific, indeed methodological, limitations encountered by the ethnic-

ity paradigm in its attempt to reduce race to an element of ethnicity; 2) the paradigm’s 

consequent inability to deal with the particular characteristics of racially- defined 

groups as a direct consequence of this reductionism; and 3) the ethnicity paradigm’s 

reliance on a single historical case in its use of the great wave of European migration 

at the turn of the 20th century to develop its “immigrant analogy.” The first of these 

problems we call the “Bootstraps Model”; the second we refer to as “They All Look 

Alike”; the third we label “Once Is Not Enough.” 

  The “Bootstraps Model”:  As we have noted, substantial reworking of the eth-

nicity paradigm took place in the later 1960s and early 1970s. By 1975 Glazer and 

Moynihan felt themselves able to offer a general hypothesis on the dynamics of group 

incorporation: 

 Ethnic groups bring different norms to bear on common circumstances with 

consequent different levels of success— hence group differences in status. 

 (Glazer and Moynihan, eds. 1975, 7) 
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 The “group norms/common circumstances” correlation raises multiple problems, 

which can be traced back to the immigrant analogy. The key factor in explaining the 

success that an ethnic group will have in becoming incorporated into “normalized” 43  

white society (a goal whose desirability is unquestioned) is the values or “norms” 

which the group brings to bear on the general social circumstances it faces, just as all 

other minorities have done. Since the independent variable is the “norms,” the idea 

that “differences in status” could be affected by factors outside or even unrelated to 

the group is ruled out at the level of assumptions. Everything is mediated through 

“norms” internal to the group. If Chican@s don’t do well in school, this cannot, even 

hypothetically, be due to low- quality education; it has instead to do with Chican@ 

values. After all, Jews and Japanese Americans did well in inferior schools, so why 

can’t other groups? Ongoing processes of discrimination, shifts in the prevailing eco-

nomic climate, the development of a sophisticated racial ideology of “conservative 

egalitarianism”— in other words, all the concrete socio political dynamics within which 

racial phenomena operate in the United States— are ignored in this approach. 44  

 “Common circumstances,” by contrast, are relegated to the dependent variable. 

These are the universal conditions to which each ethnic group must accommodate. 

The assumption is that each racialized “ethnic group” faces the normalized white 

society in the same way that its predecessors did; furthermore it is assumed that 

each group confronts that majority society  alone,  unaffected by the histories, accom-

plishments, or misfortunes of previous ethnic/racial groups. The experiences of 

immigrants who previously arrived in the United States, or those of other racially 

 defined minorities, are not considered relevant in the Glazer/Moynihan model. The 

achievement of mobility— the group- status dependent variable— reflects group will-

ingness and ability to accept presumptive white norms and values. The “difference” 

that characterizes a racialized “ethnic group,” once that group is incorporated, will 

be outweighed by the “commonality” it shares with whites. 

 In other words, something akin to Milton Gordon’s notion of “structural assimi-

lation” (1964, 70) is assumed to take place as immigrant groups pass beyond their 

“fresh off the boat” status and gain the acceptance of whites. Yet this assumption is 

quite unwarranted with respect to people of color, whose distance from the normal-

ized whiteness valorized by the model has generally not been appreciably lessened 

by adoption of the dominant (white) norms and values of American society, some-

thing that actually occurs quite a lot, though obviously unevenly. A large literature on 

discrimination bears this out: Returns to education are not equivalent across racial 

lines, for example; employment levels and wage rates vary considerably even when we 

control for everything but race; the same may be said for access to credit, access to 

equivalent housing, and numerous other patterns of discrimination. 

 The entire model for comparing and evaluating the success of ethnic groups— in 

achieving higher status or in being incorporated into normalized white society— is 

thus limited by an unwillingness to consider whether there might be any  special 

circumstances  which racially  defined minorities encounter in the United States, 
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circumstances which definitively distinguish their experiences from those of earlier 

European immigrants, and make the injunction to “pull yourselves up by your own 

bootstraps” impossible to fulfill. 

 In addition, the “bootstraps” model is  dated.  The trend toward a “majority- 

minority” demographic is advancing in the United States. In other words, a situation 

is emerging in which no single racially defined group, including those considered 

white, will be a majority in the country. This inexorable transition casts the assimi-

lationist premises of the “bootstraps” model, as well as the immigrant analogy, into 

considerable doubt. In practical terms, there is no longer a clear- cut set of “common 

circumstances” into which a given ethnic group can possibly blend its cultural val-

ues and norms. Race  exceeds  ethnicity in many respects, as it has done for centuries: 

Black immigrants from the Caribbean or Africa, for example, blend into U.S. black-

ness, perhaps retaining some cultural (that is, ethnic) differences, but unable and 

maybe unwilling to escape the all- inclusive framework of race (Waters 2000). Recent 

work on Mexican Americans suggests that broadly similar processes of racialization 

are operating in respect to that community as well (Telles and Ortiz 2009). 

  “They All Look Alike”:  In what sense can groups of color be considered in ethnic 

group terms? In what sense is the category “black,” for example, equivalent to the 

categories “Irish” or “Jewish”? “Blacks” in ethnic terms are as diverse as “whites.” 

Latin@s as well, Asian Americans and Native Americans too. Since ethnicity theory 

focuses on cultural identity and difference, its practitioners should go much deeper 

than they generally do. How might ethnicity theory address the range of subgroup-

ings represented in the U.S. black community? What distinctions might it employ? 

Haitians? Jamaicans? Francophones? Georgians? Northern/southern? The black 

community has been intensively studied from an ethnographic standpoint, so there 

is no lack of materials for analysis. 45  Latin@ communities vary as well: by language, 

religion, place of origin; for example, in the United States there are substantial com-

munities of indigenous people of Mexican origin whose first (and sometimes only) 

language is not Spanish but Maya, Mixtec, or Nahuatl (Fox and Rivera- Salgado, eds. 

2004). Large numbers of Latin@s are phenotypically black,  Afro- descendientes,  while 

many others are visually indistinguishable from North American whites (Montalvo 

and Codina 2001; Rodriguez 2000). 

 Ethnicity theory has not delved to any significant extent into the meaning of these 

distinctions. There is a racist element in this substitution— in which whites are seen 

as variegated in terms of group identities, but blacks, Latin@s, Native Americans, 

and Asian Americans “all look alike.” In our view, this is the effect of the application 

of a paradigm based in white ethnic history to a variety of racially  defined groups. 

Indeed, in sharp contrast to the lack of interest among ethnicity theorists (and their 

neoconservative successors) in this issue of intra- racial distinctions, an important 

race- studies literature on  panethnicity  has developed over the past few decades. Racial 

formation always involves “lumping”; racialization proceeds through a combina-

tion of centripetal and centrifugal forces. Despite the presence of different cultural 
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orientations and sometimes long- standing antagonisms— this is the “centrifugal” 

force— ethnic groups may be pressured into allying and “bridging” because of the 

common presssures they face: exclusion, discrimination, violence against them; such 

circumstances constitute “centripetal” forces ( Calderón 1992; Espiritu 1993; Jones- 

Correa and Leal 1996; Okamoto 2006). 

  Once is Not Enough:  The ethnicity paradigm was initially developed in reference 

to an unprecedented and perhaps unique period of U.S. immigration history: the 

arrival and eventual inclusion of vast waves of Southern and Eastern European immi-

grants before and after the turn of the 20th century, roughly 1880–1924. Though 

popularly regarded as a general theory of ethnic group incorporation, the paradigm 

might simply be characteristic of specific historical circumstances that may never be 

repeated again. 

 The dynamics of immigration have shifted dramatically between the turn of the 

20th century and the present. The United States now relates to the global South and 

global East through a master- policy of “accumulation by dispossession.” Displaced 

and impoverished workers and peasants from Latin America and the Caribbean, as 

well as from the Pacific Rim, continue to immigrate, their human flow modulated 

but hardly contained by boom and bust, “bubble” and recession. And the United 

States has also become more racially predatory domestically, practicing a similar 

policy of “accumulation by dispossession” at home as well. Consider post- Katrina 

New Orleans or the subprime housing crisis— to pick just two prominent examples. 

So is the country less able to integrate immigrants than it was in previous historical 

periods? 

 Where will the United States find another “engine of mobility” to parallel that 

of the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the epoch of mass labor recruitment to the 

industrial economy? The country’s economic capacity to absorb enormous numbers 

of immigrants— low- wage workers and their families, and a new globally  based (and 

very female) servant class (Glenn 2002)— without generating the sort of established 

subaltern groups we associate with the terms “race” and “racism,” seems to us more 

limited than was the “whitening” of Europeans a century earlier, this argument’s key 

precedent. 

 We suggest that the ethnicity paradigm’s use of an “immigrant analogy” in an 

attempt to make sense of the post- World War II black movement upsurge, was fun-

damentally flawed. Most criticism to date has focused on the differences between the 

situations faced by European immigrants c. 1900 and blacks who sought integration 

post- 1945. Perhaps an even more telling critique, however, is political- economic. The 

integration of the European immigrants  may have been a one- off.  The ethnicity para-

digm’s efforts to apply turn- of- the- 20th- century accounts of European immigration 

and integration to the post- World War II United States may thus be a classical case 

of bad social science: the conception and (highly influential) divulgation of a theory 

based on little more than a single very limited case study and a good deal of ideologi-

cal wishful thinking. 
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 In sum, the logic of assimilation, the default to whiteness— whether conscious or 

unconscious— is an inherent part of ethnicity theories of race (Jung 2009). As U.S. 

society transitions from the substantial and largely unquestioned white majorities of 

the past, to an increasingly majority- minority demographic pattern, the normaliza-

tion of whiteness that has been an assumed constant of ethnicity- based theories of 

race may be eroding. 

 Ethnicity- based approaches have lost social scientific coherence as they capitu-

lated to neoconservative political priorities, insisting that in the “post- civil rights” era 

a new framework of “colorblindness” could replace race- consciousness. We discuss 

colorblind racial ideology at greater length in subsequent chapters; here it is suffi-

cient to note that far from moving in an egalitarian and inclusive direction, far from 

achieving the “dream” of extending democracy across the color- line that was the 

elemental heart of the civil rights and allied movements in the early post- World War 

II period, American society has in many ways moved in the opposite direction. It has 

become more segregated and more racially unequal. Because on the most practical 

level these developments are perfectly visible, they undercut all claims that the sig-

nificance of race is declining, and deeply undermine the idea of the United States as 

a colorblind or race- neutral society. 

 Under these conditions, the default to whiteness has gradually been revealed as 

the true message of the ethnicity paradigm of racial theory. Being “ethnic” turns 

out to be about whether and how much an individual or group can assimilate into 

or hybridize with whiteness. Being “racial” is about how much difference there is 

between an individual or a group and their white counterparts. 

 Notes 

  1. Max Weber’s early concept of  ethnie  as a form of status, shaped by “honor”— a cultural 

construct— is frequently applied to racial matters. Weber also recognized racism, notably 

anti- black racism in the United States. See his remarks on U.S. racial attitudes in Gerth and 

Mills, eds. 1958, 177, 405–406. Weber’s sensitivity to U.S. racial matters may be attributed, 

at least in part, to the orientation provided him by W.E.B. Du Bois (Lewis 1993, 225, 277). 

For critical remarks on Weber’s treatment of race and ethnicity see  Banton 2007. 

  2. The assignment of membership in a given racial group was, of course, problematic in 

itself. The existence and characteristics of supposed human groups, the boundaries of the 

groups, the groups’ locations in the “great chain of being,” and so on, were all debated. 

  3. All these themes had extensive intellectual histories, generally fl owing from Enlighten-

ment discussions of race: Linnaean, Kantian. Jeff erson’s refl ections on such issues as the 

beauty and smell of black people may be contemplated in his  Notes on the State of Virginia  

(Jeff erson 1984 [1785]). 

  4. In fact what became “development theory” had its origins in race- based (and racist) schol-

arship: in anthropology, sociology, history, and beyond (Vitalis 2010). 

  5. Although these currents were often at odds with one another, they were all committed to 

the idea of racial hierarchy, with guess who at the top and bottom? Indeed, a great deal of 
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infl ammatory “theoretical” material appeared on this topic as the biologistic paradigm 

consolidated its intellectual hegemony and achieved the status of “common sense” (Grant 

1916; Stoddard 1920; Davenport 1972 [1911]). On eugenics, see Chase 1980; Kevles 1998; 

Spiro 2009. 

  6. In 1879 the black activist and scholar Martin R. Delaney attacked the early physical anthro-

pology of Africa for its racial bias, with a book entitled  Principia of Ethnology  (Delaney 2009 

[1879]). Du Bois’s 1897 essay “The Conservation of Races” attempted a “transvaluation” 

of the racial hierarchy implicit in eugenics (Du Bois 1995 [1897]). Kelly Miller, Professor 

of Mathematics at Howard University, reviewed economist Frederick L. Hoff man’s 1897 

 Race Traits and Tendencies of the American Negro,  one of the leading eugenics- based works to 

argue for the innate inferiority of African Americans, using census data to argue that Hoff -

man’s claims were statistically fl awed. See Miller 1897; Stepan and Gilman 1993. 

  7. Witch- burning— the 250- year (c. 1450–1700) mass assault on women and the mass killings 

and torture that it involved— remains a sociologically undertheorized territory. Federici’s 

audacious treatment (2004) is an erudite and crucial intersectional contribution to this 

necessary work. See also Lerner 1987. 

  8. The New England Puritans were slaveholders as well, but on a much smaller scale than the 

southern planters. There were also signifi cant religious diff erences between the two settler 

groups. 

  9. Southern (white) Baptism is the world’s largest Baptist denomination and the second larg-

est U.S. church after Roman Catholicism. Religious adherence remains quite segregated in 

the United States today. Though various currents jostle within U.S. white Protestantism— 

some of them “liberal” (center- left) and some of them racially diverse— the majority of the 

national Protestant congregation is “conservative” (center- right), retains a “born again” 

theology and strong evangelical dimensions, and is in many ways still southern. Here we 

have all the basic elements for a politico- religious white racial nationalism: a civil religion 

(Bellah 2005) largely inclined to the right and still linked with theological, not to mention 

biological, racism. Witness the racial tensions in contemporary American Protestantism: 

traditionally white- black, but now augmented by substantial numbers of Latin@ and 

Asian  American congregations as well (Wuthnow 2011). 

 10. The ethnicity paradigm continues today in sociology and other fi elds as well under a social 

psychological banner: “ethnicity as cognition” (Brubaker, Loveman, and Stamatov 2004). 

 11. This relatively innocuous notion tends to mask the underlying realities of U.S. imperialism, 

which was particularly active in the Pacifi c during the years when the Chicago School sociol-

ogy of race was developing. Park’s notion of an American “racial frontier” also gestures in 

this direction. As the early Chicago work was being carried out, U.S. troops were still pursu-

ing the brutal subjugation of the Philippines, a war that was explicitly presented as a racial 

project (Kramer 2006). Hawai’i’s annexation was still relatively recent, increasing Japanese 

power in the region was becoming a concern in Washington, and U.S. competition with 

various European powers for “spheres of infl uence” in China was well underway. In general, 

immigration— the matter of persons travelling  into one’s country — should be seen as produc-

ing only one- half of the issue known as “race contact”; the other half is produced by imperial 

travel  out from one’s country,  notably in projects of settlement and conquest. 

 12. A little- remembered feature of Washington’s famous Atlanta Exposition speech of 1895 

was its anti- immigrant message. His plea to white elites was that they prefer blacks over 
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immigrants in their industrial employment practices and thus open the door to inclusion 

(Washington 2010 [1895]). That’s what “Cast down your buckets where you are” is all about. 

 13. Here too Du Bois preceded the Chicago sociologists. Du Bois had been a student at Har-

vard of William James, one of the founding fathers of pragmatist philosophy. 

 14. Johnson was hired by Park to investigate the 1919 race riot in Chicago, probably the worst 

of that “Red Summer’s” series of attacks by white mobs on black communities. 

 15. Roosevelt sought to mediate between his friend Madison Grant’s biologistic (and in some 

ways proto- fascist) Aryanism, on the one hand, and the radical potentialities he saw in mass 

movements of immigrants on the other. Hence TR urged deliberate  “Americanization” 

programs through schooling and other public policies, and embraced the “melting pot.” 

Roosevelt’s anti- black racism was mild, far less than that of his fellow progressive Wood-

row Wilson, who was still fi ghting the Civil War as the Virginia confederate he had been in 

his youth. Wilson not only celebrated the fi lm  Birth of a Nation  in 1915, but the following 

year ran for reelection on a nativist platform, calling for restrictions on immigration and 

explicitly red- baiting immigrant groups and organizations. For Wilson too, only immi-

grants who adapted to “true American” cultural norms could be accepted. 

 16. Kallen was a lifelong advocate of Jewish causes and a strong early Zionist. One of the 

founders of the New School for Social Research, he was also close friends with Alain 

Locke, whom he knew from Harvard and later worked with in New York. The origins of the 

term “cultural pluralism,” and Kallen’s own beginnings with the idea, are linked to Jew-

ish student struggles for recognition around the turn of the 20th century (Greene 2011). 

Despite his celebration of what we today would call “diversity” and his apparent lack of 

personal racism, Kallen never addressed African- American issues or took a pro- civil rights 

stand. “Kallen’s ‘symphony of civilizations,’ despite its apparent inclusiveness, excluded 

people of color— African Americans, Latinos, Asian Americans, and Native Americans,” 

writes Gerald Meyer (2012). 

 17. At the American Museum of Natural History Boas had to combat the eugenicism of Madi-

son Grant and the elite racism of Henry Fairfi eld Osborn, the paleontologist who became 

the Museum’s President and chief primatologist (Haraway 1990). For a history of race in 

American anthropology, see Baker 1998. 

 18. Achieving whiteness serves as the desirable end- state of immigration, as it did for Park’s 

cycle. This “default” operates in cultural pluralism accounts as well; there the desirable 

end- state is white recognition and tolerance for the former “others”; multiculturalism and 

diversity programs work in this direction as well. See Jung 2009. 

 19. The racial orientation of the New Deal was contradictory at best. FDR’s coalition 

included both northern liberals and southern Dixiecrats. Roosevelt sought to accommo-

date both groups. He placated the South (and other racist allies) by excluding blacks from 

Social Security and the Wagner Act in 1935, exempting domestic and agricultural workers 

from labor regulation, resisting anti- lynching law proposals, and limiting the scope of 

welfare. He also maintained restrictive and racist immigration controls. Roosevelt ges-

tured toward racial liberals by taking small steps toward integration, particularly as the 

war approached: most notably, he integrated defense industries by executive order, a move 

prompted by threats of black protest led by trade unionist A. Philip Randolph. As indus-

trial employment and the demand for black and brown labor increased in the North and 

West, a combination of demographic shifts, unionization of blacks and Latinos in the CIO, 
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women’s entry into industrial work, and linked voting shifts outside the South, deepened 

the Democratic Party’s racial divisions. See Katnelson 2013; Klinkner and Smith 2002; 

Sitkoff  1978; Vargas 2007; Weiss 1983. 

 20. In the United States, World War II was anti- racist on the Atlantic front but decidedly racist 

on the Pacifi c front. See our discussion of Myrdal’s  An American Dilemma,  below. 

 21. Unless otherwise stated, we use the term “liberal” here in the colloquial U.S. sense, mean-

ing “center- left.” 

 22. The Magnuson Act was a complex business. On the one hand, it recognized China as an 

ally in the anti- Japanese war; refocusing anti- Asian racism away from Chinese and more 

intensely onto Japanese and Japanese Americans. In no way, however, did it relax the anti- 

Asian Johnson– Reed immigration law, which had been in eff ect since 1924 and allowed only 

105 Chinese immigrants to enter the country per year. Asian exclusion was not reduced until 

the passage of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965 ( Hart– Celler). See Ngai 2005. 

Notably, numerous states (including California) maintained anti- miscegenation laws that 

prohibited Asians from marrying whites. Some of these laws were repealed or struck down in 

the late 1940s; some lasted until the U.S. Supreme Court struck down all anti- miscegenation 

laws in  Loving v. Virginia  (1967). See Spiro 2009. 

 23. Kikuchi had been a student at Berkeley— he was expelled in 1942 and was subsequently 

interned under EO 9066 (Briones 2013). 

 24. On these heroic fi gures, see Hirabayashi 1999. 

 25. The U.S. Congress passed, and President Ronald Reagan signed, the Civil Liberties Act 

of 1988, which stated that Executive Order 9066 was “unjust and motivated by racism 

rather than real military necessity.” A second apology and further reparations were issued 

in 1992. For a good general account see Weglyn 1996 (1976). 

 26. The study has a monumental history of its own. See Stanfi eld 1985; Southern 1987; 

 Jackson 1990. Black reaction to the Myrdal volume varied signifi cantly. E. Franklin Fra-

zier heaped praise upon the work. Myrdal, he wrote, “revealed a remarkable facility for 

getting the feel of the racial situation in the United States. His objectivity was apparent 

from the very beginning in his relations with Negroes. They were simply people to him” 

(Frazier 1945, 557). Ralph Ellison’s review— written in 1944 but not published until 1964 

in Ellison’s  Shadow and Act — was deeply critical: “It does not occur to Myrdal,” Ellison 

writes, “that many of the Negro cultural manifestations which he considers merely refl ec-

tive might also embody a  rejection  of what he considers ‘higher values.’” Du Bois had 

been largely excluded from the project due to his radicalism; he was properly off ended. 

The study’s collaborators included, among many others, Arnold Rose and Richard Sterner 

(Myrdal’s secondary authors), Ralph Bunche (Myrdal’s principal associate and guide), 

Doxey Wilkerson, Sterling A. Brown, St. Clair Drake, E. Franklin Frazier, Melville J. Her-

skovits, Otto Klineberg, Edward Shils, and Louis Wirth. Consultants acknowledged were 

W.E.B. Du Bois, Horace Cayton, Robert E. Park, W.I. Thomas, Hortense Powdermaker, 

John Dollard, Alain Locke, Walter White, Abram L. Harris, and Ruth Benedict. 

 27. The Myrdal book was explicitly about “the Negro problem”; Myrdal only discussed blacks 

and whites; he had nothing to say about other racialized groups. 

 28. Myrdal’s theory of “cumulative and circular development” appeared in an early form in  An 

American Dilemma  (1962 [1944]), 1065–1070. It was developed further in later writings on 

global inequality (Myrdal 1963) and as an economic analysis oriented toward progressive 
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redistribution of resources. Explicitly pragmatist, this account is counterposed to “vicious 

circle” explanations of racism (“prejudice”) and poverty. Though primarily crafted to urge 

intervention against inequality, the theory also seeks to explain the breakdown of political 

systems based on unstable equilibria, and the reiterative dynamics of struggles against 

them. 

 29. See Myrdal 927ff . Frazier remained both a radical and a committed assimilationist: 

  Since the institutions, the social stratifi cation, and the culture of the Negro com-

munity are essentially the same as those of the larger community, it is not strange 

that the Negro minority belongs among the assimilationist rather than the plural-

ist, secessionist, or militant minorities. It is seldom that one fi nds Negroes who 

think of themselves as possessing a diff erent culture from whites and that their 

culture should be preserved. (Frazier 1957a, 681) 

  His position derived from an insistence on political engagement with the questions of race 

and racism, which he traced back to Du Bois. See Platt 1991. 

 30. The papers were published under MacIver’s editorship in 1949. 

 31. Robert Merton, personal communication. 

 32. Portions of this section appeared in diff erent form in Winant 2007. 

 33. For additional commentary see Kryder 2001; for a valuable fi ctionalized account, see Kil-

lens 1983 (1963). 

 34. This essay, “Prejudice: A Problem in Psychological and Social Causation,” is an early ver-

sion of Allport’s  The Nature of Prejudice  (1979 [1954]), a work that was to have a signifi cant 

impact in social psychology. 

 35.  The Negro American  (1967) was initially a two- issue collection published in the journal  Dae-

dalus.  It later went through several book- length editions. References here are to the 1967 

Beacon edition. The contrast between the perspectives of black and white contributors to 

the book is quite notable. Clark’s introduction to the volume,  The Dilemma of Power,  and 

John Hope Franklin’s essay in the volume,  The Two Worlds of Race , are standouts. Other 

critical black voices included are those of Martin Kilson, St. Clair Drake, and Whitney 

Young. Only Young, Director of the National Urban League, takes a  “moderate” position. 

 36. Du Bois had never hesitated to make this connection, and had particularly emphasized it 

in  Black Reconstruction  (2007 [1935]). 

 37. The scandalous McCarthyite harassment (and at one point, indictment) of the octoge-

narian Du Bois in the 1950s occurred without notable protest from within the fi eld. FBI 

surveillance extended to such mainstream fi gures as Samuel Stouff er, Herbert Blumer, 

Robert Bellah, Robert and Helen Lynd, E. Franklin Frazier, Alfred McClung Lee, and, 

of course, C. Wright Mills. Some leading sociologists, we know, cooperated with witch- 

hunters, most notably Pitirim Sorokin; but most remained cautious, at least through the 

late 1940s and 1950s (Lipset 1994; Keen 1999). Mass dismissals did occur on occasion and 

surveillance was very widespread (Slaughter 1980). Particular attention was being paid to 

area studies: notably Russia and China, but also to the insurgent “third world” (Simpson, 

ed., 1999; for parallels in anthropology, see Price 2004). A striking aspect of a great deal of 

this late 1940s–1950s academic repression and red- baiting was how much of it related to 

race. A major signal to the FBI, HUAC, and other similar agencies that a given scholar or 

teacher was ripe for purging, or at least needed watching, was that he or she participated 

in anti- racist activities or attended mixed- race events. A certain cold- war orthodoxy was 
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mandatory; this in itself resulted in a muting of sociological criticism of U.S. racism. For 

larger treatments of the links between the Cold War and the civil rights movement, see 

Kelley 2008 (1999); Borstelmann 2003; Dudziak 2011. 

 38. The battles of the McCarthy period lamentably engulfed the black movement as well, as 

W.E.B. Du Bois, Paul Robeson, and others were denounced as pariah fi gures, and racial 

“moderates” strove to distance themselves from them. 

 39. In a later edited work, Glazer and Moynihan (1975) did try to address the comparative 

sociology of race (in their framework, “ethnicity”). By this time, structural- functionalist 

approaches to race were eff ectively dead, though. Neoconservatism was emerging as the 

inheritor of both Parsons and Myrdal. 

 40. A partial exception here was the very controversial 1965 “Moynihan Report,” formally 

titled “The Negro Family: The Case For National Action,” and prepared by then- 

Assistant Secretary of Labor Daniel Patrick Moynihan (Rainwater and Yancey, eds. 1967). 

Moynihan provided a stilted reading of an important study by E. Franklin Frazier to argue 

that female- dominated black families did not adequately socialize young black men to 

the work ethic, leading to high rates of black male unemployment and crime. The source 

of this problem was traced to slavery’s assault on the black family. Although appropri-

ately attacked on numerous grounds— for misreading Frazier, for misunderstanding the 

strength of black family ties under and after slavery (Gutman 1976; see also Wilson 2009b), 

for “blaming the victim,” for gender bias, and for neglecting larger social structures of 

racism, the report was at its core a proper liberal document, urging the Johnson adminis-

tration to focus energy and attention on job- creation and job- training in the ghetto. 

 41. In fact it is striking how little attention ethnicity- based theories of race have devoted to the 

American Indian. See Rogin 1996; Drinnon 1997. 

 42. Still later, writing in retirement, Glazer (1997) provided some self- criticism of his own 

earlier racial views. 

 43. Not the “majority.” In many areas of the country, whites are no longer the majority. Even 

if the local or regional population is not majority white, however, conformity with white 

norms is still understood as a prerequisite for assimilation under the colorblind standards 

of neoconservatism, the contemporary form of the ethnicity- based theory of race. For this 

reason we refer here to “normalized” white society, rather than uncritically adopting the 

white majority/nonwhite minority framework. 

 44. Probably the most straightforward application of this set of assumptions is Sowell 1995. 

Sowell treats racial/ethnic groups as equivalent and internally homogeneous; in a largely 

decontextualized fashion. He equates the cultural norms attributed to various groups with 

their access (or lack of access) to “human capital,” seen as the key to well- being and pros-

perity. Though Sowell’s treatment of these issues is quite shallow, he is far from alone in 

his insistence on the “bootstraps model.” 

 45. See among a welter of possible sources, Clark 1965; Stack 1974; Gwaltney 1980; Kasinitz 

1992; Gregory 1998; Bobo et al., eds. 2002. 
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 C H A P T E R  2 

 Class 

 Introduction 

 The class paradigm of race includes those approaches which, in Stuart Hall’s char-

acterization, argue that “Social divisions which assume a distinctively racial or ethnic 

character can be attributed or explained principally by reference to economic struc-

tures and processes” (Hall 1980, 306). The class paradigm of race includes schools of 

thought running from right to left, but they all aff ord primacy to economic relation-

ships: market exchange, distribution, production. A central objective of this chapter 

is to review and critique class- based theories of race. 

 Our adoption of Hall’s formulation truly opens up a Pandora’s box. To equate his 

“economic structures and processes” with class, whether understood in the  Marxian 

sense of relationship to the means of production, or in the Weberian sense of relation-

ship to the mode of distribution (giving rise to particular “life chances”), is to make 

a certain analytic leap (Gerth and Mills 1958, 181–183). Indeed there is a significant 

economic literature on race, exemplified by the “neoclassical” approach of Nobel 

laureate Gary Becker and many other Chicago economists, that does not recognize 

the existence of classes at all, but confines itself narrowly to market relationships. 

This view overlaps with the paleoeconomic “Austrian” 1  perspective of Hayek, Fried-

man 2  et al., also tied to Chicago, that has informed the anti- statism of neoliberalism. 

 How, then, do we define the class paradigm of race, and how can the variety of 

approaches which emphasize “economic structures and processes” in their analyses 

of racial phenomena be categorized, linked, and compared? 3  Once we recognize that 

class theories principally explain race by reference to economic processes, understood 

in the standard sense of the production, exchange, and consumption of commodities, 

that brings inequality to the table. Once we are dealing with any sort of inequality—

unequal exchange, unequal allocation of resources, exploitation in labor, or equivalent 

relationships—we have a “class” system, although particular analysts might pre-

fer not to use this designation. Therefore, in the broad terms we have employed to 

describe the paradigm, these are class theories, even if the authors assume the exis-

tence of a totally free market (Becker’s starting point is international trade!). Such 

“institutional” economists as Joseph Stiglitz, Paul Krugman, and Jeffrey Sachs 

clearly recognize this (Stiglitz 2001 [1944]; Krugman 2008). 

 This is how the class paradigm of race is constituted, in the broadest possible sense. 

We suggest that there are three general approaches to racial formation contained within 

it. We designate these as the market, stratification, and class conflict approaches. These 
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three approaches ground themselves in the different economic spheres: in exchange 

relationships (markets), in systems of distribution (stratification), and in conflict over 

production processes (in Marxist terms, conflict over the “social relations of produc-

tion”), to provide their respective frameworks of analysis. 

 In this chapter we review and critique class- based theories of race, moving 

through the class paradigm’s varieties: market- , stratification- , and production/

labor- based accounts. These roughly correspond to a right- to- left political spec-

trum: neoliberal theories (“Austrian,” Chicago- based) emphasize the significance of 

exchange relationships and market- based approaches in explaining racial inequality; 

Marxism- based theories focus more on the role of production relationships and labor 

in shaping race; while U.S. “liberals”— mostly located on the center- left— focus on 

stratification/inequality- based accounts of race that emphasize distribution and the 

role of the state. 

 But this is only a rough correspondence. A number of civil rights organizations 

are oriented to markets, for example, the PUSH organization and the Urban League. 

These groups and parallel organizations in Latin@ communities represent the sub-

stantial black and brown business sectors and their markets, the professional and 

“striving” sectors, and even some of the “coping stratum” (Kilson and Cottingham 

1991) of blacks and Latin@s today. On the Marxist left today (and throughout the 

left’s history), there have been “colorblind” currents that seek to minimize or even 

ignore racial inequality, instead focusing their attention entirely (or nearly entirely) 

on class. Across the ideological spectrum from right to left there are peculiar overlaps 

and concurrences about the relationship between race and class. Eliminating or mini-

mizing the significance of race is a feature of the  laissez- faire  positions associated with 

neoliberalism and Chicago economics. This idea is also associated with “colorblind” 

racial ideology and was featured in some pioneering civil rights movement positions. 

Class- based theories of race, in short, traverse the political spectrum. 

 The Market Relations Approach 

 Market relations approaches deal with the social  exchange  of resources such as labor 

and credit. Racial inequality— like all forms of inequality— is anomalous in market 

settings. In the 1950s and 1960s, debates around the nature of racial inequality in the 

United States revealed some glaring problems in market- based economic models: 

They lacked the capacity to explain racial discrimination as a market phenomenon. 

Indeed, the predominant economic model of the time, neoclassical theory, suggested 

that the market itself, unhampered by an interventionist state, would eliminate racial 

discrimination. Writers such as Milton Friedman argued that this was in fact taking 

place (Friedman 2002 [1962], 108–110). 

 A more accurate account would note that race was simply outside the awareness 

of the economics field. As elsewhere, racial inequality was an assumed condition, 

beneath the interest of economic explanation. To cite but one (prominent) example: 
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In his extremely well- known article, “Economic Development with Unlimited Sup-

plies of Labor” (1954, 139–191), W. Arthur Lewis did not emphasize the means by 

which these unlimited supplies became available. 4  The discovery of the problem of 

racial discrimination came later; economics, which had largely seen inequality as eter-

nal and natural where race was concerned, was finally troubled by the civil rights 

movement, but only in the 1960s. 

 The field was challenged by the upheavals of the postwar civil rights struggle, but 

civil rights introduced political variables that could not be accommodated within the 

“neoclassical” model. Three sources of market disequilibrium, potentially capable of 

generating racial inequality, were proposed: an irrational prejudice or “taste for dis-

crimination”; monopolistic practices, which grant “privileges” or “special benefits” 

to strategically  placed groups, and hence create various interests and incentives for 

maintaining (or transforming) racial inequality; and disruptive state practices which 

interfere with the supposed equilibrating tendencies of the market (Becker 1971 

[1957]; Williams 1982). 

 Focus on each of these three destabilizing forces generated three different (but 

related) accounts of the social dynamics of race. Note that all these accounts intro-

duce a non- economic independent variable, which they argue disrupts the “normal” 

equilibrium of the market. 

 The  irrational prejudice model  attributes inequality to a white “taste for discrimi-

nation,” essentially a sociocultural variable. In the socially disembedded economy 

presumed by neoclassical economics, discrimination would be irrational and costly 

to its practitioners. Therefore this model suggests that a society segregated into black 

and white sectors, linked as “trading partners” but separated by white  “distaste” for 

blacks, 5  will be gradually integrated by market pressures. This was the analysis offered 

by (Nobel laureate) Gary Becker (1971 [1957]; see also Friedman 2002 [1962]). Per-

haps the most “liberally”  inclined Chicago- school economics don, Becker further 

amended his markets- only orientation in the 1971 revision of his book, to suggest 

that this “natural” overcoming of the “taste” will occur only if countervailing irratio-

nalities can be tamed by limited and judicious state interventionism. Becker’s model 

thus includes a place for the state to intervene usefully— though still on the side of 

re- equilibrating markets, of course. This puts him on the “left” side of market- based 

approaches to race. 6  

 The  monopolistic practices model  suggests a society structured in the interests of all 

whites, who gain through a systematic transfer of resources from non whites in a wide 

variety of fields. Whites, for example, can receive wages above the marginal utility 

rate for their labor and benefit from discriminatory pricing practices. Whites become 

de facto  rentiers  (landlords) who derive benefits from their ownership or control of 

resources: access to jobs, business licenses, union cards, and the like. Whiteness is 

itself a resource: there is a white monopoly or “cartel” that operates comprehen-

sively across U.S. society, as much locally as nationally. It imposes inequalities in 

labor, capital, and consumption goods markets in order to maximize white gain. 
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Competition over scarce resources motivates whites to act in exclusionary or dis-

criminatory ways (i.e., monopolistically) toward people of color. This combines with 

such extra- economic resources as the authorized use of violence (racial harassment 

and profiling; state- based violence via policing, courts, prison) to place obstacles 

between people of color and access to a “free” market. All forms of exchange are 

involved: Access to food, housing, and basic services, for example, is truncated; what 

is available is elevated in price (“the poor pay more,” and poverty is more prevalent 

among people of color). This amounts to a “race tax” that directs benefits to whites: 

for example, higher rents collected by white landlords, or steeper credit terms of 

mortgage rates offered to blacks or Latin@s, or real estate “steering.” 7  Furthermore, 

the stresses and vulnerabilities associated with these practices— fear of public offi-

cials or police, anticipation of profiling or stereotype threat, pressure to “act white” 

(Steele 2010; Carbado and Gulati 2013)— also impose costs. According to this model 

various racial inequalities— even seeming political or cultural conflicts about affirma-

tive action, profiling, or racial disparities in sentencing practices— can be explained 

by reference to imputed monopolistic market- based interests. 8  

 In the  disruptive state interventionism  model, class/racial inequality is generated 

by state action on behalf of some racially  defined group. There are several differ-

ent versions of this account, each with its own ideological baggage. A  laissez- faire,  

free market account accuses state policies such as minimum wage laws, labor laws, 

licensing procedures in labor- intensive trades (barbering, taxi- driving, trucking), 

and importantly, affirmative action, of disrupting market equilibrium and depriv-

ing people of the opportunity to compete fairly (Williams 1982; see also Katznelson 

2005). 9  Such policies are to distort the market— here the labor market— on behalf of 

powerful political actors. Historically, they developed to assist whites in insulating 

their jobs from nonwhite competition; today in the form of affirmative action, they 

operate to assist nonwhites. In this account, people of color and capital share an 

interest in free market economics, which the state and white workers act to obstruct. 

Partially overlapping with this is the “split labor- market” account, a neo- Marxist 

position that also emphasizes the actions of “dominant” (white) workers in protect-

ing their jobs and wages from “subordinate” (nonwhite) workers’ competition. We 

discuss this below in the section about class conflict- based class theories of race. 

 Historically, struggles over control of labor, as well as over taxes, property rights, 

and other principally economic matters”— “political class struggle”— developed as 

industrial capitalism took hold in the United States. In this country— perhaps above 

all others— these conflicts were racially inflected. Before the Civil War, there was only 

a nascent working class in the strict sense of the term; white men were yeomen in the 

rural areas and artisans in the towns; work for wages emerged out of contract labor. 

Workshops and sweatshops appeared in the 1820s in New England, New York, and 

elsewhere (Dawley 2000 [1975]; Wilentz 2004 [1984]). There was a large number of 

enslaved black laborers, and (from the 1840s on) a semi- racialized group of impover-

ished and barely integrated immigrants, the Irish. “Native” white workers had been 
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mobilized in the 1840s and 1850s against the Irish. After emancipation, both they and 

the (now- integrated) Irish feared competition from cheap black labor. In the West, 

Asian immigrants played the same threatening role. By the end of Reconstruction in 

1877, each of these potentially explosive conflicts had been contained by a combina-

tion of state action and state- sanctioned political violence. 

 In the United States, the state has always regulated capitalist development by 

means of race- based law and racial policy- making. This has been evident in labor 

law, but operates in other spheres as well. For example, many previously margin-

alized Irish immigrants had fought in the Civil War, 10  obtaining citizenship and 

state recognition as a result. New York, Philadelphia, and Boston, among other 

 cities, incorporated them into the Democratic Party machine politics of the period, 

directing city jobs their way and harvesting their votes in return (Katznelson 2005; 

Roediger 2005). Efforts to regulate labor conditions, form trade unions, and disci-

pline capital were struck down by the Supreme Court— for example, in the  Lochner  

case (U.S. Supreme Court 1905)— based on due- process arguments grounded in the 

14th amendment, which had been designed to protect emancipated slaves’ citizen-

ship rights. Anti- Chinese riots on the West Coast in 1877 were quickly translated 

into state policy: The Chinese Exclusion Act was signed in 1882 11  and the California 

Chinese were driven out of hundreds of cities and towns by armed mobs, often led by 

police and state officials with torches and pitchforks ready to hand (Pfaelzer 2008). 

Exclusionist policies vis- à- vis Asian labor were soon firmly in place. After the  Plessy  

decision in 1896 (and in many ways before), Jim Crow was institutionalized as state 

racial policy, severely curtailing black labor’s competitive threat to whites (and also 

holding down white wages). In the South after Reconstruction’s end in 1877, convict 

leasing was institutionalized by the state as a form of peonage on farms and in facto-

ries (Blackmon 2009). 

 Market exchange theories of race necessarily try to reconcile racial inequality with 

the equilibrium assumptions of their model, but as we show here, this is not really pos-

sible. In market theories, discrimination is irrational because it increases labor costs, so 

it should be driven out of the market by the force of competition itself. Its persistence 

can only be explained, therefore, by the extra- economic dimensions of racial formation: 

notably coercion and state action. Market approaches conceive of racial phenomena 

rather monolithically in terms of (in)equality and discrimination in exchange. Racial 

interests are either cast in these terms or assumed to be irrational. 

 Certain elements of the market- based approach overlap with views deriving from 

other paradigms. For example, the disruptive state interventionism model agrees 

with “colorblind” theories that racial policies should be guided by principles of 

individualism, and opposes demands for “equality of result.” In similar fashion, the 

monopolistic practices model shares certain elements with nation- based analyses of 

race, especially those that stress the operation of “white privilege” or of a “colonial 

labor principle” which allocates rights and resources differentially to groups on the 

basis of race. There are innumerable theoretical coincidences, along with patterns of 
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agreement and influence, in the vast literature on race. These resemblances, how-

ever, should not be mistaken for theoretical accord. Market- based theories (which are 

class- oriented, economic theories) are based on quite different perceptions of what 

race means than are ethnicity-  or nation- based approaches. 

 Stratification Theory 

 Stratifi cation approaches deal with the social  distribution  of resources— chiefl y 

though not exclusively economic ones. Individuals receiving roughly equal incomes, 

or partaking of equal quantities of wealth, are deemed to have similar “life chances” 

and located in similar positions in the ranked hierarchy of classes. 12  Varying degrees 

of social mobility are postulated among the ranks of a racial hierarchy and numerous 

non- economic factors are seen as shaping the stratifi cation system’s maintenance and 

modifi cation over time. Social networks, informal ties, elite recruitment, caste- like 

barriers or other forms of extra- market means of allocation of resources, often play 

a role here. 

 Politics are also a crucial factor. In stratification theory the relationships of elites 

and masses, the dynamics of authority systems and forms of domination, and the overall 

shape of sociopolitical conflict are central preoccupations. In most respects these extra- 

economic factors reinforce the distribution dynamic. Patterns of elite rule, for example, 

are frequently traced back to the distribution of economic resources. 

 Especially since the civil rights movement challenged the racial inequality that 

had been taken for granted (especially by whites) throughout U.S. history, there has 

been unending debate on the dynamics of racial stratification. What accounts for its 

persistence and depth? In what ways does it parallel and in what ways does it diverge 

from class stratification? There is no real dispute on its extent and depth: In a deeply 

unequal society, whose class- based disparities in wealth and income distribution 

greatly exceed all other countries at equivalent levels of “development”— Western 

Europe, Japan, Canada, Australia— inequalities along racial lines are far greater still. 

Whatever variable one chooses: wealth/income (in)equality, health outcomes, access 

to/returns to education, segregation by residence or occupation, rates of surveil-

lance or punishment by the criminal “justice” system, or many other indicators that 

compare racial “life- chances,” one finds strikingly persistent patterns. Black unem-

ployment and poverty are consistently double that of whites (and increase greatly if 

we factor in incarceration). Median black wealth now stands at about 5 percent of 

white wealth, an appalling statistic. Disparities between whites and Latin@s, whites 

and Native Americans, and whites and some (not all) Asian American groups also 

remain very deep. 13  

 Almost all the discussion of racial stratification is framed along the  race versus 

class  divide, although serious efforts have been made in sociology to synthesize the 

two axes of inequality in various theories of “eth- classes”; these run all the way from 

Milton Gordon’s assimilation- oriented account (1964) to James Geschwender’s 
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neo- Marxist one (1977). There is a profound tendency to reify these two dimensions 

of inequality, which makes synthesis difficult social scientifically. 

 In experiential terms, of course, inequality is not differentiated by race or class. 

Impoverishment is concretely about suffering, whether it derives from race- based 

discrimination or class- based unemployment or superexploitation, or as is more 

likely, from a combination of the two. We consider all stratification- based accounts to 

be located within the class paradigm of race, because they all seek to explain measur-

able differences in “life- chances” by race. Here we compare two leading currents: 

class- based accounts, represented by the extensive work of William J. Wilson on this 

subject; versus race- based accounts, as embodied by the equally large body of work on 

this theme by Douglas S. Massey. These distinguished researchers’ positions define 

the parameters of the stratification approach and encompass much, if not all, of the 

key work on racial inequality in the contemporary United States. 

 William J. Wilson made his foundational statement with  The Declining Signifi-

cance of Race  (2012 [1978]), which he then followed up with  The Truly Disadvantaged  

(2012 [1987]). His earlier work on race,  Power, Racism, and Privilege,  had been politi-

cal sociological and comparative, with the United States and South Africa serving 

as his principal cases (Wilson 1973). 14  But  Declining Significance  shifted the focus 

in the later 1970s toward a center- left class analysis, and set the stage for Wilson’s 

entire later  oeuvre.  The book addressed problems of racial inequality in the context of 

deindustrialization, as well as interpreting emerging class cleavages within the black 

community as functions of limited but real civil rights era reforms. Wilson accepted 

an economically  determined theory of race- based stratification for previous epochs 

of U.S. history (an “economic system,” he wrote, shaped the “polity” and thereby 

structured and enforced “racial norms”). He argued, however, that the civil rights 

reforms of the 1960s had allowed the state to develop “autonomy” in handling racial 

problems (2012 [1978], 17). According to Wilson, although black life- chances were 

formerly determined by racial stratification, after 1965 (that is, after the main civil 

rights reforms) they were shaped directly by class recomposition. After state- enforced 

racial inequality was eliminated by civil rights legislation, blacks were admitted to the 

society- wide system of stratification, rather than being confined by segregation and 

exclusion to limited numbers of jobs. But a mismatch arose in the cities, as manu-

facturing shrank and the remaining industrial work, as well as administrative labor, 

moved away. White flight, capital flight, and a widespread lack of both blue-collar 

and white-collar skills condemned most blacks to an “underclass” stranded in the 

ghetto. The black community was further stratified as well: A small privileged “class” 

emerged whose opportunities and status were effectively equivalent to those of whites 

with similar, high levels of training and skills. While a significant number of blacks 

obtained what were essentially middle- class jobs— many in the public sector— the 

massive black “underclass” was relegated to permanent marginality. 

 Echoing Bayard Rustin’s “From Protest to Politics” (1964), Wilson argued that 

transracial alliances within the Democratic Party would best be able to combat the 
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emerging austerity of the 1970s and 1980s, as well as to confront the developing racial 

reaction of the Republicans. By the time Wilson’s book first appeared (1978), however, 

that reactionary trend had been underway for a decade at least. Nixon’s “southern 

strategy” had driven a racial wedge into U.S. class politics, deepening political divi-

sions that had long histories: white workers who had previously flirted with George 

Wallace and would soon become known as “Reagan democrats” were resonating with 

the Republicans’ code words of “law and order” and anti- welfarism. They were not 

inclined to make common cause with inner- city blacks. Wilson’s call for state policies 

that would counteract deepening class cleavages in the black community fell on deaf 

ears in the Democratic Party. For instance his support for an expansion of day care 

services available to low- income single mothers (Wilson 1980, 161) went nowhere. 

Cowed by Republican arguments against more state “giveaways” to be funded by 

hard working (i.e., white) people’s tax dollars, destined for black “welfare queens,” 

whose children’s fathers were probably in jail or ought to be (Edsall and Edsall 1992; 

Hancock 2004), Democrats barely defended welfare rights or even civil rights after 

the advent of Reagan. 

 Leaving aside Wilson’s framework of a 1960s shift from race- based to class- based 

explanations of black inequality (Pettigrew 1980; Steinberg 2001), other serious ques-

tions remain about  Declining Significance.  Wilson argued that since the mid- 1960s a 

genuinely egalitarian racial state had existed in the United States, and that support 

for its policies was now a permanent feature of U.S. politics. If the turn to the right 

that began under “Nixonland” did not undermine this idea, later developments— 

such as Bill Clinton’s 1996 “welfare reform”— did not reinforce Wilson’s benign view 

of state racial policy either. 15  

 Wilson’s argument that the contemporary black community was now stratified 

into a relatively small privileged class and a large black “underclass” implied that 

race was no longer a salient linkage between those who have “made it” and their less 

fortunate “underclass” counterparts. While that position may have appeared plau-

sible at the time, today the condition of the black middle class seems more fragile, not 

less, as job losses in the public sector have accelerated and the already huge chasms 

of income and wealth distribution have deepened enormously (Oliver and Shapiro 

2006; Woldoff and Ovadia 2009; Rugh and Massey 2010; Squires and Hyra 2010; 

McKernan et al. 2011; Taylor et al. 2012). The distribution of wealth remains tied to 

race in increasingly brutal ways. 

 Wilson’s empirical findings are not really in dispute. It is his conceptual frame-

work that has attracted opposition: the notion that class divides have superseded 

racial ones within the black community. In more recent books and articles,  Wilson 

has focused on what happens “when work disappears” (1997). A tremendous amount 

of literature has documented urban poverty and explored the conditions of the urban 

poor in the aftermath of deindustrialization (Edin and Lein 1997; Brown 1999; 

Duneier 2000; Newman 2000; Anderson 2009; Conley 2009). Even before the mas-

sive job losses and regressive redistributions of wealth that accompanied the Great 
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Recession after 2008, black (and brown) positions in the U.S. stratification system 

were shaky, both for middle-  and lower- strata households. As middle- class, “coping 

stratum” teachers, postal workers, and other public- sector workers faced cutbacks, 

low-  and semi- skilled workers in the private sector were decimated by outsourcing. 

The educational and job opportunities available to middle- class blacks are located 

disproportionately in the public sector. These positions were largely created as a 

result of civil rights reforms as well as other 1960s shifts to more inclusive social poli-

cies and redistributive measures. 16  Furthermore, many middle- class blacks work in 

industries and economic sectors whose economic and political  raison d’être  is linked to 

those masses. Government workers, educators, and other tertiary sector workers, for 

example, may have achieved middle- class status and incomes, but their employment 

relates directly to the management, marketing, and servicing of the black community 

as a whole. 17  In addition, the repressive state apparatus (to borrow Althusser’s phrase) 

employs millions of people of color, mainly with the purpose of controlling or brutal-

izing other people of color. Lots of whites are employed in this work too, of course; 

we’re talking about the police, prison guards, and the armed forces, together with 

their huge infrastructural and logistical bases. 18  

 Black personal, familial, and community ties, not class- based ones, continue to 

connect the middle- class (or formerly middle- class) and lower- class strata, though 

Wilson’s claims about deepening stratification within the black community remain 

accurate. Feeble attempts on the part of a few neoconservative black intellectuals to 

rally better- off blacks to the conservative banner have not availed. 19  Forty years of 

neoliberalism, first appearing during the Nixon years and then continuing largely 

unchecked— though mildly impeded by Carter, Clinton, and Obama— until the onset 

of the Great Recession in 2008, have massively eroded whatever evidence existed for 

black upward mobility. Ongoing assaults on the welfare state (by Democrats as well as 

Republicans), underfunding of public education, and restriction of health and social 

security benefits as well have proven detrimental, not only to the black “underclass,” 

but to middle- class blacks as well. 20  

 In a recent book,  More Than Just Race  (2009a), Wilson has largely abandoned his 

agenda of a cross- class alliance against poverty, no doubt because of the deep politi-

cal polarization that now shapes U.S. debates about such matters as redistribution 

and public investment. Written before the election of Obama, the book renews and 

deepens Wilson’s long- standing argument that racial inequality (black poverty) is 

the consequence of deindustrialization and globalization, most notably induced by 

“impersonal economic forces, which sharply increased joblessness and declining real 

wages among many poor African Americans in the last several decades” (2009a, 6). 

 In other words, as Sidney Willhelm (1970) said a generation earlier, “who needs 

the negro?” In response to these conditions, Wilson argues, poor blacks have adopted 

a “culture of poverty”: since there are no jobs, drug- dealing and other criminal voca-

tions are the only alternatives for young men— with the very high likelihood of arrest 

and incarceration. For young women, pregnancy and subsequent dependence on 
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what remains of the welfare state are all too often the only “careers” imaginable. 

Wilson explains these conditions as “cultural” adaptations to the harsh “structural” 

conditions of the ghetto (the “inner city”), explicitly invoking the legacies of Dan-

iel Patrick Moynihan, as well as Oscar Lewis’s “culture of poverty” theories. And, 

once again, he argues for “race neutral” policies to overcome these dire conditions: 

Minimum wage jobs programs akin to those of the New Deal, and vocational training 

efforts as well are about the only recommendations he can envision in the effort to 

overcome poverty and inequality. And while he recognizes that blacks are the main 

victims of this dire situation, the relationship between poverty and race seems almost 

incidental in his account: The global capitalist economy took the jobs away; only a 

hardheaded social policy aimed at instilling a culture of higher motivation and greater 

personal responsibility can restore hope in the ghetto. 

 In contrast to Wilson’s class- based account of the sources of racial inequal-

ity, Douglas S. Massey offers a race- based view. Massey grounds his research in 

demographic and human geography- based approaches to race. Although his work 

has focused extensively on segregation and anti- black racism, his career’s main 

thematic emphasis has been on migration, particularly Mexican immigration to 

the United States. Massey’s book  American Apartheid  (co- authored with Nancy A. 

Denton 1993) was written as a fairly direct response to Wilson’s  The Truly Disad-

vantaged.  This was a breakthrough work on the subject of residential segregation, 

addressing both its structure and consequences. Segregation was measured empiri-

cally, using dissimilarity indices that not only indicate the degree of black–white 

“apartness” in given geographic areas (principally cities), but also show segregation 

trends over time. 

 A few years earlier Massey had published an important book on immigration: 

 Return to Aztlán  (Massey et al. 1987). This work was grounded in a transborder strati-

fication model, in which migrants were seen as situated, informed agents of their own 

mobility and to some extent that of their communities. 

 Both books had an “ethnographic” dimension, but the focus in  Apartheid  was on 

black isolation, exclusion, and separation, while that in  Return  was on brown initiative 

and mobility. Race was a more peripheral matter in  Return;  in  Apartheid  it was central. 

 We see these two books— and Massey’s enormous subsequent work in both 

areas— as the foundations of his extensive— indeed, career- long— effort to rework 

the study of racial inequality in the United States. Both racial segregation and Mexi-

can migration have experienced shifting trajectories over the last decades. Although 

there has been no qualitative shift in patterns of black–white racial segregation, mod-

erate declines in dissimilarity indices did occur during the 1990s and 2000s; these 

were reversed after the crash of 2008 and the onset of the great recession, when black–

white racial inequalities expanded greatly. On the immigration side, ongoing increases 

in the Latin@ population, led by Mexicans, have reshaped U.S. racial demography. 

The earlier immigration reforms of 1965 and 1986, which both combined elements 

of legalization with new restrictions, greatly increased the number of legal residents 
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and citizens of Latin American ancestry. Legal immigration was restricted in 1996, 

as a new wave of anti- immigrant hostility gathered force on the right- wing. New 

restrictive policies enacted during that year in parallel with reductions in welfare 

programs— both policies supported by Bill Clinton as part of his “triangulation” 

strategy— resulted in a jump in the undocumented immigrant population. 21  Further 

crackdowns and cutbacks, the emergence of a mass immigrants rights movement 

(2006), and failed efforts at further immigration reform (2007) all complicated the 

situation. Latin@s also suffered disproportionately in the great recession, and in 

the present are experiencing levels of discrimination that parallel those of blacks, 

although nowhere near the same extent of residential segregation. 

 Massey developed a theoretically grounded account of the U.S. stratification 

system in his 2008 book  Categorically Unequal.  Here for the first time he compre-

hensively linked his understandings of anti- black and anti- brown racism, arguing 

that the ongoing system of stratification in the United States can be traced back to 

a systematic, “categorical” racial inequality that was endemic throughout U.S. his-

tory and that operated through a “socially defined process of exclusion” (6). Massey 

argued that poverty, injustice, and human suffering, though shifting over time in 

accord with state policy (levels of inequality substantially fell during the 1945–1975 

period, he points out), nevertheless exhibit an ongoing longevity and depth that is 

largely intractable. Inequality is the result of a combination of practices that he docu-

ments in detail: Social groups are framed conceptually through deeply ingrained 

cognitive processes that in his view are of an intrinsic, biological nature. Massey’s 

relatively recent turn to intrinsic/biological explanations for the operation of racial 

difference strikes us as problematic. Immediate and preconscious perception of race, 

he says, is rooted in the less  evolved parts of the brain: 

 Emotions stored in the limbic system may be positive or negative, but when 

they are associated with particular classes of people or objects they contribute 

to prejudice, which is a predetermined emotional orientation toward indi-

viduals or objects…. 

 (Massey 2008, 10, emphasis original; Wheeler and Fiske 2005) 

 Though closely tied to the  implicit bias  literature, Massey’s account exceeds that 

framework by arguing that prejudice derives from ineluctable features of human biol-

ogy and evolution, rather than patterns of socialization, however deeply ingrained 

over multiple generations. This is not a trivial diff erence; it suggests that racism (and 

other forms of bias as well) are permanent and ineradicable, casting a shadow of deep 

doubt over social construction- oriented accounts of race. We return to this debate— 

which is of course quite extensive— in  Chapter 4 . 

 On the social level, in Massey’s account human groups are understood as deserv-

ing or underserving, capable or incapable, fully human or inferior and despicable. 

The latter “lend themselves to exploitation with relative impunity, [and] encoun-

ter few defenders in society” (2008, 244). Inequality is thus built into social 
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geography, patterns of labor, education, law enforcement, and citizenship, largely 

through legitimated discrimination: 

 [S]tratification— the unequal allocation of material, symbolic, and emotional 

resources among social categories— is accomplished by establishing social 

mechanisms that operate according to one of two templates: exploitation or 

opportunity hoarding. Exploitation is the expropriation of resources from an 

out- group by members of an in- group, such that out- group members receive 

less than full value for the resources they give up. Opportunity hoarding is the 

monopolization by in- group members of access to resources so as to keep it 

[sic] for themselves or charge rents to out- group members in return for access. 

In contemporary America, the most common form of exploitation is discrimi-

nation within markets, and the most common form of opportunity hoarding is 

exclusion from markets and resource- rich social settings. 

 (2008, 244) 

 Massey includes patterns of gender inequality and class inequality (“defi ned by 

access to human capital, or more specifi cally, education” [2008, 252]) in his account, 

and looks at inequality largely in terms of income, not wealth. 22  His emphasis on 

long- standing, deeply entrenched patterns of inequality overlaps in many ways with 

our claim that in the United States race is a “master category” of domination and 

inequality. Where we diff er is over his reliance on a biologically grounded, cogni-

tively rooted basis for human equality, and indeed over his idea that inequality is the 

basic framework through which race (and gender as well) should be understood. In 

Massey’s view, the sociopolitical dimensions of race and racism play a secondary role 

in structuring race; pride of place goes fi rst to the biological/evolutionary dynamics 

of inequality (i.e., where the term “categorically” is grounded), with the economic 

determinations running close behind (that’s the business about “discrimination 

within markets” and “opportunity hoarding”). 

  

 As in the case of market- based theories, stratification theories overlap with view-

points originating in other paradigms. Where they emphasize “caste,” that is, the 

closing- off of “mobility” in a status order with racial characteristics, they resemble 

certain nation- based views that deny the potential for integration across racial (or col-

onizer/colonized) lines (Dollard 1937 and Warner and Srole 1976 [1947]). Massey’s 

(2008) account of the “categorical” nature of inequality is an example here, especially 

since he relies on that stubborn limbic system. 

 Where the stratification- based approach focuses on those characteristics of the 

system which facilitate mobility, such as the avenues available to various minority 

groups for economic advancement, it resembles ethnicity- based views. Shifting cul-

tural norms, adaptations to new conditions in the labor market or to new educational 

opportunities, can allow improvements in SES for individuals, households, or even 
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whole communities (Blalock 1967; Banton 1980). Wilson’s account is an example 

here, with its stress on the significance of the civil rights reforms and its call for cross- 

racial, class- based alliances. 

 A notable feature of stratification approaches is the absence of attention to the 

political agency of people of color. Wilson thinks of racial politics in terms of the 

elite- led class- based alliances he hoped to cultivate as an advisor to Clinton and 

later, Obama. Massey’s views of Mexican immigrants as pragmatic opportunity- 

maximizers, emphasized in much of his work on patterns of settlement, remittances, 

labor patterns and the like, has more in common with rational choice approaches 

than social movement ones, and is largely eclipsed by his “categorical” view, which 

relegates more radical aspirations to the historical dustbin. The mass mobilizations 

that challenged the Jim Crow system, that put millions of demonstrators in the streets 

of hundreds of U.S. cities on May 1, 2006, to demand immigrants’ rights, that began 

to shift U.S. voting patterns in a majority- minority direction well before the 2008 

presidential election, do not figure in these accounts. Neither of these writers, despite 

their immense contributions, can explain how egalitarian or social justice- oriented 

transformations could ever occur, in the past, present, or future. 

 Class Conflict Theory 

 “Classical” Marxism never explicitly addressed issues of race and racial confl ict, but 

it did consider the problems of division within the working class and the nature of 

“national oppression.” Of course, Marxism has had a profound impact on the class- 

based paradigm of race. As the modern civil rights movement developed after World 

War II, its radical wing necessarily drew close to Marxist currents. The “old left,” 

which included both the Communist Party and its rivals, had been deeply involved in 

anti- racist struggles for decades. The “new left” was as much an off shoot of the civil 

rights movement as it was a successor to communist and socialist currents of the past. 

For both these broad currents, race and racism were central issues. 23  

 Despite their anti- racist orientation, however, Marxists had difficulties in explain-

ing racial inequality and racial conflict. This was because of the  primacy of class  in 

Marxist theory. From a Marxist standpoint, the key relationship in capitalism is that 

of production, the social relationship between the capitalist class and the working 

class, the owners and the producers. Marxism explains racial conflict as occurring 

within the “social relations of production,” that is, in terms of class conflict. So this 

form of class theory begins with a class reductionist model driven by what C. Wright 

Mills called a “labor metaphysic”: Racial conflict improperly divides the working 

class, whose fundamental struggle requires solidarity. Workers of the world, unite! 

 Just as in the market- based approach racial division (discrimination) within 

the labor force (the working class) appears disruptive to market forces and distorts 

the price mechanism, so in the Marxist framework racial division (discrimination) 

within the working class disrupts the class struggle and undermines (distorts) the 
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revolutionary process. Thus for decades the orthodox Marxist position was that “rac-

ism is the bosses’ tool.” Thus too the slogan, “Black and white, unite and fight.” 

 In the “post- civil rights” period this analysis took the form of  labor market seg-

mentation  studies. An exemplary book by Michael Reich,  Racial Inequality  (1981), 

measured the effects of racial (in)equality on wage levels and on the distribution 

of social spending in such areas as education and welfare. Reich showed that class 

cohesion across racial lines correlated to higher wages, and that class segmentation 

across racial lines depressed wages overall, though less so for whites than blacks. He 

attempted to synthesize the class conflict and neoclassical modes of analysis. Here as 

elsewhere, to develop this argument it was necessary to “bring the market back in.” 

Concerned to emphasize the structural aspects of discrimination, Reich employed 

the concept of “bargaining power theory.” Because a working class that lacks unity 

will exercise less leverage over employers, Reich argued, “Capitalists benefit from 

racial divisions whether or not they have individually or collectively practiced racial 

discrimination” (Reich 1981, 269; see also Franklin 1991; Goldfield 1997; Roemer 

2000; Martinot 2002). This analysis had much in common with the structural racism 

accounts we discuss elsewhere in this book. 

 An alternative Marxist scenario was  split labor market  theory, which emphasized 

white labor’s efforts to limit competition from lower- paid minority workers (Sax-

ton 1971; Bonacich 1972). Where unemployment is higher and competition from 

low- waged labor greater, white workers tend to support discriminatory (or exclu-

sionist) policies even at the price of receiving lower wages themselves. This account 

pointed to the extensive U.S. historical record of white working- class racism. Notably 

it recognized that under conditions of high unemployment and slack demand for 

labor— conditions that have become endemic in recent years— capitalists and non-

white workers have a common interest in maintaining a low- waged labor market. 

 The debate on the left between segmented and split, or class conflict vs. race 

conflict, theories, has been around for decades. The resemblance of these approaches 

to market- based theories of racial inequality is not surprising, because both accounts 

rest upon extra- economic, coercive capabilities based not in the labor- capital 

relationship— the “social relations of production” themselves— but rather in the 

political power of one class or another, or one class segment or another, to inter-

vene in the labor market in defense of its interests. Historically, corporate influence 

has achieved some victories in this structured- in conflict, and labor pressure has 

achieved others. It is not coincidental, for example, that most “right- to- work” states 

have been concentrated in the South; this was the result of the 1948 corporate victory 

of passing the Taft– Hartley Act, and of overriding Truman’s veto of the law. 24  This 

reinforces the “divide- and- conquer” argument. On the other hand, immigration 

restriction has historically been a demand both of white mobs and white unions; this 

orientation only began to shift in the 1970s as the consequences of the civil rights 

reforms set in, especially the 1965 immigration reforms. 25  In the debates over immi-

gration law taking place as we write, many unions have taken positions supporting 
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reform, especially public- sector unions with large numbers of immigrant members. 

Other unions— notably craft unions, police unions, and prison guard unions in 

California— have maintained their restrictionist positions (Zimring, Hawkins, and 

Kamin 2003). 

 In most cases race conflict at the “point of production” is not involved in class 

conflict approaches; this is a major limit on these arguments. There are some sit-

uations, however, where class conflict and race conflict do overlap very closely. 

Discrimination at “the point of production” can be identified, for example in the 

assignment of more dangerous or dirty work to workers of color (Oppenheimer 1974). 

The huge struggles in the auto industry in the 1970s— mainly situated in Detroit— 

pitted radical black workers not only against the big three auto makers (Ford, General 

Motors, and Chrysler) but also against the white- led United Auto Workers union 

(Geschwender 1977; Georgakas and Surkin 2012 [1975]). The Justice for Janitors 

movement, based in the Service Employees International Union, conducted a series 

of strikes that were explicitly anti- racist (Greenhouse 2006; Zlolniski 2006). 26  Impor-

tant as these combined race/class struggles have been, however, they were exceptions 

to the secular trends of deindustrialization, increasing polarization of the racial 

wealth/income gap, and relentless assaults upon unions that have characterized the 

U.S. since the 1980s. 

 Some Critical Reflections on the Class Paradigm of Race 

 All three class- based approaches to race are limited by economic determinism. All 

three approaches necessarily emphasize racial inequality as the defi ning feature of 

race and the core dimension of racism. Their task then becomes explaining how race 

operates economically, how it is generated and reproduced in the key economic rela-

tionships of market exchange, resource distribution, and class confl ict in production 

itself. This is a valuable but more limited understanding of race, an approach that 

reduces its importance to an ancillary aspect of inequality, an epiphenomenon of 

class. While inequality is a fundamental dimension of race and racism, race can no 

more be reduced to an economic matter than it can to a cultural or national one. 

Political factors, violence, psychological elements, and numerous other social rela-

tionships shape economic life as much as they are shaped by it. 

 Still, the class paradigm makes indisputable contributions to racial formation 

theory, principally by linking racial identity and racial collectivity to the most mate-

rial human questions: How do we create and sustain ourselves materially, practically? 

Labor, food, health, housing, and education are central to the class paradigm. But put-

ting inequality at the center also has its limits. Class- based theories of race, whether 

right, left, or in  between, all always forced to look  outside the economic sphere  to obtain 

their causal, or independent, variables. In order to explain racial inequality one must 

turn to social and political processes and practices. One must  re-embed  the economy 

in the society: Culture, politics, and collectivity all come back into play. 
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 Labor, and particularly labor markets, play a central role in all three varieties of 

the class paradigm. This is undoubtedly a result of economic thinking itself. Main-

stream economics, while riven by conflicting tendencies, while dreaming desperately 

and recurrently of achieving a unified theory of the field, some form of “synthesis” 

(the neoclassical synthesis, the Washington consensus), still clings to a view of mar-

kets as autonomous and self- regulated entities, “disembedded” as Karl Polanyi (2001 

[1944]) famously argued, from social and political conditions. In the real world, mar-

kets cannot be understood in this way, especially after the Great Depression of the 

1930s, the contributions of John Maynard Keynes, the emergence of social democ-

racy throughout the “developed” capitalist world, and the rise of the New Deal. 

All the class- based approaches we have discussed— the market- , stratification- , and 

class-conflict approaches— focus their attention on the role played by labor- market 

processes in determining racial inequality. 

  Market/exchange- based approaches  focus most directly on labor markets and try 

to explain why discrimination and exclusion continue when, in strict “supply and 

demand,” disembedded economic terms, such practices are inefficient and therefore 

should be eliminated. Unable to account for these outcomes within their pure mar-

ket model, even such hardcore market theorists as Gary Becker and Thomas Sowell 

have identified exogenous, non- economic causal or independent variables as shap-

ing discrimination, exclusion, and thus racism. Looked at more deeply, this calls into 

question much of standard economic theory, not just racial theories of racial inequality. 

  Distribution/stratification- based approaches  also focus on labor— on the demand 

for black and brown labor— also determined by extra- economic factors. In William 

J. Wilson’s view global economic pressures, combined with anti- racist political con-

flict (the civil rights movement and its elimination of official discrimination) have 

reshaped the demand for black labor. In Douglas S. Massey’s view a deeply ingrained, 

biologically based inequality shapes U.S. society (and human nature across the board), 

ultimately generating power- holders’ strategies for the isolation of blacks and the 

super- exploitation of Latin@s. Blacks’ labor is less required than it was previously; 

it is more profitable to exploit blacks via the housing market— especially by using 

their housing as poker- chips in global capital markets, and by stigmatizing, profiling, 

and punishing them— than it is to invest in their labor, even at low wages, or in their 

education. Latin@ labor is available at a bargain. It competes favorably with black 

labor because it is not native; it is reproduced at low cost in the periphery. Latin@s 

and Asians can integrate into U.S. society in ways that black people cannot, not only 

because they are a lower- cost labor force, not only because in many cases they are closer 

to phenotypic whiteness, but also because for many immigrants it is still possible to 

remit wages, to subsidize a family in Mexico, Egypt, or Vietnam, say. 27  Here, once 

again, extra- economic factors, such as global flows of immigrant labor and the central-

ity of race as a key social and political dimension of U.S. society, shape racial inequality. 

 Until quite recently,  class- conflict/production- based approaches  were also unduly 

focused on labor. Older Marxist frameworks have been particularly limited by 



 Class 69

economic determinism in their understanding of race. Because of the difficulty of 

locating racial dimensions in production processes themselves, many neo- Marxist 

approaches turned to class divisions produced by discrimination or exclusion as the 

key variables explaining racial inequality. Some theories cast the capitalist class in 

the role of racist villain, arguing that it seeks to divide and demobilize the workers’ 

movement. Others assigned this role to the white working- class, since white workers 

seek to make use of their racial privileges to protect their jobs and status. Either way, 

the consequence was the same: Intra- class division and competition along racial lines 

were seen to undermine class struggle. In this way class conflict theories reproduced 

not only market- based approaches and their limits, but also fell victim to the “labor 

metaphysic.” 

 Already more than a quarter- century ago, it was clear that this account did 

not correspond with economic realities: As the U.S. economy became less nation-

ally self- contained, as it was more engulfed by the global economy, as it became 

ever- more deindustrialized and financialized, intra- class conflict along racial lines 

became less central to inequality. Once the turn away from the New Deal/social 

democracy had begun in the mid- 1970s, followed shortly thereafter by the full flow-

ering of neoliberalism, more abstract forms of racism and more predatory forms of 

inequality”— “accumulation by dispossession” (Harvey 2004) and colorblind racial 

ideology most notably— had emerged to plague workers across the board, especially 

people of color. 

 Notes 

  1. Although the “Austrian school,” with its premises of antistatism and individualism, is 

associated most closely with Hayek and Mises, other Austrian economists such as Schum-

peter, Hilferding, and Goldscheid had very diff erent views. See Heilbroner 2000 [1953]. 

  2. Milton Friedman’s views diff ered in many ways from those of his mentor Hayek (2001 

[1944]). In sharp contrast to Friedman’s monetarism, Hayek went so far as to disapprove 

of the state’s issuance of money. 

  3. “Mainstream” economics thinks of the economy as “disembedded,” a set of relationships 

driven by the rational action of those engaged in market exchanges. Market events and 

practices are considered distinct and separate from other types of social relationships. The 

mainstream was roughly characterized by Paul Samuelson in the 1960s as a “neoclassi-

cal synthesis” of Walrasian equilibrium theory and Keynesian theory. The disembedded 

model of economic life has always been subject to criticism, notably from Marxist and insti-

tutional economists. Critics point out that a wide range of human needs and relationships 

inevitably impinge upon, or even dominate and structure, actual market relationships. 

Subsistence requirements, human creativity, political organization, psychological pro-

cesses, and numerous institutional factors must be taken into account in meaningful 

economic accounts. Karl Polanyi (2001 [1944]) produced perhaps the most sophisticated 

critique of “disembedded” economics, emphasizing among many other factors the impos-

sibility of rendering land, labor, or money as commodities equivalent to others (such as 

needles and pins) produced for sale at market. We cannot adequately address Polanyi’s 
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insights here, but in this chapter we make extensive use of his concept of the economy as a 

necessarily complex social relationship, shaped by politics, culture, psychological factors, 

and self- refl ective action of every sort. 

   Ernesto Laclau’s remarks on this same topic, made without reference to Polanyi, seem 

prophetic today, and highly relevant to the race–class relationship: 

  I think the critique of economism should have a much wider deconstructive eff ect 

on traditional Marxist theory. That is, we should no longer conceive the economy 

as a homogeneous milieu that follows its own endogenous laws of development…. 

Today we can see that the space which traditional Marxism designated “the econ-

omy” is in fact the terrain of a proliferation of discourses. We have discourses of 

authority, technical discourses, discourses of accountancy, discourses of informa-

tion. Even categories such as profi t can no longer be accepted as unequivocal. For 

instance, a multinational corporation today develops complex political and eco-

nomic strategies within which the search for profi t certainly plays a fundamental 

role, but does so within a whole policy of investment which can often require sac-

rifi cing immediate profi ts to wider strategic aims. The functioning of the economy 

itself is a political functioning, and cannot be understood in terms of a single logic. 

What we need today … is a non- economistic understanding of the economy, one 

which introduces the primacy of politics at the level of the “infrastructure” itself. 

(Laclau and Mouff e 1982, 92; see also Mouff e 1983) 

  4. Sir William Arthur Lewis was another Nobelist (1979), an Afro- Caribbean (born in 

St. Lucia). A black intellectual pioneer, he was most certainly not oblivious to race. His 

early work on development has been applied to current conditions in China, Southeast 

Asia, and elsewhere. Where the “unlimited supplies of labor” are located, how they are 

recruited, and what their practical conditions are, are all consummately racial matters; 

indeed they are some of the core issues of the “modern world- system.” 

  5. This “taste” business is merely a euphemism for prejudice or Negrophobia. We fi nd it 

doubly unacceptable: as the bias that it embodies and as the crude disguise by which it is 

euphemized. 

  6. Becker’s major innovation is introducing psychological factors into economic analysis, 

thus taking a step toward overcoming the image of a socially “disembedded” market. As 

the fi eld has spiraled into deeper intellectual crisis, Becker has assumed higher status. The 

revised version of the book was undoubtedly infl uenced by the civil rights movement. On 

Becker’s account, see Reich 1981, 86–88. 

  7. “Steering” is simply an economic form of profi ling. Customers are steered— with race 

as a central orienting factor in the practice— to “appropriate” neighborhoods. Mortgage 

borrowers are steered to sub- prime and Alt- A loans— featuring deceptive interest rates, 

hidden “balloon” payments, “bundling” procedures, and extremely high foreclosure rates. 

These were particularly profi table during the real estate boom years of the late 1990s and 

2000s. “Blockbusting” practices in the 1950s and 1960s were a more open form of steering. 

Such activities were supposedly outlawed by fair housing and fair credit legislation in the 

later years of the civil rights era. In more covert ways, however, many of these practices are 

still fl ourishing. See Satter 2009. 

  8. This account overlaps in numerous ways with white privilege theories (Allen 2012 [1994; 

1997]; Wildman et al. 1996; Williams 2003; Lipsitz 2006). 
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  9. “There is a ‘moral [and] constitutional equivalence’ between laws designed to subjugate a 

race and those that distribute benefi ts on the basis of race in order to foster some current 

notion of equality. Government cannot make us equal; it can only recognize, respect, and 

protect us as equal before the law. That [affi  rmative action] programs may have been moti-

vated, in part, by good intentions cannot provide refuge from the principle that under our 

Constitution, the government may not make distinctions on the basis of race” (Thomas 

1995). 

 10. Many young Irishmen were purchased as substitutes in the Union army draft by better- off  

citizens; many others were drafted; still others rioted in New York in 1863, attacking free 

blacks (blacks were excluded from the draft) and black neighborhoods. See Harris 2003. 

 11. The Act was supposed to suspend Chinese immigration for ten years; in fact it remained 

in eff ect for 60 years, until it was fi nally repealed by the Magnuson Act in 1943. 

 12. Stratifi cation theories of class have their origins in Max Weber’s critique of Marx; for 

Weber class position is shaped by relationship to the means of distribution, not produc-

tion. It’s income and wealth, baby: what you receive, not what you put into the economy, 

that shapes your class or “life- chances.” See Gerth and Mills 1958. 

 13. For data on black– white economic inequality see Taylor et al. 2012; Oliver and Shapiro 2006. 

For good overview material on racial inequality, see O’Connor, Tilly, and Bobo, eds. 2001. 

For data on residential segregation, see Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz 2002; Massey et al. 

2009. For data on incarceration, see Mauer 2006. For data on educational segregation, see 

Frankenberg and Orfi eld, eds. 2012. For data on workplace segregation, see Hellerstein and 

Neumark 2005. For data on racial attitudes and racial politics, see Bobo 2001; Dawson 2003. 

 14. Racial stratifi cation/inequality already received signifi cant attention there, but largely as 

the outcome of despotic power relations organized along racial lines. Refl ecting the infl u-

ence of the civil rights movement, Wilson introduced his subject this way: 

  [C]onsidering the nature of both United States and South African race relations, 

I have given concepts of “racism” and “power” special attention in this study. In 

fact, the central arguments of this volume are (1) that a comprehensive account of 

the nature of race relations in these two societies must deal with the dimensions 

of power and their relation to dominant-  and minority- group contact, and (2) that 

the dimensions of power cannot be completely understood if treated indepen-

dently of the phenomenon of racism. (1973, 5) 

  In this work Wilson not only also explored racial stratifi cation, but also considered in depth 

the political conditions under which anti- racist protest operated in the two countries, the 

signifi cance of biologistic racism, and a host of other topics that were largely left aside in 

his later work. 

 15. Wilson served as an adviser to Clinton, and has also consulted with Obama, whose “post- 

racial” eff orts certainly resonate with Wilson’s work. 

 16. Anti- poverty, Headstart, affi  rmative action programs, the rise of multiculturalism and 

diversity criteria in hiring, education, and public service provision, exemplifi ed these shifts. 

Many such programs have been eviscerated under the neoliberal project, the decades- long 

right- wing eff ort to curtail social expenditures. 

 17. On this point Wilson’s views converge with neocon/neoliberal abhorrence of “depen-

dency” on the welfare state. Wilson argues that the black “underclass” is to some extent 

produced by this “dependency.” While he notes that public sector employment has been 
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the chief route to black middle- class status, he does not engage the ongoing relationship 

of the black middle class and the “underclass.” 

 18. On the situations of blacks and other people of color employed in the criminal “justice” 

system, see Ward 2006. On people of color in the military, see Latty and Tarver 2005. On 

black cops, see Bolton and Feagin 2004. 

 19. On this group, see Roberts 1996; Boston 1998; Ondaatje 2009. Some of the most durable 

black conservatives have been John McWhorter, Robert Woodson, Thomas Sowell, and 

Walter Williams. Economist Glenn Loury, after an early sojourn on the black right, moved 

back to the center in the Bush II years. It is instructive to compare the new ethos of “black 

conservatism” with classic works on the subject, notably Frazier 1957a. 

 20. In respect to health care, the Aff ordable Care Act (“Obamacare”) may represent a partial 

reversal of the entrenched abandonment of the health rights of poor people (dispropor-

tionately black and brown). We must await the law’s full implementation in 2014. In respect 

to welfare, it is important to note that despite Clinton’s abandonment of cash- grant welfare 

(AFDC) in 1996, he did greatly expand the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) which was 

a substantial gain for the working poor. 

 21. By adopting a number of Republican- backed, racially  infl ected policies Clinton sought 

to immunize himself from white working- class voter discontent in the 1996 election year. 

This voting bloc— are they still the “Reagan Democrats”?— remains a signifi cant force 

today: They are disproportionately male, blue- collar voters who have experienced increased 

economic vulnerability for decades; they are anti- welfare, anti- immigrant, right- wing 

populist, inclined toward the “Tea Party,” and vote Republican (Frank 2005). 

 22. Perhaps because his book appeared before the onset of the great recession of 2008, Massey 

understates contemporary inequalities somewhat, especially with regard to recent devel-

opments such as loss of assets through foreclosure and sustained unemployment. In later 

work Massey has addressed foreclosure patterns and race (Rugh and Massey 2010). 

 23. The extensive history of “black– red” relationships, and also other communist and socialist 

relationships with anti- racist movements, is beyond our present scope. Some important 

contributions are Sale 1973; Allen 1974; Horne 1986; and Pulido 2006. 

 24. More recently the “right- to- work” (anti- union) strategy has been making gains outside 

the South, most notably in the intermountain West and in some midwestern states as 

well (Indiana and Michigan). Where this has occurred, there have been signifi cant attacks 

against public- sector unions and against social “safety- net” programs, attacks that usually 

mobilize coded racist tropes (Fraser 2012). Taft–Hartley’s original success in 1947 was 

based on a tactical alliance between Southern Dixiecrats (i.e., Democrats) and right- wing 

Republicans based in the Midwest. 

 25. The United Farmworkers— a very important case— supported immigration restrictions 

until after the death of Cesar Chavez in 1981. See Bardacke 2012. 

 26. In 2008 an explicitly anti- racist workers’ movement carried out a sit- in against off shoring 

at the Chicago factory of Republic Windows and Doors, occupying the factory and forcing 

its reopening (Cullotta 2009). 

 27. Space is not available here to explore the role of the periphery in capitalist reproduc-

tion. World- system theory in general acknowledges the subsidization of the core global 

capitalist economy by its hinterlands, not only in terms of reducing the costs of labor 

reproduction but also by furnishing cheaper raw materials, absorbing pollution, and 



 Class 73

externalizing other costs as well. This line of argument goes back through Immanuel 

Wallerstein to Rosa Luxemburg. Consider: 

  The imperialist phase of capitalist accumulation which implies universal competi-

tion comprises the industrialization and capitalist emancipation of the  hinterland  

where capital formerly realized its surplus value. Characteristic of this phase are: 

lending abroad, railroad constructions, revolutions, and wars. (Luxemburg 1973 

(1913), 399; emphasis original; see also Schmidt 2010) 

  The hinterland today is the immigrant- sending area, whether in the periphery or the semi- 

periphery in Wallerstein’s terms (1974–1989). Let us say that here in rural Zacatecas, a 

young migrant begins her journey to the lettuce- fi elds of Arizona or domestic service in 

Beverly Hills. To produce this worker has cost U.S.- based employers (and U.S. tax-payers) 

almost nothing. If formally employed and undocumented, her payroll tax payments accrue 

to the benefi t of the Social Security Trust Fund, not to her future retirement income. If 

settlement in the United States is not an option after years of immigrant labor, her remit-

tances and savings, accumulated in an immigrant household or community, might permit 

the construction of a cinderblock house with shingled roof, water well, and indoor plumb-

ing where previously only a  bohio  (shack) had stood. On these issues, see in general Massey 

et al. 1987. The racialization of the periphery, the phenomic or diasporic link between the 

hinterlands of Mexico and the Mexican- American economy, needs greater attention than 

we can provide here. 
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 C H A P T E R  3 

 Nation 

 Introduction 

 The  nation- based paradigm  of race originates in seizures of territory by modern 

empires. The European conquest of the Western hemisphere, and the colonies that 

resulted, both extended the practice of “nation- building” that was central to imperial 

ventures, 1  and laid the groundwork for later, insurgent nationalist projects that would 

challenge and eventually overthrow these same empires. 

 In this chapter we explore the nation- based paradigm of race in the United States, 

focusing largely on post- World War II events. We begin by discussing  the white nation,  

the historically dominant construct of the “American people.” We note the centrality 

of whiteness in enabling the nation’s expansion and rise to power on the world stage; 

we also recognize the instability and anxieties of white nationalism. Next, we discuss 

 race/class/gender/nation,  the intersectional cleavages and conflicts that shaped the 

white nation from its colonial origins through independence and beyond. From the 

beginning, there were  insurgent nationalisms  that were hallmarks of early resistance to 

the white nation, and that re- emerged among racially subaltern people in the postwar 

United States. Building on earlier religious, panethnic, and sometimes revolution-

ary forms of resistance, and linking their struggles to global anti- imperialism, new 

nationalist movements were launched after World War II. “Black power” nationalism 

was the most established and embedded form of these, but important nationalist proj-

ects were also developed during those years in Latin@, Native American, and Asian 

American communities as well (Pulido 2006; Joseph, ed. 2006). 

 The chapter concludes with  some critical remarks on the nation- based paradigm of 

race.  Here we focus on the limits of the race–nation equation, the nation- based para-

digm’s inherent incompleteness regarding race. We evaluate the uneven democratic 

commitments of nationalist politics; we consider the problem of transracial relations 

and alliances within the nation- based paradigm; and we reflect on the uncertain sig-

nificance within it of class-  or culture/ethnicity- based identities and social positions. 

 The White Nation 

 For fi ve centuries the phrase “the American people” has been understood as an implic-

itly white designation. This understanding predates the achievement of national 

independence in the American Revolution and ignores or dismisses the continuing 

presence— in substantial numbers— of people not considered white. In other words, 
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almost from the beginning of European settlement there has been a dominant white 

nation in North America. The colonies and the post- revolutionary independent U.S. 

state all explicitly celebrated their whiteness, and always took it for granted. 

 But the congruence of race and nation has never been a done deal, and peri-

odically it has been necessary to tinker with the equation of whiteness and American 

identity. The United States has passed through numerous cycles of racial politics: 

Despotic moments have alternated with democratic ones; harder and softer racial 

regimes have taken the stage. Slavery, genocide, conquest, and empire all mess with 

the homogeneity implicit in the concept of a white nation. Immigration and exclusion 

also call the nation’s assumed foundational whiteness into question. There have been 

various iterations of nativism and legalization, for example, and alternating trajecto-

ries of racial reform and backlash. These also parallel global developmental processes, 

in ways too complicated to detail here. 2  

 White rule in North America, before and after 1776, has always been riven by racial 

conflict. The centrality of white/male/property- holders’ rule has been both taken- 

for- granted and unstable. There have continually been two contradictory principles at 

work: national unity and racial division. To fuel and justify first the colonial impulse 

and later the nation- building process, race has served as what Antonio Gramsci called 

an ideological “glue” (Gramsci 1971, 328). Race operated as a multi- leveled organizing 

principle that established who was “civilized” and who was “savage,” who was “free” 

(and hence human), and who was a slave (chattel, not a person). Race linked the corpo-

real/visible characteristics of different social groups to different sociopolitical statuses, 

and provided various religious and political principles for inclusion and exclusion from 

the imagined community (Anderson 2006) of the nation. 

 In the United States, the trope of the white nation — the forging of unity and 

solidarity among white rulers and their white subordinates— has time after time over-

whelmed nonwhite or transnational (class- based, diasporic, hemispheric) conceptions 

of the nation and its peoples (Morgan 2003 [1975]). Oppositional nationalisms (from 

groups of color) have often faltered; they have repeatedly been subdued or absorbed. 

Yet uncertainty remains about the coherence of the “white nation” and white “peo-

plehood.” The intelligibility and collectivity of whiteness were first cast into doubt 

after the Civil War, when the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution extended 

U.S. citizenship and ostensible equality to the emancipated slaves. The white republic 

(Saxton 2003 [1990]) experienced numerous subsequent crises: over Asian immigra-

tion, relations with Latin America, and the extension of U.S. imperialism (previously 

a continental matter) overseas at the turn of the 20th century. The reactionary racism 

all this inspired continues to operate today. 

 During and after World War II, white peoplehood was problematized again, not 

only in the United States but on a worldwide level: by the traumatic and galvanizing 

experience of the war itself; by the rising tides of anticolonialism and anti-racism the 

war fostered; by the mass migrations it set in motion within the United States (and 

globally); and by the Cold War, which was waged on racial terrain in many ways; and 
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above all by the political struggles for racial justice and democracy that took shape 

after World War II, not just in the United States but all over the world. 3  

 So, white racial nationalism both built and fractured the United States. It unified 

whites across tremendous chasms of class and culture/ethnicity, precisely because it 

allowed them to claim their whiteness, sometimes with ease and sometimes only after 

passing through extended “probationary” periods. The racial cleavages we see in the 

nation are the products of the exploitative and exclusionist commitments of the white 

nation: its deracination of the indigenous inhabitants of North America; its capture, 

killing, transport in chains, and enslavement of millions of Africans; its conquest of 

adjacent territories and its relegation of their inhabitants to lesser status; and its mas-

sive dependence on immigration, mostly on the part of people not considered (or not 

yet considered) white. Thence cometh the divided and hierarchical peoplehood, the 

stratified and conflictual nation, the United States of America. 

 From the earliest days of U.S. national independence, Anglo- Saxonism and 

“anglo- conformity” helped create a norm of whiteness that shaped the national image 

and culture. State policy sometimes relaxed and sometimes tightened the boundaries 

of citizenship, but always reflected restrictive norms. Expansionism and economic 

interest linked “nation- building” and domestic labor recruitment to foreign policy 

and empire- building: Not only the “turning of Africa into a warren for the commer-

cial hunting of black- skins” (Marx 1967, 351) but also Indian removal (i.e., ethnic 

cleansing; genocide) and hemispheric domination (after the 1823 Monroe Doctrine) 

were established principles by the early 19th century (Gonzalez 2011 [2001]). 

 Internally as well, citizenship was assigned or withheld according to racial crite-

ria. The 14th Amendment notwithstanding, blacks only became citizens in a practical 

sense in the 1960s, and even then imperfectly; many Asians only achieved natural-

ization rights in the 1950s; and native peoples only received their citizenship in the 

1920s. Stringent immigration restrictions were imposed on Asians after the upheavals 

of 1877, and on Europeans after the great influx that occurred around the turn of the 

20th century. After World War I the screws were further tightened on immigration 

through highly restrictive policies that would endure for forty years. Mass deporta-

tions to Mexico occurred in the 1930s, with no regard given to whether the Latin@s 

rounded up (in Los Angeles and elsewhere) were U.S. citizens or not; a brown skin 

was all you needed to be placed on a sealed train to Jalisco or Michoacan (de Genova 

2004; Balderrama and Rodriguez 2006 [1995]). Immigration raises large questions 

about national identity, about the meaning of citizenship, and about global inequality 

(Smith 2003; Massey, ed. 2008). Indeed the U.S. immigration regime has profoundly 

shaped the patterns of racial inclusion and exclusion 

 The common sense view of “the nation” has always been explicitly inflected 

by race. The United States was perceived as “a white man’s country,” a  herrenvolk  

republic. This identification of the nation with whiteness (and maleness) was a nearly 

universal feature of imperial and settler nations. 4  Nativism (Higham 2002 [1955]; 

Saxton 1975) periodically flamed up when immigrants were seen as threats, just as 
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anti- black racism and contempt for indigenous peoples underwrote state racial policy 

in both colony and metropole. 5  Despite the penchant for “exceptionalist” accounts 

of U.S. nationhood (Lind 1995; Zelinsky 1988; Lipset 2003 [1963]; Billig 1995 offers 

a good critique), the United States was no exception to this “rule of racialization” 

(Martinot 2002). Indeed, it was the rule’s pioneer. 

 How white is the U.S. nation? The question of who makes up the American nation, 

indeed the question of what is the racial identity of the American nation remains 

unanswered. “Your country? How came it yours?” asked Du Bois in 1903. “Before 

the Pilgrims landed we were here….” (Du Bois 2007 [1935], 162–163). And Native 

Americans had been “here” perhaps 25,000 years before that, according to paleoar-

chaeologists. Indeed, what we now call the United States of America only became 

“yours”— a white country— when first it fell under English imperial rule around the 

turn of the 17th century. It remained “yours” after it freed itself from that rule after 

1776 in the first modern revolution. It is still “yours” in many respects. It has been a 

“white man’s country” through conquest, settlement, and expansion, through slavery 

and emancipation, through continuing immigration, and through ascent to a global 

imperialism of its own, until finally becoming the greatest empire in world history. 

 But, white men, is the country still “yours”? Starting after World War II and in 

parallel with similar race- oriented conflicts elsewhere, the concept of “the American 

people” has become less white and less patriarchal. The United States is darkening, 

demographically speaking. Because of the black movement and the feminist move-

ments it inspired— not only in the post- World War II period but continually since 

abolition— the country is less definitively a white male nation than it used to be, and 

that trend is continuing. 6  The U.S. racial regime has been losing momentum, both 

internally as a white republic, and globally, as the leading “developed” economic and 

military power. Patriarchal power is eroding as well. Of course, the age of the white 

and male nation is not over, at least not yet. But that nation is being undone; whether 

gradually or rapidly we do not know. 

 Especially since the imperial dawn, the ideas of race and nation have been deeply 

connected, mainly through concepts of  peoplehood.  Both as outposts of the British 

Empire (and to some extent of other European empires as well), and then as an inde-

pendent nation- state, the United States (and its forerunners) identified itself as a 

 white nation.  This racial nationalism remains visible in the associations with whiteness 

that are implicit in such concepts as “the American people.” The nation is gendered 

as well: the motherland, the fatherland,  patria o muerte.  Throughout the modern era 

the nation has been racialized. This proceeds from its imperial origins: its seizure of 

bodies (indigenous people, Africans), and of land as well, for purposes of primitive 

accumulation. Racialization is discussed in more detail in  Chapter 4 . Here it refers to 

the process of sorting out the bodies. 

 In the wake of the civil rights era, in the aftermath of the postwar racial “break,” 

the meaning of the terms “nation” and “nation- state” in the United States must be 

carefully examined. What is in question here is “peoplehood.” The general tendency 
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is still to see the United States as a WASP nation, not only white, but Anglophilic and 

Protestant. U.S. national ism  is still a strong tendency: particularly on the right, par-

ticularly in the “heartland” and in the “red” states, but not only there. Nationalism is 

also a civil religion and a working- class creed that cuts across racial lines. 

 At the same time, the standard racialized and gendered picture of the United 

States— as a “white man’s country”— is breaking down. Significant portions of U.S. 

territory are now occupied in the majority by people who are not white. “Majority- 

minority” demographics now obtain in California as well as several other states and 

major cities, and in many other places that condition is not far off. A recent projection 

by the U.S. Department of the Census places the national transition to a “majority- 

minority” demographic in the year 2042 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2008). 

 Race/Class/Gender/Nation 

 In early North America, race, class, and gender were deeply interlinked. Their amal-

gamation was established both by the necessity of developing a division of labor, an 

organized labor force; and by the necessity of supplying, through various forms of 

human traffi  cking (only some of which can be labeled as “voluntary immigration”) 

the steady fl ow of actual human bodies (and souls) that would constitute the North 

American population. 

 An endemic and taken- for- granted national chauvinism consigned blacks and 

Indians to inferiority and subhumanity. This condition, this absence of fully human 

status, was supposedly permanent. As the settler nation expanded westward, the 

right of conquest and the license of the “pioneers” to deprive the Indians of life and 

land was never seriously questioned from within the white regime. 7  Although armed 

Indian resistance slowed the advance of the European- led tide, it could not, in the 

end, repel it. The centrality of slavery and the “primitive accumulation” of Indian 

lands in early American life meant that race and not class was the key social division 

both in the colonial period and after. 8  

 What about other “others”? The Irish had been trafficked by the hundreds of thou-

sands during the colonial period. In a British colonial outpost they were racialized as 

nonwhite, though generally subject to indenture, not chattelization (Jordan and Walsh 

2008; Allen 2012 [1994; 1997]). The millions of Irish immigrants who arrived in the 

1840s, driven by British- imposed famine, were exposed to the torches and pitchforks 

of mobs inflamed by nativism, and subject to racial discrimination as well. In the Civil 

War the Irish made good cannon fodder, especially in the North. Irish service in the 

Union armies (when they couldn’t buy substitutes and anti- black riots didn’t prevent 

their being drafted) finally launched them on the path to whiteness. The Civil War made 

many immigrant Irish members of the American nation. 

 The invasion of Mexico and subsequent incorporation of the Southwest, from 

the annexation of Texas in 1845 through the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 

1848, accomplished an enormous conquest of territory. Initially transferring their 
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citizenship to the United States and retaining their land rights and titles, the Mexican 

population of this huge territory were progressively disenfranchised and stripped of 

their land (Pitt 1999 [1966]; Almaguer 2008 [1994]; Gomez 2008). 

 Post- Civil War industrialization augmented labor demand and European immi-

grant numbers increased. The floodgates would remain open to European arrivals for 

decades. But the ending of Reconstruction in 1877, the great railroad strike of that 

year, and the general economic crises of the 1870s combined with the rise of anti- 

Asian nativism to put new pressure on the white nation framework. Blacks were now 

citizens, but their labor (and that of Asians who were mere denizens, largely in the 

West) threatened the cross- class alliance that the white nation had maintained since 

colonial times. Additional threats came from mobilized white labor. Huge strikes and 

bitter labor conflict swept the nation, particularly in 1877 and 1894. Redrawing the 

boundaries of the white nation was essential for the development of U.S. capitalism. 

Class conflict could be controlled to some extent by the gradual whitening of Euro-

pean labor (Montgomery 1987; Saxton 2003 [1990]). This was not accomplished by 

any legislative decree or capitalist maneuvering to divide the working class, but rather 

by white workers themselves. Many of them were recent immigrants, who organized 

on ethnic lines as much as on traditionally defined class ones. 

 Race shaped class in America, then, because of the demand for territorial expan-

sion, because racial slavery was crucial to the development of the early nation, and 

because whiteness played an important role in deterring rebellion and undermining 

popular transracial (i.e., class- based) solidarity (Morgan 2003 [1975]; Du Bois 2007 

[1935]; Blight 2002). 

 Gendered practices were central to nation- building as well. Just as there was a 

“racial frontier” in the settlement of the United States, so too was there a “gender 

frontier.” 9  As Ann Laura Stoler puts it, “Intimate domains— sex, sentiment, domes-

tic arrangement, and child rearing— figure in the making of racial categories and in 

the management of imperial rule” (Stoler 2001, 829; see also Stoler 2002; Schiebin-

ger 2004). In practice these two boundaries were often indistinguishable. From its 

earliest moments North American colonialism involved sexual encounters between 

Europeans and Indians; these became fodder for fiction and fantasy, and later for 

Hollywood films as well (Nash 1995). Some settlers “went native” (Torgovnick 1991; 

Ware 1992; McClintock 1995; Cooper and Stoler 1997; Caslin 2008). Miscegnation 10  

was inevitable and widespread. Hence mixed- race children and families; hence the 

immediate problematization of racial categories. 

 The plantation, and African slavery overall, were also obviously gender frontiers 

(Williamson 1995). Rape and concubinage were commonplace. These practices were 

barely stigmatized because they were so widespread. Not unlike other colonial sys-

tems, U.S. nation- building from its earliest moments featured widespread interracial 

sex/racial hybridity/mestizaje/métissage. 11  

 These currents have all continued up through the present. Still, the mainte-

nance of “patriarchal authority and power, racial hierarchy, and white supremacy” 
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(Woodward 1998), for all its horrors, was never monolithic, never without opposi-

tion. Subversion, escape, revolt, and political mobilization (via abolitionism and, 

later, anti- imperialism and immigrants rights), all exposed the conflictual and indeed 

contradictory character of the white nation. 

 To the extent that the legitimacy of the white nation— with its almost unbro-

ken history of structural racism, its history of slavery, violence, exclusion, and 

dispossession— is not accepted by racially subordinated groups, alternative national 

frameworks may be adopted by those groups as insurgent concepts, as an “imagined 

community” in rebellion. 

 Insurgent Nationalism 

 The national dimensions of nonwhite racial identities, the experience of collectivity and 

solidarity along racial lines, and the sense of collective identity (“peoplehood”) among 

distinct— and often panethnic— peoples of color, were key dimensions of the national 

liberation and anticolonial struggles of the post- World War II period. The national 

impulse remains strong, as a form of cultural identifi cation (where it overlaps with 

ethnicity); as the form of various nationalist movements; and as a general signifi er of 

race- based community: the ghetto, the barrio, Koreatown. These recognitions— about 

the ever- problematic white nation and white nationalism, and about the continuing 

exclusion, denial of political and human rights, and discrimination experienced by 

peoples of color— all underlie the nation- based paradigm of racial formation. 

 So while white racial unity certainly fueled a great deal of nation- building zeal over 

the course of U.S. history, it also bred its own opposition. Perhaps ironically, some of 

the most committed adherents to the democratic ideals professed since the founding of 

the United States have been those to whom the white nation denied democratic rights 

and full membership; think again of Du Bois: “Your country? How came it yours…?” 

For those like Du Bois (especially the later Du Bois [Porter 2010]), Malcolm X, José 

Angel Gutiérrez, Russell Means, or Bobby Seale, inclusion in the white nation that 

was the United States, was never fully possible. Hence they saw themselves not only as 

Americans, but also as part of other, insurgent peoples, of various sorts: Pan- African, 

irredentist, anti- imperial, internally colonized. 

 As the limits of the civil rights reforms of the mid- 1960s became clear, a substantial 

sector of the movement turned toward nationalist positions. This shift occurred first 

within the black movement, where long- standing discontent with civil rights moderates 

was most established, and where the immediate experience of betrayal was most galling: 

One example— out of many— was the experience of SNCC (Student Nonviolent Coor-

dinating Committee) at the 1964 Democratic convention in Atlantic City, New Jersey. 12  

SNCC’s adoption in 1965 of a “black power” orientation was followed in the next few 

years by the emergence of red power, brown power, and yellow power movements. 

 The upsurge of black nationalism in the mid- 1960s definitively ruptured 

the already tenuous unity of liberal and radical tendencies within the civil rights 
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movement. It signaled a growing disillusionment with the moderate political agenda 

of non- violence and integration. The slogan “black power,” and the growing popu-

larity of black nationalism that it expressed, also initiated an intense theoretical and 

strategic debate about the nature of racism and the future of black politics in the 

United States. It followed the split in the Nation of Islam and the emergence of 

Malcolm X as the most visible black nationalist leader in the country. 13  It coincided 

with Lyndon Johnson’s escalation of the Vietnam war and the emergence of the 

 anti-war— and in a broader sense, anti- imperialist— movement. It also overlapped 

with a new phenomenon in U.S. racial politics: black- led, black- based ghetto rebel-

lions (aka race riots), beginning with Harlem in 1964 and Watts in 1965. 14  

 The nation- based analysis of black oppression and resistance had, of course, its 

historical antecedents. The refusal of assimilationism could be traced back at least 

to Ethiopianism and the repatriation movements of the mid- 19th century, led by 

men such as Martin Delany, Edward Wilmot Blyden, and Paul Cuffe. 15  The Pan- 

Africanist and Marxist- Leninist traditions had also elaborated nationalist analyses, 

and a substantial current of cultural nationalism also existed whose components 

could be discerned in Du Bois’s  The Souls of Black Folk  (1999 [1903]), in the Harlem 

Renaissance of the 1920s (Locke, ed. 1997 [1925]), and in the influential writings of 

Harold Cruse (1967, 1968), to name just a few sources. Strong nationalist traditions 

can also be found in all communities of color, notably among Puerto Ricans, Mexican 

Americans, and Native Americans. 

 The nation- based paradigm, to a far greater extent than the ethnicity-  or class- based 

approaches, is a theoretical convergence, a resultant of disparate currents. Nationalist 

currents had always existed in the United States, notably in the black church (Rawick 

1972; Moses 1998; Glaude 2000). Nation- based approaches to race also have a long 

theoretical fetch; this is the profound and variegated black political tradition, excluded 

for centuries from mainstream (white) intellectual and political discourse. 

 Rooted in the resistance to empire and colonialism, insurgent nationalisms logi-

cally invoke racial criteria in their efforts to theorize and mobilize opposition to white 

supremacist rule. Once again, “peoplehood” is a central concern. Who are black 

people, Latin@s, Native Americans, Asian Americans? In what historical, political- 

economic, and cultural conditions were these peoples created? In what ways are these 

groups’ claims for self- rule, land, and freedom justified? How do imperial and colo-

nial structures of power persist in the contemporary, ostensibly postcolonial world, 

the “modern world- system”? 16  How are they maintained, indeed, in the very contours 

of the international division of labor, based on unequal exchange and the domination 

of the “periphery” by the “core”? In the nation- based paradigm, racial dynamics are 

understood as products of colonialism and therefore as outcomes of relationships 

which are global and epochal in character. 17  

 Framing the nation- based paradigm to emphasize “peoplehood” and post- 

coloniality has several advantages. First, it stresses the relationships among the 
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different elements of racial oppression— inequality, political disenfranchisement, 

territorial and institutional segregation, cultural domination— in contrast to the eth-

nicity or class paradigms which focus on a few aspects (or even one “fundamental” 

aspect) of the social order in an attempt to explain racial dynamics. Recognition of 

the centrality of the colonial heritage also provides an alternative to other, more taxo-

nomic approaches to nation- based theories of race. Many writers have delineated, for 

example, “varieties of black nationalism”: bourgeois, proletarian, reformist, revolu-

tionary, cultural, religious, economic, educational (Allen 1990 [1970]; Van Deburg 

1996; Hanchard 2006). While efforts to catalog the range of nationalist positions 

within specific minority group traditions, and to trace debates within these tradi-

tions, obviously have merit, they often reveal a notable lack of specificity about the 

meaning of nation- based categories in such approaches. Nationalism is easily reduced 

to mere group militance or separatism if no effort is made to specify its historical and 

theoretical origins in particular racially defined peoples’ experiences of colonialism. 

 Here we offer an all- too- brief examination of a few of the main insurgent nation-

alist approaches to race: Pan- Africanism, cultural nationalism, Marxist accounts of 

the “national question,” and internal colonialism theory. We recognize the selective 

nature of focusing on these currents, still, we think that they encompass much of the 

broad sweep of nation- based paradigms of race. 

 While not comparable in many respects, we include these perspectives as vari-

eties of insurgent nationalism that take shape within the nation- based paradigm of 

race. These approaches all share a reliance on concepts of  race as peoplehood  that 

derive from the meaning and uses of the race- concept prevalent in colonialism’s 

heyday. Chief among these is the use of racial categories to distinguish members 

of the oppressor and oppressed “peoples”— the colonizers and the colonized, the 

“free” and the enslaved. Several consequences of these arguments may be specified: 

the explicit demand for organizations and movements uniformly composed of the 

“colonized” (the victims of racial oppression), the need for “cultural autonomy” to 

permit the development of those unique characteristics which the colonized group 

has developed or preserved through the ordeal of subjugation, and the necessity of 

“self- determination” to uproot the colonial heritage and restructure society on a non- 

racial basis. 

  Pan- Africanism : The roots of Pan- Africanism in the United States lie in the 

identities, principally collective identities— Yoruba, Bakongo, Asante— that enslaved 

Africans carried with them to the Western Hemisphere. In the 20th century, Pan- 

Africanism took shape on two fronts: The first was a series of international conferences 

held in Europe and the United States from 1900 to 1945, most of them organized by 

W.E.B. Du Bois. 18  These conferences were oriented primarily toward decolonization 

of Africa and had relatively little U.S. domestic impact. 

 The second front of Pan- Africanist activity was the formation, largely but not 

only in the United States, of the Universal Negro Improvement Association, led 
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by Marcus Garvey. The UNIA (Universal Negro Improvement Association) had 

unprecedented success in mobilizing blacks, numbering millions of adherents at its 

height in the 1920s. Garvey sought to unite blacks throughout the world in a move-

ment for the “redemption” of Africa, which he envisioned as a “racial empire.” For 

him and his followers, Africa existed not only on the continent, but in the diaspora 

that slavery had visited on its inhabitants and their descendants. Thus the fates of 

blacks throughout the world were linked. The liberation and reconstruction of the 

African homeland would allow blacks finally to overcome the racial oppression that 

sustained colonialism (Hill and Bair, eds. 1988; Clarke 2011 [1974]; Taylor 2001). 

 Garvey was greatly influenced by the doctrines of Booker T. Washington, specifi-

cally those promoting separate economic development. Garvey’s economic argument, 

 however, went beyond Washington’s in two respects: First, he denounced the  exploitation 

of Africa and African labor throughout the world. 19  Second, he saw the black population 

of the United States not only in the “self- help” terms of Washington, but as 

 a vanguard for Africa’s redemption…. He believed that if the Negroes were 

economically strong in the United States, they would be able to redeem Africa 

and establish a worldwide confraternity of black people. 

 (Essien- Udom 1962, 50) 

 For all its excesses and errors, the most notorious being its derelict business prac-

tices and its  rapprochement  with the Ku Klux Klan, 20  the Garvey movement represents 

one of the founding pillars of modern Pan- Africanism, and stands as a crucial source 

for much other black nationalism as well. 21  Indeed, it still represents the high- water 

mark of mass black political mobilization, rivaled only by the movements of the 1960s. 

 Pan- Africanism maintained a limited foothold in the United States through the 

contributions of  W.E.B. Du Bois, George Padmore, and C.L.R. James. When Malcolm 

X broke with the Nation of Islam in 1964 to form the Organization of Afro- American 

Unity, making a series of well- publicized trips to Africa and the Middle East, and 

attempting to enlist the support of African governments in denouncing U.S. racism at 

the United Nations, he dramatically stimulated black interest in African issues. With 

the advent of black power, the contributions of Malcolm, Kwame Nkrumah, Frantz 

Fanon, and later, Amilcar Cabral and Walter Rodney received new attention in the 

United States, and contributed to the Pan- African canon. Kwame Ture (Stokely Car-

michael) in particular moved to embrace Pan- Africanism after 1967. 22  

 Beginning in the 1930s, political action in support of African independence 

became a focal point for U.S. Pan- Africanists. Before that, U.S. black activities in 

Africa had been largely confined to missionary work. 23  From Mussolini’s invasion 

of Ethiopia in 1935 onward, U.S. black involvement with African politics confronted 

racism at home as much as imperialism on the continent, especially because the 

United States was often complicit in atrocities in Africa. During the Cold War, anti- 

imperialist struggles in Africa were linked quite closely to the anti- racist movement 

in the U.S. Africa (and the global “Third World” more broadly) became the sites of 
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struggle for political influence between the U.S. and USSR. Pan- Africanism enjoyed 

a small renaissance in the United States when it became clear that Jim Crow prac-

tices were well understood on the continent, just as U.S. support for South African 

apartheid, the British war against the Mau- Mau in Kenya, the assassination of Patrice 

Lumumba in the Congo, and numerous other events were deeply resented by blacks 

in the United States (von Eschen 1997, 2006; Kelley 2003; Dudziak 2011). This con-

nection began to wane in the 1970s as debates over the Angolan revolution divided 

left- wing Pan- Africanists, who supported the MPLA (People’s Movement for the 

Liberation of Angola) and accepted (often dogmatically) some version of Marxism, 

from right- wing U.S. Pan- Africanists, who maintained an (equally dogmatic) Gar-

veyish “race- first” position and sided with UNITA (Marable 1980, 86–88). 24  A final 

and largely symbolic iteration of this conflict took place in the United States over the 

downfall of the apartheid regime in South Africa in the early 1990s. In this instance, 

right- wing U.S. Pan- Africanists like Roy Innis sided with the South African Inkatha 

Freedom Party in opposition to the African National Congress, and Afrocentrists 

took up the causes of the South African Pan Africanist Congress (PAC— founded 

by Robert Sobukwe), and the Black Consciousness Movement (BCM— founded by 

Steven Biko). 25  

 Pan- Africanist perspectives have lost ground in the post- cold war and post- 

apartheid periods. Africa is now wracked by civil wars sponsored by competing 

corporate (and to some extent, national) interests seeking unfettered access to such 

primary materials as coltan (Nest 2011), copper, and of course, petroleum. Wars and 

genocides in Eastern Congo, Southern Sudan, the Darfur region, and elsewhere have 

taken millions of lives and sparked horrifying atrocities such as rape epidemics. Chi-

nese investment has skyrocketed, generating new claims of inter- imperial rivalries. 

Post- apartheid South Africa has emerged as an important regional power, operating 

through the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). 26  

 If Pan- Africanism retains any vitality in the wake of the massive transitions 

that Africa has undergone in recent decades, it would be based in its recognition 

of the continuity of the exploitation of Africa by the “developed” countries (China 

included). This is something that Du Bois denounced a century ago in his prescient 

1915 article “The African Roots of the War” (Du Bois 1995 [1915]). Du Bois’s vision 

of a unified African continent, which was in a broad sense also Nkrumah’s vision, 

Garvey’s vision (although Garvey and Du Bois were bitter opponents), Cheik Anta 

Diop’s vision (Diop 1989, 1991), and the vision of what we today call Afrocentrism, 

was always a practical impossibility in a black diaspora riven in a thousand ways by 

rivalries and differences. Yet as a  cultural phenomenon,  Pan- Africanism still possesses 

considerable interpretive power; it still has the ability to link the specific forms of 

oppression which blacks face in various societies with the colonialist exploitation of 

Africa of past centuries. The impact this theoretical current has had in the United 

States stemmed from its argument that black identity conferred membership in a 

single worldwide black “nation”— the African diaspora itself. 
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  Cultural Nationalism:  The roots of cultural nationalism can be traced back at 

least to the Harlem Renaissance of the 1920s (Locke, ed. 1997 [1925]). As a broader 

phenomenon, however, cultural nationalist perspectives have been enunciated and 

practiced in nearly all U.S. communities of color. Because cultural nationalism has 

focused less on the political and economic elements of the nation- based approach— 

demands for statehood and self- determination within specific territorial boundaries 

for example— than it has on the cultural elements that give rise to collective identity, 

community, and a sense of “peoplehood,” it exhibits certain overlaps with ethnicity- 

based theories of race. 

 Probably the most devoted and incisive cultural nationalist theorist has been Har-

old Cruse. In two early and highly original books (1967, 1968), Cruse argued that 

“The only observable way in which the Negro rebellion can become revolutionary in 

terms of American conditions is for the Negro movement to project the concept of 

Cultural Revolution” (1967, 111). 

 Cruse stressed the unique conditions facing American blacks, conditions which, 

while related to those encountered by other victims of colonialism, were unlike those 

of the African continent, the West Indies, or elsewhere. Cruse also accepted cer-

tain “domestic colonialism” concepts; indeed, he gave voice to them as early as 1962 

(Cruse 1962). Anticipating the “black power” view, he criticized the civil rights move-

ment in the early 1960s for being dominated by liberal ideas and demands: 

 This Negro rebellion, mistakenly called by some the Negro revolution, is not 

revolutionary because it projects no new ideas beyond what have already been 

ratified in the democratic philosophy of the American Constitution. 

 (Cruse 1967, 111–112) 

 He proposed that the movement “incorporate … a cultural program along with 

its economic, social, and political programs” (ibid). A “cultural program,” in Cruse’s 

view, would recognize both the unique characteristics of black cultural traditions, 

and the essential part that these cultural elements— for example, in music, art, or 

language— played in the cultural life of the United States. Cruse suggested that the 

black movement focus its demands on “the creation and distribution of cultural pro-

duction in America” (ibid, 117). The ultimate aim of this challenge, Cruse argued, 

was “the revolutionizing … of the entire apparatus of cultural communication and 

placing it under public ownership” (ibid, 112). 

 This approach raised as many questions as it answered. How the cultural appara-

tus could be so transformed, how blacks could affect cultural production under the 

proposed new “revolutionary” conditions, and what would be the ultimate social and 

political impact of such changes, were only a few of the issues Cruse did not address. 

What was significant about his work, however, was not its immediate practical applica-

tion. Rather, his accomplishment lay in the development of a culturally based radical 

perspective. His positions reframed debates between integrationists and nationalists 

in the later 1960s and 1970s. He re- opened questions that had lain dormant for nearly 
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half a century. 27  In many ways Cruse explored the terrain upon which later figures 

of this current such as Maulana Karenga and Imamu Amiri Baraka would stand (on 

Karenga, see Brown 2003; on Baraka, see Benston 1976; Woodard 1999; Watts 2001.). 

 Many black nationalists embraced African values, traditions, culture, and lan-

guage through Pan- Africanism, or became adherents of groups such as Karenga’s 

US Organization or Baraka’s Spirit House in Newark, New Jersey, without becoming 

Pan- Africanists politically. Cultural nationalism had many indirect effects on black 

“lifestyle”: clothes, hair, language, and art reflected the perspective’s upsurge. Afri-

can heritage was often invoked to support domestic ideological and political aims. 28  

 Cultural nationalism has taken a wide variety of forms among Latin@s, Asian 

Americans, and Native Americans as well. It has developed during the post- World 

War II period in rough correspondence with the rise and fall of racial justice move-

ments, immigration rates and policies, and political- economic conditions. These 

racialized ethnic/national groups have undergone huge transformations over recent 

decades. To mention only a few of the major shifts: 

 • Latin@ and Asian immigration rates soared after passage of the 1965 Immigra-

tion and Nationality Act, dramatically changing U.S. racial demography over 

the medium to long term; 

 • U.S. wars and imperial adventures, notably in Asia, Central America, the Carib-

bean, and the Middle East, have focused attention and increased the numbers 

of such U.S.- based diasporic communities— Korean, Salvadoran, Vietnamese, 

and MEASA Americans, among others; 29  

 • The linkage between U.S. domestic and global racial policies and the breakdown 

of moderate racial reformism after about 1970 generated a wide variety of radi-

cal movement groups across many communities of color; the legacy of SNCC 

and the infl uence of the Black Panther Party also were signifi cant in this process, 

which generated the Young Lords, the Brown Berets, the American Indian Move-

ment, the Asian American Political Alliance, and similar groups (Chávez 1998; 

Pulido 2006; Erick- Wanzer, ed. 2010; Ogbar 2001; Fujino 2012). 

 As anti- racist movements gained strength in the 1960s, they brought with them 

a sense of collective identity, race pride, and deepened interest in “roots” at various 

levels: family, community, and history. All these tendencies flowed together towards 

cultural nationalist politics, as larger numbers of people in communities of color 

moved to reject the assimilationism offered by mainstream (often white liberal), mod-

erate currents in the civil rights movement and grounded in ethnicity theory. This 

was particularly true for youth and those influenced by student movements. 

 In the late 1960s and early 1970s, black student associations, deeply attuned to 

the civil rights and black power movements, as well as Latin@ student groups like 

the  Movimiento Estudiantil Chican@ de Aztlán  (MEChA), carried out numerous 

demonstrations and occupations on college campuses, demanding the creation of 



88 p a r a d i g m s  o f  r a c e

“ethnic studies” programs and the hiring of more faculty of color. 30  This movement 

began— as it usually does— in California, but soon became a national one, issuing a 

series of manifestos in support of black, brown, red, and yellow power, 31  and linking 

to anti- war movements and other national and international insurgencies as well. The 

year 1968, for example, was a moment of global student unrest in New York, Paris, 

Mexico City, Tokyo, Prague, and elsewhere. 

 Parallel to the occupations and conflicts that took place in the arena of higher 

education, a wide variety of other developments that occurred in the arts and mass 

media (popular music, film, TV) 32  from the mid- 1960s onward may also be described 

as culturally nationalist: Various manifestos, arts movements, and media- based 

interventions advocating and celebrating the collective identities and insurgent his-

tories of particular peoples of color appeared at this time, in some respects echoing 

Harold Cruse’s call for cultural revolution. Such groups as the Black Arts Move-

ment (Smethurst 2005), the Chican@ Asco group in East Los Angeles (Los Angeles 

County Museum of Art 2011), and the Asian American Kearny Street Workshop in 

San Francisco, to name but a few, built upon established national and ethnocultural 

traditions, both “highbrow” and popular, such as salsa, the vast black musical canon, 

the  muralista  movement in Mexico, and various literary and visual genres, all in the 

effort to express (and invent) emancipatory concepts of racial/national identity. 

 Yet for all its political aspirations, cultural nationalism was limited by its focus 

on expression rather than action. Although there were instances in which cultural 

action could be linked very directly to community- based action, such as the work of 

Sun Ra’s Arkestra and Horace Tapscott’s Pan Afrikan Peoples Arkestra, groups which 

combined jazz performance with music education and protest activity in Philadelphia 

and South Central Los Angeles respectively (on Sun Ra see Szwed 1998; on Tapscott 

see Tapscott 2001; Lipsitz 2007), much of black art or brown art could be coopted and 

commodified with relative ease. There was, it turned out, nothing inherently radical 

about dashikis, Kemet, or the concept of “soul,” or for that matter about the Aztec 

heritage, pupusas, menudo, or fry bread. As Adolph L. Reed, Jr. noted in respect to 

black cultural nationalism: 

 [T]he intellectual climate which came to pervade the movement was best sum-

marized in the nationalists’ exhortation to “think black”…. Truth became a 

feature of the speaker’s “blackness,” i.e., validity claims were to be resolved 

not through discourse but by the claimant’s manipulation of certain banal 

symbols of legitimacy. 

 (Reed, in Glaude 2002, 52) 

 Demographic, economic, and political fissures within communities of color— 

whose “unity” and “peoplehood” had been central features of cultural nationalist 

theory— increasingly became too obvious to ignore. By the 1970s and 1980s, faced with 

some of these changes, leading adherents moved on to new political horizons. Some, 

notably Baraka, made spectacular and belated conversions to Marxism- Leninism and 
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Maoism, subsuming their original “racial” projects under broader “class” ones; these 

too would prove to have serious limits. 

 In sum, cultural nationalism built “countercultural” institutions, and wound up 

occupying a broad political spectrum that extended from the creation of small (though 

sometimes influential) alternative institutions like bookstores and schools, all the way 

to a “black capitalism” not too different from what Frazier had characterized in  Black 

Bourgeoisie  (1957a). Too often, though certainly not in all cases, cultural nationalist 

approaches neglected the key political determinants of race— the racial state, class 

conflict, the politics of alliance and coalitions— preferring expressive authenticity to 

political engagement. 

 The real accomplishment of cultural nationalist currents was in the nature of com-

munity service and education: “consciousness- raising.” This is not to be sneezed at. 

An immense amount of interpretive and expressive work, and community organiza-

tion based on culturally grounded themes such as music and art, has burst onto the 

American scene in recent decades. Making use of hiphop, Indian rock, punk rock, talk 

radio, music videos, and social media of various kinds, the cultural politics of race have 

been redefined since in the 1960s. Sun Ra and Horace Tapscott’s work has been con-

tinued by George Clinton, Rage Against the Machine and Tom Morello, Lupe Fiasco, 

The Roots, Michael Franti, Das Racist, X- Clan, and innumerable others. Race- based 

cultural politics, and thus something very close to cultural nationalism, continues as a 

durable feature of American life. This underscores the centrality of cultural domina-

tion as a component of racial oppression, and stresses the importance of “cultures of 

resistance” in unifying and promoting collective identity among the oppressed. 

  The “National Question” and Marxism:  Classical Marxism viewed nations and 

national boundaries as increasingly meaningless as world capitalism inexorably pen-

etrated every corner of the planet. Marx and Engels stated this perspective clearly in 

 The Communist Manifesto  and viewed it as a “progressive” feature of the unfolding 

capitalist order: 

 National differences and antagonisms between peoples are daily more and 

more vanishing, owing to the development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of 

commerce, to the world market, to uniformity in the mode of production and 

in the conditions of life corresponding thereto. 

 (Marx and Engels 1968 [1848], 55) 

 This was not their fi nal word on the subject, though. Indeed the idea of a tendential 

abolition of national boundaries and antagonisms is undermined in other writings 

of Marx. For example, addressing the national question with specifi c reference to 

Ireland, Marx argues that the bourgeoisie not only maintains but  heightens  national 

antagonisms. National hostilities are engendered by 

 • The struggle to control world markets, which creates confl icts among capitalist 

powers; 
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 • The exploitation of colonies, which creates antagonism between oppressed and 

oppressor nations; and 

 • The use of nationalism as an ideological tool to defl ect proletarian attention 

away from class antagonisms (Marx and Engels 1972a,1972b; Lowy 1976). 

 This contradictory stance towards the persistence or demise of nations is further 

complicated by an implicit stage theory of development that views colonial penetra-

tion and plunder as progressive events: They are seen as rupturing traditional and 

“backward” social relations and supplanting them with modern capitalist ones. 

 Marx and Engels did not resolve the “national question,” largely because it did 

not fit within the class struggle/mode of production problematic. Nationalism and 

empire occasioned significant debates during the period of the Second International. 33  

An important polemical exchange between Lenin and Luxemburg, for example, 

revolves around the “right of nations to self- determination.” Lenin argued that all 

nations should be free from national oppression and enjoy the right to determine 

their own destiny. 34  Luxemburg was critical of this “right to self- determination,” 

which led in her view to a certain pandering to the aspirations of the national bour-

geoisies of the “oppressed” countries. Both Lenin and Luxemburg attempted to steer 

a course between positions which asserted an unqualified right to national/cultural 

autonomy, and a position which completely denied the legitimacy of nationalist aspi-

rations (Luxemburg 1976 [1909]). 

 The legacy of these debates on the national question was subsequently invoked 

to analyze the situation of blacks in the United States. Prior to 1928, the Communist 

Party of the United States had attributed no special role or status to blacks (or other 

“national minorities”) within the general class struggle. Comintern (aka the Third 

International or the Communist International) discussions between 1928 and 1930, 

however, resulted in the “Black Nation Thesis”: that blacks in the southern region 

known as the Black Belt (supposedly named for the soil) constituted a nation and were 

therefore entitled to “self- determination”— including the right of political secession. 

Blacks in the North were considered an oppressed “national minority” whose salva-

tion was to be sought in solidarity with white workers in the struggle for socialism 

(Allen 1974). 

 The criteria for the thesis were drawn from a 1908 pamphlet by Joseph Stalin, 

who had proposed a formula of four defining characteristics of a nation: 

 A nation is a historically constituted, stable community of people, formed on 

the basis of a common language, territory, economic life, and psychological 

make- up, manifested in a common culture. 

 (Stalin 1975 [1908], 22) 

 In 1928 what Stalin said was not to be questioned. The Black Nation Thesis was 

both dogmatic and inapplicable to the United States, but it was adopted anyway, in 
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an eff ort to resolve contradictions within the Communist Party due to racism. Most 

important, it was intended to help the party compete with Garveyism and other sup-

posedly “bourgeois” separatist trends in the black community. 

 The Communist Party adhered only fitfully to this increasingly marginal analysis. 

Between 1936 and the early 1950s, the right to self- determination was subordinated 

to the New Deal and the war against fascism. 35  Between 1955 and 1959, the party 

moved to discard the thesis entirely, recognizing that black migration from the South 

had eroded its political viability. After dying this slow death, the thesis was exhumed 

by various Marxist- Leninist groups in the 1970s (Revolutionary Union n.d.; October 

League 1976). There never was any consensus about the application, or indeed the 

meaning, of the Black Nation Thesis on the Marxist- Leninist left. 

 Lacking an orthodox Marxist theory of racism, and unable to examine U.S. 

society without a comforting pillow of citations from the “classics,” Marxists of all 

varieties have performed some strenuous theoretical labor in their efforts to apply the 

literature on the “national question” to racial dynamics in the United States. The 

general practice has been to substitute national categories for racial ones. The cor-

responding political rights, such as self- determination for “legitimate” nations, can 

then be asserted. The result has been confusion and endless debate over the appro-

priate criteria for “nationhood.” 36  For Marxist- Leninists, nation- based approaches 

became little more than a convenient way to deal with the messy and undertheorized 

concepts of race and racism. 

  Internal Colonialism:  The internal colonialism perspective has been applied to 

nationalist movements in many countries, among them France, Peru, South Africa, 

and Great Britain (Cotler 1970; Berger 1972; Wolpe 1975; Hechter 1998 [1975]). In 

the United States, the concept achieved great currency in the late 1960s and early 

1970s (although earlier formulations, such as that of Cruse, can be found), when 

various writers employed it to account for the upsurge in racial minority militance. 

The radical nationalist movements that (re)surfaced in black, Latin@, Native Ameri-

can, and Asian American communities at this time generally rejected reform- oriented 

politics, preferring to link their struggles with those of such national liberation move-

ments as the Vietnamese, Algerian, or Chinese revolutions. 

 Internal colonialism approaches attempted the synthesis of different aspects of 

racial oppression: economic, political, and cultural, through the invocation of a colo-

nial model. In most cases they appealed as well to nationalist forms of mobilization 

against this generalized system of oppression. Among the elements of internal colo-

nialism which analysts identified were: 

 • A colonial  geography  emphasizing the territoriality or spatial arrangement of 

population groups along racial lines; 

 • A dynamic of  cultural domination and resistance,  in which racial categories were 

utilized to distinguish between antagonistic colonizing and colonized groups, 

and conversely, to emphasize the essential cultural unity and autonomy of each; 



92 p a r a d i g m s  o f  r a c e

 • A system of  superexploitation,  understood as a process by which extra- economic 

coercion was applied to the racially identifi ed colonized group, with the aim of 

increasing the economic resources appropriated by the colonizers. 

 • Institutionalization of  externally- based control,  such that the racially identifi ed 

colonized group is organized in essential political and administrative aspects by 

the colonizers or their agents. 

 In some cases militant groups themselves adopted analyses of their conditions and 

demands based on internal colonialism arguments; in others, scholarly treatments 

brought these perspectives to bear. Notable studies were devoted to the black and 

Chican@ communities (Moore 1970; Barrera, Muñoz, and Ornelas 1972; Barrera 

2002 [1979]; Flores 1973; Allen 1990 [1970]; Ture [Carmichael] and Hamilton 1992 

[1967]). 

 Internal colonialists argued that the ghetto and barrio were in fact colonized ter-

ritory (Boggs 1970). Robert Blauner’s  Racial Oppression in America  is probably the 

most familiar general discussion of race in the U.S. written from an internal colo-

nialism perspective, and the one most “tailored” to U.S. conditions (Blauner 2001 

[1972], 2011). 37  Blauner had two central preoccupations: The first was to provide 

theoretical arguments with which to counter the dominant ethnicity paradigm of 

race in the United States. The second crucial commitment in Blauner’s work was his 

identification with the radical nationalist politics of the 1960s. Blauner acknowledged 

the intellectual influence of movement theory and practice on his work, and coun-

terposed its radical depth to the complacency of the ethnicity- oriented sociology he 

criticized. 38  He explicitly sought to deepen radical nationalist practice by grafting 

internal colonialism theory onto it. 

 Blauner employed the distinction between “colonized and immigrant minori-

ties” to criticize the ethnic group paradigm. By “colonized” minorities he meant 

those whose presence in the United States was the result of “forced entry,” a crite-

rion that seeks to distinguish between those (Africans and Latin Americans) whose 

entry into the country was the direct result of processes of colonialism and slav-

ery and those (Europeans) who “became ethnic groups and minorities within the 

United States by the essentially voluntary movements of individuals and families” 

(2001 [1972], 55). In using the distinction between coerced and voluntary migra-

tion, superimposing it, so to speak, on the race/ethnicity distinction, Blauner was 

on somewhat shaky ground. The line between coerced and voluntary migration is far 

from clear: consider the Irish emigrations in the 1840s, for example, or Jewish emi-

grations from Russia at the turn of the 20th century. In these cases, mass starvation 

(imposed by the British as a form of what we today might call “ethnic cleansing”) 

and widespread pogroms (organized campaigns of murder, rape, and expulsions 

of impoverished and stigmatized people), seem to be sufficiently violent, and to 

cause sufficient desperation, to qualify as coercive practices, even if their monstros-

ity does not fully attain the levels of predation and mass murder achieved by the 
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Atlantic slave trade. 39  Further problems arise when we consider Asian immigration: 

coerced or voluntary, racial or ethnic? When we apply the Blauner’s approach to 

contemporary patterns of global racism and migration, still other difficulties arise, 

for example: massive trafficking of living human bodies (preponderantly women) 

to the United States that combines coerced and voluntary dimensions; refugee and 

asylum policies shaped by U.S. government  realpolitik;  and post- 1965 shifts in 

“voluntary” immigration from Africa, the Philippines, the Caribbean, and China 

(Zolberg 2008). 

 In respect to Blauner’s second point of emphasis, derived chiefly from the militant 

black politics of the late 1960s— his “basic thesis that the most important expressions 

of protest in the black community reflect the colonized status of Afro- America” (2001 

[1972], 89)— the internal colonialism approach also fares poorly, especially in a more 

contemporary perspective. None of the protest phenomena Blauner cites (ghetto 

riots, cultural nationalism, ghetto- based “community control” movements) neces-

sitates the internal colonialism perspective as an analytical framework. For example, 

ghetto uprisings have been explained as an extension of “normal” politics when insti-

tutionalized channels of political expression are blocked (Piven and Cloward 1978). 

As the 1992 Los Angeles riots showed, urban revolt is now a multiracial phenomenon: 

black, brown, and even a bit white, and with Asians often targeted along with whites 

(Rutten 1992; Gooding- Williams 1993; Kim 2008). 

 What is “nationalist” about race- based social movements is a matter of consider-

able ambiguity and debate. Ghetto community control demands have proved subject 

to quite moderate (or “reformist”) interpretation, besides proving to be at best “too 

little, too late” as key decisions about the cities’ fate are made elsewhere. There is 

nothing inherently democratic about “community control”; it should be remem-

bered that Richard Nixon was a major proponent of affirmative action, community 

control, and black capitalism, all of which he rearticulated to serve as “divide and 

conquer” strategies for the diffusion and demobilization of the black power move-

ment  (Perlstein 2008; Goldberg and Griffey, eds. 2010; Hill and Rabig, eds. 2012). At 

best, such programs can provide employment and training, and, of course, support 

for progressive sectors of the “black bourgeoisie” (see Cross 1974). At worst, such 

demands provide grounds for rearticulation in new right or neoconservative analyses 

and programs, for example to provide code words for opposition to busing or welfare 

rights. 

 Blauner’s internal colonialism approach neglected the cleavages that exist within 

communities of color, notably class-  and gender- based ones. He did not address 

inter- group rivalries either: “black–brown” and black–Asian conflicts, for example. 

Finally, the extensive “hybridization” of racial cultures in the U.S. societies went 

largely untheorized. Though it is hardly as complete as an ethnicity theorist like 

Glazer might wish to argue, the extensive mixture of racial identities and communi-

ties in the (still very segregated) United States casts doubt on the internal colonialism 

analogy in respect to territoriality, at the very least. 40  Racial hybridity also suggests 
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limits to other elements of the nation- based paradigm in the U.S. context. The cul-

tural domination/cultural autonomy tension so central to cultural nationalism, for 

example, appears to be but one element of a broader cultural dynamic that includes 

both the distinctiveness and the interaction of whiteness, blackness, and brownness, 

at a minimum. In the same way, the concept of “superexploitation,” something 

central to Marxist accounts of race and nation, does not adequately address con-

temporary economic developments which include marginalization and permanent 

dependency for many, on the one hand, and significant “upward mobility” for some, 

on the other. 

 In many respects, then, there are limits to nation- based approaches to race. It is 

quite understandable why the epochal history of racial nationalism— notably black 

nationalism— was grafted onto or analogized to the national liberation struggles that 

swept the planet during the post- World War II period. The political affinities between 

domestic, U.S.- based racial freedom struggles and the anti- colonial battles of Viet-

nam, Algeria, and elsewhere, were linkages and overlaps of great resonance and 

importance. But because accords were grounded in political considerations and not 

theoretically or analytically worked out, they could not sustain the internal colonialist 

version of nation- based racial theory. 

 Some Critical Remarks on the Nation- Based Paradigm 

 How eff ectively does the nation- based paradigm account for racial dynamics? In 

fact, the connection is tenuous. Both the U.S. system of racial oppression and colo-

nial systems of racial rule composed of colonizers and colonized made use of racial 

distinctions. But in the present period the two cannot be compared in more than 

a general way. All the specifi cally national aspects of the internal colonialism per-

spective (geography, culture, extra- economic coercion, and external political rule), 

while remaining true in a general fashion, are contradictory and problematic when 

examined in detail. While segregation is still extensive, it varies widely by class and 

racial category; culture is racially hybridized to an unprecedented degree. As we have 

already noted, extra- economic coercion, what David Harvey calls “accumulation by 

dispossession” (Harvey 2004) is a general feature of neoliberalism, and not only a 

matter of structural racism; and external political rule also operates fairly compre-

hensively under the present- day oligarchical regime of the United States. 

 Racial oppression and white supremacy retain their power, but these patterns and 

social structures have been reorganized and rearticulated over the post- World War II 

period, and especially since the late 1960s, in ways that render the nation- based 

paradigm of race problematic. As applied to the contemporary United States (with 

significant if partial exceptions such as Native American conditions or the cases of 

Puerto Rico and Hawai’i), the appeal of nationalism, in political practice or in theory, 

appears to be limited. This is true across the board: for the various cultural national-

isms, for Marxist accounts, and for internal colonialism theories as well. In our view, 
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the nation- based paradigm of race is an important component of our understand-

ing of race: in highlighting “peoplehood,” collective identity, it “invents tradition” 

(Hobsbawm and Ranger, eds. 1983) and “imagines community” (Anderson 1998). 

Nation- based understandings of race provide affective identification: They prom-

ise a sense of ineffable connection within racially identified groups; they engage in 

“collective representation” (Durkheim 2014). The tropes of “soul,” of “folk,” of 

 hermanos/hermanas unidos/unidas  uphold Duboisian themes. They channel Martí’s 

hemispheric consciousness (Martí 1977 [1899]); and Vasconcelos’s ideas of  la raza 

cosmica  (1979; Stavans 2011). In communities and movements, in the arts and pop-

ular media, as well as universities and colleges (especially in ethnic studies) these 

frameworks of peoplehood play a vital part in maintaining a sense of racial solidarity, 

however uneven or partial. 

 So the nation- based paradigm remains valuable, but cannot capture the complex-

ity of U.S. racial dynamics across the board. In this respect it parallels the other two 

paradigms we have discussed: ethnicity- based theory and class- based theory. Because 

it is based on a reductionism of race— in this case to the idea of “peoplehood”— it 

cannot grasp the phenomenon comprehensively. 

 Unlike many of the old colonial nations, and possibly because it was created in 

an anti- colonial revolution, the U.S. political scene allows insurgent racial national-

isms little space. It does preserve and protect  white  racial nationalism, not only as a 

popular ideology, but as a respectable intellectual position. This is visible not only on 

the political and academic right- wing (Swain 2002; Walters 2003), but also among 

centrist and liberal scholars, including those identified with the ethnicity paradigm 

(Glazer 1997; Thernstrom and Thernstrom 1999; Lipset 2003 [1963]). White racial 

nationalism remains the bedrock of the U.S. right wing, and much of its liberal cen-

ter as well (Amadae 2003). This normalization of whiteness is often quite invisible 

to leading U.S. nationalists, who prefer to celebrate “western civilization” and the 

“triumph of democracy” (Smith 2003). 41  

 Insurgent nationalisms tend to  reduce  race to a taken- for- granted “peoplehood,” 

but they do take it seriously. They do not dismiss it as a mask for something else, 

as do both the ethnicity-  and class- based approaches. Yet insurgent variants of the 

nation- based paradigm of race fail to demonstrate the existence of relatively homo-

geneous black, brown, or other colonized “nations,” notably internally colonized 

peoples whose claims to “self- determination” in the United States might be logical 

and workable. 42  Despite the ongoing realities of structural racism, the vast increase 

in the incarcerated black and brown population over the past three decades, and the 

deepening of economic inequality since the onset of the great recession in 2008, U.S. 

communities of color remain highly stratified by class and gender, vastly differenti-

ated by age cohorts, and more hybridized culturally— as well as through mixed- race 

relationships and identities— than was ever the case before. Therefore nation- based 

accounts cannot sustain the argument that the ghettos and barrios are so thoroughly 

and structurally separated from U.S. society overall that they could be reorganized in 
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democratic and egalitarian fashion along the lines of “self- determination “and “com-

munity control.” While these notions may have some emotional resonance for those 

who are simply “sick and tired of being sick and tired” (Nappy Roots 2003), in practi-

cal terms such measures would represent the opposite of an emancipatory solution to 

problems of segregation, isolation, and exploitation. Not that practical measures of 

this type are feasible, but if they were, they would more likely take the form of South 

African “bantustans” or “townships” than they would of liberated territory. 

 Nation- based theories of race still practice epiphenomenalism. They treat race as 

a manifestation of “peoplehood”— and thus still reduce it to a something supposedly 

more fundamental. We argue that race is not a mask for something else. It cannot 

be reduced to the “true” national identity of a racially categorized  people— as the 

nation- based paradigm would claim. It cannot be reduced to cultural differences— as 

the ethnicity- based paradigm suggests. And it cannot be reduced to a type of inequal-

ity either— as the class- based paradigm suggests. Although race contains all these 

dimensions, it exceeds them all as well. 

 Perhaps it is the very inability of the nation- based account to specify precisely 

what exactly is “national” about racial oppression in the United States that leads it 

to lend a certain primacy and integrity to racial phenomena. The ethnicity and class 

paradigms, working from more secure assumptions about the “primacy” of their par-

adigmatic categories, tend to dissolve the unity of racially constituted groups more 

easily than the nation paradigm does. 

 Notes 

  1. Imperialism and conquest had been inherent in the making of modern European nations 

themselves. Even today many European nations are uneasy aggregations of distinct peo-

ples forged by conquest: consider Scots or Catalan nationalisms today, for example. The 

transoceanic imperial adventures of the European powers were therefore extensions of 

earlier transitions to nation- states. Though that process was already well underway, it was 

expanded signifi cantly after the politically foundational Treaties of Westphalia ended the 

Thirty- Years War in 1648 (Bobbitt 2002; Geary 2002). 

  2. For an overview of the linkages between U.S. and global racial politics, see Winant 2001. A 

substantial literature now links domestic racial policy and U.S. foreign policy in respect to 

the international coordination of racial rule. For example, the CIA worked with the BOSS, 

the apartheid- era South African secret police. On the fl ip side of this, these linkages were 

also recognized by radical democratic oppositions: SNCC, the South African ANC or 

Algerian FLN, and many other anti- racist and antiwar organizations around the world 

explicitly made these connections, especially during the 1960s (Dudziak 2011; Kelley 

2003; Singh 2004; Hanchard 2006; Prashad 2007). Movement eff orts to identify anti- 

imperial struggles in the “Third World” (the then- current term for the Global South), 

with anti- racism politics on the domestic front (“in the belly of the beast”) have a very long 

history. 

  3. Debates on the dynamics of whiteness are extensive. We recognize the importance of 

“privilege” in the constitution of whiteness, but resist the reduction of white identity to 
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 nothing more  than privilege. We note that while whites generally benefi t materially from 

racism and thus have an interest in perpetuating it (Harris 1993; Lipsitz 2006), they are 

also hurt by racism and therefore have contrary interests in reducing or ending it. Con-

sider: about 750,000 Americans died in the Civil War, for example; the majority of them 

were white (Faust 2009; Gugliotta 2012). 

  4. In Europe as well, citizenship rights were only gradually extended (and even more 

gradually granted in practice) to immigrants, Jews, and nonwhites. In Germany  jus san-

guinis  policies were continued from the formation of the nation, through the Third Reich, 

and into the establishment of the EU, when they were fi nally relaxed only in the 1990s 

(Brubaker 1992). French “racial diff erentialism” (Taguieff  1999, 2001) struggles in vain to 

reconcile the exclusion and despair of the  banlieues  with the Jacobin/Napoleonic legacies 

of assimilationism and secularism (Wieviorka 1995; Noiriel 1996; Silverstein 2004). 

  5. South Africa explicitly institutionalized the  herrenvolk  model, fi rst piecemeal, and then 

systematically after 1948. All the European empires struggled to distinguish between met-

ropolitans/citizens and colonials/natives, especially as mixed- race populations expanded, 

miscegenation became commonplace, and “creoles,” “wogs,” “kaffi  rs,” “beurs,” and “Indos” 

established themselves in London, Paris, Lisbon, Amsterdam, and elsewhere (Stoler 2002). 

  6. There are more women than men in the United States, and for the fi rst time, more women 

than men in the U.S. labor force. 

  7. What few legal, political, or cultural constraints there were on Indian expulsions or land 

seizures were ignored in practice. The most famous case was Andrew Jackson defi ance 

of the Supreme Court’s ruling in  Worcester v Georgia  (31 U.S. 515, 1832): writing for 

the Court, Chief Justice John Marshall ruled that the Cherokee were a sovereign nation 

and therefore not subject to the Indian Removal Act, which Jackson supported. Jackson’s 

famous response was, “Justice Marshall has made his decision. Let him enforce it now 

if he can.” Jackson’s defi ance paved the way for the “Trail of Tears” forced march of the 

Cherokee from their homes in Georgia to the Oklahoma territory. See Rogin 1991. 

  8. Neither race nor class were ever fully worked- out and defi nitive characteristics of the 

early U.S. social system: from the early days the presence of free blacks, the abolitionist 

impulse, and the extensive overlap between the categories of “servant” and “slave” had 

both intensifi ed and muddied the waters of racial despotism (Roediger 2007 [1991]). And 

the ill- defi ned and preliminary forms of capitalist development also vitiated clear distinc-

tions of class: who or what was a “worker” and who a “servant” was being determined in 

the shoe factories of Lynn, Massachusetts, at the same time that the slave system was shap-

ing U.S. exports, shipping, and investment opportunities (Dawley 2000 [1975]). Although 

most slaves were rural laborers, there was also industrial slavery (Starobin 1970) and of 

course extensive domestic slavery (mainly but not entirely female). 

  9. Brown (1998) provides a good overview of the historiography of gender and race in early 

North America, focusing on its late emergence under the infl uence of the civil rights and 

second- wave feminist movements. See also Hodes 1997; Gordon 2001; Gilmore 1996; and 

Bederman 1996 on the intersections of race, gender, and national identity in the United 

States. Mosse 1997 (1981); Radhakrishnan 1992; Stoler 2002; and McClintock 1995 link 

race, gender, and nation in the global context of imperialism. 

 10. A word to which we object, since it signifi es “misbreeding.” It was “coined in the election 

of 1864 by Northern Democrats, who used it to denounce Lincoln Republicans as advo-

cates of interracial sex” (Woodward 1998). 
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 11. As Martha Hodes (1997) has shown, in the slave South before the Civil War, there existed 

many varieties of intimate relationships, including marriages, between white women and 

black men. After the war, the southern regime became far more brutal and terroristic, in 

the age of the KKK and under the command of Judge Lynch. By then a great deal of 

interracial breeding had occurred. Mixed- race identity undermined and threatened the 

system of racial classifi cation on which slavery and Jim Crow were based. After the war 

interracial liaisons grew far more dangerous, and white antagonism to them became ever 

more irrational and violent. See also Williamson 1986. 

 12. Urged on by the Kennedy administration and various liberal foundations and policy 

groups, SNCC had deeply committed itself to voter registration work in Mississippi. In 

return it was subject to unremitting KKK violence. The torture and murders of the three 

SNCC workers Chaney, Goodman, and Schwerner during the 1964 SNCC- led “Free-

dom Summer” project— a voting rights eff ort— were just the most publicized of these 

vicious reprisals. The Johnson administration, focused on the 1964 election and still pan-

dering to the South, off ered very little support and almost no protection to the eff ort its 

predecessor— especially Robert Kennedy— had sponsored. When the SNCC- led alter-

nate Mississippi delegation to the national convention, known as the Mississippi Freedom 

Democratic Party, arrived in Atlantic City, it was rudely dismissed. Off ered two seats in 

the state delegation, the MFDP (Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party)— led by civil 

rights hero Fannie Lou Hamer— criticized Lyndon Johnson ferociously and publically. 

SNCC went on to complete its turn, already well underway, to black power and the anti- 

imperialist left. See Payne 2007 (1995); Lee 2000; Carson 1995 (1981). 

 13. Malcolm’s assassination in February of 1965 (at the age of 40) signifi cantly narrowed the 

prospects for the creative development of black nationalist politics in the U.S. In Malcolm’s 

fi nal few years he had not only developed his own independent political orientation, but 

had also crafted the beginnings of a creative and autonomous black nationalist politics 

that combined internationalism, socialism, religious syncretism, and anti- racism. That 

approach to black nationalism would never come to fruition. See Marable 2011. 

 14. All previous race riots in U.S. history had been white attacks on people of color and their 

communities (Rucker and Upton, eds. 2006). 

 15. In 1854, for example, a National Emigration Convention was held at Pittsburgh, with 

Delany in the leadership, which called for emigration “towards those places where the 

black and colored man [sic] comprise, by population … the ruling element of the body 

politic” (Bracey, Meier, and Rudwick, eds. 1970, 93). 

 16. Immanuel Wallerstein’s term has now entered the social scientifi c canon; it intersects with 

race theory at multiple points. Original an anti- colonial sociologist of Africa, Wallerstein 

has written on race and racism fairly extensively. See Balibar and Wallerstein 2011, among 

other sources. 

 17. Peruvian sociologist Anibal Quijano (2000; see also Mignolo 2011) has developed a theory 

of “the coloniality of power” to account for the persistence of structures of unequal power 

in postcolonial societies. Quijano asks how racism, and racial categories themselves, man-

aged to survive and indeed deepen in the aftermath of colonial rule throughout the global 

South. What accounts for the resilience, not only of racial inequality and exclusion from 

the political process of, say, indigenous and African people in Peru, long after the end of 

Spanish colonialism there? 
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 18. A sixth (or seventh, depending on which events are counted) Pan- African Congress was 

held in Tanzania in 1974. 

 19. Garvey’s origins were as a labor insurgent in Jamaica. See among many statements his 

“Speech at Royal Albert Hall.” In Clarke 2011 (1974), 284–299. 

 20. Garvey visited Ku Klux Klan headquarters in June, 1922, and subsequently declared 

his agreement with the Klan that “this is a white man’s country.” He also fl irted with 

the Anglo- Saxon Clubs of America, a white supremacist group led by one John Powell. 

His connection with such groups was certainly ill- advised, but his motivation in making 

these contacts has never been suffi  ciently explained. He was obviously not in agreement 

with such groups on white supremacy itself. See Moore in Clarke, ed. 2011 (1974), 225, 

233–234. For a strong contemporary critique of authoritarianism in Garvey— and in black 

nationalism more generally— see Gilroy 2000. 

 21. Even opposing tendencies of black nationalism were infl uenced. For example, it is unlikely 

that the Communist Party would have adopted its “black nation” approach in 1928 had 

not Party leaders both in the United States and in Moscow become alarmed at Garvey’s 

successes. 

 22. On Carmichael’s 1967 meetings with Sekou Toure and Kwame Nkrumah, see Carson 1995 

(1981), 276. Carmichael later founded a small Pan- Africanist party in the United States, 

the All African Peoples Revolutionary Party. 

 23. See Fredrickson 1995; Comaroff  and Comaroff  1991, 1997. Of course, there were some 

exceptions. We have already mentioned U.S. black colonization movements. The early 

involvement of George Washington Williams— an extraordinary 19th- century U.S. black 

activist and intellectual— in the eff ort to curtail the genocidal practices in the Congo of King 

 Leopold II of Belgium, also deserves notice. See Hochschild 1998; Franklin 1998 (1985). 

 24. In Angola, the U.S. and the USSR fought a “hot” proxy war for a quarter- century: from 

1975 to 2002. Angola, a major oil- producing state, became independent in 1975 after Por-

tugal’s decrepit fascist regime was overthrown, largely by colonial soldiers disgusted with 

counterinsurgency warfare in Portugal’s African colonies. Two anti- imperialist Angolan 

movements, the MPLA and the National Union for the Total Independence of Angola 

(UNITA), then commenced a brutal civil war for control of the resource- rich country. The 

MPLA, a Marxist group, received support from the USSR; the UNITA declared itself 

“anti- communist” and gained U.S. backing. Neighboring South Africa— a U.S. ally and 

then still an apartheid state— invaded in support of UNITA. Cuba, a USSR ally, sent in 

troops in support of the MPLA. The MPLA achieved victory only in 2002; an estimated 

500,000 people died, and the country was largely destroyed. 

 25. The U.S. steadily backed the apartheid regime on Cold War grounds, branding the oppo-

sition ANC as communist, maintaining clandestine CIA ties with BOSS (the South Africa 

Bureau of State Security), and resisting a rising movement for democratization at home 

that included an anti- corporate boycott campaign and extensive civil disobedience. The 

fall of the regime was met with great excitement in the U.S., especially in the black com-

munity. Still, within the Pan- Africanist current there were echoes of the divisions that 

had arisen over Angola: right- wing support for Inkatha, and Afrocentrist support for the 

South African Pan- Africanist Congress, the organization founded by Robert Sobukwe in 

opposition to the “non-racialism” of the ANC. On Sobukwe see Pogrund 1991; Fredrick-

son 1991. 
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 26. NEPAD has been strongly criticized from the left as a new sub- imperialist cartel in which 

South Africa dominates but Nigeria, Algeria, and the Organization of African Unity 

(OAU) also play important roles (Bond 2002, 2010). 

 27. Cruse’s contention that the demand for “public ownership” of the cultural apparatus 

formed the basis for a new revolutionary nationalist politics was unrealistic. The  inte-

gration  of the U.S. cultural apparatus, on the other hand, proved possible, though not 

without ongoing struggle. A more conservative version of black cultural nationalism, akin 

to notions of “black capitalism,” may be seen here. Robert Allen has noted the hegemonic 

dimensions of this process (Allen 1990 [1970], 179). Political battles within hip- hop, and 

struggles over TV and Hollywood “production values” with respect to race/class/gender, 

were all prefi gured in Cruse’s work. 

 28. A vast cultural nationalist literature seeks to establish links between U.S. black  habitus  and 

the (sometimes idealized and stereotyped) African motherland. Discussions here often 

intersect with long- standing debates in the anthropology of race. See Asante 1998; Moses 

1998; Glaude, ed. 2002. 

 29. For a systematic treatment of the relationship over historical time between U.S. imperial-

ism in Latin America and the emergence of Latin@ politics at home, see Gonzalez 2011 

[2001]. 

 30. To a large extent the presence on U.S. college and university campuses of ethnic studies 

departments and programs, multicultural centers, and recognized race- based organiza-

tions of various kinds is the product of these actions. Though still uneven and sometimes 

beleaguered in budgetary battles and ideological disputes, the institutionalization of eth-

nic studies has been a tremendous political and cultural accomplishment, responsible for 

reshaping the race consciousness of millions of U.S. students, by no means only students 

of color, across the United States for nearly half a century. Today, ethnic studies— and the 

teaching about race and racism in general— faces new challenges, and new attempts to 

curtail it as well. See Winant 2006; Alcoff  2012). 

 31. See  El Plan de Santa Barbara,  adopted April 1969 (Chican@ Coordinating Council on 

Higher Education, 1969). 

 32. Marlon Riggs’s documentary fi lm  Color Adjustment  (1992) traces the transformation of 

U.S. television from its all- white beginnings in the late 1940s through its various racial 

confl icts and accommodations up to the late 1980s. 

 33. The European “empires within” (Austria- Hungary and Tsarist Russia particularly) were 

the main objects of these debates. External colonies drew less attention, but were certainly 

not ignored, especially in the work of Luxemburg. 

 34. Lenin sought to place these “national” confl icts in their international “class” context: 

the relationship between the proletariat of the “oppressor” nation and the proletariat of 

the “oppressed” nation (the so- called “aristocracy of labor”) was also one of exploitation 

(Lenin 1970 [1915]). Lenin’s ideas on self- determination are productively compared to 

Woodrow Wilson’s— who made this concept central to his position at the 1919 Versailles 

conference— by Nikhil Pal Singh (2004, 31). 

 35. As is well- known, the CPUSA undertook some torturous reversals during these years, 

moving from sectarian attacks on other leftist groups during 1928–1935, then embrac-

ing its former rivals in a “popular front” posture until 1939, then attacking them again 

during the period of the Hitler–Stalin pact (1939–1941), and then making common cause 
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with leftists and liberals after Germany attacked the Soviet Union in June of 1941. These 

reversals alienated many left- oriented black nationalists, as they did other anti- racists and 

progressives. See Robinson 2000 (1983) for the defi nitive analysis and background on these 

matters. 

 36. Some of the analyses are tragically humorous. The Communist Labor Party, a Marxist- 

Leninist group, understood the black nation in the following manner: 

  Owing to the specifi cs of the rise of USNA [United States of North America] 

imperialism and the history of the Black Belt of the South, there arose a nation, 

oppressed by USNA imperialism, whose social root and base was the aforemen-

tioned Negro people … Now, when referring to the nation, we use the term Negro 

and mean national and not color … In the sense of national, Negroes are both the 

“black” majority and “white” minority. (Peery 1975, 11) 

  One can well imagine the success of eff orts to organize both blacks and whites in the South 

on the basis of their common identity as “Negroes.” 

 37. Blauner’s approach infl uenced us very deeply. We pay tribute to him in Omi and Winant 

2012. Of course this work, like other “internal colonialism” analyses, can be criticized as 

well. Blauner departs from the original meaning of the term “colonialism,” as Michael 

Burawoy (1974, 546) has argued. Burawoy off ers a defi nition of colonialism that reasserts 

the criterion of territoriality in terms which no “internal” application can satisfy: 

  Colonialism may be defi ned as the conquest and administration by a “metro-

politan country” of a geographically separate territory in order to utilize available 

resources (usually human or natural) for the creation of surplus which is repatri-

ated to the metropolis. 

 38. “My own developing framework,” Blauner writes, “probably owes more to the social 

movements of the oppressed than to standard sociology” (2001 [1972], viii). 

 39. Blauner is not unaware that economic suff ering and political persecution in their coun-

tries of origin impelled much immigration to the United States, but he notes that these 

problems, however dire, did not force their victims to come to the U.S.  specifi cally.  Many 

European emigrants headed for South America, for example. This seems to us an inad-

equate foundation on which to rest so important a distinction. 

 40. Ralph Ellison writes, 

  What, by the way, are we to make of a white youngster who, with a transistor radio 

screaming a Stevie Wonder tune glued to his ear, shouts racial epithets at black 

youngsters trying to swim at a public beach— and this in the name of the ethnic 

sanctity of what has been declared a neighborhood turf? (1995 [1986]) 

  

  Charles Gallagher writes, 

  An adolescent white male at a bar mitzvah wears a FUBU shirt while his white 

friend preens his tightly set, perfectly braided corn rows. A black model dressed in 

yachting attire peddles a New England yuppie boating look in Nautica advertise-

ments. It is quite unremarkable to observe whites, Asians, or African Americans 

with dyed purple, blond, or red hair. White, black, and Asian students decorate 

their bodies with tattoos of Chinese characters and symbols. In cities and suburbs, 

young adults across the color line wear hip- hop clothing and listen to white rapper 
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Eminem and black rapper Jay- Z. A north Georgia branch of the NAACP installs 

a white biology professor as its president. The music of Jimi Hendrix is used to 

sell Apple Computers. Du- Rag kits [sic], complete with bandana headscarf and 

elastic headband are on sale for $2.95 at hip- hop clothing stores and theme parks 

like Six Flags. Salsa has replaced ketchup as the best- selling condiment in the 

United States … (2003, 22–23; see also Wimsatt 1994) 

 41. Some writers— for example, Samuel P. Huntington— do argue unabashedly that U.S. civic 

culture was founded on White Anglo- Saxon Protestant values, and that the ticket for inclu-

sion in “our” society remains full adherence to those values (Huntington 2005). 

 42. With the partial exceptions of the Puerto Rican, Native Hawai’ian, and Native American 

peoples, who have more credible claims as racialized nations because of their history of 

U.S. occupation. 
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 C H A P T E R  4 

 The Theory of Racial Formation 

 Race is a way of “making up people.” 1  The very act of defi ning racial groups is a pro-

cess fraught with confusion, contradiction, and unintended consequences. Concepts 

of race prove to be unreliable as supposed boundaries shift, slippages occur, realign-

ments become evident, and new collectivities emerge. State- imposed classifi cations 

of race, for example, face continuing challenges by individuals and groups who seek 

to assert distinctive racial categories and identities. Historical shifts in scientifi c 

knowledge, in fi elds ranging from physical anthropology to the genomic sciences, 

fuel continuing debates about what race may or may not mean as an indicator of 

human variation. While such debates and reformulations regarding the concept of 

race initially occur in specifi c institutional arenas, public spaces, or academic fi elds, 

their consequences are often dramatic and reverberate broadly throughout society. 

 Race- making can also be understood as a process of “othering.” Defining groups 

of people as “other” is obviously not restricted to distinctions based on race. Gen-

der, class, sexuality, religion, culture, language, nationality, and age, among other 

perceived distinctions, are frequently evoked to justify structures of inequality, dif-

ferential treatment, subordinate status, and in some cases violent conflict and war. 

Classifying people as other, and making use of various perceived attributes in order 

to do so, is a universal phenomenon that also classifies (and works to amalgamate and 

homogenize) those who do the classifying (Blumer 1958). “Making up people” is 

both basic and ubiquitous. As social beings, we must categorize people so as to be able 

to “navigate” in the world— to discern quickly who may be friend or foe, to position 

and situate ourselves within prevailing social hierarchies, and to provide clues that 

guide our social interactions with the individuals and groups we encounter. 

 But while the act of categorizing people and assigning different attributes to such 

categories may be universal, the categories themselves are subject to enormous varia-

tion over historical time and space. The definitions, meanings, and overall coherence 

of prevailing social categories are always subject to multiple interpretations. No social 

category rises to the level of being understood as a fixed, objective, social fact. 

 One might imagine, for example, that the category of a person’s “age” (as measured 

in years) is an objective social category. But even this familiar concept’s meaning var-

ies across time and space. In many societies where the elderly are venerated and highly 

valued as leaders and living repositories of wisdom, individuals tend to overstate their 

age in years. By contrast, people in the youth- oriented United States tend to under-

state how old they are. Processes of classification, including self- classification, are 
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reflective of specific social structures, cultural meanings and practices, and of broader 

power relations as well. 

 The definitions of specific categories are framed and contested from “above” 

and “below.” The social identities of marginalized and subordinate groups, for 

example, are both imposed from above by dominant social groups and/or state insti-

tutions, and constituted from below by these groups themselves as expressions of 

self- identification and resistance to dominant forms of categorization. In any given 

historical moment, one can understand a social category’s prevailing meaning, but 

such understandings can also be erroneous or transitory. They are often no more 

than the unstable and tentative result of the dynamic engagement between “elite” and 

“street” definitions and meanings. 

 Race as a Master Category 

 It is now widely accepted in most scholarly fi elds that race is a  social construction.  

Simply stating that race is socially constructed, however, begs a number of important 

questions. How is race constructed? How and why do racial defi nitions and meanings 

change over time and place? And perhaps most important, what role does race play 

within the broader social system in which it is embedded? 

 With respect to this last question, we advance what may seem an audacious claim. 

We assert that in the United States,  race is a master category — a fundamental concept 

that has profoundly shaped, and continues to shape, the history, polity, economic 

structure, and culture of the United States. Obviously, some clarification is in order. 

We are not suggesting that race is a transcendent category— something that stands 

above or apart from class, gender, or other axes of inequality and difference. The lit-

erature on intersectionality has clearly demonstrated the mutual determination and 

co- constitution of the categories of race, class, gender, and sexual orientation. It is not 

possible to understand the (il)logic of any form of social stratification, any practice 

of cultural marginalization, or any type of inequality or human variation, without 

appreciating the deep, complex, comingling, interpenetration of race, class, gender, 

and sexuality. In the cauldron of social life, these categories come together; they are 

profoundly transformed in the process. 2  

 We hold these truths of intersectional analysis to be self- evident. But we also 

believe that race has played a unique role in the formation and historical develop-

ment of the United States. Since the historical encounter of the hemispheres and 

the onset of transatlantic enslavement were the fundamental acts of race- making, 

since they launched a global and world- historical process of “making up people” that 

constituted the modern world, race has become the  template  of both difference and 

inequality. This is a world- historical claim, but here we develop it only in the context 

of the United States. 

 We suggest that the establishment and reproduction of different regimes of 

domination, inequality, and difference in the United States have consciously drawn 
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upon concepts of difference, hierarchy, and marginalization based on race. The geno-

cidal policies and practices directed towards indigenous peoples in the conquest and 

settlement of the “new world,” and towards African peoples in the organization of 

racial slavery, combined to form a template, a master frame, that has perniciously 

shaped the treatment and experiences of other subordinated groups as well. This 

template includes not only the technologies (economic, political, cultural) of exploi-

tation, domination, and deracination; it also includes the technologies of resistance: 

self- activity (James et al., 1958); “ liberté, égalité, fraternité ,” sisterhood, and abolition 

democracy (Du Bois 2007 [1935]). 

 Consider the questions of class and gender. Historically in the United States, 

race has provided a master category for understanding the definition of class and the 

patterns of class consciousness, mobilization, and organization. Class stratification in 

the United States has been profoundly affected by race and racism, and the reproduc-

tion of class inequalities is inextricably linked to the maintenance of white supremacy. 

Race has shaped the meaning of such concepts as work and worker, labor and employ-

ment, master and servant, supervisor and subordinate (Roediger 2007 [1991]). Race 

is a fundamental organizing principle of social stratification. It has influenced the 

definition of rights and privileges, the distribution of resources, and the ideologies 

and practices of subordination and oppression. The concept of race as a marker of 

difference has permeated all forms of social relations. It is a template for the processes 

of marginalization that continue to shape social structures as well as collective and 

individual psyches. Drawing upon social psychology and mind science research that 

explores mechanisms of “othering,” john a. powell and Stephen Menendian assert: 

“Without being identical, most of the forms of marginalization and stratification in 

society share a common set of heuristics and structure, which is patterned on race” 

(powell and Menendian n.d.). 

 From conquest and slavery on, racial parallels and racial “crossings” have shaped 

gender relations. Women and slaves were at best lower- status humans, at worst not 

human at all. They were both subject to chattelization. Their labor was coerced and 

unremunerated; they were physically brutalized. Although there were, of course, very 

distinct and widely varied experiences of subordination among different classes of 

women and of blacks, the objectification of both groups was near- total. Repression 

of women’s autonomy, intellect, and bodily integrity was obsessive and often violent 

(Beauvoir 1989; Federici 2004). Blacks, Indians, and women were afforded very little 

recognition: Their entry into the public sphere, corporeal integrity, and intellectual 

capacity was strenuously denied. In political and legal theory, the sexual contract and 

the racial contract have been extensively compared (Goldman 1911; Rubin 1975; 

Pateman 1988; Mills 1999). 

 The corporeal distinction between white men and the others over whom they 

ruled as patriarchs and masters, then, links race to gender, and people of color to 

women. Whether they were defined by their racial status (as enslaved or “free,” black, 

Indian,  mestiz@ ), or by the patriarchal family (as daughters, wives, mothers), they 
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were corporeally stigmatized, permanently rendered as “other than,” and the pos-

sessions of, the white men who ruled. As in the case of class distinctions, evolving 

gender distinctions coincided in important ways with racial ones. In part, this too 

was corporeal: Perhaps at the core of intersectionality practice, as well as theory, is 

the “mixed- race” category. Well, how does it come about that people can be “mixed”? 

What does the presence of mixed people mean for both white and male supremacy? 

 In short, the master category of race profoundly shaped gender oppression. It 

is fascinating that this pattern of combined political influence and political tension, 

which was established in the antebellum intersection between abolitionism and early 

feminism and reproduced during the struggle for women’s suffrage and against Jim 

Crow at the turn of the 20th century, was then reiterated again in the post- World War 

II years in “intersectional” alliance and conflict between the civil rights movement 

and “second- wave” feminism. To be sure, there were many “intersections” between 

the two patterns described here. The tense and ultimately ruptural relationship 

between “first- wave” feminism and the black freedom movement around the turn of 

the 20th century is perhaps the best- known example: The (white) women’s suffrage 

movement broke with its former black allies, abandoning black women (and black 

men too) in the process, as the Jim Crow system was institutionalized in the United 

States. Southern states’ ratification of the 19th Amendment was conditional on their 

continued denial of black voting rights. Such black women activists as Ida B. Wells, 

Mary Church Terrell, and Anna Julia Cooper, as well as many lesser- known figures, 

fiercely denounced this as a betrayal. Of course, it reflected the pervasive white rac-

ism of the epoch (see Crenshaw 1991; Cooper 1998; Collins 2008 [1999]; Davis 2011 

[1983]). 

 While race is a template for the subordination and oppression of different social 

groups, we emphasize that it is also a template for resistance to many forms of mar-

ginalization and domination. The new social movements of the 1960s and 1970s, for 

example— the women’s movement, the student movement, the anti- war movement, 

the gay liberation movement— were inspired by and consciously drew upon the black 

movement’s theoretical insights, strategies, and tactics to organize their specific con-

stituencies, make political demands, and challenge existing practices of exclusion and 

subordination. These movement challenges underscore the dual- edged and dynamic 

qualities that inhere in the social category of race. These qualities are, once again, 

economic, political, and cultural technologies. They involve asserting previously 

stigmatized identities, “fusing” previously “serialized” groups (Sartre 2004), creat-

ing “commons” where resources can be shared.  “Making up people” racially, then, 

has been “portable” across U.S. history. It has spread from one oppressed group to 

another and proved transferable to other marginalized identities, social cleavages, and 

political struggles. 

 Before we can consider and fully evaluate the notion of race as a master cat-

egory of social organization in the United States, we need to think about how race 

itself is defined, what meanings are attached to it, and how it is deployed to create, 
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reproduce, or challenge racist structures. The process of race making, and its rever-

berations throughout the social order, is what we call  racial formation.  We define racial 

formation as  the sociohistorical process by which racial identities are created, lived out, 

transformed, and destroyed.  

 Our presentation of racial formation theory proceeds in several steps. First, we 

provide a concept of  racialization  to emphasize how the phenomic, the corporeal 

dimension of human bodies, acquires meaning in social life. How are corporeal dif-

ferences among humans apprehended and given meaning? Next, we advance the 

concept of  racial projects  to capture the simultaneous and co- constitutive ways that 

racial meanings are translated into social structures and become racially signified. 

Then, we discuss the problem of  racism  in an attempt to specify under what condi-

tions a racial project can be defined as  racist.  Finally, we discuss  racial politics,  the 

way society is racially organized and ruled. Here, we consider  racial despotism, racial 

democracy, and racial hegemony  as frameworks for racial rule and racial resistance. 

We suggest that in the early 21st century the hegemonic concept of race in U.S. 

society is that of “colorblindness.” The ideological hegemony of colorblindness, how-

ever, is extremely contradictory and shallow. It confronts widespread resistance and 

falls short of achieving the political stability that hegemonic projects are supposed to 

deliver. This chapter ends there; the post- World War II political trajectory of race is 

treated in detail in the chapters that follow. 

 Racialization 

 Race is often seen as a social category that is either objective or illusory. When viewed 

as an objective matter, race is usually understood as rooted in biological diff erences, 

ranging from such familiar phenomic markers as skin color, hair texture, or eye shape, 

to more obscure human variations occurring at the genetic or genomic levels. When 

viewed as an illusion, race is usually understood as an ideological construct, some-

thing that masks a more fundamental material distinction or axis of identity: our 

three paradigms of ethnicity, class, and nation typify such approaches. Thus race is 

often treated as a metonym or epiphenomenon of culture (in the ethnicity paradigm), 

inequality and stratifi cation (in the class paradigm), or primordial peoplehood (in the 

nation paradigm). 

 On the “objective” side, race is often regarded as an  essence,  as something fixed 

and concrete. The three main racial classifications of humans once posed (and now 

largely rejected) by physical anthropology— Negroid, Caucasoid, and Mongoloid— 

are examples of such an essentialist perspective. Another example is “mixed- race” 

identity: To consider an individual or group as “multiracial” or mixed race presup-

poses the existence of clear, discernible, and discrete races that have subsequently 

been combined to create a hybrid, or perhaps mongrel, identity. Here race is function-

ing as a metonym for “species,” although that connection is generally not admitted 

in the present day. 
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 While race is still popularly understood as essence, it has also been viewed as a 

mere  illusion,  especially in more recent accounts. As a purely ideological construct, 

race is considered to be unreal, a product of “false consciousness.” As we have seen 

in our discussion of class paradigms of race, both orthodox (neoclassical) econom-

ics and orthodox Marxism viewed race this way. For the former, it was an irrational 

distraction from pure, market- based considerations of value in exchange; for the 

latter it was an ideological tool that capitalists (or sometimes privileged white work-

ers) deployed to prevent the emergence of a unified working-class movement. In the 

current period, colorblind ideology— expressed, for example, in affirmative action 

debates— argues that any form of racial classification is itself inherently racist since 

race is not “real.” 

 We are critical of both positions: race as essence and race as illusion. Race is not 

something rooted in nature, something that reflects clear and discrete variations in 

human identity. But race is also not an illusion. While it may not be “real” in a bio-

logical sense, race is indeed real as a social category with definite social consequences. 

The family, as a social concept, provides an intriguing analogy to grasp the “reality” 

of race: 

 We know that families take many forms … Some family categories correspond 

to biological categories; others do not. Moreover, boundaries of family mem-

bership vary, depending on individual and institutional factors. Yet regardless 

of whether families correspond to biological definitions, social scientists 

study families and use membership in family categories in their study of other 

phenomena, such as well- being. Similarly, racial statuses, although not repre-

senting biological differences, are of sociological interest in their form, their 

changes, and their consequences. 

 (American Sociological Association 2003, 5) 

 We cannot dismiss race as a legitimate category of social analysis by simply stating 

that race is not real. With respect to race, the Thomases’s sociological dictum is still 

in force: “It is not important whether or not the interpretation is correct— if men [sic] 

defi ne situations as real, they are real in their consequences” (Thomas and Thomas 

1928, pp. 571–572). 

 One of our aims here is to disrupt and reorganize the rigid and antinomic 

framework of essence- versus- illusion in which race is theorized and debated. We 

understand race as an unstable and “decentered” complex of social meanings con-

stantly being transformed by political struggle. With this in mind, we advance the 

following definition:  Race is a concept that signifies and symbolizes social conflicts and 

interests by referring to different types of human bodies.  Although the concept of race 

invokes seemingly biologically based human characteristics (so- called phenotypes), 

selection of these particular human features for purposes of racial signification 

is always and necessarily a social and historical process. Indeed, the categories 

employed to differentiate among human beings along racial lines reveal themselves, 
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upon serious examination, to be at best imprecise, and at worst completely arbitrary. 

They may be arbitrary, but they are not meaningless. Race is strategic; race does 

ideological and political work. 

 Despite the problematic nature of racial categorization, it should be apparent 

that there is a crucial and non- reducible  visual dimension  to the definition and under-

standing of racial categories. Bodies are visually read and narrated in ways that draw 

upon an ensemble of symbolic meanings and associations. Corporeal distinctions 

are  common; they become essentialized. Perceived differences in skin color, physi-

cal build, hair texture, the structure of cheek bones, the shape of the nose, or the 

 presence/absence of an epicanthic fold are understood as the manifestations of more 

profound differences that are situated  within  racially identified persons: differences 

in such qualities as intelligence, athletic ability, temperament, and sexuality, among 

other traits. 

 Through a complex process of selection, human physical characteristics (“real” 

or imagined) become the basis to justify or reinforce social differentiation. Conscious 

or unconscious, deeply ingrained or reinvented, the making of race, the “othering” of 

social groups by means of the invocation of physical distinctions, is a key component 

of modern societies. “Making up people,” once again. This process of selection, of 

imparting social and symbolic meaning to perceived phenotypical differences, is the 

core, constitutive element of what we term “racialization.” 

 We define racialization as  the extension of racial meaning to a previously racially 

unclassified relationship, social practice, or group.  Racialization occurs in large- scale 

and small- scale ways, macro-  and micro- socially. In large- scale, even world- historical 

settings, racialization can be observed in the foundation and consolidation of the 

modern world- system: The conquest and settlement of the western hemisphere, the 

development of African slavery, and the rise of abolitionism, all involved profuse 

and profound extension of racial meanings into new social terrain. In smaller- scale 

settings as well, “making up people” or racial interpellation (a concept drawn from 

Althusser 2001 (1971) also operates as a quotidian form of racialization: Racial profil-

ing for example, may be understood as a form of racialization. Racial categories, and 

the meanings attached to them, are often constructed from pre- existing conceptual 

or discursive elements that have crystallized through the genealogies of competing 

religious, scientific, and political ideologies and projects. These are so to speak the 

raw materials of racialization. 

 To summarize thus far: Race is a concept, a representation or signification of 

identity that refers to different types of human bodies, to the perceived corporeal 

and phenotypic markers of difference and the meanings and social practices that are 

ascribed to these differences. 

 It is important to emphasize that once specific concepts of race are widely cir-

culated and accepted as a social reality, racial difference is not dependent on visual 

observation alone. Legal scholar Osagie Obasogie makes the intriguing point that 

iterative social practices give rise to “visual” understandings of race, even among 
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those who cannot see. The respondents in his study, blind since birth, “see” race 

through interpersonal and institutional socializations and practices that shape their 

perceptions of what race is (Obasogie 2013). Thus race is neither self- evident nor 

obvious as an ocular phenomenon. Instead racialization depends on meanings and 

associations that permit phenotypic distinction among human bodies. 

 Some may argue that if the concept of race is so nebulous, so indeterminate, so 

flexible, and so susceptible to strategic manipulation by a range of political projects, 

why don’t we simply dispense with it? Can we not get “beyond” race? Can we not see 

it as an illusory thing? Don’t we see how much mischief has occurred in its name? 

These questions have been posed with tremendous frequency in both popular and 

academic discourse. 3  An affirmative answer would of course present obvious practical 

difficulties: It is rather difficult to jettison widely held beliefs, beliefs which more-

over are central to everyone’s identity and understanding of the social world. So the 

attempt to banish the concept as an archaism is at best counterintuitive. But a deeper 

difficulty, we believe, is inherent in the very formulation of this schema, in its way of 

posing race as a  problem , a misconception left over from the past, a concept no longer 

relevant to a “post- racial” society. 

 A more effective starting point is the recognition that despite its uncertainties and 

contradictions, the concept of race continues to play a fundamental role in structur-

ing and representing the social world. The task for theory is to capture this situation 

and avoid both the utopian framework that sees race as an illusion we can somehow 

“get beyond,” as well as the essentialist formulation that sees race as something objec-

tive and fixed, a biological given. We should think of race as an element of social 

structure rather than as an irregularity within it; we should see race as a dimension 

of human representation rather than an illusion. Such a perspective informs what we 

mean by racial formation. 

 Since racial formation is always historically situated, understandings of the 

meaning of race, and of the way race structures society, have changed enormously 

over time. We now turn to a historical survey of the race concept and the domains in 

which it has been defined and debated, consolidated and contested. Our effort here 

is to outline a genealogy of racialization that proceeds from religion to science to 

politics. Such a trajectory is by no means linear or progressive; rather it consists of 

the accretion of racialized experiences that are uneven and often incompatible. But it 

does allow us roughly to map and situate the development of the race concept, and to 

underscore its still unstable and ambiguous character. 

 The Evolution of Race Consciousness 

 How do perceived diff erences between groups of people become racialized? The 

identifi cation of distinctive human groups, and their association with diff erences 

in physical appearance, goes back to prehistory, and can be found in the earliest 

documents— in the Bible, for example, or in Herodotus. But the emergence of a 
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modern conception of race does not occur until the rise of Europe and the arrival 

of Europeans in the Americas. Even the hostility and suspicion with which Chris-

tian Europe viewed its two signifi cant non- Christian “others”— the Muslims and the 

Jews— cannot be understood as more than a rehearsal for racial formation, since these 

antagonisms, for all their bloodletting and chauvinism, were always and everywhere 

religiously interpreted. 4  

 It was only when European explorers reached the Western Hemisphere, when 

the oceanic seal separating the “old” and the “new” worlds was breached, that the 

distinctions and categorizations fundamental to a racialized social structure, and 

to a discourse of race, began to appear. The European explorers were the advance 

guard of merchant capitalism, which sought new openings for trade. What they found 

exceeded their wildest dreams, for never before and never again in human history has 

an opportunity for the appropriation of wealth, for predation or “primitive accumu-

lation” remotely approached that presented by the “discovery.” 5  Modern capitalism 

could not have come into being without this grand infusion of stolen wealth: a seem-

ingly limitless reservoir of treasure— land, labor, lives by the millions— to do with as 

one willed. 

 But the Europeans also “discovered” people, people who looked and acted dif-

ferently. These “natives” challenged their discoverers’ preexisting conceptions of the 

origins and possibilities of the human species (Jordan 2012 [1968], 3–43). The rep-

resentation and interpretation of the meaning of the indigenous peoples’ existence 

became a crucial matter, one that would affect not only the outcome of conquest but 

the future of empire and thus the development of the modern world. For the “dis-

covery” raised disturbing questions as to whether  all  could be considered part of the 

same “family of man,” and more practically, the extent to which native peoples could 

be exploited and enslaved. Thus “discovery,” conquest, and soon enough, enslave-

ment, launched not only the headlong rush toward modernity, but also debates over 

human nature, philosophical anthropology. Such questions as: “What is a human 

being?” and “What is the nature of human difference?” were posed repeatedly as 

rulers and their advisers sought to organize and exercise control over their new 

dominions and new subjects. 6  

 In practice, of course, the seizure of territories and goods, the introduction of slav-

ery through the  encomienda  and other forms of coerced native labor, and then through 

the organization of the African slave trade— not to mention the practice of outright 

extermination— all presupposed a worldview which distinguished  Europeans, as chil-

dren of God and fully- fledged human beings, from “others.” Given the dimensions 

and the ineluctability of the European onslaught, given the conquerors’ determina-

tion to appropriate labor, land, and goods, and given the presence of an axiomatic and 

unquestioned Christianity among them, the ferocious division of society into Euro-

peans and “others” soon coalesced. This was true despite the famous 16th- century 

theological and philosophical debates about the identity of indigenous peoples. 7    In 

fact it ran right over whatever cautionary notes religious ethicists like las Casas, or 
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later Antonio Vieira (Blackburn 1997; Cohen 1998), William Wilberforce, or Henry 

Ward Beecher might have sounded. 

 Indeed, debates about the nature of the “others” reached their practical limits 

with a certain dispatch. Plainly, they would never touch the essential: Nothing, after 

all, would induce the Europeans to pack up and go home. The “discovery” signaled 

a break from the previous proto- racial awareness by which Europe had contem-

plated its “others” in a relatively disorganized fashion. The “conquest of America” 

was not simply an epochal historical event— however unparalleled in importance. It 

was also the advent of a consolidated social structure of exploitation, appropriation, 

domination, and signification. Its representation, first in religious terms, but later in 

scientific and political ones, initiated modern racial awareness. It was the inaugura-

tion of racialization on a world- historical scale. 

 The conquest, therefore, was the first— and given the dramatic nature of the 

case, perhaps the greatest— racial formation project. Together with African slavery 

it produced the master category of race, the racial template we have discussed. Its 

significance was by no means limited to the Western Hemisphere, for it also began the 

work of constituting Europe as the metropole, the center, of a series of empires which 

could take, as Marx would later write, “the globe for a theater” (Marx 1967, 751). 

This new imperial structure was represented as a struggle between civilization and 

barbarism, and implicated in this representation all the great European philosophies, 

literary traditions, and social theories of the modern age (Said 1993). 

 The immensity of this historical arc, the  longue durée  of racial formation from 

religion to science to politics, also underlies our claim that race provided a master 

concept for our understanding of oppression and resistance. But it is worth noting 

that right from the beginning of this historical journey, something like the social 

construction of race was  already  present. Before the white talking heads had debated 

the philosophical anthropology of Native Americans, or Africans, 8  well before that 

in fact,  the immediate need to classify and categorize, to  “ make up people, ”  had already 

surfaced:  Who was a European, a settler, a free man, and who was an  Indio,  an African, 

a slave? As a practical matter, something relatively devoid of theology or philosophy, 

the exercise of power required these distinctions. 9  The main criteria available for this 

purpose were phenomic: the visual appearance of the bodies that had to be judged, 

sometimes under great pressure and with speed— for violence was omnipresent— as 

like or unlike, similar or different. This social (or more properly, this power- oriented, 

political) construction, this phenomic categorical imperative, would soon enough be 

reprocessed in the discourse available at the time: primarily and for a long time to 

come, theological discourse. 

 Only in later epochs would other ways of knowing supplant theological under-

standings: First scientific, and later, political accounts of race would be offered. Still 

the earlier religious and scientific frameworks, though losing influence, would never 

be fully eliminated, never really die. Thus do we arrive at our own time, our own 

knowledge of race, our own insistence on the social construction of race, with its 
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unstable combination of corporeal and performative elements, its inherent biosocial-

ity. We are still on this journey. We should be clear- sighted enough to recognize that 

these components, most centrally the political technology of the body, were  there 

from the beginning. In short, just as the noise of the “big bang” still resonates 

through the universe, so the overdetermined construction of world “civilization” as 

a biosocial manifestation of European subjugation and the resistance of the rest of us 

still defines the race concept in the present. 

 From Religion to Science 

 After the initial depredations of conquest, religious justifi cations for racial diff erence 

gradually gave way to scientifi c ones. By the time of the Enlightenment, a general 

awareness of race was pervasive, and most of the great philosophers of Europe, such 

as Hegel, Kant, Voltaire, and Locke, were issuing virulently racist opinions (Count, 

ed. 1950; Eze, ed. 1997; Bernasconi and Lott, eds. 2000). 

 The problem posed by race during the late 18th century was markedly differ-

ent than it had been in the earlier stages of conquest and enslavement. The social 

structures through which race operated were no longer primarily those of violent sub-

jugation and plunder, nor of the establishment of thin beachheads of settlement on 

the edge of what had once seemed a limitless wilderness. Now the issues were much 

more complicated: nation- building, establishment of national economies in the world 

trading system, resistance to the arbitrary authority of monarchs, and the assertion of 

the “natural rights” of “man,” including the right of revolution (Davis 1999 [1975]). 

In such a situation, racially organized exploitation in the form of slavery, the expan-

sion of colonies, and the continuing expulsion of native peoples, was both necessary 

and newly difficult to justify. 

  Early Iterations of Scientific Racism:  The invocation of scientific criteria to dem-

onstrate the “natural” basis of racial hierarchy was both a logical consequence of the 

rise of this form of knowledge, and an attempt to provide a more subtle and nuanced 

account of human complexity in the new, “enlightened” age. Spurred on by the clas-

sificatory scheme of living organisms devised by Linnaeus in  Systema Naturae  (1735), 

many scholars in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries dedicated themselves to the 

identification and ranking of variations in humankind. Race was conceived as a  biologi-

cal  concept, a matter of species. Voltaire wrote that “The negro race is a species of men 

[sic] as different from ours … as the breed of spaniels is from that of greyhounds,” and 

in a formulation echoing down from his century to our own, declared that 

 If their understanding is not of a different nature from ours …, it is at least 

greatly inferior. They are not capable of any great application or associa-

tion of ideas, and seem formed neither for the advantages nor the abuses of 

philosophy. 

 (Voltaire, in Gossett 1997 [1965], 45) 
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 Jefferson, the preeminent exponent of the Enlightenment doctrine of “the rights 

of man” on North American shores, echoed these sentiments: 

 In general their existence appears to participate more of sensation than reflec-

tion. … [I]n memory they are equal to whites, in reason much inferior … 

[and] in imagination they are dull, tasteless, and anomalous…. I advance it 

therefore … that the blacks, whether originally a different race, or made dis-

tinct by time and circumstances, are inferior to the whites…. Will not a lover 

of natural history, then, one who views the gradations in all the animals with 

the eye of philosophy, excuse an effort to keep those in the department of Man 

[sic] as distinct as nature has formed them? 

 (Jefferson 1984 [1785], 264–266, 270) 

 Such crackpot claims of species distinctiveness among humans justifi ed the inequ-

itable allocation of political and social rights, while still upholding the doctrine of 

“the rights of man.” They rationalized the rapacious treatment to which the racial 

“others” were subjected, and even justifi ed it as the unfortunate byproducts of devel-

opment. You can still hear these arguments today: “Sure, these natives and slaves 

might be suff ering now, but that is still preferable to being condemned to the eternal 

darkness of primitiveness and superstition….” The frequent resort to familial meta-

phors (“Our slaves are like our children; they must be taught to obey …”), and the 

mad search for scientifi c justifi cations for unequal treatment— in phrenology and 

craniometry, for example, and then in evolution— all attest to the overarching impor-

tance of racial rule in the genealogy of the modern world. 

 Indeed the quest to obtain a precise scientific definition of race generated debates 

which continue to rage today, reiterated in the genomic, the criminological, and the 

humanistic approaches to race that we take for granted. Yet despite efforts to define 

race scientifically, ranging from Dr. Samuel Morton’s studies of cranial capacity 10  

to contemporary attempts in the genomic sciences, the concept of race has defied 

biological precision. 

 In the mid- 19th century, Count Joseph Arthur de Gobineau drew upon the 

most respected scientific studies of his day to compose his four- volume  Essay on 

the Inequality of Races  (Biddiss 1970; Gobineau 1999 [1853–1855]; Todorov 1993). 

He not only greatly influenced the racial thinking of the period, but his themes 

would be echoed in the racist ideologies of the next one hundred years: beliefs that 

superior races produced superior cultures and that racial intermixtures resulted 

in the degradation of the superior racial stock. These ideas found expression, for 

instance, in the eugenics movement launched by Darwin’s cousin, Francis Galton, 

which had an immense impact on scientific and sociopolitical thought in Europe 

and the United States (Chase 1980; Kevles 1998; Graves 2001; Black 2012). In 

the wake of civil war and emancipation, and with immigration from Southern and 

Eastern Europe as well as East Asia running high, the United States was particu-

larly fertile ground for notions such as Social Darwinism and eugenics. Within 
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this context, racial difference became the rationale for discriminatory policies and 

practices of immigrant exclusion, naturalization rights, residential segregation, 

and forced sterilization. 

 Although black scholars like Kelly Miller, William Monroe Trotter, and W.E.B. Du 

Bois had questioned biologistic racism at the end of the 19th century, and Chicago soci-

ologists had cast doubt on evolution- based accounts of racial difference in the 1920s, it 

was not until after World War II that a sustained attack on the notion of race as a biologi-

cal concept emerged and gained widespread acceptance. Only after eugenics had been 

discredited as the basis for racial science in Nazi Germany— eugenics had, of course, 

flourished in the United States as well— did scientific critiques of biologistic racism 

become prominent. The 1950 UNESCO “Statement on Race” 11  boldly asserted that 

race was not a biological fact but a social myth.  During this period, social and cultural 

conceptions of race became ascendant and it was optimistically assumed that the death 

knell of scientific racism had been rung. But had it? 

  Contemporary Reiterations of Scientific Racism:  Over the past decades, the study of 

human variation in a number of fields has often defaulted to, and indeed relied upon, 

biological concepts of race in research on “population groups.” Default to the race 

concept remains pervasive. After the launching of the Human Genome Project, for 

example, geneticists have engaged in vigorous debate about whether race is a mean-

ingful and useful genetic concept. But they can’t get rid of it. The notion of race as 

a discernible “biological category” has not been relegated to the proverbial dustbin 

of history. 

 Geneticist Neil Risch contends that genetic differences have arisen among peo-

ple from different continents and uses the term “race” to categorize and cluster the 

human population into five major groups. This recognition of race, he contends, 

is important for understanding genetic susceptibility to certain diseases and recep-

tivity to medical interventions such as drug treatments (Wade 2002). Indeed, the 

linkage between race and genetics finds its sharpest expression in the field of phar-

macogenomics. The ultimate goal of pharmacogenomics is to be able to deliver the 

precise type of medication— and precise dose— to a patient based on their individual 

genome. Its goal is to tailor- make drugs to treat a specific condition. Because it is 

not yet practical to sequence each individual’s genome in a quick and cost- effective 

manner, much less to do drug design on this level, race often serves as a “proxy” for 

determining how treatment with a specific drug might be targeted, if not at individu-

als, then at identifiable groups. And not surprisingly, race is the descriptor employed 

to select such groups (Lee 2005). 

 Consider the introduction of BiDil as the first “ethnic designer drug.” Originally 

produced by the now defunct biotech firm NitroMed, BiDil was marketed to African 

Americans who suffer from congestive heart failure, despite serious doubts that arose 

in clinical trials about the distinctive racial claims being made for the drug. Yet it was 

released anyway, and prescribed for African Americans. Some medical researchers 

feared that BiDil sets a dangerous precedent by linking race and genetics in ways that 
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could distract from alternative ways of understanding the causes of a disease and the 

means to treat it (Kahn 2012). 

 The issue of race and genetics is a contentious one that finds expression in dif-

ferent sites and arenas. 

 • In 2010, PBS aired  Faces of America with Henry Louis Gates, Jr.,  a four- episode 

documentary series that traced the ancestral roots of prominent celebrities 

through “genealogy and genetics.” An extension of earlier shows focused on 

famous African Americans, the series refl ects a growing popular quest by indi-

viduals to fi nd their “roots” through allegedly scientifi c means. 

 • In the fi eld of forensics, Tony Frudakis of DNAPrint Genomics, a molecular 

biologist who came to fame in a Baton Rouge serial killer case in 2003, claims 

that he can determine a murderer’s race by analyzing his or her DNA (Wade 

2003; Quan 2011; Obasogie 2013). 

 • DNA testing has increasingly been used by individuals and groups to claim 

Native American tribal membership. The Meskwaki Nation in Iowa utilized 

genetic- ancestry testing as a way to screen out individuals who sought tribal 

affi  liation in order to share in the tribe’s casino profi ts. The Mashantucket 

Pequot Tribal Nation of Connecticut, which controls the huge Foxwoods casino, 

requires DNA testing of newborns. Both the Cherokee and Seminole nations/

tribes have been embroiled in confl icts with blacks who claim tribal ancestry and 

seek access to court- ordered monetary judgments. In these cases disputes have 

revolved around the “blood quantum” system of measuring Indian belonging 

(put in place by the Dawes Act of 1887), and have also involved tribal attitudes 

toward DNA testing of present- day claimants ( Tallbear 2003; Indians.com 

2005; Kaplan 2005; Koerner 2005). 12  

 Henry Louis Gates, Jr. has said: “We are living through an era of the ascendance 

of biology, and we have to be very careful. We will all be walking a fine line between 

using biology and allowing it to be abused” (Harmon 2007). There is indeed a fine 

line. Our individual sense of racial identity, the system of racial classification we 

employ, the meanings we ascribe to racial categories, and their use in social analysis 

and policy formation are rendered more complex, indeterminate, and muddy with 

the increasing re- biologization of race. 

 In psychology too, the cognitive presence of race, the immediacy of race that 

is seemingly rooted in perception rather than reasoning, leads researchers to think 

of it as an essence, something innate. Cognitive psychology and related fields have 

sought to uncover forms of racial animus that function “below the radar” of the 

conscious mind. Studies on the mechanisms and processes that affect perception, 

interpretation, memory, and decision- making have convincingly demonstrated that 

people harbor “implicit biases” and possess “racial schemas” that strongly influence 

perceptions and behaviors. 13  Implicit biases can influence or shape various forms 

http://Indians.com
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of individual or institutional racial discrimination. Such discrimination, therefore, 

can occur in the absence of conscious intent, explicit prejudice, or racial animus. 

Thus the pervasiveness of racial meanings and their significance goes deep, very deep 

(Hirschfeld 1973 (1938); Eberhardt and Fiske, eds. 1998; Goff et al. 2008; Marsh, 

Mendoza- Denton, and Smith, eds. 2010). Notions of race do not only inform our 

conscious understanding of the social world; they also permeate our unconscious 

minds— shaping our perceptions and attitudes, and influencing our actions. 

 For all its obvious importance, this approach also raises troubling questions: Are 

those cultural formations not themselves constructed? Are those “aggregate rela-

tions of power” impervious to challenge? Social constructions like race (or gender, 

or countless other human qualities) are of course composed of layered attributes 

that human beings  understand  as essences, but that does not make race, or gender 

an essence  in reality,  does it? (What would W.I. Thomas reply to that question?) 

If in practice race remains flexible and unstable, how does that instability affect 

the “racial schemas” that structure immediate perceptions? What is the essence of 

blackness or whiteness? Of maleness or femaleness (Butler 1993; Butler 2006 [1990]; 

Shelby 2007)? 

 There is a very strong temptation to derive racial distinctions, and perforce racism, 

from biological or evolutionary sources. This tendency is not limited to reactionary 

or conservative thinkers, but also affects progressive and egalitarian analysts, as we 

have seen in Douglas S. Massey’s “categorical” approach to inequality (discussed in 

 Chapter 2 ). No doubt there is irony in contemporary attempts to provide a seemingly 

objective and scientific definition of race, and of the boundaries and contents (the 

essences) of racial categories as well. In previous historical periods, scientific racism 

provided the rationale for the subordination, if not elimination, of what were seen as 

undesirable, “mongrel,” and threatening racially identified groups. In the current 

period, biological/genetic definitions of race are mobilized to improve the treatment 

of diseases and minimize health disparities, to serve justice by providing “hard evi-

dence” in criminal cases, to help individuals find their ancestral “roots,” and in the 

case of cognitive psychology, to reveal the deep mental structures of racism. While 

often motivated by good intentions, the premises behind these examples share an 

underlying logic with the racist frameworks of the historical past: a quest for some 

fundamental quality of racial identity, if not skin or hair, then genomic or limbic. 

 The recourse to “human nature,” to philosophical anthropology, to explain the 

supposed differences and “natural” biases entailed by race, has been a constant fea-

ture of human thought, especially in western civilization. 14  It is tempting to extrapolate 

from implicit bias research: to conclude that race thinking is an innate part of human 

consciousness— something to which we are intrinsically and naturally predisposed. In 

clear disagreement with such views we insist that the “racial schemas” that structure 

immediate perceptions are also cultural formations; they may be deeply embedded as a 

result of centuries of reiteration in various forms. Yet they remain socially, not biologi-

cally, given. They remain subject to change. We are not biologically “hardwired” to be 
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racist. We reject any default to an essentialist and intrinsically unprovable notion of 

race. Yet resisting the temptation to racial biologism, whether conscious or unconscious, 

remains as difficult in science as it once was in religion. 

 From Science to Politics 

 Eff orts to “re- biologize” race suggest that the understanding of race as a preeminently 

social concept remains an embattled and contested notion. While we acknowledge 

this ongoing tension, we suggest that confl icts and controversies about the meaning 

of race are principally framed on the terrain of politics. By privileging politics, we do 

not mean to suggest that race has been displaced as a concern of scientifi c inquiry, or 

for that matter as a theological question. Nor do we claim that struggles over cultural 

representation are less signifi cant than political ones in shaping prevailing patterns 

of race and racism. We do argue, however, that race is now a preeminently political 

phenomenon. 

  Toward Social Construction:  The historical trend towards recognizing race as a 

social and political construction has been slow and uneven. While critiques of race 

as a biological concept were more evident and ascendant in the early post- World 

War II period, there were previous historical precedents for understanding race as a 

social and political category. For example, Max Weber discounted biological explana-

tions for racial conflict and instead highlighted the social and political factors that 

engendered it (Weber 2008, 385–387; Manasse 1947). Du Bois too wrestled with the 

conflict between a fully sociohistorical conception of race, and the more essentialized 

and deterministic vision he encountered as a student in Berlin. 15  Pioneering cultural 

anthropologist Franz Boas rejected attempts to link racial characteristics to biological 

or evolutionist schemas, labeling as pseudoscientific any assumption of a continuum 

of “higher” and “lower” cultural groups, and allying with Du Bois quite early on 

(Boas 1969 [1945], 1962; Baker 1998). 16  

 Du Bois and many prominent black scholars, for example, Alain Leroy Locke, 

philosopher and theorist of the Harlem Renaissance, had switched the focus of race 

studies definitively away from biologistic accounts and towards sociopolitical explana-

tory frameworks, almost before modern sociology even existed in the United States. 

Black voices were ignored, however, until white exponents of socially  based views of 

race like Robert E. Park, one of the founders of the “Chicago School” of sociology, 

reinvented a socially  grounded account of it in the 1920s. Park combined the standard 

German training in sociology with a history of eight years as journalist and publicist 

for Booker T. Washington. After his substantial career at Chicago, Park’s last job was at 

Fisk University, the leading historically black college (Du Bois’s  alma mater  as well). 17  

 Perhaps more important than these and subsequent intellectual efforts, how-

ever, were the political struggles of people of color themselves. Waged all around 

the globe under a variety of banners such as anti- colonialism and civil rights, these 

battles to challenge various structural and cultural racisms have been a major feature 
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of 20th-century politics. The racial horrors of the 20th century— colonial slaughter 

and apartheid, the genocide of the Holocaust, and the massive bloodlettings required 

to end these evils— have also indelibly marked the theme of race as a sociopolitical 

issue  par excellence.  

  Racial Politics:  Our notion of racial formation foregrounds the ongoing political 

contestation that takes place between the state and civil society— across the political 

spectrum— to define and redefine the very meaning of race. This is a good example 

of the way race operates across micro–macro linkages: The persistent and continu-

ing controversies regarding state- based racial classification provide a particularly apt 

illustration of racial formation. 

 Over the last several centuries, the designation of racial categories by the state— 

the political dimensions of state assignment of racial identity— has provoked intense 

disputes in the United States. Who was considered “free” and who “unfree”? Who 

could be a naturalized citizen (Carbado 2005)? Who could marry whom? In this last 

regard, it is sobering to think that it was not until 1967 that all state anti- miscegenation 

laws were ruled unconstitutional in  Loving v. Virginia.  The state wields enormous 

power in defining what race is. Through its powers of racial classification, the state 

fundamentally shapes one’s social status, access to economic opportunities, political 

rights, and indeed one’s identity itself. 

 In 2003, former University of California Regent Ward Connerly introduced a 

measure popularly known as the Racial Privacy Initiative (Proposition 54) before 

California voters. Proposition 54 sought to amend the California State Constitution 

by enacting a ban on racial data collection by the state. Connerly (2003) asserted 

that relying on racial classification and maintaining race- based remedies to racial 

inequalities would only “give credence to the dangerous view held by many that ‘race’ 

is a fixed biological reality.” 18  

 The discrepancies, gaps, and contradictions between state definitions and indi-

vidual and collective racial identities are no more evident than in the racial and ethnic 

categories employed by the U.S. Census. Among others, the U.S. Census establishes 

categories based on nativity, citizenship status, age, household income, and marital 

status. None of these categories, however, has been subject to such intense scrutiny, 

vigorous debate, and political controversy as that of race. 

 The race questions on the U.S. Census have been shaped by the political and social 

agenda of the historical period in question. The first census in 1790 distinguished 

holders of the franchise, namely tax-paying white males, from the general population. 

The practice of slavery motivated changes in categorization such as grouping blacks 

into free and slave populations. Prior to the 1960s, census categories were utilized 

politically to disenfranchise and discriminate against groups defined as nonwhite, 

a practice that has diminished but not entirely ceased in the “post- civil rights” era. 

From restrictions on, naturalization rights to the setting of national quotas in the 

1924 National Origins Immigration Act, census categories were routinely and stra-

tegically deployed to circumscribe the political, economic, and social rights of people 
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of color and immigrants. By the 1960s, the idea of race as a biological construct was 

widely discredited in academic and scientific circles, and the race question would 

have been excluded from the 1970 census had it not been for the passage of civil rights 

and equal opportunity legislation. The new laws required federal agencies to compile 

data, look for patterns of discrimination, and selectively redress them through various 

programs and initiatives. This made it necessary to continue to employ forms of racial 

classification and statistics (Prewitt 2013). 

 In 1977, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) issued Statistical Direc-

tive No. 15 that fostered the creation of “compatible, nonduplicated, exchangeable 

racial and ethnic data by Federal agencies.” The directive defined the basic racial 

and ethnic categories to be utilized by the federal government for three reporting 

purposes: statistical, administrative, and civil rights compliance. The five standard 

categories were American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black, 

White, and Hispanic (U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1994). 

 These racial categories are rife with inconsistencies and lack parallel construc-

tion. Only one category is specifically racial, only one is cultural, and only one relies 

on a notion of affiliation or community recognition. Directive No. 15 defines a black 

person as one who has his or her “origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa,” 

but it does not define a white person with reference to any of the white racial groups of 

Europe, North Africa, or the Middle East. Indeed “Black” is the only category that is 

defined with an explicit “racial” designator— one which is quite problematic. What, 

we might ask, are the “black racial groups of Africa”? Hispanics are not considered or 

classified as a “race,” but as an “ethnic group.” The Hispanic category is, in fact, the 

only “ethnicity” that the state is interested in explicitly identifying and classifying. 

The category is defined through a combined national/ethnic  designator— a person 

of “Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or other Spanish 

culture or origin.” In this definition, Hispanics can be of any race. 19  The category 

of “American Indian or Alaskan Native” complicates matters further. To be counted 

as part of the group, individuals must not only trace their origins in any of the origi-

nal peoples of North America, but they must also maintain “cultural identification 

through tribal affiliation or community recognition.” This is a condition that the state 

does not require of any of the other groups. 

 While originally narrowly conceived to provide consistent categories for use by 

federal agencies, Directive No. 15 had the unintended consequence of reshaping 

much of the discourse of race in the United States. These categories have become the 

 de facto  standard for state and local agencies, the private and nonprofit sectors, and 

the research community. Social scientists and policy analysts have widely adopted 

census directives since data is organized under these rubrics. The social and cultural 

impact of these categories is readily apparent. They inordinately shape both group 

identities and community- formation patterns. Largely in response to these catego-

ries, new organizations have emerged representing the interests of “Asian and Pacific 

Islanders” or “Hispanics” in a variety of forms from service providers to professional 
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caucuses. Census categories have played a pivotal role in the emergence and sustain-

ing of panethnic forms of social organization and consciousness. The Census has 

become the primary site within the U.S. state where competing political claims for 

group recognition by race and ethnicity are advanced, and where classifications are 

established in response to statistical needs, administrative recordkeeping practices, 

and legal requirements. Racially identified groups realize the political value of racial 

categorization, along with the strategic deployment of “numbers,” in highlight-

ing inequalities, arguing for resources, and lobbying for specific redistricting plans, 

among other demands. Electoral districts, for example, are drawn on the basis of 

census data. 

 Despite attempts to achieve standardized and generally understood racial cat-

egories, all such forms of classification are fundamentally unstable. One problem 

is the persistent gap between state definitions and individual/group forms of self- 

identification. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, over the last four Censuses 

(from 1980 to 2010) at least 40 percent of “Hispanics” failed to answer either the race 

question and/or the ethnicity question. Correspondingly, over 95 percent of individ-

uals who mark the “Some Other Race” box were classified Hispanic by the Census. 

This reflects individual, group, and/or national differences in conceptualizing race. 

Immigrant groups who come from societies organized around different concepts of 

race and ethnicity often have difficulty navigating and situating themselves within 

U.S. racial categories. 

 Groups continually contest the existing system of racial classification. Arab 

Americans, currently classified as “white,” have argued for a distinctive category to 

capture forms of discrimination exemplified by the hate crimes and profiling that 

have occurred as a result of the “War on Terror” and continuing political instability in 

the Middle East. Taiwanese Americans have been lobbying for a distinctive category 

as Taiwanese, separate from that of Chinese under the Asian or Pacific Islander cat-

egory. In both these instances, racial and ethnic consciousness is being fueled in large 

part by geopolitical transformations that affect how groups see themselves as well as 

how they are viewed by others. 

  Multiracial Identity:  The debate surrounding the establishment of a multiracial 

category in the U.S. Census illustrates how some groups contest the existing frame-

work of racial classification, how other groups seek to preserve it, and how the power 

of the state is employed to adjudicate different racial claims. 

 For the past 100 years or so, the U.S. Census has assumed that each individ-

ual possessed a clear, singular, and monoracial identity. Earlier census enumeration 

schedules, by contrast, recognized “mixed race” individuals. The 1890 Census listed 

“mulatto, quadroon, and octoroon” along with “white, black, Chinese,  Japanese, and 

Indian.” These mixed race categories eventually disappeared from the census, but 

the “one- drop rule” of racial descent and the imposition of an arbitrary monoracial 

identity on individuals of racially mixed parentage remained in place. The 1920 cen-

sus stipulated that “any mixture of White and some other race was to be reported 
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according to the race of the person who was not White.” In 1977, OMB Directive 15 

stated that “[t]he category which most closely reflects the individual’s recognition in 

his community should be used for purposes of reporting on persons who are of mixed 

racial and/or ethnic origins.” 

 In an attempt to assert their multiracial heritage, some individuals ignored cen-

sus instructions to “[f]ill ONE circle for the race that the person considers himself/

herself to be,” by marking two or more boxes. However, since the census scanners are 

designed to read only one marked box, these people were reclassified as monoracial, 

based on whichever box was marked more firmly. In addition, individuals specifying 

the “Other” category are routinely reassigned to one of the OMB’s distinct racial 

categories based on the first race listed. 

 Beginning in the 1970s, various individuals and groups formally protested the 

notion of mutually exclusive racial categories embodied in the “single- race checkoff ” 

policy. Much of the public pressure came from the parents of school- age multiracial 

children. In the public schools, a multiracial child is often faced with the dilemma 

of having to choose one race, and constantly risks being misclassified in this setting. 

 After several years of intense debate, the OMB’s Interagency Committee for the 

Review of the Racial and Ethnic Standards rejected the proposal to add a separate 

multiracial category. Instead, in July 1997, the 30- agency task force recommended 

that Directive 15 be amended to permit multiracial Americans to “mark one or more” 

racial category when identifying themselves for the census and other government 

programs. At first, most of the major civil rights organizations, such as the Urban 

League and the National Council of La Raza, along with groups such as the National 

Coalition for an Accurate Count of Asians and Pacific Islanders, opposed a multira-

cial category. These groups feared a diminution in their numbers, and worried that a 

multiracial category would spur debates regarding the “protected status” of groups 

and individuals. According to various estimates, from 75 to 90 percent of those who 

checked the “black” box could potentially check a multiracial one if it were an option. 

Concerned about the possible reductions in group numbers, civil rights groups 

argued that existing federal civil rights laws and programs were based on exclusive 

membership in a defined racial/ethnic group. It would be difficult, if not impossible, 

from this angle, to assess the salience of multiraciality in relationship to these laws and 

programs. The “mark one or more” option was adopted in Census 2000. 

 Racial Projects 

 Race is a “crossroads” where social structure and cultural representation meet. Too 

often, the attempt is made to understand race simply or primarily in terms of only one 

of these two analytical dimensions. For example, eff orts to explain racial inequality 

as a purely social structural phenomenon either neglect or are unable to account for 

the origins, patterning, and transformation of racial meanings, representations, and 

social identities. Conversely, many examinations of race as a system of signifi cation, 
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identity, or cultural attribution fail adequately to articulate these phenomena with 

evolving social structures (such as segregation or stratifi cation) and institutions (such 

as prisons, schools, or the labor market). 

 Race can never be merely a concept or idea, a representation or signification alone. 

Indeed race cannot be discussed, cannot even be  noticed,  without reference— however 

explicit or implicit— to social structure. To identify an individual or group racially 

is to locate them within a socially and historically demarcated set of demographic 

and cultural boundaries, state activities, “life- chances,” and tropes of identity/differ-

ence/(in)equality. Race is both a social/historical structure and a set of accumulated 

signifiers that suffuse individual and collective identities, inform social practices, 

shape institutions and communities, demarcate social boundaries, and organize the 

distribution of resources. We cannot understand how racial representations set up 

patterns of residential segregation, for example, without considering how segregation 

reciprocally shapes and reinforces the meaning of race itself. 

 We conceive of racial formation processes as occurring through a linkage between 

structure and signification.  Racial projects  do both the ideological and the practical 

“work” of making these links and articulating the connection between them.  A racial 

project is simultaneously an interpretation, representation, or explanation of racial identi-

ties and meanings, and an effort to organize and distribute resources  (economic, political, 

cultural) along particular racial lines.  Racial projects connect what race  means  in a par-

ticular discursive or ideological practice and the ways in which both social structures 

and everyday experiences are racially  organized,  based upon that meaning. Racial 

projects are attempts both to shape the ways in which social structures are racially 

signified and the ways that racial meanings are embedded in social structures. 

 Racial projects occur at varying scales, both large and small. Projects take shape 

not only at the macro- level of racial policy- making, state activity, and collective action, 

but also at the level of everyday experience and personal interaction. Both dominant 

and subordinate groups and individual actors, both institutions and persons, carry 

out racial projects. The imposition of restrictive state voting rights laws, organizing 

work for immigrants’, prisoners’, and community health rights in the ghetto or barrio 

are all examples of racial projects. Individuals’ practices may be seen as racial projects 

as well: The cop who “stops and frisks” a young pedestrian, the student who joins a 

memorial march for the slain teenager Trayvon Martin, even the decision to wear 

dreadlocks, can all be understood as racial projects. Such projects should not, how-

ever, be simply regarded and analyzed as discrete, separate, and autonomous ideas 

and actions. Every racial project is both a reflection of and response to the broader 

patterning of race in the overall social system. In turn, every racial project attempts 

to reproduce, extend, subvert, or directly challenge that system. 

 Racial projects are not necessarily confined to particular domains. They can, for 

example, “jump” scale in their impact and significance. Projects framed at the local 

level, for example, can end up influencing national policies and initiatives. Correspond-

ingly, projects at the national or even global level can be creatively and strategically 
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recast at regional and local levels. Projects “travel” as well. Consider how migration 

recasts concepts of race, racial meaning, and racial identity: Immigrants’ notions of race 

are often shaped in reference to, and in dialogue with, concepts of race in both their 

countries of origin and settlement. Thus migrants can maintain, adopt, and strategi-

cally utilize different concepts of race in transnational space (Kim 2008; Roth 2012). 

 At any given historical moment, racial projects compete and overlap, evincing 

varying capacity either to maintain or to challenge the prevailing racial system. A good 

example is the current debate over the relevance of “colorblind” ideology, policy, and 

practice; this provides a study of overlapping and competing racial projects. We dis-

cuss the hegemony of colorblindness in the concluding section of this book. 

 Racial projects link signification and structure not only in order to shape policy or 

exercise political influence, but also to organize our understandings of race as every-

day “common sense.” To see racial projects operating at the level of everyday life, we 

have only to examine the many ways in which we “notice” race, often unconsciously. 

 One of the first things we notice about people when we meet them (along with 

their sex) is their race. We utilize race to provide clues about  who  a person is. This fact 

is made painfully obvious when we encounter someone whom we cannot conveniently 

racially categorize— someone who is, for example, racially “mixed” or of an ethnic/

racial group with which we are not familiar. Such an encounter becomes a source of 

discomfort and momentarily a crisis of racial meaning. 

 Our ability to interpret racial meanings depends on preconceived notions of a 

racialized social structure. Comments such as “Funny, you don’t look black” betray 

an underlying image of what black should look like. We expect people to act out their 

apparent racial identities. Phenotype and performativity should match up. Indeed 

we become disoriented and anxious when they do not. Encounters with the black 

person who can’t dance, the Asian American not proficient in math and science, or 

the Latin@ who can’t speak Spanish all momentarily confound our racial reading of 

the social world and how we navigate within it. The whole gamut of racial stereotypes 

testifies to the way a racialized social structure shapes racial experience and socializes 

racial meanings. Analysis of prevailing stereotypes reveals the always present, already 

active link between our view of the social structure— its demography, its laws, its 

customs, its threats— and our conception of what race means. 

 Conversely, the way we interpret our experience in racial terms shapes and reflects 

our relations to the institutions and organizations through which we are embedded in 

the social structure. Thus we expect racially coded human characteristics to explain 

social differences. “Making up people” once again. Temperament, sexuality, intelli-

gence, athletic ability, aesthetic preferences are presumed to be fixed and discernible 

from the palpable mark of race. Such diverse questions as our confidence and trust in 

others (for example, salespeople, teachers, media figures, and neighbors), our sexual 

preferences and romantic images, our tastes in music, films, dance, or sports, and our 

very ways of talking, walking, eating, and dreaming become racially coded simply 

because we live in a society where racial awareness is so pervasive. 
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 To summarize the argument so far: The theory of racial formation suggests that 

society is suffused with racial projects, large and small, to which all are subjected. 

This racial “subjection” is quintessentially ideological. Everybody learns some 

combination, some version, of the rules of racial classification, and of their own 

racial identity, often without obvious teaching or conscious inculcation. Thus are we 

inserted in a comprehensively racialized social structure. Race becomes “common 

sense”— a way of comprehending, explaining, and acting in the world. A vast web of 

racial projects mediates between the discursive or representational means in which 

race is identified and signified on the one hand, and the institutional and organiza-

tional forms in which it is routinized and standardized on the other. The interaction 

and accumulation of these projects are the heart of the racial formation process. 

 Because of the pervasion of society by race, because of its operation over the 

 longue durée  as a master category of difference and inequality, it is not possible to 

represent race discursively without simultaneously locating it, explicitly or implicitly, 

in a social structural (and historical) context. Nor is it possible to organize, main-

tain, or transform social structures without simultaneously engaging, once more 

either explicitly or implicitly, in racial signification. Racial formation, therefore, is 

 a synthesis, a constantly reiterated outcome,  of the interaction of racial projects on a 

society- wide level. These projects are, of course, vastly different in scope and effect. 

They include large- scale public action, state activities, and interpretations of racial 

conditions in political, artistic, journalistic, or academic fora, 20    as well as the seem-

ingly infinite number of racial judgments and practices, conscious and unconscious, 

that we carry out as part of our individual experience. 

 The concept of racial projects can be understood and applied across historical 

time to identify patterns in the  longue durée  of racial formation, both nationally and 

the entire modern world. At any particular historical moment, one racial project can 

be hegemonic while others are subservient, marginal, or oppositional to it. White 

supremacy is the obvious example of this: an evolving hegemonic racial project that 

has taken different forms from the colonial era to the present. In the chapters that 

follow, we utilize the concept of racial projects to examine the political trajectory of 

race over the past six decades in the United States. 

 But we are not done with racial formation yet. Before we get to the recent his-

tory of racial politics, and with the foregoing account of racial formation in mind, 

we must turn our attention to the problem of  racism.  Racial politics are necessarily 

deeply bound up with this topic. But race and racism are not the same thing. What is 

the relationship between them? 

 Racism 

 Magnus Hirschfeld, a German physician and sexologist of the Weimar era who was an 

early advocate of gay and transgender rights, initially gave currency to the term “rac-

ism.” Published posthumously, Hirschfeld’s book  Rassismus  ( Racism ; 1938) provided a 
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history, analysis, and critical refutation of Nazi racial doctrines. Since the 1930s, the con-

cept of racism has undergone signifi cant changes in scope, meaning, and application. As 

historian George Fredrickson observes, “Although commonly used, ‘racism’ has become 

a loaded and ambiguous term” (2002, 151). While ideological notions of race have been 

directly tied to practices ranging from social segregation, exclusion from political par-

ticipation, restrictive access to economic opportunities and resources, and genocide, the 

precise defi nition and signifi cance of  racism  has been subject to enormous debate. 

 Robert Miles (1989) has argued that the term “racism” has been conceptually 

“inflated” to the point where it has lost its precision. While the problem of conceptual 

inflation and its political implications are evident in an era of colorblindness, the term 

“racism” is also subject to conceptual  de flation. That is, what is considered racist is 

often defined very narrowly, in ways that obscure rather than reveal the pervasiveness 

and persistence of racial inequality in the United States For example, racism has been 

popularly and narrowly conceived as racial  hate.  The category of “hate crimes” has 

been introduced in many states as a specific offense with enhanced sentencing con-

sequence, and many colleges and universities have instituted “hate speech” codes to 

regulate expression and behavior both inside and outside of the classroom. Dramatic 

acts of racial violence are given considerable play in the mass media, and are the sub-

ject of extensive condemnation by political elites. But as critical race scholar David 

Theo Goldberg (1997) has pointed out, the conceptual and political reduction of rac-

ism to hate both limits our understanding of racism and of the ways to challenge it. 

Racist acts are seen as “crimes of passion”— abnormal, unusual, and irrational deeds 

that we popularly consider offensive. Missing from such a narrow interpretation of 

racism are the ideologies, policies, and practices in a variety of institutional arenas 

that normalize and reproduce racial inequality and domination. 

 How should we understand racism today? We have argued that race has no fixed 

meaning, that it is constructed and transformed sociohistorically through the cumula-

tive convergence and conflict of racial projects that reciprocally structure and signify 

race. Our emphasis on racial projects allows us to advance a definition of racism as 

well. A racial project can be defined as racist if it  creates or reproduces structures of 

domination based on racial significations and identities.  

 Rather than envisioning a single, monolithic, and dominant racist project, we 

suggest that racist projects exist in a dense matrix, operating at varying scales, net-

worked with each other in formally and informally organized ways, enveloping and 

penetrating contemporary social relations, institutions, identities, and experiences. 

Like other racial projects, racist projects too converge and conflict, accumulate and 

interact with one another. 

 Complex and embedded as this web of racist projects is— remember, projects 

both signify and structure relationships, practices, and institutions— it is not the 

whole story. Powerful as racism is, it does not exhaust race. It does not crowd out 

anti- racism or eliminate the emancipatory dimensions of racial identity, racial soli-

darity, or racially conscious agency, both individual and collective. Indeed race is so 
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profoundly a lived- in and lived- out part of both social structure and identity that it 

 exceeds and transcends  racism— thereby allowing for resistance to racism. Race, there-

fore, is  more  than racism; it is a fully- fledged “social fact” like sex/gender or class. 

From this perspective, race shapes racism as much as racism shapes race. 

 That said, a number of questions remain to be addressed. Our discussion has 

focused on racist projects, but are there also anti- racist projects? Can groups of color 

advance racist projects? 

  Are there anti- racist projects?  On some level, this question answers itself. Mil-

lions of people in the United States (and elsewhere) have committed their actions, 

intellects, emotions, and in many cases their lives, to the cause of ending, or at least 

reducing, racism. Numerous individuals and groups continue to mobilize against 

racism. They seek to respond to racist attacks: assaults and murder, often by the 

police, on black and brown people, racial “steering” in housing and credit markets, 

racially biased sentencing practices in criminal courts … the list is seemingly endless. 

They act to resist institutionalized racist practices, such as “stop and frisk” policies 

targeting black and brown youth; 21  to educate and organize against racism through 

media, research, legal and political action; and to disrupt and counter racist prac-

tices in everyday life. Continuing the argument advanced throughout this chapter, we 

define anti- racist projects as those that  undo or resist structures of domination based on 

racial significations and identities.  

 Anti- racism has been the subject of seemingly endless discussion, especially 

through the rise and fall of the post- World War II political trajectory of race. It has 

become much more difficult to understand anti- racism since racism went “under-

ground” at the end of the 1960s; since the racist practices and the meaning of racism 

have changed from “old school” explicit discourses and white supremacist actions 

like lynchings and cross- burnings. Instead, racism now takes more implicit, deniable, 

and often unconscious forms. Because the law continues to understand racism (racial 

discrimination) in the old way— as an explicit, intentional,  invidious  distinction based 

on race—legal remedies have been sharply curtailed. 22  By restricting its under-

standing of discrimination in this way, the Supreme Court has permitted and tacitly 

encouraged denial and concealment of racist practices. 

 If racism is not merely a matter of explicit beliefs or attitudes— significations or 

identities, in our vocabulary— but also and necessarily involves the production and 

maintenance of social structures of domination, then the denial of invidious intent is 

clearly insufficient to undo it. The absence of invidious intent does little or nothing 

to unwind the social structures through which racism flourishes and is reproduced. 

In the “post- civil rights” era, racism has been largely— though not entirely, to be 

sure— detached from its perpetrators. In its most advanced forms, indeed, it has 

no perpetrators; it is a nearly invisible, taken- for granted, common- sense feature of 

everyday life and social structure. This is the situation that has allowed U.S. courts 

and mainstream political discourse to block race- conscious reparative measures such 

as affirmative action, to proclaim the United States a “colorblind” society, and to 
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stigmatize anti- racist activists and intellectuals— legal practitioners, community 

organizations, school systems and universities, and other individuals and institutions 

seeking to overturn structures of racial exclusion and discrimination— as “playing 

the race card,” as the “real racists.” 

  Can Groups of Color Advance Racist Projects?  Some scholars and activists have 

defined racism as “prejudice plus power.” 23  Using this formula, they argue that peo-

ple of color can’t be racist since they don’t have power. But things are not that simple. 

“Power” cannot be reified as a thing that some possess and others do not; instead it 

constitutes a relational field. Furthermore, unless one is prepared to argue that there 

has been no transformation of the U.S. racial order in the past several decades, it is 

difficult to contend that groups of color have attained  no  power or influence. To do so 

risks dismissing the political agency of people of color. 24  

 Racialized groups are positioned in unequal ways in a racially stratified society. 

Racial hierarchy pervades the contemporary United States; that hierarchy is prepon-

derantly white supremacist, but it is not always that way. There are some exceptions, 

specific urban areas where groups of color have achieved local power, for example, 

in the administration of social services and distribution of economic resources. In 

cities like Oakland and Miami, this has led to conflicts between blacks and Latin@s 

over educational programs, minority business opportunities, and political power, 

with dramatically different results depending on which group held relative power. In 

these cases, some groups of color are promoting racial projects that subordinate other 

groups of color. While such exceptions do not negate the overarching reality of white 

supremacy, they do suggest that differences in racial power persist among groups 

of color. Inter- group racial conflict is not unidimensional; it is not solely whites vs. 

people of color, though whiteness still rules, OK? 

 Racial Politics: Despotism, Democracy, and Hegemony 

 For most of its existence, both as a European colony and, as an independent nation, 

the United States was a  racial despotism.  In many ways it remains racially despotic 

today. Progress towards political standing and the empowerment of people of color, 

for example, has been painfully slow and highly uneven. It took over 160 years, from 

the passage of the Naturalization Law of 1790 to the 1952 McCarran–Walter Act, to 

abolish racial restrictions regarding naturalization (well, not totally). 25  After the civil 

war, there was the brief democratic experiment of Reconstruction that terminated 

ignominiously in 1877. In its wake there followed almost a century of legally sanc-

tioned segregation and wholesale denial of the vote. While the civil rights movement 

and its allies made signifi cant strides towards enhancing formal political rights, obsta-

cles to eff ective political participation have remained stubbornly persistent, as recent 

legal decisions jeopardizing voting rights have revealed (U.S. Supreme Court 2013). 

 It is important, therefore, to recognize that in many respects, racial despotism 

is the norm against which all U.S. politics must be measured. Centuries of U.S. 
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racial despotism have had three important and dramatic consequences. First, they 

defined “American” identity as white: as the negation of racialized “otherness”— 

initially African and indigenous, later Latin American and Asian as well (Rogin 1991; 

 Morrison 1993; Drinnon 1997). This negation took shape in both law and custom, in 

public institutions and in forms of cultural representation. It became the archetype 

of racial domination in the United States. It melded with the conquest and slavery as 

the “master” racial project. 

 Second, racial despotism organized— albeit sometimes in an incoherent and 

contradictory fashion— the “color line,” rendering racial division the fundamental 

schism in U.S. society. The despotism of the color line also demanded an ongoing 

and intensive policing of racial boundaries, an ongoing racialization effort that ran 

not only between various groups and people, but also  through  them. In other words, 

racial despotism did not only elaborate, articulate, and drive racial divisions institu-

tionally; it also hammered them into our psyches, causing untold fear and suffering, 

and extending, up to the moment in which you are reading this, the racial obsessions 

and oppressions of the conquest and slavery periods. 

 Third, racial despotism consolidated oppositional racial consciousness and 

organization. Originally framed by slave revolts and  marronage,  26  by indige-

nous resistance, and by nationalisms of various sorts, and later by nationalist and 

equalitarian racial freedom movements, oppositional racial consciousness took on 

permanence and depth as  racial resistance.  Just as racial despotism reinforced white 

supremacy as the master category of racial domination, so too it forged racial unity 

among the oppressed: first native peoples assaulted and displaced by armed settlers, 

later Africans and their descendants kidnapped and reduced to mere chattel, and 

then conquered Latin@s/mestiz@s and superexploited Asian immigrants. Racial 

despotism generated racial resistance: Just as the conquest created the “Indian” 

where once there had been Pequot, Iroquois, or Tutelo, so too it created the “Black” 

where once there had been Asante or Ovimbundu, Yoruba, or Bakongo. What had 

once been tribal or ethnic consciousness— among enslaved Africans, Native Ameri-

cans “removed” to reservations or decimated by settler violence, Latin@s forcibly 

denationalized and stripped of their lands, and Asian immigrants subjected to virtual 

 corvee  labor and then violently expelled from the communities they had created— 

ultimately became oppositional  race consciousness  and  racial resistance.  Thus in many 

ways racial despotism laid the groundwork for the creation of the racially  based 

movements of today. 

 These patterns are now understood as “panethnicizing” processes. (Every racially 

 defined group is a panethnic group.) They comprise not only the shared experience 

of suffering and the unifying pressures it brings to bear, but also the concerted self- 

activity of the oppressed to confront their tormentors and change their conditions. 

Panethnicity is a type of racialization; it is not without internal tension and conflict; 

it is often uneven and incomplete; it often does not liquidate ethnic difference but 

subsumes it; above all, it is a product of racial despotism. 
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 The transition from racial despotism to  racial democracy  has been a slow, painful, 

and contentious one; it remains far from complete. A recognition of the abiding pres-

ence of racial despotism, we contend, is crucial for the development of a theory of racial 

formation in the U.S. It is also crucial to the task of relating racial formation to racial 

resistance, the broader current of political practice, organization, and change. 

 Over extended periods of time, and as a result of resistance of disparate types, the 

balance of coercion and consent began to change, to move  from domination to hege-

mony.  It is possible to locate the origins of hegemony right within the heart of racial 

despotism, for the effort to possess the master’s tools— religion and philosophy in this 

case— was crucial to emancipation and to “freedom dreams” (Kelley 2003), crucial to 

efforts both individual and collective to possess oneself, so to speak, to achieve some 

degree of “self- determination” as a people. As Ralph Ellison reminds us, “The slaves 

often took the essence of the aristocratic ideal (as they took Christianity) with far 

more seriousness than their masters” (1964, xiv). In their language, in their religion 

with its focus on the Exodus theme and on Jesus’s tribulations (Glaude 2000), in their 

music with its figuring of suffering, resistance, perseverance, and transcendence (Du 

Bois 2007 (1935), in their interrogation of a political philosophy which sought per-

petually to rationalize their bondage in a supposedly “free” society (Douglass 2000 

[1852]), enslaved Africans and their descendants incorporated elements of racial rule 

into their thought and practice, turning them against their original bearers. 

 Racial rule can be understood as a slow and uneven historical process that has 

moved from despotism to democracy, from domination to hegemony. In this tran-

sition, hegemonic forms of racial rule— those based on consent— eventually came 

to supplant those based on coercion. But only to some extent, only partially. By no 

means has the United States established racial democracy in the 21st century, and 

by no means is coercion a thing of the past. But the sheer complexity of the racial 

questions U.S. society confronts today, the welter of competing racial projects and 

contradictory racial experiences which Americans undergo, suggests that hegemony 

is a useful and appropriate term with which to characterize contemporary racial rule. 

 What form does racial hegemony take today? In the aftermath of the epochal 

struggles of the post- World War II period, under the conditions of chronic crisis of 

racial meaning to which U.S. society has grown accustomed, we suggest that a new 

and highly unstable form of racial hegemony has emerged, that of  colorblindness.  In 

the following chapters, we discuss the post- World War II political trajectory of racial 

formation that has brought us to this point. 

 Notes 

  1. Ian Hacking (2006; 1999) has given us the phrase “making up people” to explain how the 

human sciences operate, but Hacking doesn't stop there: he discusses medicine, education, 

ideology, law, art, and state institutions as they do this work. 
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  2. The notion of  intersectionality  was advanced by legal scholar Kimberlé W. Crenshaw, who 

argued that both oppression and resistance are always situated in multiple categories of 

diff erence (Crenshaw 1989). Failure to grasp how categories of race, gender, sexuality, and 

class dynamically interact and shape one another, she asserted, led to a fragmented politics: 

  Feminist eff orts to politicize experiences of women and anti- racist eff orts to politi-

cize experiences of people of color have frequently proceeded as though the issues 

and experiences they each detail occur on mutually exclusive terrains. (Crenshaw 

1991, 1242) 

  Two other key intersectionality theorists should be mentioned. Patricia Hill Collins 

emphasizes the mutual determination of race, gender, and class in her survey and theo-

retical synthesis of the themes and issues of black feminist thought. Collins invented the 

phrase “matrix of domination” to describe the “overall social organization within which 

intersecting oppressions originate, develop, and are contained” (Collins 2008 [1999] 

227–228). Evelyn Nakano Glenn argues that race and gender are relational concepts in 

an interlocking system, providing a historical examination of citizenship and labor in the 

United States between 1870 and 1930. Glenn argues that these categories cannot be under-

stood separately, but are defi ned and given meaning in relationship to each other: “Race 

and gender share three key features as analytic concepts: (1) they are relational concepts 

whose construction involves (2) representation and material relations and (3)  in which 

power is a constitutive element” (Glenn 2002, 12–13). In many respects, race is gendered 

and gender is racialized. Inequality is always racialized and gendered as well. There are no 

clear boundaries between the “regions” of hegemony, so political confl icts will often invoke 

some or all these themes simultaneously. 

  3. “The truth is that there are no races; there is nothing in the world that can do all we ask race 

to do for us…. The evil that is done is done by the concept, and by easy— yet impossible— 

assumptions as to its application” (Appiah 1992, 45). Appiah's eloquent and learned book 

fails, in our view, to dispense with the race concept, despite its anguished attempt to do so; 

this indeed is the source of its author's anguish. We agree with him as to the non- objective 

character of race, but fail to see how this recognition justifi es its abandonment. 

  4. George L. Mosse (1985) argues that anti- semitism only began to be racialized in the 18th 

century. For a competing view, see Thomas 2010. 

  5. As Marx put it: 

  The discovery of gold and silver in America, the extirpation, enslavement, and 

entombment in mines of the aboriginal population, the beginning of the conquest 

and looting of the East Indies, the turning of Africa into a warren for the com-

mercial hunting of blackskins, signalized the rosy dawn of the era of capitalist 

production. These idyllic proceedings are the chief momenta of primitive accu-

mulation. (1967, 75) 

  David E. Stannard (1992) argues that the wholesale slaughter perpetrated upon the native 

peoples of the Western hemisphere is unequalled in history, even in our own bloody cen-

tury. See also Lovejoy and Rogers, eds. 1994. 

  6. Debates of a similar nature also took place among the subjects of conquest and enslave-

ment. On Native American perspectives, see Calloway 1994; Richter 2003; White 2010. On 

African perspectives, see Opoku- Agyemang et al., eds. 2008; Thornton 2012. 
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  7. In Virginia, for example, it took about two decades after the establishment of European 

colonies to extirpate the indigenous people of the greater vicinity; 50 years after the estab-

lishment of the fi rst colonies, the elaboration of slave codes establishing race as  prima facie  

evidence for enslaved status was well under way. See Jordan (2012 [1968]). 

  8. In 1550- 1551 two Spanish Dominicans, Bartolomeo de las Casas and Juan Ginés de 

Sepúlveda, conducted a prolonged theological debate in Valladolid, Spain, about the 

humanity and spiritual status of Spain's Native American subjects. The debate was car-

ried out at the behest of the Spanish king, Charles V, and in the shadow of the Inquisition. 

While ostensibly theological, and thus focused on such questions as the status— or even 

presence— of the souls of the Indians, the debate also addressed questions of Spanish 

imperial development strategy, notably the scope and legitimacy of slavery and the status 

of the  encomienda  system vis- à- vis religious and royal authority. See Hanke 1974; Todorov 

1984. 

  9. For a pointed, parallel demonstration of the imperative of racial classifi cation during 

relatively early stages of conquest, see the genre of Mexican  casta  paintings (Denver Art 

Museum 2004; Katzew 2005). 

 10. Proslavery physician Samuel George Morton (1799- 1851) compiled a collection of 800 

crania from all parts of the world, which formed the sample for his studies of race. Assum-

ing that the larger the size of the cranium translated into greater intelligence, Morton 

established a relationship between race and skull capacity. Gossett reports that “In 1849, 

one of his studies included the following results: the English skulls in his collection proved 

to be the largest, with an average cranial capacity of 96 cubic inches. The Americans and 

Germans were rather poor seconds, both with cranial capacities of 90 cubic inches. At the 

bottom of the list were the Negroes with 83 cubic inches, the Chinese with 82, and the 

Indians with 79” (Gossett 1997 [1965], 74). When Steven Jay Gould reexamined Morton's 

research, he found that the data were deeply, though probably unconsciously, manipulated 

to agree with his “a priori conviction about racial ranking” (1981, 50- 69). 

 11. See UNESCO 1950/1951. The production of the documents was coordinated by Alfred 

Metraux (1951). The 1950 authors included Professors Ernest Beaglehole (New  Zealand), 

Juan Comas (Mexico), E. Franklin Frazier (U.S.), Humayun Kabir (India), Claude Levi- 

Strauss (France), Morris Ginsberg (United Kingdom), and Ashley Montagu (U.S.). It was 

revised by Montagu “after criticism submitted by Professors Hadley Cantril, E. G. Conk-

lin, Gunnar Dahlberg, Theodosius Dobzhansky, L. C. Dunn, Donald Hager, Julian S. 

Huxley, Otto Klineberg, Wilbert Moore, H. J. Mullet, Gunnar Myrdal, Joseph Needham, 

and Curt Stern” (ibid, 35). The 1950 document was criticized as excessively sociologically 

oriented; the 1951 revision included text drafted by anthopologists, geneticists, and biolo-

gists as well. On Metraux see Prins 2007. 

 12. These are complex cases. The Cherokee Freedmen are the descendants of black slaves 

owned by the Cherokee (Jones 2009). The Seminole Blacks are the descendants of  U.S. 

maroons who fl ed slavery to tribal lands in Florida, Indian territory controlled by Spain 

until 1821. The U.S. fought two “Seminole Wars” (1817–1818 and 1835–1842) to recap-

ture the area and reimpose slavery. Many Seminoles were transported (or fl ed) to the 

Oklahoma territory, but some remained in Florida. In 1849, threatened by slave- raiders, 

c.200 armed Black Seminoles under the leadership of John Horse escaped from Florida 

and conducted a heroic “long march” across slave- holding Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas. 
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Accompanied by some traditional (i.e., non- black) Seminole comrades led by the Seminole 

chief Coacochee. This amazing feat culminated in their crossing into abolitionist Mexico 

in July 1850; they formed a community in Coahuila that is still called  Nacimiento de los 

Negros . See Mulroy 2007. 

 13. The Implicit Bias Test (IAT) was developed in the mid- 1990s by experimental/social psy-

chologist Anthony G. Greenwald. It has spawned a large literature and been applied to 

various issues of bias (notably race, gender, and stereotyping of various types) in numerous 

settings, particularly educational, political, and legal. For a small sample of relevant work 

by Greenwald and collaborators, see Greenwald et al. 2003; Greenwald et al. 2009; Kang 

et al. 2012. 

 14. The legacy of Kant is particularly evident here (McCarthy 2009), but sociological and psy-

chological concepts such as “consciousness of kind” (Giddings 1932) have also acquired 

great followings over the years. 

 15. See “The Conservation of Races” (1993 [1897]), an early statement that has occasioned 

much debate among Du Bois scholars (Marable 1986, 35- 38; Appiah 1992, 28–46; Lewis 

1993, 372–373; Reed 1997a). 

 16. Boas’s work has drawn contemporary criticism for its residual essentialism; his early physi-

cal anthropology at times overwhelmed his vaunted cultural relativism (Boas 1912a, 1912b; 

Williams 1996). 

 17. Park’s  Race and Culture  (1950) is still useful; see also Lyman 1992; Steinberg 2007. Locke’s 

1915 lectures at Howard University, unpublished until 1992, bear a remarkable resem-

blance to contemporary racial theories and comparative historical sociologies of race 

(Locke 1992 [1915]). 

 18. Proposition 54 was defeated, less because voters wished to preserve racial categorization as 

an overall state practice, but rather because in a few particular areas of state activity they 

had been convinced that maintaining racially  based data was good for society overall. A 

particularly crucial source of Connerly’s defeat was a series of campaign ads run by medi-

cal societies arguing that collecting racial data was important for public health purposes 

(HoSang 2010). 

 19. In August, 2012 the Bureau announced that it was considering redefi ning the Top of Form-

Bottom of Form “Hispanic” category to the status of a racial category, possibly called 

“Hispanic/Latino,” that would be equivalent on the form to white or black. See Cohn 2012. 

 20 .  We are not unaware, for example, that publishing this work is itself a racial project. 

 21.  Floyd, et al. v. City of New York, et al. , a class action suit brought by the Center for Consti-

tutional Rights on behalf of victims of “stop and frisk” racial profi ling by New York City 

police, was decided on August 12, 2013. Federal judge Shira Scheindlin decided for the 

plaintiff s and ordered a series of modifi cation and reforms of “stop and frisk.” See Center 

for Constitutional Rights 2013. Challenges to the decision suggest that the case's ultimate 

outcome remains in doubt. 

 22. Racial jurisprudence largely relies on the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment 

and on the 1964 Civil Rights Act. The full extent of Supreme Court rulings on the nature 

of racism cannot be addressed here. An exemplary decision is  Washington v. Davis  (U.S. 

Supreme Court 1976), which established the rule of “invidious discriminatory purpose” as 

the criterion for determining if discrimination had occurred. The Court understood “pur-

pose” as “intent” and refused to extend its concept of discrimination to include “disparate 
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impact”; in other words the consequences of practices alleged to be discriminatory were 

offi  cially ignored. See Pillai 2001. 

 23. Bonilla- Silva defi nes this view as an “institutionalist perspective,” in which “racism is 

defi ned as a combination of prejudice and power that allows the dominant race to insti-

tutionalize its dominance at all levels in a society (Bonilla- Silva 1997, 466). See also Katz 

2003. 

 24. See our debate with Joe Feagin and Chris Elias over these issues: Feagin and Elias 2013; 

Omi and Winant 2013. 

 25. In practice, this just means rendering the racial dimensions of race informal, outside 

explicit legal regulation, but still subject to political pressures, and thus to racist projects 

and anti- racist ones as well. Thus it may be an overstatement to say that such restrictions 

were “abolished.” 

 26. This term refers to the practice, widespread throughout the Americas, whereby runaway 

slaves formed communities in remote areas, such as swamps, mountains, or forests, often 

in alliance with dispossessed indigenous peoples. The Black Seminoles discussed above 

were a maroon people. 



137

 C H A P T E R  5 

 Racial Politics and the Racial State 

 “[H]istorical reality is completely obfuscated in the myth of an all- inclusive contract creat-

ing a sociopolitical order presided over by a neutral state equally responsive to all its colorless 

citizens.” 

 — Charles W. Mills 1  

 Introduction 

 Race is consummately political. The instability of the race concept and the contro-

versies it generates are emblematic of the racially contradictory society in which we 

live. In the United States, a system of racial rule has always been in place, operating 

not merely through macro- level, large- scale activities, but also through micro- level, 

small- scale practices. The racial regime is enforced and challenged in the schoolyard, 

on the dance fl oor, on talk radio, and in the classroom as much as it is in the Supreme 

Court, electoral politics, or on the battlefi eld of Helmand province. Because racial 

formation processes are dynamic, the racial regime remains unstable and contested. 

We cannot step outside of race and racism, since our society and our identities are 

constituted by them; we live in racial history. 

 Race is a vast and variegated theme. Any racial theory is a work- in- progress. Race 

is a factor not only in politics and history, but also in economy, culture, experience …; 

it is a fully- fledged  social fact  like class or gender. Like those other large markers 

race is an unstable set of  collective representations  as well. 2  We focus here on racial 

politics and the racial state because through politics, through struggles over power 

and freedom, we can see race and racism being remade both social structurally and 

experientially. What we call racial projects have interacted over half a millennium to 

build up the  social structures  of race and racism. A parallel  experiential dimension  exists 

as well: The short- term, present-tense experience of racial subjectivity, in which new 

racial projects are being launched and interacting all the time. 3  

 Looking at racial politics in general and the racial state in particular also allows us to 

consider the state–civil society distinction: The state may represent the core of a given 

racial regime, but no state can encompass all of civil society. People conceive of, operate, 

and inhabit their own racial projects (within broader constraints) and “experience” race 

in distinct and varied ways.  

 To theorize racial politics and the racial state, then, is to enter the complex terri-

tory where structural racism encounters self- reflective action, the radical pragmatism 
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of people of color (and their white allies) in the United States 4  It is to confront the 

instability of the U.S. system of racial hegemony, in which despotism and democ-

racy coexist in seemingly permanent conflict .  It is to understand that the boundary 

between state and civil society is necessarily porous and uncertain where race is con-

cerned .  Emphasizing the political dimensions of race and racism allows us to discern 

the contours of the racial system, to understand what racial hegemony looks like, to 

specify its contradictions, and to envision alternative scenarios. 

 Racial politics are bigger than the state. They involve civil society, political social-

ization and thus race- consciousness, racial identity- making (both individual-  and 

group- based), and group boundary formation (Barth, ed. 1998 [1969]) as well. The 

enmeshment of the state in our everyday lives means that all racial identities are 

contradictory and “hybrid”; it means that uncertain group boundaries are regulated 

and often tightened and enforced by the state. We make our racial identities, both 

individually and collectively, but not under conditions of our own choosing. 

 Racial formation theory approaches politics as an uneasy combination of despotic 

and democratic practices, of self- reflective action undertaken both with and against 

established social structures. Why, for example, are racial attributions so prone to vio-

lence, so “hot,” so fiercely upheld and contested, so necessary in the modern world as 

components of both self and social structure? Why is race so available as a “scaven-

ger concept”: a default variable on the basis of which so many disparate phenomena 

are supposedly explained? 5  How can a social distinction be both so determining— of 

life chances and status, of freedom, of economic, political, and social institutions, 

and indeed of identity itself— and at the same time so undetermined, inchoate, and 

indeed unreal on so many levels? 

 The modern state makes use of ideology— racial ideology in this case— to “glue” 

together contradictory practices and structures: despotism and democracy, coercion 

and consent, formal equality and substantive inequality, identity and difference. 6  The 

racial state does not have precise boundaries. Although based in formally constituted 

institutions and grounded in a contentious historical process, the state extends beyond 

administrative, legislative, or judicial forms of activity. It inhabits and indeed orga-

nizes large segments of social and indeed psychological identity, as well as everyday 

life. Internalizing and “living out” a particular racial identity, for example, is in some 

ways internalizing the state; post- structuralist theorists might describe this in terms 

of “governmentality” (Foucault 1991, 1997). From a Freudian point of view, we might 

understand the racial state in terms of “introjection”: another form of internaliza-

tion in which rules and constraints become mechanisms of psychological self- defense. 

Still another way in which the racial state casts its net over our identities, our everyday 

experiences, is through the process Althusser called “interpellation”: the way the state 

“notices” us, “hails” us. In Althusser’s account, a police officer calls out “Hey! You 

there!” and we instantly flinch; we turn to face the state that is already within us: 

 [I]deology “acts” or “functions” in such a way that it “recruits” subjects 

among the individuals (it recruits them all), or “transforms” the individuals 
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into subjects (it transforms them all) by that very precise operation which I 

have called interpellation or hailing, and which can be imagined along the 

lines of the most commonplace everyday police (or other) hailing: “Hey, you 

there!” 

 Assuming that the theoretical scene I have imagined takes place in the 

street, the hailed individual will turn round. By this mere one- hundred- and- 

eighty- degree physical conversion, he [sic] becomes a subject. Why? Because 

he has recognized that the hail was “really” addressed to him, and that “it was 

really him who was hailed” (and not someone else). 

 (Althusser 2001 [1971], 174; see also Butler 1997a) 

 By  despotism  we refer to a familiar series of state practices: deprivation of life, 

liberty, or land; dispossession, violence, confinement, coerced labor, exclusion, and 

denial of rights or due process. The contemporary United States, and the colo-

nial societies that preceded it in North America, were founded on these and related 

forms of despotism, all organized according to race. Although racial oppression has 

lessened over the years, and although some of these despotic practices have been sig-

nificantly reduced if not eliminated (slavery is a good example here), others continue 

unabated and in some cases have even increased. For example, carceral practices 

today rival or exceed any previous period in both the proportions and absolute 

numbers of black and brown people held in confinement. The little- noticed devel-

opment of a whole gulag of specialized immigration prisons has no precedent in 

U.S. history. 

 All right then, how about the  democratic dimensions  of the racial state? Though 

it is a constant and prominent feature of the racial state, despotism is not the only 

story that the state tells about race. “Freedom dreams” (Kelley 2003) rooted in 

racial politics are among the most enduring contributions to the foundation of 

democracy in the modern world; these “dreams” have constantly challenged the 

state, most famously in Martin Luther King, Jr.’s August 1963 speech, but on 

numerous other occasions as well. In fact the persistence and depth of social justice- 

oriented movements has been the chief source of popular democracy and indeed 

popular sovereignty in the United States. What W.E.B. Du Bois called “abolition 

democracy” is a clear instance of that movement challenge. In Du Bois’s view, 

the American Revolution of 1776–1781 was only a partial and incomplete anti- 

imperial transformation, since it was dominated by elites and left slavery intact. 

The Civil War, and Reconstruction, abortive as it was, were the second phase of 

the American Revolution, based upon the expansion of the rights that abolition 

implied: the achievement by all of complete democracy and full citizenship (Du 

Bois 2007 [1935] 186; see also Lipsitz 2004; Davis 2005, 73–74). 

 To be sure, democratic movements have often been foreclosed by state- based 

coercion, as well as by reactionary practices based in civil society: mob violence and 

lynching, for example. Only under some circumstances has open and “free” political 

mobilization for democratic reform been possible for people of color: The two great 
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moments of this mainstream political upsurge were, of course, the Reconstruction 

period (1865–1877) and the post- World War II civil rights period (1948–1970). At 

other times democratic political action had to take shape quite autonomously, beneath 

the radar of the state (and often beneath the social scientific radar as well). This sug-

gests the subaltern character of racial democracy. 7  

 * * * 

 In order to understand racial politics and to grasp the contradictory relation-

ship between racial despotism and racial democracy, it is necessary to situate the 

racial state historically and account for its development over time. Here, we accom-

plish this by discussing the transition from  war of maneuver to war of position.  Next, 

we address the  racial body politic,  the corporeal or phenomic dimensions of raciality. 

Race and racism politicize the body, subjecting it to state control, surveillance, and 

violence. In the next section,  The Radical Pragmatist Politics of Race,  we consider the 

micro–macro linkages that operate in racial politics. We examine such matters as the 

way individuals and movements “navigate” in unstable and uncertain racial condi-

tions, and the contradictions between racial despotism and racial democracy that 

continue to shape and reshape the racial state. We draw once again on the theories of 

the Italian neo- Marxist politician, theorist, and anti- fascist leader Antonio Gramsci. 

In the next section, we introduce the concept of  trajectories of racial politics.  Trajec-

tories are shaped interactions, taking place over historical time, between the racial 

state and race- oriented social movements. Finally, we reflect upon racial politics in 

everyday life, discussing the  politicization of the social  that took place in the United 

States during the post- World War II years. We argue that anti- racist movements 

greatly expanded the political “space” available in the country, achieving an enor-

mous deepening and broadening of political awareness. From (and within) race this 

“politics of identity” went everywhere: into personal relationships, family, sexuality, 

and “micro-political” interactions of all types. Prior to the 1970s, these identities and 

relationships were seen as mostly private matters, located outside the political sphere. 

Since the black movement challenge, they have “gone public”; awareness of racism, 

sexism, and homophobia cannot be removed from the public sphere. 

 From War of Maneuver to War of Position 

 There has been a racial system in North America since the earliest days of contact 

with and conquest by Europeans. This system has linked political rule to the racial 

classifi cation of individuals and groups. The major institutions and social relation-

ships of U.S. society— law, political organization, economic relationships, religion, 

cultural life, residential patterns— have been structured from the beginning by this 

system. 

 Clearly, the system was more monolithic, more absolute, at earlier histori-

cal moments. Despite its epochal revolutionary origins, the early U.S. maintained 
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many of the residues of the absolutist system of monarchical rule from which it had 

emerged. Empire, slavery, and patrimonialism were some of these “birthmarks.” 

Having thrown off the shackles of the British empire, “the first new nation” (Lipset 

2003 [1963]) proceeded to establish itself as an empire of its own, seizing the land and 

labor of native peoples of North America (Kaplan 2005; Stoler, ed. 2006;).  Having 

declared itself subject to a natural law in which “all men [sic] are created equal,” the 

United States quite comprehensively disobeyed that law in practice: not only through 

its support for hereditary chattel slavery, but also through its severe restrictions on 

democratic participation. 8  The American Revolution was in many respects triggered 

by trade restrictions imposed by the “mother country”; 9  the insurgent colonies were 

merchant capitalist, not yet industrial capitalist. They were patrimonial systems that 

were still marked by feudalism (Adams 2005). Not only did romantic racist ideol-

ogy justifying slavery develop out of this political- economic complex— the plantation 

owner as the father, the slaves as children— but also the chattelization of both slaves 

and women was operating here (Pateman 1988; Mills 1999). Furthermore, because 

there was very little industrial production in the early decades of the nation’s exis-

tence, property- less white men were uncertain about their status. The main “workers” 

were slaves, and white men, unwilling to accept the quasi- feudal status of “servant,” 

were determined to distinguish themselves from slaves at all costs. David Roediger 

(2007 [1991]) finds deep roots for later U.S. racism in this unstable and conflictual 

situation. What about the slaves themselves? The 1790 census— the first ever taken 

in the country— counted roughly 20 percent of the U.S. population as enslaved (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census 1791). In Virginia, the principal slaveholding state of the time, 

the enslaved population was around 40 percent of the total. 

 Thus policing and controlling the enslaved population was a particular concern, 

especially in the South, where slaves were concentrated and represented the main 

source of labor. The U.S. Constitution reflected extensive experience in the surveil-

lance and punishment of slaves, experience that had been acquired by Europeans 

over 250 years of colonization before the Constitution was even promulgated. Protec-

tion for “the peculiar institution” was provided by the document in numerous ways: 

notably in its provision for the return of escaped slaves, and in its ignominious “three- 

fifths clause,” whereby the enslaved population, though obviously unrepresented in 

the legislature, could yet be counted as a component of the population for purposes 

of legislative enumeration. 

 For most of U.S. history, state racial policy’s main objective was repression and 

exclusion. Congress’ first attempt to define American citizenship, the Naturalization 

Law of 1790, declared that only free “white” immigrants could qualify. A persis-

tent pattern of disenfranchisment targeted people of color. Before the Civil War, 

“free persons of color” were stripped of their right to vote— the key to citizenship 

 status— in many states. The extension of eligibility to all racial groups has been slow 

indeed. Japanese, for example, could become naturalized citizens only after the pas-

sage of the McCarran–Walter Act of 1952. 10  
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 The state plays a crucial part in racialization, the extension of racial meaning to 

a previously racially unclassified relationship, social practice or group. Throughout 

the 19th century, many state and federal laws recognized only three racial categories: 

“white,” “Negro,” and “Indian.” In California, the influx of Chinese and the debates 

surrounding the legal status of Mexicans provoked a brief juridical crisis of racial 

definition. California attempted to resolve this dilemma by classifying Mexicans and 

Chinese within the already existing framework of “legally defined” racial groups. 

After the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo (1848), Mexicans were accorded the political- 

legal status of “free white persons,” a fig- leaf placed by the U.S. conquerors over the 

realities of Mexican  mestizaje  and slave emancipation. State racialization of Asians 

was even more baroque: In 1854 the newly established California Supreme Court 

ruled in  People v. Hall  (CA Supreme Court 1854) that Chinese should be considered 

“Indian”[!] and denied the political rights accorded to whites. 11  

 But even at its most oppressive, the racial order was unable to arrogate to itself 

the entire capacity for the production of racial meanings or the racial subjection 

of the population. Racially  defined “others”— people of color— were always able 

to counterpose their own cultural traditions, their own forms of organization and 

identity, to the dehumanizing and enforced “invisibility” imposed by the majority 

society. As the voluminous literature on black culture under slavery shows, black 

slaves developed cultures of resistance based on music, religion, African traditions, 

and family ties, among other political technologies. By these means they sustained 

their own ideological project: the development of a “free” black identity, a sense 

of “peoplehood,” and a collective dedication to emancipation. 12  Similar processes 

of cultural resistance developed among Native Americans, Latin@s, and Asians. 13  

 Without reviewing the vast history of the U.S. racial order, it is still possible to 

make some general comments about the manner in which this order was historically 

consolidated. Gramsci’s distinction between “war of maneuver” and “war of posi-

tion” will prove useful here. In his account,  war of maneuver  is the form of politics 

appropriate to conditions of dictatorship or despotism, when no terrain is available 

for opposition inside the system. Resistance to the regime mobilizes outside the polit-

ical arena, in the hinterlands, the slums and barracoons, the places of worship, the 

fields and mines and other workplaces, everywhere the subaltern strata are gathered. 

Once it has acquired the necessary force, resistance moves to the key locus of power, 

the capital, and seizes the key redoubts (the Bastille, the Winter Palace) from which 

oppressive power has been exercised. 

  War of position,  by contrast, is the political form appropriate to hegemonic sys-

tems of rule that operate by incorporating their opposition, at least up to a point. 

Modern mass societies of both the fascist and the democratic type are the kinds 

of political systems Gramsci has in mind. Resistance to fascism combines the two 

forms of politics. Democratic states may be quite restrictive, but they still generally 

provide some space for challenge from within: legislative, electoral, or judicial pro-

cesses, for example. In such societies the state is fortified (Gramsci calls it a system 
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of “trenches”) 14  by structures of legitimation and consent against insurrection or 

other direct challenges. The task faced by any oppositional movement engaged in a 

“war of position” is to delegitimate the hegemonic system and to erode or under-

mine consent. By rearticulating political and cultural “common sense” in such a 

way that the excluded, oppressed, and exploited sectors of society can achieve their 

own legitmacy, their own inclusion, the opposition develops  counter- hegemony.  It 

seeks to attain the rights, justice, and political power that its supporters had earlier 

been denied. “War of position” is thus a prolonged struggle for the adherence of the 

general population and the achievement of political power, generally without insur-

rection or armed struggle. 15  

 For much of American history, no political legitimacy was conceded to alterna-

tive or oppositional racial projects. The absence of democratic rights, of material 

resources, and of political and ideological terrain upon which to challenge the mono-

lithic character of the racial order, forced racially defined opposition both outward, to 

the margins of society, and inward, to the relative safety of self- defined communities. 

Slaves who escaped to the North or Canada, or who formed maroon communities 

in forests and swamps; Indians who made war on the United States in defense of 

their peoples and lands; Chinese and Filipin@s who drew together in Chinatowns 

and Manilatowns in order to gain some measure of collective control over their 

existence— these are some examples of the movement  outward,  away from political 

engagement with the racial state. 

 These same blacks, Indians, Asians (and many others), banned from the political 

system and relegated to what was supposed to be a permanently inferior sociocultural 

status, were also forced  inward  upon themselves as individuals, families, and com-

munities. Tremendous cultural resources were nurtured among such communities; 

enormous labors were required to survive and to develop elements of an autonomy 

and opposition under such conditions. These circumstances can best be understood 

as combining with the violent clashes and necessity of resistance (to white- led race 

riots, military assaults) which characterized these periods, to constitute a racial war 

of maneuver. 

 War of maneuver was gradually replaced by  war of position  as racially defined 

minorities achieved political gains in the United States. 16  A strategy of war of position 

can only be predicated on political struggle— on the existence of diverse institutional 

and cultural terrains upon which oppositional political projects can be mounted. To 

the extent that you can confront the racial state from within the political system, to 

the degree that you possess political “voice” (Hirschman 1971), you are fighting a war 

of position. Prepared in large measure by the practices undertaken under conditions 

of war of maneuver, black movements and their allies were able to make sustained 

strategic incursions into the mainstream political process during the post- World War 

II years. “Opening up” the state was a process of democratization which had effects 

both on state structures and on racial meanings. The postwar black movement, later 

joined by other racially based minority movements, challenged the dominant racial 



144 r a c i a l  f o r m a t i o n

ideology in the United States, insisting upon a more egalitarian and democratic con-

cept of race. The state was the logical target for this effort. 

 The Racial Body Politic 

 Race and racism both defi ne and disrupt the body politic of the nation- state. 17  As we 

saw in  Chapter 3 , concepts of the  nation  like “the American people” or “the French 

people” presuppose a degree of inclusion and commonality that is impossible to 

achieve in practice. States occasionally become the instruments of necessarily geno-

cidal attempts to attain that level of uniformity (“purity”), which is usually framed 

in racial terms. 18  But more often they must manage the heterogeneity of the body 

politic, operating on the continuum of despotism–democracy that we have discussed. 

Therefore racial diff erence and racial inequality are fundamental dimensions of social 

organization. This is something that reductionist theoretical approaches to race and 

racism  just can ’ t explain.  There is a persistent tendency to recur to other, suppos-

edly more fundamental social forces like class and culture/ethnicity, in the eff ort to 

explain the persistence and breadth of race. Such accounts always neglect or dismiss 

the embeddedness of race in the modern world. 

 Foucault’s concept of “biopower” 19  addresses some of the problems of this sort 

of management. Though he developed it in his later work on sexuality, Foucault also 

applied this term to issues of race and racism, especially in regard to colonialism and 

empire. The biopower concept is useful here because it allows us to see the normal-

ization and comprehensiveness of race and racism in the modern world (and most 

certainly in the U.S.). With Foucault, we challenge the idea— found everywhere in 

both scholarly work and common sense— that human differentiation according to 

race is somehow aberrant, and that racism is an irrational deviation from such immu-

table principles as individualism, “ liberté, égalité, fraternité, ” or the law of supply and 

demand. Foucault labels such accounts “scapegoat theories” of race. As Ann Laura 

Stoler writes, 

 Scapegoat theories posit that under economic and social duress, particular sub- 

populations are cordoned off as intruders, invented to deflect anxieties, and 

conjured up precisely to nail blame. For Foucault, racism is more than an  ad hoc  

response to crisis: It is a manifestation of preserved possibilities, the expression 

of an underlying discourse of permanent social war, nurtured by the biopoliti-

cal technologies of “incessant purification.” Racism does not merely arise in 

moments of crisis, in sporadic cleansings. It is internal to the biopolitical state, 

woven into the weft of the social body, threaded through its fabric. 

 (1995, 69) 

 From this standpoint the “scavenger concept” of race also acquires new focus and 

emphasis. The ready availability of race as an “explanation” for deviance from some 
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attributed norm becomes more intelligible when we recognize both the ease with 

which racial distinctions are made— their “ocularity”— and when we simultaneously 

admit the breadth and depth of racial awareness in American society. With these 

political tools in view, with an awareness of biopower handy and Foucault by your 

side, consider once again the raciality of the body politic: the endless list of attributed 

variation by race that pervades the United States, and much of the rest of the world 

as well. Variation by race in scores on the SAT test? In evacuation rates by race from 

hurricane- fl ooded New Orleans? In diff erent racial groups’ commitments to “hard 

work”? In criminal propensities? How about in common- sense beliefs about sexual 

proclivities across racially defi ned groups (consider the word “vanilla” in this con-

text)? This list can go on for days. 

 The phrase “body politic,” of course, refers not only to the collective body, 

the “nation” or its equivalents; it also refers to the politicized body. Here we are 

arguing that the phenomic dimensions of race are among the central components 

of this phenomenon. Race and racism not only politicize the social but render up 

the human body into the burning heart of the state as material for the social control. 

State racial policy is directed against the racial body, in such forms as surveillance, 

profiling, policing, and confinement. This racial body politic is also gendered and 

classed: State violence against black men— against poor, dark, mainly male bod-

ies— is one of the most continuous and seemingly central aspects of the U.S. racial 

system. Women of color are also targeted, especially by violence, discrimination, and 

assaults on their reproductive rights (Harris- Perry 2011); profiling is everywhere 

(Glover 2009). 

 Much recent scholarship has properly been devoted to “performing race” (Kondo 

1997). In parallel fashion, critical studies of racism tend to see it as something that can 

be “performed’ or not; for example we are urged to “interrupt” racism, or to “ally” 

against racism. We consider that both these dimensions of race— race as “perfor-

mance” and race as “phenomics”— must be synthesized if we are to conceive fully of 

the racial politics of civil society. To be sure there is no easy separation of the racial 

state from the racial dimensions of identity and everyday life. 

  The body is the person.  It is not news that racism derives much of its energy 

from the effort to control racially marked bodies. Nor is it surprising that des-

potism operates on the racial body, assaulting it, confining it, and profiling it. 20  

Whether traditional or modern, whether religious or corporate, whether super-

exploiting immigrant workers, profiling “suspicious” persons (“stop and frisk”; 

“show me your papers”), whether enforcing the boundaries of neighborhood seg-

regation, policing school hallways in neighborhoods of color (Nolan 2011)— again 

the list is long— the convergence between despotism and the racial body is com-

prehensive. For this reason— as well as for reasons of gender and sexuality— the 

right of all human beings to control their own bodies is a fundamental democratic 

demand. 
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 The Radical Pragmatist Politics of Race 

 Racial formation theory draws a great deal from the pragmatist philosophical tradi-

tion. Pragmatist concepts of self and society are based on the core idea of  self- refl ective 

action.  This term means that both individually and collectively we are self- consciously 

cognizant of the social forces in which we are immersed, and through which we steer 

our individual and collective selves. 21  Consider racial formation as a continuous pro-

cess of this type. It is not only a struggle over the meaning of one’s own racial identity 

within a particular social context and defi ned set of relationships; it is also a confl ict 

over the terms of collective self- defi nition carried out in the shadow of the state and 

its biopolitical capabilities. In the post- World War II period, these struggles have 

taken place in explicitly political terms, as an ongoing “war of position” between 

racial despotism and racial democracy. 

 A radical pragmatist approach allows us to analyze the interaction of the racial-

ized self and the racialized social structure. At the “micro- level,” each racial self 

engages in a certain amount of sociopolitical “navigation,” so to speak. This activity 

takes place in everyday life and in political life, and requires what might be called 

racial “intelligence.” When one acts self- reflectively in respect to race, she or he links 

the racial conditions of everyday life with those of the overall social structure. Often 

this racial intelligence is taken for granted, but it is also self- conscious much of the 

time, especially for people of color. 

 At the “macro- level,” the radical pragmatism of racial formation theory allows us 

to understand why even in the present— in the post- civil rights, neoliberal era— racial 

politics are so intractable, why they consist of simultaneous advances and setbacks. At 

some moments and during some periods, projects for collective self- definition assume 

the utmost importance, while at others they are in relative abeyance. Under some 

conditions, when mobilization is sufficient— say in 1963  Birmingham, Alabama— 

movements and organizations are able to intervene politically and act strategically on 

behalf of insurgent groups of color. More often, self- reflective political activity is dif-

fused and sporadic, less frequently concentrated in mass political undertakings. The 

Birmingham campaign or the August 1963 March on Washington were exceptional 

moments of collective mobilization. But self- reflective action is always present to 

some degree. 

  The state also operates this way.  Indeed a radical pragmatist approach to racial 

politics also allows us to see the “life of the state” as Gramsci describes it, as 

 a continuous process of formation and superseding of unstable equilibria … 

between the interests of the fundamental group and those of the subordinate 

groups— equilibria in which the interests of the dominant group prevail, but 

only up to a certain point, i.e., stopping short of narrowly corporate economic 

interest. 

 (1971, 182) 
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 The framework here is Marxian class analysis, but if we think about this processual 

notion of “the life of the state” from a racial point of view it closely parallels the 

pragmatist concept. The “fundamental group” may be seen as whites— or more prop-

erly whites and others who benefi t from white supremacy and racism— while the 

 “subordinate groups” are people of color and their allies who are incorporated 

into the “unstable equilibrium,” but only “up to a point.” Racial politics are unstable 

because state and opposition are both the targets and operators of intersecting racial 

projects. In the old days, the racial state could be more overt and violent. In the 

“post- civil rights” era, the racial state cannot merely dominate; it must seek  hege-

mony.  It does this in two related ways; fi rst by incorporating “subordinate” groups: 

the “sub- ” others, in other words the  subaltern;  and second by creating and embody-

ing racial “common sense,” as we have discussed. Yet state violence, confi nement, 

and aggressive and repressive policing of people of color all continue; this is how 

hegemony and subalternity are maintained: though a combination of repression and 

incorporation. 

 What is despotic, and what is democratic, about the U.S. racial state? Despite sev-

eral historical “breaks”— when abolition of slavery, decolonization, and large- scale 

extensions of citizenship and civil rights took place— the contemporary world is still 

mired in the same racial history from which it originally sprang. The U.S. state was 

born out of white supremacy and still maintains it to a significant degree. Yet the 

state has been forced time and time again to make concessions to the racial “others”: 

people of African descent, subjects of imperial conquest, indigenous people, and 

immigrants. The racial state has been transformed over and over in unending efforts 

to deal with its fundamental contradictions: Its concept of “freedom” included slav-

ery. It is a racial despotism that also claims to be democratic. It is an empire that arose 

out of an anti- imperial revolution. It is a settler society (based on immigration) that 

is also exclusionist. 

 Colonial rule and slavocracy were systems whose fundamental political charac-

ter was despotic. By seizure of territory, by kidnapping and theft, by coercive and 

authoritarian rule, Europe- based imperial regimes destroyed countless lives and sen-

sibilities. No amount of rationalization, no invocation of themes of development and 

uplift, no efforts at historical relativization can justify these predations or deodorize 

their moral stink. So, racial politics and the racial state have their origins in the ravag-

ing of the globe, in the consolidation of European rule, and in the classification of all 

humanity along racial lines. It is a bleak picture. 

 But not in every way. Racial politics also embody self- activity, resistance, and 

“situated creativity” (another pragmatist phrase; see Joas 1996). For the past half- 

millennium, refusal of slavery, resistance to colonialism, noncompliance with racial 

domination, fidelity to oppositional cultural traditions and alternative concepts of 

group and individual identity, and belief in racial solidarity have been some of the 

most crucial sources of insurgency, some of the central passions underlying eman-

cipatory and democratic politics, both in the United States and around the world. 
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 Trajectories of Racial Politics 

 What happens in racial politics when huge crises and racial “breaks”— matters of 

global and not just national signifi cance for the most part— are  not  on the horizon? 

The 17 years of the Civil War/Reconstruction (1860–1877) and roughly 22 years 

(1948–1970) of the post- World War II racial “break” were exceptional periods. The 

brief and heroic latter period is now receding historically. As President Obama has 

noted— speaking about himself as well as other present- day black leaders— the 

“Moses” generation of Dr. King and his contemporaries has now been succeeded by 

the “Joshua” generation (Bobo and Dawson 2009). What do “normal” racial politics 

look like today? 

 Racial politics should be understood in terms of  trajectories.  In the post- World 

War II civil rights era and its aftermath, there have been a rising and a declining phase 

of this political trajectory. The trajectory proceeded from the relative abeyance of 

racial justice movements before the war; it was initiated during the war with the 1941 

desegregation of the defense industries, and continued with the desegregation of the 

armed forces and the 1954  Brown  decision; it reached its apogee with the upsurge 

of the civil rights, black power, and their allied movements in the 1960s. It began its 

decline after the adoption of civil rights reforms in the mid- 1960s. A victim of its own 

(partial) success, the movement confronted the onset of racial reaction at the hands of 

the new right from about 1970 onward. 

 Applying Gramsci’s approach, let us consider the U.S. racial system as an “unsta-

ble equilibrium.” The idea of politics as “the continuous process of formation and 

superseding of unstable equilibria” has particular resonance in describing the opera-

tion of the racial state. The racial system is managed by the state— encoded in law, 

organized through policy- making, and enforced by a repressive apparatus. But the 

equilibrium thus achieved is unstable, for the great variety of conflicting interests 

encapsulated in racial meanings and identities can be no more than pacified by the 

state. Racial conflict persists at every level of society, varying over time and in respect 

to different groups, but ubiquitous. Indeed, the state is itself penetrated and struc-

tured by the very interests whose conflicts it seeks to stabilize and control. 22  

 Disruption and restoration of the racial order suggest the type of reiterative 

movement or pattern we designate by the term “trajectory.” Both racial movements 

and the racial state experience such transformations, passing through periods of rapid 

change and virtual stasis, through moments of massive mobilization and others of rel-

ative passivity. While the movement and regime versions of the overall trajectory are 

independently observable, they could not exist independently of each other. Racially 

based political movements are inconceivable without the racial state, which provides 

a focus for political demands and structures the racial order. The racial regime, in 

turn, has been historically constructed by racial movements; it consists of agencies 

and programs which are institutionalized responses to racially  based movements of 

the past. 
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 Our concept of the trajectory of racial politics thus links the two central actors 

in the drama of contemporary racial politics— the racial state and anti- racist social 

movements, the “dominant” and “subordinate” groups in Gramsci’s account— and 

suggests a general pattern of interaction between them. Change in the racial order, in 

the social meaning and political role played by race, is achieved only when the state 

has initiated reforms, when it has generated new programs and agencies in response 

to movement demands. Movements capable of achieving such reforms only arise 

when there is significant “decay” in the capacities of pre- existing state programs and 

institutions to organize and enforce racial ideology. Contemporary patterns of change 

in the racial order illustrate this point clearly. 

 Taken as a whole, the anti- racist movements of the post- World War II period con-

stitute a broad democratic upsurge, whose goals were a wide aggregation of “freedom 

dreams” (Kelley 2003) that ranged from moderate (voting rights) to radical (socialist 

revolution, national liberation). The state response to this challenge sought to contain 

it through reforms that would substitute a system of racial  hegemony  for the previ-

ous system of racial  domination.  The various civil rights acts and court decisions of 

the 1960s incorporated movement opposition. This involved making tangible conces-

sions without altering the underlying structural racism that was characteristic of the 

United States. It also meant the marginalization and in some cases destruction of 

those sectors of racial opposition that were unwilling to accept limited (aka “moder-

ate”) reforms. 

 After the dust had settled from the titanic confrontation between the movement’s 

radical propensities and the “establishment’s” tremendous capacity for incorporative 

“moderate” reform, a great deal remained unresolved. The ambiguous and con-

tradictory racial conditions in the nation today result from decades- long attempts 

simultaneously to ameliorate racial opposition and to placate and sustain the  ancien 

régime raciale.  The unending reiteration of these opposite gestures, these contra-

dictory practices, itself testifies to the limitations of democracy and the continuing 

significance of race in the United States. 

 Where are we located today on this trajectory? Were the incorporative reforms 

effective in defusing the anti-racist movement? Of course, they were; let’s not have 

any illusions about that. But the political processes we are discussing here proceed 

forward in time, driven in part by the very limitations of the reforms that shaped them. 

The trajectory of racial politics continues. Perhaps perversely, or at least ironically, 

the reforms which curtailed racial inequality and injustice’s most despotic features 

have worked to reinforce the production and diffusion of “colorblindness” as the 

hegemonic U.S. racial ideology in the late 20th and early 21st centuries. In  Chap ters 7  

(Racial Reaction: Containment and Rearticulation) and  8  (Colorblindness, Neoliberal-

ism, and Obama), we consider the rise to hegemony of colorblind racial ideology, as 

well as its contradictions and vulnerabilities. 

 This is the racial crisis of the early 21st century. “[C]risis,” Gramsci wrote, “con-

sists precisely in the fact that the old is dying and the new cannot be born: in this 
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interregnum, a great variety of morbid symptoms appear” (1971, 276). The significant 

advances made since World War II in overcoming the entrenched systems of U.S. racial 

despotism coexist with a system of ongoing racial stratification and injustice that man-

ages to reproduce most of the conditions that have supposedly been abolished. 

 The Politicization of the Social 

 The race- based/anti- racism movements that arose after World War II were the fi rst 

 new social movements  (Laraña, Johnston, and Gusfi eld, eds. 1994; Goodwin, Jasper, 

and Polletta, eds. 2001). They were the fi rst systematically to expand the concerns of 

politics to the social sphere, to the terrain of everyday life and emotional life. 23  New 

social movement politics would later prove “contagious,” leading to the mobilization 

of other people of color, as well as other groups whose concerns were principally social. 

The new social movements were inspired by the black movement— particularly in the 

United States but all around the world as well (Mullings 2009). These movements 

challenged the more limited notions of politics that had shaped “mainstream” under-

standings. They vastly enlarged and qualitatively transformed the classical defi nition 

of politics: “Who gets what, when, and how” (Lasswell 1950 [1936]). 

 What distinguishes the post- World War II racial regime, and the anti- racist initia-

tives of the mid- 20th century, from previous periods of racial despotism and earlier 

attempts to create racial democracy? Of course, no historical period is completely 

different from those that preceded it; all political systems, all racial projects, bear the 

“birthmarks” of their epochs of origin. Even a radical “break,” like the one described 

by Du Bois in  Black Reconstruction,  or the post- World War II upheaval in racial 

dynamics— which was a worldwide phenomenon, not just a U.S. one— preserves 

within itself substantial components of what went before. 

 How could it be otherwise? Enslaved people of African descent may have sought 

freedom, and indeed fought and died for it with all their hearts, but they nevertheless 

remained wounded and brutalized by the system they succeeded in overthrowing. 

And that system, however much it had been laid waste by Sherman’s armies, and 

however much it had been chastened by Lincoln’s poignant warning in his Second 

Inaugural Address (1864) that 

 if God wills that it [the War] continue until all the wealth piled by the bonds-

man’s two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall be sunk, and 

… every drop of blood drawn with the lash shall be paid by another drawn 

with the sword, as was said three thousand years ago, so still it must be said, 

“The judgments of the Lord are true and righteous altogether…,” 

 would still not emerge from the carnage and suff ering of the Civil War as a truly free 

society. 

 The achievement of civil rights reforms was a great triumph, despite the limi-

tations and compromises built into the reform legislation and the Supreme Court 
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decisions involved (the  Brown  decision’s “all deliberate speed” equivocation on 

desegregation was but one example of this). Yet the passage of civil rights laws in the 

mid- 1960s was no more the creation of racial democracy than was the passage of civil 

rights laws in the late 1860s. The Supreme Court overturned the 1868 Civil Rights 

Act and other emancipatory Reconstruction- era measures, just as it has eviscerated 

the 1960s civil rights laws in the decades since their enactment. 24  The achievement 

of slavery’s abolition was at best a hint of what “abolition democracy”— that quasi- 

revolutionary ideal that Du Bois identified as the heart of slaves’ auto- emancipation 

during the Civil War— would have involved: redistribution of land, severe punish-

ment for rebellious Confederates. Civil rights are not the same as democracy. They 

do not spell the end of racism; indeed they are marked by racism’s continuity, not its 

elimination. 

 Yet the post- World War II racial upheavals in the United States, the anti- racist 

movements of that epoch, did indeed achieve something new and unprecedented. 

This was the  politicization of the social:  the overflow of political meaning and aware-

ness into the arena of everyday and emotional life, which had up to then been a largely 

“private” and depoliticized sphere. This terrain had previously been seen as largely 

irrational, disembodied, unrelated to politics, unconnected to power, and outside the 

purview of the state. 

 Emerging from the territory of the everyday, lived experience of racism, and indeed 

embedded with that experience, the anti- racist movement was all about the ways race 

was conceived, constructed, and practiced at both the macro- level of institutional 

arrangements and social structure and the micro- level of everyday social relation-

ships. The modern civil rights movement, and its allied anti- racist movements, were 

struggles over these concepts, practices, and structures; they were conflicts about 

the  social meaning of race.  It was their incursion into the nation’s political life, and 

their achievements within it, that created what we call The Great Transformation— 

the shifts in racial awareness, racial meaning, racial subjectivity that were brought 

about by the black movement. Race is not only a matter of politics, economics, or 

culture, but operates simultaneously on all these levels of lived experience. It is a 

pre- eminently social phenomenon that suffuses each individual identity, each family 

and community, and that also penetrates state institutions and market relationships. 

 After World War II, the black movement  politicized the social.  It asserted the “fact 

of blackness” (Fanon 1967), a realization that erupted like a volcano onto the sleeping 

village below. The village of American social life— that is, the white “mainstream” of 

segregated American society— was turned inside  out by this “social fact” (Durkheim 

2014) after centuries of white obliviousness and dormant racial insurgency. The rise 

of the black movement eclipsed the ethnicity- based model of race and instituted a 

new model based on new understandings— what we call  rearticulations — of key socio-

political pillars of U.S. “common sense”: democracy, state, and identity. 

 Because it represented a critical upheaval in the meaning of race and a far more 

profound understanding of the dynamics of racism, the politicization of the social 
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was linked to the two challenging paradigms of racial formation that we have dis-

cussed here: the class- based paradigm and the nation- based paradigm. But it was 

only linked in part. Yes, the class- based and nation- based approaches to race and 

racism shared a rejection of the “moderate” orientation of the ethnicity paradigm. 

This drew them together in their quest for a more radical anti- racist position, and it 

suggested a deeper critique of race and racism in everyday life. For example, some 

class- based theories of race focused on the  experience  of inequality and superex-

ploitation (Oppenheimer 1974). Cultural nationalist politics and theory focused on 

community, customs, and  peoplehood.  

 But the challenging paradigms could not grasp the larger significance of the racial 

politics of everyday life, the social psychological and experiential dimensions of the 

politicized social. The class- based and nation- based paradigms of race, though critical 

and radical, relied on more traditional forms of politics— on economic determinism 

and anti- colonialism respectively. Because they were limited by their reductionism 

of race, even the radical varieties of the class- based and nation- based paradigms— 

Marxist accounts and internal colonialism accounts in particular— could not fully 

embrace the autonomy and  self- activity  of the new social movements. 

 We do not argue that the politicization of the social was a purely spontaneous 

phenomenon. Indeed it was  crafted  in part by movement activists and theorists, for 

example by Bayard Rustin (Rustin 2003 [1965]; D’Emilio 2004). We draw special 

attention, however, to the movement’s ability to pay attention to its base, to “learn from 

its followers.” This derived from its profound commitment to the complexities of race 

itself. This recognition of black “self- activity” (James et al. 2006 [1958]) bore a strong 

resemblance to the “situated creativity” highlighted in Dewey’s political philosophy. 

We have discussed this  radical pragmatism of race.  The movement’s immersion in the 

black religious tradition, its embrace of direct action, and its heteronomous adoption 

of such political tactics as the “sit- in” (based in the labor movement) and  satyagraha /

nonviolence (based in Gandhi’s anti- colonial struggle in India; see Chabot 2011) 25  all 

undermined the racist barriers that had for so long separated the thoroughly racial-

ized social life of American society from the exclusive white politics of the Jim Crow 

regime. A notable feature of the black movement’s politicization of the social was the 

active role that youth, especially black youth, played in this transition. The willingness 

of young blacks to expose their bodies to the brutality of white racism— particularly in 

the South— was itself a rearticulation: a practical reinterpretation of the significance 

of the black body, as well as a defiance of the inherent violence of lynching. 26  

 In short, racial identity, racial experience, racial politics, and the racial state itself 

were deeply transformed after World War II by the black movement and its allies. 

They were so profoundly reinvented and reinterpreted that the racial meanings estab-

lished during this period continue to shape social and political life, even in the current 

period of reaction. 

 Furthermore, the politicization of the social spread across all of American life, 

highlighting the injustices, inequalities, and indignities that pervade U.S. society. The 
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taken- for- granted unfreedom of women as a result of their sexual objectification and 

assumed unsuitability for the public sphere— in other words, the whole panoply of 

sexist practices and social structures— now became visible and a matter of conten-

tion, not only in the legislatures and courts but in the workplace and bedroom. 27  The 

assumed abnormality, perversion, deviance, and criminality of homosexuality— in 

other words, the unquestioned homophobia, ostracism, and discrimination expe-

rienced as a matter of course by anyone recognized as gay— now became a public 

political conflict, not only for those stigmatized as a result of their sexual identities, 

but for  everyone,  for the whole society. 28  Of course, these shifts did not take place 

overnight; they required years to unfold; indeed they are still very much sociopoliti-

cal battlefields and are likely to remain so, just as race and racism itself will remain a 

political “war zone,” a field of profound conflict. But our point here is not that that 

these were “problems” that were “solved” in political life and everyday life. Indeed 

it is quite the opposite: that racism, sexism, and homophobia— and other society- 

wide conflicts as well— were  revealed and politicized  by the anti- racist movement 

that succeeded World War II. Henceforth these and related dimensions of injustice, 

inequality, and exclusion became public issues, ceasing forever to be relegated to the 

private and personal sphere, or worse yet, to be utterly denied and suppressed. 

 The radical upsurge of the anti- racist movement during the post- World War 

II years succeeded in disrupting white supremacy. It discredited the European 

immigrant- based model of race that had grounded ethnicity theory and had ratio-

nalized the racial “moderation” and complacency of white liberals. Anti- racist 

mobilization incentivized class- based and nation- based theories and analyses of 

race— the challenging paradigms we have discussed in  Chapters 2  and 3. But although 

the movement launched a new political trajectory of conflict and reform, neither of 

the two challenging viewpoints could achieve hegemonic status. They suffered from 

serious deficiencies, largely because (as we have argued in  Part I ) of their reduction 

of race to other phenomena. The subsequent waning of the class- and nation-based 

viewpoints and organizations, grounded in challenging paradigms left a vacuum in 

racial theory and politics. This vacuum permitted the racial state to adopt new tech-

niques of violence and repression, working under the “law and order” ideology of 

the new right. This vacuum also created the political space for the rearticulation and 

containment of movement demands under the ideology of colorblindness. 

 Despite these serious setbacks, the depth and breadth of “the Great Transforma-

tion” can hardly be exaggerated.  The forging of new collective racial identities during 

the 1950s and 1960s has been the single most enduring contribution of the anti- racist move-

ment.  It is a set of political resources that endures today as a central component of the 

struggle for democracy in the United States. Today, the gains won in the past have 

been rolled back in many respects. Many anti- racist movement organizations have 

been forced onto the defensive: Rather than demanding increased racial justice, they 

have had to fight to uphold welfare state policies and liberal reforms— affirmative 

action is perhaps the best example— that they once condemned as inadequate and 
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tokenistic at best. The trajectory of racial politics continues, but now in a prolonged 

downturn. Amidst these reversals, the persistence of the politicized social, the con-

tinuity and strength of the new racial identities forged by the anti- racist movement, 

stands out as the most formidable obstacle to the consolidation of a repressive racial 

order. Apparently, the movements themselves could be fragmented, many of the poli-

cies for which they fought could be reversed, and their leaders could be coopted or 

even assassinated; but the racial subjectivity and self- awareness that they developed 

have taken permanent hold, and no amount of repression or cooptation can change 

that. 

 Notes 

  1. Mills 2008, 1389. 

  2. Durkheim’s theoretical claims about social facts and collective representations are conve-

niently assembled and discussed in Durkheim 2014. 

  3. Concepts of the subject, subjection, and subjectivity are usefully deconstructed in Butler 

1997a. The experience/structure framework parallels Mills’s “sociological imagination” 

(2000 [1959]), and also Levi- Strauss’s (1966) concept of social structure as simultaneously 

synchronic and diachronic. All three of these accounts share central pragmatist tenets as well. 

  4. The concepts of “situated creativity” and “self- refl ective action” are core ideas in the 

radical pragmatism of John Dewey (1933, 1948 [1919]). A parallel concept can be found 

in C.L.R. James’s idea of “self- activity” and in Grace Lee’s early work. The term “self- 

activity” was introduced into the political lexicon in  Facing Reality , a theoretical text by 

C.L.R. James, Grace Lee, Martin Glaberman, and Cornelius Castoriadis that appeared 

in the 1950s. Because “self- activity” cannot be delegated to others, it embodies radical 

democracy. The authors write: 

  The end toward which mankind is inexorably developing by the constant over-

coming of internal antagonisms is not the enjoyment, ownership, or use of goods, 

but self- realization, creativity based upon the incorporation into the individual 

personality of the whole previous development of humanity. Freedom is creative 

universality, not utility. (2006 [1958], 58) 

  The radical pragmatist (and arguably Deweyan) framework here is quite palpable. See also 

Rawick 1972; Lawson and Koch, eds. 2004. Lee (later Grace Lee Boggs), still active today 

at age 95, remains a leading anti- racist radical activist and author. She received her Ph.D. 

in 1940 with a dissertation on George Herbert Mead and has written on Dewey as well. 

  5. The notion of racism as a “scavenger ideology” was fi rst elaborated by George Mosse 

(1985, 213). It is also noted in Collins and Solomos 2010, 11; Fredrickson 2002. 

  6. On Gramsci’s concept of ideology as “glue,” see Gramsci 1971, 328. 

  7. In U.S. race studies the subalternity argument goes back through Robin D.G. Kelley to 

the “hidden transcripts” of James C. Scott. Scott in turn drew on the “subaltern stud-

ies” school of Ranajit Guha, Partha Chatterjee, and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, among 

others. The term “subaltern” comes from Gramsci. In our view, it pairs domination and 

“otherness,” and thus addresses key race/racism issues. In important part of subalternity 

theories is the argument that it is diffi  cult to govern subaltern peoples “all the way down.” 



 Racial Politics and the Racial State 155

Implicitly, “below” normal politics there is a level of autonomy available to such groups 

and individuals, an “infrapolitical” terrain beneath the radar of white supremacy, colonial-

ism, slavocracy, or other authoritarian regimes. This theme relates to the theme of race/

racism as the “politicization of the social” that we discuss later in this chapter. 

  8. The American Revolution was a bourgeois revolution, in the sense that it overthrew a feu-

dal system and established a system of rule by a property- holding class of “commoners.” 

The revolution thus repudiated not only absolutism and “divine right” but also nobility 

and aristocracy. But because it occurred in the early stages of capitalism’s development, 

it initially recognized only the democratic rights of established (male, white) property- 

holders. The founding fathers’ distaste for the “rabble,” the masses, even those who were 

white and male, is well- known. Later, as capitalism developed, political rights could be 

extended (gradually to be sure) to the “middling sorts”: small (white, male) property- 

holders. See Beckert 2001. 

  9. This is true of almost all the American anti- colonial revolutions: Beginning in the early 

19th century, local (“creole”) elites— Bolivar, Juarez, San Martin— sought to throw off  the 

restrictive commercial practices demanded by colonial administrations based in Europe. 

They wanted to control their own exports— largely primary products— and sell to the 

world market, a form of “free trade” much encouraged by the superpower of that century: 

Great Britain. The one exception here is Haiti and even that epochal struggle was partially 

trade- based. 

 10. The ideological residue of these restrictions in naturalization and citizenship is the popular 

equation of the term “American” with “white.” The emergence of the “birther” phenom-

enon in the aftermath of Barack Obama’s election in 2008 has been cited as evidence of 

this. As pundit Andrew Sullivan writes: 

  The demographics tell the basic story: a black man is president and a large major-

ity of white southerners cannot accept that, even in 2009. They grasp conspiracy 

theories to wish Obama— and the America he represents— away. Since white 

southerners comprise an increasing proportion of the 22% of Americans who still 

describe themselves as Republican, the GOP can neither dismiss the crankery nor 

move past it. The fringe defi nes what’s left of the Republican center. (Sullivan 

2009; see also Parker and Barreto 2013; Fang 2013) 

 11. For a comparative analysis of Mexican and Chinese experiences in 19th- century  California 

see Almaguer 2008 [1994]. 

 12. A brief selection of sources: Lester 1968a; Harding 1969; Rawick 1972; Gutman 1976; 

Aptheker 1983 (1963); Thompson 1983; Hahn 2003; Du Bois 2007 (1935). 

 13. The examples of Geronimo, Crazy Horse, and other Native American leaders were passed 

down from generation to generation as examples of resistance, and the Ghost Dance and 

Native American Church were employed by particular generations of Indians to maintain 

a resistance culture (Geronimo 2005 [1905]; Powers 2011; see also Snipp 1989). Rodolfo 

Acuña has pointed out how the same “bandits” against whom Anglo vigilantes mounted 

expeditions after the Treaty of Guadalupe  Hidalgo— Tiburcio Vasquez and  Joaquín  

Murieta are perhaps the most famous of these— became heroes in the  Mexicano commu-

nities of the Southwest, remembered in folktales and celebrated in corridos (Acuña 2011 

[1972]; see also Peña 1985). Chinese immigrants confi ned at Angel Island in the San Fran-

cisco Bay carved poetry in the walls of their cells, seeking not only to identify themselves 
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and their home villages, but also to memorialize their experiences and to inform their suc-

cessor occupants of those same places of confi nement (Lai, Lim, and Yung 1991; Huang 

2008). We do not off er these examples to romanticize repression or to give the air of revo-

lutionary struggle to what were often desperate acts; we simply seek to affi  rm that even in 

the most uncontested periods of American racism, oppositional cultures were able, often 

at very great cost, to maintain themselves. 

 14. “The massive structures of the modern democracies, both as State organisations, and as 

complexes of associations in civil society, constitute for the art of politics as it were the 

‘trenches’ and the permanent fortifi cations of the front in the war of position: they render 

merely ‘partial’ the element of movement which before used to be ‘the whole’ of war” 

(Gramsci 1971, 503). 

 15. Gramsci’s elliptical language, required by imprisonment in fascist Italy, makes concise 

citation diffi  cult. For more details of his approach to the war of maneuver/war of position 

concepts, see “State and Civil Society,” in Gramsci 1971, 445–557. The entire work (itself 

an edited selection) is useful for the student of race and racism. 

 16. Our treatment here is necessarily very brief. The contemporary confi guration of racial 

politics is a major subject later on in this work. 

 17. We confi ne ourselves here to the issue of political uses of the racial body, which is what 

we mean by “the racial body politic.” Originally the phrase “body politic” referred to 

absolutist political frameworks, in which the sovereign’s body was conceived as dual. A 

mortal individual, the sovereign’s political body was also divine. As a result of divine right, 

it incorporated (note the bodily etymology of this term) his or her people as well. Only 

because sovereignty embodied the divine in the mortal, only because of “the king’s two 

bodies” could it exercise absolute power (Kantorowicz 1957; see also Allen 2004, 69–84). 

 18. Eric D. Weitz (2003) has traced a whole series of 20th- century genocides back to the 

attempt, which he calls “utopian,” to achieve racial (or quasi- racial) homogeneity in par-

ticular nations or empires. 

 19. This term refers to the making of political distinctions among human bodies. This hap-

pens according to gender and race most centrally, but in respect to other phenomic 

characteristics as well. Such distinctions are not merely imposed from outside, but are 

seen as intrinsic by their bearers; they thus become essential to the political- economic and 

cultural self- discipline Foucault calls “governmentality.” He refers to biopower as a politi-

cal technology— that is, an apparatus of rule and subjection— that took the shape of “an 

explosion of numerous and diverse techniques for achieving the subjugations of bodies 

and the control of populations” (Foucault 1990 [1978], 140). See also Butler 1997a. 

 20. Similar patterns can be discerned in eff orts to control the gendered body and the queer 

body: abortion restriction, gay- bashing, and numerous other repressive practices are clear 

examples. 

 21. This defi nition imperfectly renders some organized principles of pragmatist thought, 

notably its democratic currents. These proceed from Dewey 1933; see also Joas 1996. 

 22. The main means available to the state for the equilibration of confl icting interests is pre-

cisely their incorporation into the state in the form of policies, programs, patronage, etc. 

Gramsci argues that various forms of hegemony fl ow from this process of incorporation: 

“expansive” hegemony if state– society relations display suffi  cient dynamism and are not 

inordinately plagued by crisis conditions; or “reformist” hegemony (what he calls “trans-

formism”) if political stability requires continuing concessions to competing forces. 



 Racial Politics and the Racial State 157

 23. This is not strictly true, of course. From the onset of racial slavery there has always been 

a ferocious social critique not only of slavery itself, but of racism too, although that term 

was not yet used. This is evident in the writings and speeches of Douglass, Wells, Cooper. 

“First- wave” feminism also possessed a social critique: It was about women’s lives, not just 

about the vote. 

   Yet our claim holds, because by and large the earlier movements were far more con-

strained by the very laws, customs and conventions that they sought to oppose, than were 

the post- World War II movements. The appeal that the modern civil rights movement 

exercised, its penetration into the everyday, its appeal to youth, its institutional base 

(“resource mobilization”) were unprecedented in earlier cycles of protest. We address this 

topic at greater length in Chapter 6. 

 24. This may be yet another example of Myrdal’s “cumulative and circular development.” 

On the SCOTUS annulment of the 1960s civil rights laws and the undoing of the Warren 

Court’s own liberal race jurisprudence, see Kairys 1994; Alexander 2012. On the undoing 

of the Radical Republican civil rights laws of the 1860s, see Kaczorowski 1987. 

 25. The movement’s early assertion of nonviolent resistance linked it to anti- colonialism well 

before civil rights and antiwar politics fused in the later 1960s. 

 26. Martin Luther King, Jr. wrote: 

  In 1960 an electrifying movement of Negro students shattered the placid surface 

of campuses and communities across the South. The young students of the South, 

through sit- ins and other demonstrations, gave America a glowing example of dis-

ciplined, dignifi ed nonviolent action against the system of segregation. Though 

confronted in many places by hoodlums, police guns, tear gas, arrests, and jail sen-

tences, the students tenaciously continued to sit down and demand equal service 

at variety store lunch counters, and they extended their protest from city to city. 

Spontaneously born, but guided by the theory of nonviolent resistance, the lunch 

counter sit- ins accomplished integration in hundreds of communities at the swift-

est rate of change in the civil rights movement up to that time. In communities like 

Montgomery, Alabama, the whole student body rallied behind expelled students 

and staged a walkout while state government intimidation was unleashed with a 

display of military force appropriate to a wartime invasion. Nevertheless, the spirit 

of self-  sacrifi ce and commitment remained fi rm, and the state governments found 

themselves dealing with students who had lost the fear of jail and physical injury. 

   The campuses of Negro colleges were infused with a dynamism of both action 

and philosophical discussion. Even in the thirties, when the college campus was 

alive with social thought, only a minority were involved in action. During the sit-

 in phase, when a few students were suspended or expelled, more than one college 

saw the total student body involved in a walkout protest. This was a change in 

student activity of profound signifi cance. Seldom, if ever, in American history had 

a student movement engulfed the whole student body of a college. 

   Many of the students, when pressed to express their inner feelings, identifi ed 

themselves with students in Africa, Asia, and South America. The liberation struggle 

in Africa was the great single international infl uence on American Negro students. 

Frequently, I heard them say that if their African brothers could break the bonds of 

colonialism, surely the American Negro could break Jim Crow (King 2001, 137–138; 

see also MLK Jr Research and Education Institute n.d.). 
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  It is also vital to note the key role of Ella Baker in the emergence of the student- based com-

ponents of the movement: in the 1960 Greensboro sit- ins and the Student Non- Violent 

Coordinating Committee (SNCC). In the 1964 Freedom Summer, students were the key 

activists (Carson 1995 [1981]; Ransby 2005). 

 27. The origins of “second- wave” feminism have been linked to the analyses and practice of 

key women activists in the civil rights movement. See Echols 1989; Curry 2000; Breines 

2007. 

 28. Here too Bayard Rustin must be acknowledged. As a gay man Rustin was marginalized 

and discriminated against in the movement he did so much to found. See Rustin 2003; 

D’Emilio 2004. 
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 C H A P T E R  6 

 The Great Transformation 

 Introduction 

 The racial upsurges of the 1950s and 1960s were among the most tempestuous events 

in American history. The struggles for voting rights, the sit- ins, freedom rides, and 

boycotts to desegregate public facilities, the ghetto rebellions, armed standoff s 

(Wounded Knee, Tierra Amarilla, Alcatraz, Attica…), and the mobilizations of 

Latin@s, Indians, and Asian Americans dramatically transformed the political and 

cultural landscape of the United States. The postwar period has indeed been a racial 

crucible. During these decades, new conceptions of racial identity and its meaning, 

new modes of political organization and confrontation, and new defi nitions of the 

state’s role in promoting and achieving equality were explored, debated, and fought 

out on the battlegrounds of institutionalized politics, the politics of law, and the poli-

tics of everyday life. 

 Beginning during World War II, movements for racial justice, led by the black 

movement, initiated a “second reconstruction,” a Great Transformation ( pace  

Polanyi), 1  an expansion of democracy that challenged some of the pillars of despotism 

in the United States. The black movement enlarged and deepened democracy, not 

only in terms of racial justice and equality, but in terms of  social  justice and equality. 

Over a mere quarter of a century, very real reforms were achieved, though there were 

numerous limits and indeed failures in this democratizing project. 

 We suggest that two important changes characterize postwar racial politics:  para-

digm shift  and  new social movements.  Paradigm shift occurred as the hegemonic theory 

of race, based in the ethnicity paradigm of race, experienced increasing strain and 

opposition. This opposition gradually took shape within the civil rights movement, 

initially as a challenge against segregation in the South, and was subsequently trans-

formed into a national movement against racism. The second change was the rise of 

 new social movements,  led by the black movement, as the primary means for contesting 

the nature of racial politics. These movements irreversibly expanded the terrain of 

political conflict, not only recentering and refiguring race, but also refiguring experi-

ence itself as a political matter, a matter of identity and self- conscious activity. They 

thus set the stage for a general reorganization of U.S. politics. 

  Paradigm Shift:  The modern civil rights movement was initially organized  within  

the dominant paradigm of ethnicity. The ethnicity perspective initially shaped the 

movement’s political agenda. Early movement leaders were also assimilation- oriented 

and individualistic to a degree that appears a bit embarrassing today, but made more 
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sense in the repressive and exclusive racial climate of the time. They were moder-

ates who sought to end “race- thinking” and assure “equality” to each individual. 

The movement initially focused its energies on the South, the most racially reac-

tionary region of the country. There the ethnicity paradigm of assimilation and 

group- oriented pluralism retained a critical edge in facing exclusion, segregation, 

and still- vibrant Jim- Crow racism. 2  “Civil rights” was then a radical challenge to 

explicit white supremacy. Later, when demands for racial reforms attained national 

scope and expanded beyond the black movement to other racially  defined minori-

ties, the limited explanatory abilities and programmatic usefulness of the ethnicity 

paradigm were revealed. The eclipse of this perspective led to a period where com-

peting paradigms— the class-  and nation- based views— flourished and contested for 

hegemony. 

 Although the challenging paradigms were not able to replace the dominant 

ethnicity- based view of race, they did manage to dislodge it for a while. When it 

regained its hegemony as the dominant paradigm, the ethnicity- based approach had 

been rearticulated, deeply transformed, emerging as the “colorblind” concept of 

race. It remains highly problematic and riven by contradictions, as we shall see in 

later chapters of this book. 

  New Social Movements:  The upsurge of racially  based movements that began 

in the 1950s was a contest over the  social meaning  of race. It was this battle that 

transformed racial awareness, racial politics, and racial identity. Race is not only a 

matter of politics, economics, or culture, but of all these “levels” of lived experience 

simultaneously. It is a pre- eminently  social  phenomenon, something which suffuses 

each individual identity, each family and community, yet equally penetrates state 

institutions and market relationships. The racial justice movements of the postwar 

period were the first  new social movements — the first to expand the concerns of poli-

tics to the social, to the terrain of everyday life. New social movement politics would 

prove “portable,” leading to the mobilization of other racial minorities, as well as 

other groups whose concerns were principally social. The black movement, in other 

words, made it possible for a wide range of movements to reframe social identities, 

both at the collective and individual level. It helped these movements connect with 

each other as well, though not always easily (Epstein 1987; Scott 1988; Morris and 

Mueller, eds. 1992; Polletta and Jasper 2001). An extensive literature that developed 

even before the development of “intersectionality” accounts drew upon the black 

struggle as an organizing framework, a “master narrative” of oppression and resis-

tance. Both in political practice and in critical theory, then, the black movement’s 

politicization of the social shaped the upsurges of the 1960s: anti- imperialist, stu-

dent, feminist, and gay. As British playwright and activist David Edgar wrote, black 

mobilization was “a central organizational fact …, a defining political metaphor and 

inspiration” (1981, 222). 

 These two interrelated dimensions— the eclipse of the ethnicity paradigm and 

the emergence of new social movement politics— constitute an alternative framework 
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by which to assess the racial politics of the Great Transformation. Racial identity, 

the racial state, and the very nature of racial politics as a whole were radically trans-

formed during the 1960s— were transformed so profoundly that the racial meanings 

established during this period came to shape U.S. politics permanently, even after the 

movements peaked and entered a decades- long decline. 

 Although the ethnicity paradigm was weakened during the 1960s and the class- 

based and nation- based paradigms of race increased in strength, these two challenging 

viewpoints could not achieve hegemonic status. All three paradigms suffered from 

serious deficiencies, largely because their concepts of race were  reductionist:  They 

relied on other, supposedly more fundamental phenomena, such as culture (the eth-

nicity paradigm), inequality (the class paradigm), or “peoplehood” (the nation- based 

paradigm), to explain the social fact of race. The subsequent waning of class- based 

(generally Marxist) and nationalist movements, and of the specific organizations 

operating within these challenging paradigms, left a vacuum in racial theory and poli-

tics. This created the political space for the resurgence of neoconservatism, which 

developed in the 1970 and 1980s as a reworked, right- wing version of the ethnicity 

paradigm. This contributed to the rise of colorblind racial ideology. 

 Still, the depth and breadth of “the Great Transformation” can hardly be 

exaggerated. The forging of new collective racial identities during the 1950s and 

1960s has been the enduring legacy of the new social movements pioneered by the 

black movement. Even though many anti- racist movement victories were rolled 

back, even though many movement organizations were marginalized by the com-

bined powers of the racial state and racial reaction, the  politicization of the social  

during this rising phase of the political trajectory of race has persisted. The deep-

ening and broadening of racial politics in the sphere of everyday life stands out 

as the single truly formidable obstacle to the consolidation of a newly repressive 

racial order. Apparently, the movements of people of color themselves could be 

weakened, the policies for which they fought could be reframed and even reversed, 

and their leaders could be coopted or destroyed, but the racial subjectivity and 

self- awareness which they developed had taken permanent hold, and no amount 

of repression or cooptation could change that. The genie was out of the bottle. 

 The Emergence of the Civil Rights Movement 

 The moderate goals of the early civil rights movement did not challenge the nationally 

dominant paradigm of racial theory, the ethnicity perspective. Indeed, early movement 

rhetoric often explicitly appealed to the ideal of a “race- free” society, the centerpiece 

of the liberal ethnicity vision. This was consistent with the call for integration framed 

by Gunnar Myrdal in 1944, or with Nathan Glazer’s description of the “national con-

sensus” which abolished Jim Crow in the mid- 1960s (Glazer 1975, 3). 

 Although its political goals were moderate, the black movement had to adopt radi-

cal tactics of disruption and direct action due to the “massive resistance” strategy 
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of the South, a region that clung to the racist assumptions of the Jim Crow/ Plessy  

era. 3  The modern civil rights movement came into being when southern black orga-

nizations, frustrated by Southern intransigence and drawing on both national and 

indigenous support bases, moved to mobilize a  mass  constituency in the South. They 

thus augmented the tactics of judicial/legislative activism— based in the elite politics 

that had previously characterized the civil rights struggle 4 — with those of direct 

action, which required an active “grass- roots” constituency. This was the key shift 

of the mid- 1950s. 

 What made this change possible? After the civil rights upsurge, social movement 

studies have developed models of “political process” or “resource mobilization” to 

explain the emergence of significant struggles for change. Analyses of the formation 

of the modern civil rights movement in the mid- 1950s are often based on these mod-

els (McAdam 1984; Morris 1984). Clearly, such approaches have their merits as they 

focus on essential conditions for the emergence of movements: the inadequacy of 

“normal” political channels to process demands, and the availability of material and 

political resources for the organization of movement constituencies. The monolithic 

southern resistance to desegregation is an instance of the failure of “normal” politics 

to respond to demands for change; white supremacist intransigence revealed the ossi-

fication and racial despotism of the political system in Dixie, generating a new political 

process and a new organizing vision (Payne 2007 [1995]). The role of such groups 

as the local NAACP chapters, and particularly the black churches, effectively docu-

mented by Aldon Morris, exemplifies the centrality of resource mobilization issues. 

 Although both the resistance to change and the availability of economic and 

political resources in the black community were essential components of the civil 

rights movement’s shift to a direct action strategy, neither of these conditions were 

sufficient to spark the transition. After all, racial degradation, exclusion, and violence 

had been well- established in the region since Reconstruction’s termination in 1877, 

and black mobilization had been continuous, even under severely repressive condi-

tions (Hahn 2003). A third element was required. This was an ideological or cultural 

transformation, the politicization of black identity, the  rearticulation of black collective 

subjectivity.  It was this change that would eventually place radical objectives on the 

agenda of racial minority movements, facilitate the diffusion of racially  based move-

ment activity to other groups, and become anathema to the moderate advocates of 

civil rights operating within the ethnicity paradigm of race. 

 New Social Movement Politics: Identity and Rearticulation 

 Before the modern black movement’s appearance on the political stage, the U.S. polit-

ical system had not signifi cantly changed since the New Deal. The Democratic Party 

had served as a repository of consensus ever since Roosevelt led it to power in the 

1930s. Compromise and coalition- building among disparate interests, constituen-

cies, and loyalties (“interest- group liberalism”) 5  shaped national politics. “Interests” 
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themselves were largely defi ned economically. Such a system had obvious limitations 

in its ability to respond to challenges that cut across class (or “status”) lines. It was 

unable to confront an unjust social system which had not only economic but also 

political and cultural causes and consequences. The near- total disenfranchisement of 

black voters in the South, for example, not only underwrote the New Deal coalition 

and vastly increased the legislative power of Southern legislators in Congress (as it 

had done throughout U.S. history), but also undermined prospects for social legisla-

tion, not only in regard to civil rights but also in labor law, health, education, and 

other areas. A good example of this was Congress’s overriding of Truman’s veto of 

the Taft– Hartley Act in 1947, perhaps the single most telling setback of labor rights 

in U.S. history. This was accomplished by a coalition of Southern Democrats and 

right- wing, pro- business Republicans (Cockburn 2004). 

 In its efforts to transform precisely that social system, the black movement 

sought to  expand  the concerns of politics, without abandoning the earlier economi-

cally centered logic. The expansion of normal politics to include racial issues— a 

“common- sense” recognition of the political elements at the heart of racial identities 

and meanings— made possible the movement’s greatest triumphs, its most perma-

nent successes. These did not lie in its legislative accomplishments, but rather in its 

ability to create new racial “subjects.” The black movement redefined the meaning of 

racial identity, and consequently of race itself, in American society. 

 Social movements create collective identity by offering their adherents a different 

view of themselves and their world; different, that is, from the worldview and self- 

concepts offered by the established social order. Movements take elements and themes 

of existing culture and traditions and infuse them with new meaning. This process of 

 rearticulation  produces new subjectivity by making use of information and knowledge 

already present in the subject’s mind. Drawing once again on the insights of Antonio 

Gramsci, we define rearticulation as a  practice of discursive reorganization or reinterpre-

tation of ideological themes and interests already present in subjects’  consciousness, such that 

these elements obtain new meanings or coherence.  In Gramsci’s account this practice is 

ordinarily the work of “intellectuals,” those whose role is to interpret the social world 

for given subjects— religious leaders, entertainers, school teachers (Gramsci 1971, 

3–23; Butler 1997b; Laclau and Mouffe 2001 [1985]; Visweswaran 2010). 6  

 The movement’s “intellectuals” were often preachers. They infused their activ-

ism with a well- known set of symbols and rhetorical tools. 7  The centuries- long black 

interrogation of biblical images of bondage and liberation— as embodied in the 

Exodus, for instance, or the theology of Christian redemption— had traditionally 

furnished a familiar vocabulary and textual reference- point for freedom struggle, a 

home- grown “liberation theology” (West 1982). 

 The civil rights movement rearticulated black collective subjectivity. It reframed 

traditional black cultural and religious themes to forge a new black politics. Its intel-

lectuals augmented the already vast treasure- trove of emancipatory black historical 

and religious imagery with ideas, lessons, and strategies developed not only in North 
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America but in India, Africa, and Europe (in the experience of anti- Nazi resistance). 8  

Martin Luther King, Jr.’s application of the Gandhian philosophy of  satyagraha  drew 

upon Bayard Rustin’s involvement in the anti- colonial struggle in India (Anderson 

1998; Rustin 2003; Prashad 2009). 

 The adoption of the “sit- in” as a tactic for forcing integration had deep roots not 

only in union battles against the repressive, post-  Lochne r U.S. labor regime in the 

early decades of the 20th century, but also in the legacy of enslaved people of African 

descent “sitting in” in the fields and slave quarters of the plantation and forcing 

their masters to negotiate over working conditions, time off, and the right to culti-

vate their own garden plots and sell their produce for money at town markets (Hahn 

2003). Parallels drawn between the Civil Rights and Black Power movement struggles 

and those of African liberation movements also provided material for rearticulation 

as they invoked already known, long- standing cultural traditions that traversed the 

whole dark history of black oppression in the United States. 

 The formation of the modern civil rights movement is a classical illustration of 

rearticulation processes. In order to win mass black support for the tactics of direct 

action, it was necessary to replace the established cultural norms through which ordi-

nary blacks, particularly in the South, had previously sought to ameliorate the impact 

of racial oppression: “shuckin’ and jivin’,” “putting on whitey,” feigning ignorance 

and humility. These strategies had served in the past to limit the extent of white con-

trol, to insulate the black community and black institutions from white intrusion and 

surveillance, and to protect individual blacks who ran afoul of white authority. But 

they had also limited the extent and depth of black organization, organization that 

would be necessary to challenge the system of segregation. They represented a range 

of  subaltern  political adaptations, in effect both practical recognitions of powerless-

ness, and strategies for surviving it. 9  

 But this is not the whole story. Researchers associated with the subaltern stud-

ies school have shown that even where political mobilization is highly restricted, a 

substantial reservoir of cultural resistance necessarily confronts racist regimes, 

peripheral or metropolitan, colonial or postcolonial. In their studies of colonial and 

postcolonial systems of rule in a variety of spatiotemporal contexts— India, Latin 

America, Southeast Asia, as well as the American South— they have demonstrated 

that where rule is highly despotic and racially exclusive, it cannot “go too deep.” It 

generally must rely on “indirect” strategies of domination: collaborators, colonial 

administrators, agents, informers, and the like. Beneath this level, infrapolitically so 

to speak, an alternative and antagonistic culture of resistance takes hold, operating 

largely defensively, impenetrable from above (Bond- Graham 2010). The term “sub-

altern,” after all, combines the meanings “subordinate” and “other” (alterity). 10  

 Elsewhere in the book we have characterized the Jim Crow era as necessitating 

opposition in the form of “war of maneuver.” Only in the post- World War II period 

did anything like normal politics— “war of position”— become possible on a mass 

scale. And given the degree of racial despotism that had to be overcome, even after 
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World War II, the achievements of the modern civil rights movement truly stand out 

as remarkable and heroic. 

 The movement sought not to survive racial oppression, but to overthrow it. Thus 

the traditional ideological themes of liberation and redemption, and the political tactics 

of protest derived from movements around the world were rearticulated: incorporated 

in the heat of political struggle as elements of a  transformed racial identity,  one of explicit 

collective opposition. According to Robert Parris Moses or Martin Luther King, Jr., 

blacks were, collectively, the moral, spiritual, and political leadership of American soci-

ety. They represented not only their own centuries- long struggle for freedom, but the 

highest and noblest aspirations of white America as well. 

 Far from having to passively accept the “‘bukes and scorns” of segregation and 

perhaps trying to outmaneuver “whitey,” blacks were now called upon to oppose the 

system with righteous and disciplined action: 

 To accept passively an unjust system is to cooperate with that system; thereby 

the oppressed become as evil as the oppressor. Noncooperation with evil is as 

much a moral obligation as cooperation with good. 

 (King, quoted in Sitkoff 1981, 61) 

 Thus the old linkages of religious and cultural themes— for example, the Christian 

virtues of humility, of “turning the other cheek”— were not negated, but dramati-

cally captured by the movement. The “culture of resistance” with which these virtues 

had previously been identifi ed was displaced from an emphasis on individual survival 

to one of collective action. This process of rearticulation made the movement’s politi-

cal agenda possible, especially its challenge to the existing racial state. 

 Black Power 

 In subsequent stages of the movement’s history, rearticulation processes continued 

to function as radical perspectives, fi lling the void created by the eclipse of the eth-

nicity paradigm. This is particularly true of the emergence of  black power.  When the 

moderate demands of the civil rights movement were realized— after a fashion— in 

1964 with the passage of the Civil Rights Act, and in 1965 with the enactment of vot-

ing rights legislation, many black activists considered that their underlying ideals had 

not only gone unfulfi lled, but had been betrayed. Not only had they failed to create 

a “beloved community” (which they now admitted had been a utopian vision; see 

Lester 1968b), but they had failed to achieve signifi cant change in the overall social 

conditions faced by blacks. Kenneth Clark echoed these sentiments in 1967: 

 The masses of Negroes are now starkly aware that recent civil rights victories 

benefited a very small number of middle- class Negroes while their predica-

ment remained the same or worsened. 

 (Clark, quoted in Wilson 1981, 28) 
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 The radicalization of an important segment of the black movement took shape in 

the myriad disappointments and disillusionments that afflicted civil rights activists: 

the acrimonious division between SNCC (Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com-

mittee) and civil rights moderates amidst the ferocity of the Birmingham campaign 

of April–May, 1963, combined with the limited victory won there; 11  the conflicts dur-

ing the preparations for the August, 1963 March on Washington; 12  the experience of 

the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party, an SNCC- organized project to unseat 

the segregationist “regular” delegation at the 1964 Democratic Party convention in 

Atlantic City; 13  the onset of rioting in northern cities during the summer of 1964, 

followed by hundreds of riots during the next four years; 14  and the development of 

a new “backlash” politics in the middle 1960s, after the “massive resistance” strat-

egy of the South had been broken. Backlash was epitomized by the appearance in 

the national spotlight of George Wallace, the segregationist Governor of Alabama. It 

also took the form of white counterdemonstrations and violence against civil rights 

marches, notably in 1966 in Cicero, Illinois, a white suburb of Chicago. Many move-

ment radicals viewed white resistance (especially white resistance in the North) as 

decisive proof that non- violent strategy was ineffective in its efforts to lead not only 

blacks but whites toward greater racial equality and harmony. 

 By the time of the Selma campaign (February‒March, 1965), no more than 

limited tactical cooperation existed between the radicals, led by SNCC, and the 

moderates, led by SCLC (Southern Christian Leadership Conference). Militants 

from SNCC were infuriated when King, maneuvering between Washington, the fed-

eral courts, and the marchers themselves, halted an attempt to march from Selma to 

Montgomery on March 10, 1965. 15  By June, 1966, when diverse civil rights groups 

came together to complete a march through Mississippi begun by James Meredith 

(who had been shot by a sniper), there was open competition between advocates of 

“black power” and supporters of integration. 

 Beginning with the Meredith march, 16  the more radical wing of the movement 

signaled its disillusionment with past emphases on civil rights and the transformative 

power of nonviolence. SNCC and CORE (Congress of Racial Equality), in particular, 

adopted the more militant positions associated with the slogan “Black Power.” 

 Black power was a crystallization of numerous political and cultural tendencies, 

some of them quite venerable, within the black community and black history. 17  It was 

a flexible, even amorphous concept, but it was frequently interpreted to mean sepa-

ratism. It was this connotation which the moderates, operating within the ethnicity 

paradigm, despised and strenuously denounced: “We of the NAACP will have none 

of this. It is the father of hatred and the mother of violence. Black power can mean in 

the end only black death” (Wilkins, quoted in Allen 1990 [1970], 78). 

 But the concept of black power was also a rearticulative move. It operated on 

a very practical level. It expressed black popular frustration— especially among 

young people— with the glacial pace of racial reform. The cry of “black power” 

was no more a complete break with the civil rights movement than that movement 
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had been a break with the older “establishment” of civil rights organizations such as 

the NAACP and National Urban League. The concept of black power embraced a 

wide spectrum of political tendencies, extending from moderate “self- help” groups 

through reform- oriented advocates of “community control” to cultural and revolu-

tionary nationalism and armed struggle. The concept’s emergence as a nationalist 

ideology was an effort once more to rearticulate traditional themes of the black 

movement. The rearticulation of civil rights as black power invoked themes cen-

tral to both the dominant ethnicity paradigm and the civil rights movement, while 

simultaneously rejecting their integrationist and assimilationist goals. It also vastly 

expanded the already resourceful black imagination: The postwar decades of black 

activism had rendered possible and had concretized a set of new political and 

economic strategies ranging from boycotts to sit- ins, from black business opportu-

nities to insurrection, all situated somewhat uncomfortably under the black power 

umbrella. 

 Indeed black power had a mainstream political version: In the early 1960s the pre-

mier liberal ethnicity theorists, Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan, mindful of 

their paradigm’s origins in the experiences of white ethnic groups of previous genera-

tions, had suggested that blacks in the North, too, should be organized as an interest 

group (Glazer and Moynihan 1970 [1963], x). Much of the black power current could 

be understood as following this advice. The idea that the black community should 

patronize businesses owned by blacks, that it should adopt cooperative forms of orga-

nization, that it should mobilize politically at the local level (“community control”) 

were concepts which borrowed as much from the tradition of Booker T. Washington 

as they did from those of Cyril Briggs, Marcus Garvey, or Malcolm X. Robert Allen 

notes that in many respects black power was “only another form of traditional eth-

nic group politics” (1990 [1970], 50; see also Ture (Carmichael) and Hamilton 1992 

[1967], 44; Joseph 2006). 

 Despite its many “moderate” elements, black power drew an important line of 

demarcation within the black movement and deeply disturbed the dominant (i.e., 

white) political culture. White liberals reacted in horror when their ethnic pre-

scriptions were put into practice by black militants; they quickly retreated into a 

fundamentalist individualism which would have embarrassed Adam Smith. 

 While liberals like Glazer and Moynihan sought to rearticulate the ethnicity 

paradigm, which was after all the dominant current in U.S. race- thinking during the 

mid- 1960s, black power theorists were also breaking with it. They were reinvigorat-

ing black nationalism, a current that had far deeper roots, something that went back 

centuries in black America (Moses 1988 [1978]). Black power also repudiated the 

ethnicity paradigm by drawing upon colonial analogies to analyze the plight of blacks, 

and by focusing attention on racially based intra- class conflict. The political implica-

tions of this paradigmatic shift represented a distinct departure from the “interest 

group” politics of the ethnicity paradigm. Ture and Hamilton’s work, for example, 

explicitly addressed black conditions from within the nationalist paradigm. 18  James 
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Boggs’ essays (1970) focused on the role of black industrial workers and urban strug-

gles from a perspective based in Marxism- Leninism. 

 A key figure in the transition from civil rights to black power was Malcolm X, who 

framed radical black nationalism with a political energy and coherence never seen 

before in the United States. Malcolm attracted mass black support that in some ways 

echoed the Garvey movement of the 1920s. 19  First as organizer and chief spokesper-

son for the Nation of Islam (NOI), and then, briefly, as founder of the Organization 

of Afro- American Unity, Malcolm played a unique role in the black community. 

Although he often derided the civil rights movement, referring to its organizations 

and leaders as “Uncle Toms,” Malcolm also recognized the importance of raising 

civil rights demands, even while arguing that the United States could not meet them 

(Malcolm X 1964; 1990 [1965]). 

 After his 1963 break with the Nation of Islam, Malcolm moved closer to the radi-

cal wing of the movement and deeply influenced SNCC thinking, bringing a more 

internationalist orientation to the organization. In late 1964 he met with SNCC lead-

ers in Nairobi, Kenya, where he stressed the importance of Pan- Africanism for U.S. 

blacks (Williams 1997). He also approached socialist positions in a number of respects 

(Malcolm X 1990 [1965]; Marable 2011). Malcolm formulated a radical challenge to 

the moderate agenda of the civil rights movement and prefigured the themes of black 

power. In February, 1965 he was assassinated at the Audubon Ballroom in Harlem, 

under circumstances that remain mysterious. Malcolm’s chief bodyguard was later 

revealed to have been a police agent; his criticisms of the misdeeds of Elijah Muham-

mad, as well as his break with Elijah’s politics, drew death threats from the NOI. 

 Black power advocates and adherents questioned the integrationist and assimila-

tionist orientations pursued by the civil rights movement, especially by its moderate 

leadership and middle- class black adherents. In breaking away from the earlier black 

movement’s struggle for a “raceless society” they anticipated— by several decades— 

later opposition to “colorblindness” as a supposedly anti- racist orientation. Integration, 

they powerfully argued, could only be a result of political power and equality, never its 

cause. The radicalization of the black movement appropriated and rearticulated the 

legacy of civil rights, much as the earlier movement had appropriated the legacy of 

the southern “culture of resistance” which had been nourished in the black church, 

in black music, in folklore and literature, even in food (Childs 1984). 

 In addition to the demand for social justice, black power advocates raised the 

question of “self- determination.” This was not only a revindication of the centuries- 

long legacy of black nationalism, but also a convergence with the Marxist (and in 

some instances Leninist and Maoist) left. In the great debates about nationalism that 

had preoccupied the Second and Third Internationals, and that had drawn passion-

ate polemics from Rosa Luxemburg, V.I. Lenin, the “Austro- Marxists,” and Joseph 

Stalin, U.S. black radicals rediscovered the socialist and communist affinities that had 

preoccupied and confounded the black left in their grandparents’ times (Luxemburg 

1976 (1909); Naison 1983; James 1999; Robinson 2000 [1983]; Perry 2008; Kelley 
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and Esch 2008 [1999]). The prospect of having not only “rights” but “power” once 

again rearticulated black cultural and political traditions, reviving themes from black 

political history. The cultural nationalism and black Marxism of the late- 1960s were 

restatements of positions which harked back to the 1920s and 1930s, the days of the 

Harlem Renaissance, the African Blood Brotherhood, the Garvey movement, and the 

“black nation” thesis of the Communist Party. The nation- based paradigm was not, 

however, synonymous with radical politics. Less “progressive”— or, as Huey P. New-

ton, co- founder of the Black Panther Party, called them, “pork chop”— nationalists 

tended to dilute their vision of black power by ignoring its racial dimensions for a 

more limited, “ethnic” view of its meaning. These groups often adopted reformist 

orientations, embracing “black capitalism,” for example (Allen 1990 [1970], 153–164, 

210–238; Hill and Rabig, eds. 2012). 

 Encountering and Reforming the Racial State 

 There were two phases to the minority encounter with the state in the 1950s and 

1960s. The fi rst phase was shaped by the civil rights movement’s mass mobilization 

in the South, a “direct action” political strategy aimed at desegregation that is usually 

seen as beginning in the mid- 1950s with the Montgomery bus boycott. As we have 

seen, this already depended upon new social movement politics, on the “politics of 

identity,” and rearticulation of racist tropes in new and insurgent directions. 

 Selection of this 1955 point of departure accepts the movement’s decision to 

focus on desegregation, rather than labor injustice and superexploitation, as the 

cutting- edge issue in the civil rights struggle. That decision in turn was influenced 

by the NAACP’s exercise of leadership in the early post- World War II years. Success 

in desegregating the armed forces and in the courts were crucial in shaping the turn 

toward desegregation as the major goal. Use of the “due process” clause of the 14th 

Amendment as a weapon against state- based,  de jure  segregation was the linchpin of 

NAACP attorney Thurgood Marshall’s decades- long campaign for racial justice. An 

alternative strategy that had been equally successful but was not pursued involved 

labor rights. This was to attack racism via the 13th Amendment’s prohibition of 

involuntary servitude, a situation that continued through peonage, convict leasing, 

and racist labor practices. This approach had been effectively supported by the Civil 

Rights Section of the Justice Department, but was dismissed by the NAACP (for this 

argument see Goluboff 2007). 

 The first phase resulted in the civil rights reforms of the mid- 1960s. Through 

desegregation campaigns the black movement set in motion a reform- oriented, 

democratizing political process. The resulting concessions were limited but real: 

policy shifts through executive order and legislation, judicial action against specific 

racist practices, establishment of new state programs and agencies with “equal oppor-

tunity” mandates, and the election and the hiring of many black activists by state 

institutions. Civil rights reforms were crafted in numerous state settings: NAACP 
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legal offices, the White House, the Congress, the federal courts. They were then 

implemented unevenly throughout the state apparatus at all levels: resisted, unevenly 

enforced, subverted even after adoption, sure, but also carried out to a significant 

extent. These victories ended the exceptional situation in the South by forcing that 

region to confront the nationally dominant racial ideology, as defined by the ethnicity 

paradigm. The reforms of the 1960s also signaled the fulfillment of that paradigm’s 

vision of racial equality. 

 The second phase of the movement/state encounter was marked the onset of 

racial reaction. Indeed it was the reality of civil rights reforms— the moderate, 

limited, but nevertheless significant democratic concessions that the movement 

obtained— that allowed the racial reaction to consolidate. The capacity of the racial 

reaction to adjust to a somewhat democratized racial state, and to the national civil 

society’s broad endorsement of limited racial reform, was what made possible the 

right- wing rearticulation of concepts of civil rights— notably racial equality and 

racial justice— in what would become the colorblind racial ideology we see all around 

us today. 

 We discuss racial reaction at length in later chapters of this work. Here we empha-

size the fragmentation of the black movements into competing currents— entrists 

and radicals, most notably— in the aftermath of the adoption of the racial reforms of 

the mid- 1960s. As the new reforms took hold, they transformed a part of the move-

ment into a constituency for the new programs its efforts had won. They lent support 

to the assimilationist and pluralist policy orientations rooted in the ethnicity- based 

paradigm of race. At the same time, the inadequacy and limitations of the reforms 

reinforced the radical tendencies in the movement, accelerating the rise of the insur-

gent class-  and nation- based paradigms of race, and fuelling radical and rebellious 

political approaches. 

 The state was the chief movement target for several reasons. The state, as the 

“factor of cohesion in society,” gives shape to the racial system. State racial policy 

ultimately defines the extent and limits of racial democracy, of racial despotism and 

inequality, of racial inclusion or exclusion. The state is traversed by the same antago-

nisms that penetrate the entire society, antagonisms that are themselves the results of 

past cycles of racial struggle. The lukewarm commitments to desegregation in public 

employment and the armed forces extracted by A. Philip Randolph from Roosevelt 

and Truman, the use of the 14th Amendment by NAACP lawyer  Thurgood Marshall 

to challenge school segregation, the freedom rides of the 1940s and 1960s (which 

probed the federal commitment to integration of interstate travel), and the voting 

rights drives in the South, were all examples of the small but significant “openings” 

through which the existing racial state was susceptible to challenge. Movement tactics 

often sought to make use of the state’s internal racial contradictions. For example: 

The SNCC- led voting rights drives sought to induce confrontations between dif-

ferent branches of the state— the courts vs. state legislatures, federal police vs. local 
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or state police. The idea was to force the federal government to defend civil rights 

from infringement by racist local and state agencies. In some respects SNCC’s stra-

tegic turn to voting rights was fomented by the Kennedy administration, although the 

Justice Department (headed by Robert F. Kennedy) did not adequately protect the 

activists of the 1964 Freedom Summer campaign. 20  

 By the latter stages of this process— the late 1960s— the reform- oriented program 

of the black movement was acquiring a foothold in state institutions, where movement 

activists were becoming officials: social service agencies, electorally  based positions: 

legislators, mayors, elected judges and local officials. The numbers weren’t large, but 

they were growing. This “entrism” was linked in important ways with such Great Soci-

ety programs as Head Start, the War on Poverty (OEO), 21  massive new federal aid to 

education, new labor programs, and expansions in the welfare system (AFDC). 22  It 

amounted to a modest but real shift toward progressive redistribution, which would not 

only benefit people of color but be democratically directed by them, under the banner 

of “maximum feasible participation,” a guiding principle of the Community Action 

Program, one of the most important components of the OEO. 

 In the racial minority movements of the period, the state confronted a new type 

of opposition, one that for a while deployed an “inside–outside” strategy. Numerous 

progressive initiatives were undertaken after the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 

1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965; this was a moment of national remorse follow-

ing the JFK assassination and the landslide victory of Lyndon Johnson in November, 

1964. These were the first years of the “Great Society,” when the black movement and 

its allies were at their apogee of political influence. They were able to challenge estab-

lished racist practices simultaneously through direct action, through penetration of 

the mainstream political arena (electoral/institutional projects from voter registration 

to community organization, and other sorts of entrism as well), and through “ethical/

political” tactics (taking the “moral initiative,” developing “resistance cultures” and 

service projects). For a brief time the movement was able to link spontaneity and mass 

participation, on the one hand, with electoral/institutional politics, on the other. The 

unifying element in this opposition was at first the burgeoning collective subjectivity 

of blacks— and later that of other people of color— which connected demands for 

access to the state with more radical demands for freedom, “self- determination,” cul-

tural and organizational autonomy, “community control,” and a host of other issues. 

The beginning of urban uprisings, the rise of black power, and the reorganization of 

right- wing opposition as well, all were looming up during this brief period, roughly 

1964–1966. 

 By combining different oppositional tactics, the black movement of the 1960s ini-

tiated the reforms that eventually created a new racial state. This new state, however, 

was not the institutional fulfillment of the movements’ ideals. Rather it held a cloudy 

mirror up to its antagonists, reflecting their demands (and indeed their rearticulated 

racial identities) in a distorted fashion. 
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 At the same time, splits and divisions had surfaced in the movement, and in 

minority communities as well. These included inter- group rivalries, class divisions, 

controversies over strategy, and disputes over the meaning of race: notably racial 

integration and pluralism vs. black power and ghetto- based “community control.” 

Malcolm’s assassination in February 1965 was a huge blow to mass- oriented black rad-

ical organization; his nationalism, always clearly present, had been evolving steadily 

towards a more class- based and global orientation that had the potential to bridge 

across divisions among people of color, and even across the black–white divide, the 

core of the colorline.  Martin Luther King, Jr.’s assassination in 1968 would remove 

many more possibilities for alliances across movements. As the 1960s wore on, class 

polarization deepened within communities of color. Those who were able to do so took 

advantage of new jobs and educational opportunities, while the majority of ghetto and 

barrio dwellers remained locked in poverty. The war on poverty was lost, as King had 

warned, on the battlefields of Vietnam. 23  Some formerly integrated movement orga-

nizations expelled their white members (SNCC did so in December of 1966); others 

that formed in the later 1960s were organized from the beginning as exclusively black, 

Mexican American, or Asian American. 

 Contesting Paradigms/Strategic Divisions 

 By the late 1960s, the fragmentation within the movement was clearly visible and 

shaped very distinct and sometimes antagonistic currents. New social movement 

politics had galvanized activists in their respective communities, but the lack of theo-

retical clarity about racial dynamics in the United States splintered political action. 

Although the ethnicity paradigm had been seriously challenged, it remained an 

important explanatory model, not only for academics, but also for movement activists 

who sought to work within the reformed racial state. The challenging paradigms— 

the class-  and nation- based views— gave rise to counterposed strategic orientations. 

Strategic divisions also fl owed from class cleavages internal to communities of color, 

from state repression that marginalized radical tendencies, and from the very eff ec-

tiveness of state strategies of reform, which tended to replace movement perspectives 

with the constituency- based (and ethnicity paradigm- derived) viewpoints of “nor-

mal” politics. 

 Three broad political currents can be recognized within the racial minority 

movements of this period. 24  These were  electoral/institutional entrism, socialism,  and 

 nationalism.  Each recognized the incompleteness of the civil rights reforms. While 

distinct from one another both in their understandings of race and in their practi-

cal activities, the  entrists,  socialists, and nationalists were not diametrically opposed: 

They overlapped and drew upon each other’s orientations. They had, after all, 

emerged from roughly similar movement experiences. Each tendency embodied and 

enacted a particular understanding of race, one of the three theoretical paradigms of 

race discussed here. 
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  Electoral/Institutional Entrism  reflected greater participation in existing political 

organizations and processes by movement activists. The electoral/institutional  entrists  

were oriented by the ethnicity paradigm of race. Drawing upon the assimilationist 

and cultural pluralist frameworks that shaped the ethnicity paradigm (and that had 

always been in tension with one another as well), and recognizing that ethnic group 

mobilization had been essential to obtaining political power and access to the state for 

more than a century of U.S. history, they built political organizations that could win 

elections, penetrate and influence state bureaucracies, and either exercise power in 

the Democratic Party or openly compete with it. 25  By the 1970s, groups such as the 

Congressional Black Caucus and the Joint Center for Political Studies had achieved 

real influence on the national political scene, while local political machines developed 

under victorious black and Chican@ mayors in Atlanta, Newark, Gary, Birmingham, 

Denver, Detroit, Chicago (the important Harold Washington campaign), and San 

Antonio. These instrumentalities were in turn linked to the many civil rights, lobby-

ing, and local political groups, including those at the neighborhood, social agency, 

union, or church level. Thus as a result of the 1960s movement victories, social 

programs and policies— with all their limitations— addressed the needs of minor-

ity communities as never before. The nascent influence of entrist activists of color 

made innovations not only in the obvious areas of policy— in employment, housing, 

education, health— but also in the less obvious such policy areas of foreign affairs, 

taxation, environment, science and arts support. The network of entrists as a whole 

played a key long- term role in maintaining minority viewpoints and positions— for 

example, the Congressional Black Caucus’s annual alternative budget proposals— in 

the mainstream political process. 

 After the successes of the civil rights movement, pressures to include communi-

ties of color in the mainstream political process increased rapidly as voting patterns 

shifted, immigration expanded, and the “politics of turmoil” escalated. The ethnicity 

paradigm of race came under significant assault and for a time seemed in disarray. 

It ultimately re- emerged under the banner of neoconservatism and later “color-

blindness.” The permanently increased presence of people of color in elective or 

administrative office, while a clear victory for racial reform, did not signal the end, 

but only the limited democratization, of white supremacy in the United States. The 

ethnicity paradigm retained its grasp on racial hegemony, but only under conditions 

of ongoing tension and instability. Party politics, local government agencies, welfare 

state and poverty programs, and electoral campaigns were some sites for entrism. 

While this tendency was perhaps most closely associated with the reform orienta-

tion of moderate movement factions, more militant currents also experimented with 

entrist strategies, for example, in the campaigns of La Raza Unida Party Texas during 

the 1970s (Shockley 1974; Navarro 2000; Barrera 2002 [1979]; Acuña 2011 [1972], 

329–331), and SNCC’s organization of the campaigns of activist Julian Bond for 

the Georgia House of Representatives and later the Georgia Senate (Carson 1995 

[1981], 167–168). Still later, the Black Panther Party engaged in entrism as well, first 
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running the electoral campaign of Bobby Seale and later that of Elaine Brown for 

the mayoralty in Oakland, California. The necessity of “entering the mainstream” 

was advocated for the following reasons: to avoid marginalization, since no other his-

torically continuous political terrain was available to minority activists; to achieve 

reforms such as redistribution of income, goods, and services; to obtain increased 

access to the racial state at all levels from municipal to national; and to educate and 

“raise consciousness” that would allow for further movement- building. 

 The  socialist  tendency was oriented by the class paradigm of race. Marxist (some-

times Marxist- Leninist) and social democratic trends were the main representatives 

of this current. These approaches emphasized the class dimensions of anti- racist 

struggles. They argued that racism is an indispensable support to advanced capi-

talism; that class cleavages exist within communities of color— this served to curb 

excessive nationalism and point out the dangers of multi- class alliances; and that 

it was essential to base organizational efforts on the (traditionally defined) working 

class. Somewhat paradoxically, Marxist- Leninist groups often successfully recruited 

minority memberships, particularly among students, even as they became increas-

ingly marginal among working- class communities of color and on the U.S. political 

landscape in general (Pulido 2006). 

 Although Marxist- Leninists lost influence precipitously in the 1970s and by the 

1980s had lost touch with communities of color as well, social democrats (aka demo-

cratic socialists) retained a certainly relevance at the left of the Democratic Party and 

in a wide range of movements. In trade unions, anti- war and anti- imperial movements, 

women’s and gay movements, and in many local and issue- oriented social justice 

groups, these anti- racist activists and intellectuals dug in for the long- haul effort 

to revitalize and expand the welfare state and social rights (Marshall 1987 [1950]). 

In some sense they were successors to the New Deal and the Great Society. The 

former had abandoned blacks and people of color to obtain the support of the racist 

South; the latter had gestured in the direction of racial inclusion and racial justice, 

but had sacrificed those aims on the altars of the Cold War and imperial adventure. 

Such organizations as the Institute for Policy Studies, Children’s Defense Fund, 

NAACP, ACLU, National Council of La Raza, various immigrant rights groups, and 

the National Organization for Woman— to name but a few— emerged from both the 

civil rights and anti- war movements with strong redistributionist agendas, anti- racist 

commitments, and sometimes with anti- war and anti- imperial agendas as well. 26  

These groups and intellectuals— academic, religious, community- based— worked 

within the social democratic tradition and emphasized the class- based paradigm of 

race, at least implicitly if not explicitly. Although socialist organizations and intel-

lectuals have made major contributions to the struggle for racial equality, they were 

relegated to the margins of mainstream politics quite rapidly after the success of the 

civil rights reforms in the mid- 1960s. 27  

 Under the banner of the class paradigm, some intellectuals and activists ultimately 

adopted a left- wing version of colorblindness, arguing that progressive redistribution 
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of income across racial lines would ultimately erode racism in the United States. 

This was a reversion to old- school understandings of race/class intersectionality, on 

the model of the old slogan, “black and white, unite and fight,” that had proved 

destructive to communities of color in the past. And indeed, in the era of colorblind 

racial hegemony, we see once again that the greatest suffering— in strictly economic 

terms— is experienced in communities of color, where the chasms of inequality in 

income, and especially in wealth, have yawned open dramatically just in the wake of 

the 2008 economic crash. It is vital to state, once again, that there is a huge difference 

between efforts to understand and challenge racial inequality by synthesizing race-  

and class- based forms of inequality on the one hand, and by denying the  ongoing 

significance of race and racism by stressing the supposedly  “fundamental” class con-

flict on the other hand. “Colorblindness” on the political left remains a major defect 

in the class- based paradigm of race. 

  Nationalism  was a diverse current whose main strategic unity lay in rejection 

of the assimilationist and integrationist tendencies associated with the movement 

moderates. A tremendous diversity of political tendencies were understood in dif-

ferent communities of color under the “nationalist” label. In the black community 

the term referred not only to a legacy of radical opposition to assimilation, but also 

to the “separate development” strategy associated with Booker T. Washington, and 

to various Pan- Africanist currents that passed through Garvey and Du Bois. It 

also included a cultural nationalist current which was largely anti- political. In the 

Mexican American community, nationalism had its roots in Mexican revolutionary 

traditions, notably those of land struggles, 28  and confrontations at the border that 

went way beyond issues of migration. 29  Asian American nationalism, for the most 

part, centered on community issues. Native American, Puerto Rican, and Hawai’ian 

nationalisms focused to varying degrees on territorial autonomy, up to and including 

radical demands for independence. 

 Nationalists called on minority communities to develop their distinct collective 

identities and unique political agendas, based on their particular histories of oppres-

sion and resistance. Nationalists opposed both political frameworks of the dominant 

ethnicity paradigm— integrationism and cultural pluralism— arguing that these were 

formulas for tokenism and cooptation that fell far short of the self- determination 

sought by their particular communities of color. Nationalists had a more mixed rela-

tionship with the class paradigm of race: Some groups and thinkers, generally those 

on the left, embraced a synthesis of the nation-  and class- based paradigms, often link-

ing U.S. racial oppression to U.S. imperialism and colonial history via an “internal 

colonialism” analysis (Blauner 2001 [1972]; Allen 2005). 

 The nation- based paradigm generated the range of particularist racial move-

ments we have described above— focused on the African diaspora,  Aztlan,  the Rez, 

or the ghetto/barrio as a locus of “community control.” Embracing black, Latin@, or 

Native American particularity meant confronting major divisions and at times glaring 

contradictions: Black nationalists ranged from separatists like Revolutionary Action 
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Movement (RAM), 30  to internal colonialism theorists to black capitalists inspired by 

Booker T. Washington, and to bitter black conservatives (think Clarence Thomas). 

Native Americans ranged from AIM (American Indian Movement) activists to (some-

what later) casino operators. Cultural nationalist groups and intellectuals in every 

community also ranged from radical artists engaged in art- based social movement 

organizing (Lipsitz 2007) to radicals in the Harold Cruse tradition, to commercial 

operations selling dashikis (Reed 2002), to those who habitually repudiated political 

activism as “the white man’s game.” 

 Internal colonialist perspectives should also be included here. These approaches 

bridged between the socialist and nationalist paradigms, depicting racism as an ongo-

ing historical process which contained  both  class-  and nationally based elements. 

Racially defined communities within the United States were analogized to colonies, 

and said to face the same types of economic exploitation and cultural domination 

that the developed nations had visited on the underdeveloped ones. The internal 

colonialism rubric included a strategic spectrum running all the way from moder-

ate reform initiatives to revolution and “national liberation.” Demands for increases 

in the number of “natives” occupying key posts in businesses or state institutions 

(police, schools, social agencies), plans to achieve “community control” of the ghetto 

and barrio economies, and schemes for a two- stage revolutionary process analogous 

to the Guinea- Bissau or Vietnamese experiences were all put forward based on the 

internal colonialism analysis. 31  

 And what about alliances? Conflicts among communities of color— black/brown 

or black/Asian American— frequently reduced nationalist politics to squabbling over 

political spoils, or worse, to racist stereotyping. And what about whites? Were alli-

ances possible with anti- racist whites? Did anti- racists whites even exist? By focusing 

too intensely on “white privilege”— obviously, a crucial issue in white supremacist 

America— nationalists often abandoned alliances that were politically essential. 

Although there were numerous reasons to insist on organizational “purity” along 

racial lines, in practice all racial categories are panethnic and decentered, so that sort 

of homogeneity would be impossible to achieve, even if it were desirable. Indeed, 

important nationalist organizations, such as the Black Panther Party, did ally with 

other groups across racial lines, including white groups. 

 Although nationalist organizations challenged the ubiquity and despotism of 

white supremacy, made important contributions to community organization and 

community control efforts— sometimes taking a page from the entrist playbook as 

in the La Raza Unida electoral drive in Crystal City, TX, or the Bobby Seale/Black 

Panther Party campaign for the mayoralty of Oakland, California— and played an 

important role in advancing “identity politics,” they were not able to develop the 

political alliances and mass base necessary to challenge the dominant racial paradigm 

in the United States. 

 Considered critically, none of these political projects succeeded even remotely in 

forging an oppositional racial ideology or movement capable of radically transforming 
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the U.S. racial order. The electoral/institutional entrists succumbed to illusions 

about the malleability of the racial state and were forced into a new version of ethnic 

group pluralism— the idea that racial minorities, like the white ethnics of the past, 

could claim their rights through “normal” political channels. Marxists (and particu-

larly Marxist- Leninists) could fight racism only by recourse to a futile dogma, and 

moreover one which consigned race to the terrain of “false consciousness,” while 

social democrats were reduced to becoming an ineffective appendage of the Demo-

cratic Party. Internal colonialism critics, like an earlier generation of black (and other 

minority) nationalists, refused to recognize the particularities of the U.S. racial order 

and the limits of all analogies with revolutionary movements abroad. The cultural 

nationalists ignored the political sphere, and indeed heaped scorn upon both reform- 

oriented entrists and minority socialists. 32  

 * * * 

 All these tendencies were at best partial assaults on the U.S. racial system and 

on white supremacy. All failed to grasp the comprehensive manner by which race 

is structured into the U.S. social fabric. All  reduced  race: to interest group/cultural 

identity, class inequality, or nationality. Perhaps most importantly, all these currents 

lacked adequate conceptions of racial politics and the racial state. In their radical as 

much as in their moderate phases, anti- racist movements neglected the state’s capac-

ity for adaptation under political pressure. And while the civil rights movement and 

its allies, both radical and moderate, had launched the politics of identity, had initi-

ated the “politicization of the social,” the movement and its allies could not manage 

the contradictions and uncertainties that these new identities and new political con-

figurations generated. 

 The movement’s limits also arose from the strategic divisions that befell it as a 

result of its own successes. Here the black movement’s fate is illustrative. Only in 

the South, while fighting against a backward political structure and overt cultural 

oppression, had the black movement been able to maintain a de centered unity, even 

when internal debates were fierce. Once it moved north, the black movement began 

to split, because competing political projects, linked to different segments of the 

community, sought either integration in the (reformed) mainstream, or more radical 

transformation of the dominant racial system. 

 After initial victories against segregation were won, one sector of the movement 

was thus reconstituted as an interest group, seeking to enter the political fray and 

fulfill the “dream” of integration and cultural pluralism. Once it entered the state, 

this entrist current found itself locked in a bear hug with the state institutions whose 

reforms it had itself demanded, forced to compromise on basic demands, and— in 

what sometimes appeared to be a modern minstrel show— presented to the nation on 

the public stage in seeming proof of the state’s openness and racial democracy. 

 The radical sectors of the movement were similarly marginalized on the left or 

in cultural arenas. Those who confronted the state from radical positions (SNCC, 
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the Black Panther Party, the League of Revolutionary Black Workers, and others) 

were met with intense repression, and often succumbed to authoritarian and anti- 

democratic impulses. Socialists were relegated to the fringes of the Democratic Party. 

“Cultural revolution” might raise consciousness, but it did not move political power 

from white hands to darker ones. And indeed, many nationalists disdained engage-

ment with the racial state. 

 Although the mass movement for racial justice that arose in the early postwar years 

and culminated in the 1960s would be contained by a combination of concessions and 

repression, the partial victories it won should not be condemned or dismissed. The 

movement persisted, decentered to be sure, but also broadened and deepened. As we 

have argued, the complex of racial meanings inherited from the Jim Crow era were 

irrevocably altered by years of political activity, by intense campaigns for racial equal-

ity and democracy, by the production of deeply transformed notions of “blackness,” 

“whiteness,” “ Latinidad, ” and all other racial identities as well. The movement vastly 

expanded the terrain of politics, generating not only a new racial politics of identity, 

but a new  social  politics of identity: intersectional, conscious of sex/gender issues, and 

hungry for a new and radical democracy that would transform every facet of American 

experience. The specter of racial equality, and beyond that, of an end to race/class/

gender oppression itself, continued to haunt American dreams and nightmares. 

 Notes 

  1. This phrase, of course, is Karl Polanyi’s term for the transition to capitalism in England. 

Polanyi stresses the social embeddedness of the capitalist economy. We have appropriated 

his term— with appropriate apologies— to indicate the social embeddedness of the politi-

cal system, a recognition brought home by the post- World War II black movement and its 

allies, in the United States. 

  2. Katznelson (2013) makes the important argument that the New Deal, while allied with Jim 

Crow, also undermined it by “nationalizing” and “uplifting” the South. The South was 

also transformed by the eff ects of enormous black emigration during World War II (family 

members voting and working in factories in Detroit, Chicago, Philadelphia and so on), by 

the 1948 desegregation of the U.S. armed forces (which caused great anxiety and confl ict 

in the highly militarized South), by the return of hundreds of thousands of black soldiers, 

and by deepening political divisions in the Democratic Party over civil rights. 

  3. By no means was Jim Crow confi ned to the South. As James Loewen (2005) points out, 

cities and towns throughout the country had explicitly racist local laws. Many “sundown 

towns” (purposely all- white municipalities) were located in the Midwest, Pacifi c North-

west, and elsewhere. 

  4. Use of the term “elite” is not meant pejoratively. Although the prewar civil rights movement 

included some episodes of direct action and mass mobilization, notably during Recon-

struction and in the aftermath of World War— for example, the Garvey movement— these 

were infrequent and antagonistic to moderate reforms. Even during the fi rst decade of the 

post- World War II period strategies concentrated, for reasons of necessity, on lobbying, 
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use of the courts, and appeals to enlightened whites, tactics which depend on knowledge-

able elites for leadership and render mass participation counterproductive. In addition, 

the straitened conditions facing blacks before World War II generated a survival- oriented 

ideology which did not adapt itself well to mass mobilization. For accounts of racial politics 

in the 1930s, see Weiss 1983; Rosengarten 2000 (1974); Katznelson 2013. 

  5. For representative statements from this period, see Dahl 1967; Rose 1967. Good contem-

porary critiques are Lowi 1969; Bachrach and Baratz 1970; Lukes 2005 (1974). 

  6. A little- known passage in Gramsci’s short discussion on “Intellectuals” refers to Ameri-

can blacks, chiefl y noting how they might provide leadership to the impoverished and 

then still- colonized masses in Africa. Rather amazingly, though, sitting in his dark cell 

in a fascist prison (in about 1930), Gramsci recognizes the black freedom struggle, “the 

formation of a surprising number of negro intellectuals who absorb American culture and 

technology.” He continues: 

  It seems to me that, for the moment, American negroes have a national and racial 

spirit which is negative rather than positive, one which is a product of the strug-

gle carried on by the whites in order to isolate and depress them. But was not this 

the case with the Jews up to and throughout the eighteenth century? (Gramsci 

1971, 21) 

  7. For a startling and vivid evocation of that rhetorical toolkit, see Zora Neale Hurston, “The 

Sermon” (1984 [1929]). This is a transcribed fi eld recording by Hurston, then an anthro-

pology graduate student, of a sermon given by preacher C.C. Lovelace in a church in Eau 

Gallie, Florida, in 1929. 

  8. Robert Parris Moses drew important inspiration from Camus, for example Carson 1995 

(1981). 

  9. Eugene Genovese has argued that the slavemasters’ paternalism allowed a substantial black 

culture of resistance to develop, and that slavery was consequently rendered more benign. 

Against this view, Steven Hahn has documented deeply- rooted patterns of resistance and 

political struggle during the slavery era; and Walter Johnson has reasserted the savagery, 

not only of slavery’s oppression and exploitation, but also of its militarism and expansion-

ist ambitions (Genovese 1974; Hahn 2003; Johnson 2013). 

 10. “Subalternity” is also a term launched by Gramsci. See his “Notes on Italian History,” 

“The Modern Prince,” and elsewhere (Gramsci 1971). A few major sources in subaltern 

studies, by no means all consistently in agreement, are these: Guha and Spivak, eds. 1988; 

Scott 1990; Kelley 1996; Beverley 1999; Mignolo 2000; Chatterjee 2010. 

 11. White violence culminated a month after the campaign’s end in the “Birmingham  Sunday” 

bombing of the 16th Street Baptist Church (September 15, 1963), which killed four black 

children in an institution that had been the center of the Birmingham movement. On 

Birmingham, see King 1964; Greenberg 1980; Branch 1988, 1998; Garrow, ed. 1989; 

McWhorter 2001. 

 12. The march had been planned as a unifi ed eff ort to demonstrate black and liberal support 

for national civil rights legislation. The SNCC speaker, John Lewis, was forced to cen-

sor his remarks by white and black moderates, but even the rewritten speech contrasted 

sharply with the self- congratulatory tone of the rest of the event: “The party of Kennedy 

is also the party of Eastland … the party of Javits is also the party of Goldwater. Where is 

our party?” (Moyers 2013). 
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 13. At fi rst promised and then denied white liberal support, the MFDP challengers left the 

convention profoundly disillusioned. On the MFDP, see Carson 1995 (1981). 

 14. The “long hot summers” of the middle 1960s were viewed by many blacks (and by the 

U.S. police at all levels) as a proto- revolutionary situation. Many activists saw the black 

underclass as “voting with shopping carts,” taking what was deservedly theirs, and accel-

erating the unacceptably slow pace of reform. Moderates, by contrast, questioned the 

eff ectiveness of disruption and argued that riots discredited eff orts to achieve political 

reforms. In retrospect we may discount the more extreme claims made by all sides during 

these years. Still, during the 1967–1968 period alone, some 384 “racial disorders” were 

recorded in 298 cities (McAdam 1984, 227). These can hardly be considered as unrelated 

to the atmosphere of black protest that engulfed the nation after 1964, not just the South. 

See also Rustin 2003 (1965), 1967; Feagin and Hahn 1973; Killian 1975; Button 1978; 

Piven and Cloward 1978 . 

 15. On March 7, 1965 some 2,000 marchers were ferociously attacked on the Pettus Bridge at 

Selma. For good analyses of the complexities of the Selma situation, which many see as the 

point at which southern intransigence was fi nally ruptured, see Garrow 1978; Carson 1995 

(1981). 

 16. Many commentators date the black power phase of the movement from the “Meredith 

march” of June, 1966, though this is clearly a somewhat arbitrary periodization. 

 17. Richard Wright’s  Black Power  appeared in 1954; Wright was certainly not the fi rst to use 

the term. Over recent decades an enormous amount of writing has been produced on black 

power; our treatment here is necessarily brief. Some classic texts from the black power 

period are Boggs 1970; Allen 1990 [1970]; Ture (Carmichael) and Hamilton 1992 [1967]. 

Among the many contemporary contributions, see Van Deburg 1992; Tyson 1999; Wood-

ard 1999; Robinson 2000 [1983]; Glaude, ed. 2002; Joseph 2006; Slate 2012. 

 18. Still Ture and Hamilton did not entirely burn their moderate bridges. Robert Allen wrote 

that  Black Power  “was largely an essay in liberal reformism” (Allen 1990 [1970], 247), a 

judgment based on the authors’ lack of a “revolutionary” political program. Ture and 

Hamilton wanted to break with the ethnicity paradigm, but not with the mainstream aspi-

rations of U.S. blacks. 

 19. Malcolm’s own father was a UNIA activist who may have been lynched in Michigan in 

1931 by a racist group called the Black Legion. See Marable 2011. 

 20. The vastness of the literature on Freedom Summer attests in its own right to the impor-

tance of this SNCC initiative in shaping U.S. racial history. That importance goes far 

beyond voting rights, important as those rights may be. See Belfrage 1965; Payne 2007 

(1995); Martinez, ed. 2007 (1965); Watson 2010. 

 21. The “war on poverty” was launched by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, which 

set up the Offi  ce of Economic Opportunity. OEO was dismantled under the Nixon 

administration. 

 22. Piven and Cloward’s 1965 call for additional redistribution of resources through the 

AFDC system helped set off  the Welfare Rights Movement. See Cloward and Piven 1966. 

 23. Radical black organizations like SNCC opposed the war, while moderate groups like the 

Urban League supported it. King’s late but fi erce declaration of opposition was pro-

claimed in his Riverside Church speech, “A Time To Break Silence,” on April 4, 1967, 

exactly one year before his assassination. This courageous act deeply embodied the split 
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in the movement, placed MLK Jr. solidly on the side of its radical wing, and undoubtedly 

contributed to his death, now credibly seen as an FBI murder (Pepper 2008). 

 24. None of these currents is by any means exclusive. Specifi c perspectives often contain ele-

ments of more than one current. Internal colonialism, for example, can be expressed in 

nationalist or socialist terms. The categories we employ are “ideal types”— they permit the 

classifi cation of diverse tendencies for analytical purposes. 

 25. What about Republican “entrism”? After the New Deal came to power the GOP never 

regained the infl uence in communities of color— particularly black communities— that 

it earlier possessed as the “party of Lincoln.” But it still held on until the 1960s, for 

example electing Edward Brooke to the Senate in 1966 as the fi rst black senator seated 

in the 20th century(!). The Democrats were also the “Dixiecrats,” let it be remembered 

(Weiss 1983), and civil rights found no secure home in either party until the 1960s, when 

the Republicans adopted the “southern strategy.” Even with blacks gone, the GOP held 

onto a sizeable number of Latin@ and Asian American voters until it kissed them off  with 

its support for the anti- immigrant Proposition 187 in California. Sporadic attempts to woo 

voters of color, and eff orts to put on display such putatively attractive tokens as Sen. Marco 

Rubio, and former Secretaries of State Condoleeza Rice and Colin Powell, have not availed 

(Lusane 2006; Hattam and Lowndes 2013). The Republicans are now the white people’s 

party, a fact they only intermittently bother to deny. 

 26. For example, the Children’s Defense Fund is active in opposing the “school to prison 

pipeline” and in challenging the continuing and disgracefully high numbers of children in 

poverty in the U.S.; these social policies— which is what they are; they are not accidental— 

disproportionately destroy the lives of millions of children of color in the United States. 

See Edelman 2000, 1993. 

 27. Both Kennedy and Johnson harassed MLK Jr., abetted by J. Edgar Hoover who charged 

that King was under the infl uence of “the Communists.” See Churchill and Vander Wall, 

2001 (1988). 

 28. Land struggles were most strenuously pursued by the  Alianza Federal de Mercedes,  

founded in 1963 by Reies Lopez Tijerina. The  Alianza  (later renamed  La Confederación de 

Pueblos Libres ) sought to restore lands originally held by Mexican Americans in northern 

New Mexico under grants dating from the conquest, and built upon regional traditions of 

struggle dating from the 19th century (Tijerina 1978; Nabokov 1969).  Tijerina’s politics 

have been the subject of some debate. His personalistic and confrontational style and his 

focus on the tactics of land occupation place him in a venerable Mexican revolutionary 

tradition. But Tijerina built upon and altered this legacy in the attempt to address modern 

U.S. conditions. He ran for Governor of New Mexico in 1968, joined Martin Luther King, 

Jr.’s Poor People’s Crusade, and espoused a Pan American and Third Worldist revolution-

ary philosophy. After extensive harassment, Tijerina was jailed in 1969, and his movement 

dispersed. 

 29. Revolutionary nationalism in Latin@ communities has a long tradition. Chican@ 

 nationalism, for example, was tied to the legacy of the Mexican revolution of 1910–1920, 

which both swept across the U.S. border and provoked U.S. military intervention into 

Mexico. Revolutionary movements in Mexico sparked early Mexican- American radical 

eff orts, and linked to radical movements in the United States as well. For example, the 

Flores Magón brothers, Enrique and Ricardo, were both leaders of an anarchist tendency 
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in the Mexican Revolution and activists in the International Workers of the World, mainly 

in Southern California. Caught up in the Palmer raids of the 1920s, Ricardo Flores Magón 

was cruelly persecuted in the United States and died in Leavenworth Prison in Kansas 

(Gómez- Quiñones 1973). In Texas/Chihuahua, the El Paso- Juarez urban complex was 

also the site of signifi cant Mexicano radical activity and U.S. repression (Romo 2005). 

The U.S. general John J. Pershing invaded Northern Mexico in 1916–1917 on a so- called 

punitive expedition against Mexican revolutionary general Pancho Villa, who had attacked 

a village on the New Mexico side of the border (Eisenhower 1995). 

 30. The RAM was a revolutionary black nationalist organization founded by Muhammad 

Ahmad (Max Stanford), who had been an associate of Malcolm X. Some of its members 

became active in SNCC in its later days, as well as in the Black Panther Party and the 

League of Revolutionary Black Workers. Other insurrectionary black nationalist groups 

that were linked with RAM include the African Peoples Party, the Black Liberation Army, 

the Black United Front, the Black Workers Congress, and the Republic of New Africa. See 

Ahmad, Allen, and Bracey, eds. n.d. 

 31. The fi rst “stage” is the creation of a multi- class united front to liberate the colony; the 

second “stage” is the subsequent pursuit of socialist reconstruction and, presumably, class 

struggle. The internal colonialist orientation of the 1960s was often explicitly Maoist, as 

were many other Marxisms of the period. 

 32. See, for example, Moore 1974–1975. 
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 C H A P T E R  7 

 Racial Reaction:   Containment 
and Rearticulation 

 Introduction 

 The black movement and its allied movements that emerged during the Great Trans-

formation disrupted and reshaped American society. They called into question the 

logic and structure of racial segregation. They appealed for social justice and drew 

upon cherished principles of equality and freedom. The movements’ demands for 

the elimination of racial discrimination became a broad- based challenge to racism 

across- the- board, and thus developed in radical and sometimes revolutionary ways. 

The revolutionary potential of the post- World War II Great Transformation can-

not be understated. To shake up white supremacy as the black movement did was to 

reiterate the nightmare from which the racist system cannot awake: black insurgency. 

The Civil War was the fi rst great assault on the U.S. racist system. The Great Trans-

formation was the second great assault, the second anti-racist uprising. It revealed 

and called into question the fundamental limits of democracy in the United States. 1  

The issues that were posed by the movement had deep and sustained reverberations 

throughout the world, not only in regard to race and racism but much more broadly. 

 The black movement and its allies confronted not only the state but the nation 

iself— “the American people.” 2  The movement sought not only equality but also 

community. Equality could possibly, though by no means definitively, be enhanced 

through state- based reform policies. But to create community required a  social  reori-

entation, a reinterpretation or rearticulation of the very definition of the American 

nation and the American people. The movement asked, “Who is included, and who 

excluded, from our community?” 

 This remains a radical, even revolutionary question. When the movement 

demanded the incorporation of racially  defined “others,” the democratization of 

structurally racist institutions, it challenged both the state and civil society to recog-

nize and validate racially  defined experience and identity. This was the  politicization 

of the social.  It was transformative and attractive. It was contagious; you “caught” it. 

It spread from one person to another, from one group to another. This new emphasis 

on social identity came to frame emancipatory and democratic aspirations more gen-

erally. It arched over different issues, selves, groups, and conceptions of liberation. 

The “politics of identity” has been critiqued by both the political right and left. But 

that may be precisely the point: Over the past few decades  all  politics have become, 
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to a large degree, “identity politics.” The politicization of the social meant, above all, 

the recognition of a new depth of political life (Guigni 1988; Melucci 1989; Laraña, 

Johnston, and Gusfield, eds. 1994). 

 Consider the immensity of this recognition. No longer would it be sufficient to 

think of politics as a competition for resources regulated by a neutral legitimate arbi-

ter, namely the state. The famous definition of politics as “who gets what, when, 

and how” (Lasswell 1950 [1936]) was now superseded. “The personal is political,” a 

phrase often associated with second- wave feminism, was now in play; this concept too 

has its origins in the black movement (Hanisch 1969; Evans 1979). The post- World 

War II upsurge of racial subjectivity and self- awareness into the mainstream politi-

cal arena set off this transformation that, in many ways, resonated with democratic 

impulses worldwide. The prevailing racial regime in the United States, then, was 

seriously challenged. 

 The racial reaction that emerged had an obvious central objective: the demobili-

zation of the black movement and of the other anti- racist and new social movements 

that it had spawned. This was far from an easy task. Among many other reasons why 

the movement had to be stopped was that it consciously embodied a wide range 

of fundamental American ideals and cherished beliefs. The movement’s demands 

could not be rejected out of hand, for this would have emboldened and radicalized 

it further, as well as risk drawing new supporters from varying quarters to move-

ment ranks. 

 As a racial project, therefore, racial reaction had to combine different responses 

to the movement upsurge. Movement gains could not be easily halted, much less 

reversed. They had to be blunted and absorbed. The most immediate task was that 

of containment. Repression was present from the earliest stages of the movement 

upsurge: The coercive powers of the state were employed to disrupt, demobilize, and 

destroy by any means necessary (including murder) the more radical elements of the 

movement. Repression had dramatic results. Still, the insurgency moved fast in its 

early years. Even by the time of the March on Washington for Jobs and Freedom in 

1963, a return to the past modalities of racial terror and oppression was no longer a 

serious option for the state at the federal level. 

 Nor could repression alone contain the movement. The key objective of the 

U.S. racial regime from the later 1960s onward was incorporation, not rollback. 

The incorporation of the movement’s demands through civil rights reform legis-

lation, through administrative maneuver, and through judicial action was already 

well under way when Martin Luther King, Jr. stood on the Lincoln Memorial 

steps in August 1963. Indeed, reform initiatives undertaken to incorporate move-

ment demands bore a striking resemblance to state action undertaken a century 

before during the Reconstruction period. The enactment of “moderate” civil rights 

reforms, themselves painstakingly negotiated (Carmines and Stinson 1989; Lieber-

man 1998), and the Warren Court’s piecemeal expansion of black citizenship rights 

as well (Kluger 2004 [1976]) were both reiterations of that earlier period of reform. 
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In the late 1860s, there had been conflicts between the vision, policies, and prac-

tices of “Presidential” Reconstruction and that of “Congressional” Reconstruction; 

these paralleled the debates, squabbles, and contradictory moves underway within 

the racial state during the 1960s. But things were also different during the “Second 

Reconstruction.” 

 Nor was the combination of repression and incorporation adequate to the objec-

tive of containment. A third element was needed: the  rearticulation  of the movement’s 

central themes and ideals— those of freedom and equality, and of what constitutes a 

fair and just society. The forces of racial reaction sought to reestablish racial hege-

mony by reinterpreting and reframing key civil rights principles and practices, 

through an ideologically driven process of rearticulation. 3  The racial meanings and 

identities, as well as the visions of equality advanced by movement activists and orga-

nizations, would eventually become subject to rearticulation by the political right. 

Yes, identities of emancipation, speaking broadly, could be rearticulated as identities 

of incorporation. Ideals of redistribution and justice, again speaking broadly, could 

be rearticulated as ideals of formal, but not substantive, equality. 

 In summary, containment of the movement, which was imperative to sustain the 

broader racial regime, involved outright state repression, selective incorporation of 

movement demands, and most important from our perspective, the rearticulation of 

the movement’s identities and ideals. 

 The forces of racial reaction had both to affirm and to reject the movement’s 

vision and demands. They had both to propose a system of racial rule broad enough 

to absorb the egalitarian and inclusive thrust of the black movement and its allied 

movements; and at the same time, incremental enough to preserve the entitlements of 

white supremacy that were the system’s key features. This was obviously a contradic-

tory racial project: often hypocritical, sometimes naive, but always deeply ideological. 

 In the next pages we discuss the early “post- civil rights” period, focusing on the 

development of projects to contain the movement in the late 1960s and 1970s. We 

begin with incorporation and repression; move through the two main reactionary racial 

projects, the new right and neoconservatism; and conclude the chapter with a working 

summary: from code words to reverse racism to colorblindness. 

 Incorporation and Repression 

 The brief period of moderate reform politics during the mid-  to late- 1960s was 

fi lled with irony and contradiction. Incorporation created a host of diffi  culties for 

movement groups and activists attempting to engage with and operate within the 

state— including those who were now directly employed by it. In the eff ort to adapt to 

the new racial politics it had created, the black movement lost its decentered political 

unity. Before the civil rights reforms, opposition to the backward and coercive racial 

order of the South had permitted a tenuous alliance between the moderate and radical 

currents of the movement. But after a modicum of reform had been achieved, that 
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alliance was weakened. Working within the newly reformed racial state was more pos-

sible, and confronting it more diffi  cult, than during the preceding period. 

 Many civil rights activists went to work in the housing, healthcare delivery, legal 

services, education, and “community action” programs set up as part of the Great 

Society (McAdam 1988). These people were the foot soldiers of service provision, 

advocacy, and to some extent mobilization. Programs such as the War on  Poverty, 

Model Cities, and Head Start, among others, brought resources and jobs to the 

ghettos, barrios, and reservations. But reforms of this type could also be inter-

preted as classic examples of incorporation, at times resembling the “machine” 

politics of Chicago or Philadelphia more than the radical work of the black freedom 

movement in the South such as SNCC’s “freedom schools,” for example. 4  The 

landscape created by new reforms thus echoed the critical reflections originally 

posed by E. Franklin Frazier in his classic text  Black Bourgeoisie  (1957a). Frazier 

dissed his “bourgeoisie” as opportunists in the main: They were generally local 

black leaders, often preachers or local businessmen, whose relationships with white 

power structures allowed them to broker local resources in segregated cities. They 

found themselves torn between their loyalties to the black communities they “rep-

resented,” and the white elites whose local clients and fixers they had become. Over 

time they vacillated between accommodation— when resources were forthcoming 

and they received respect from their white business and political counterparts— 

and opposition: turning to black nationalism, trade union, or protest politics when 

the needs of their communities were slighted or when they themselves felt disem-

powered and disrespected. 

 Movement activists and veterans of the “beautiful struggle” often felt the same 

way— “entrists” were torn between their roles as agents of change and incipient 

bureaucrats. Local power structures based in City Hall or the Board of Education 

sought to routinize or dismiss their work. Meanwhile, the supposed triumph of civil 

rights failed to placate radicals who sought not simply rights, but power, resources, 

and the broader goal of “self- determination.” From the radical perspective, the con-

ferring of formal rights or the provision of a job- training program did not appreciably 

change the circumstances of a black youth in Harlem or a  vato loco  in East Los Ange-

les. What were heralded as great victories by moderates appeared to radicals as merely 

more streamlined versions of racial oppression. As George Lipsitz reports, Malcolm 

X used to tell his followers that “Racism is like a Cadillac; they bring out a new model 

every year.” 5  

 In the immediate wake of civil rights reforms, the question of how to understand 

and conceptualize the meaning and significance of race and racism in a transformed 

political, social, and cultural landscape was one of overwhelming significance. Theo-

ries of race were reconsidered, debated, invented, and reinvented. The explanatory 

power and political efficacy of the ethnicity perspective— with its belief in the grad-

ual assimilationist and cultural pluralist currents— was deeply debilitated, especially 

by the regime’s repressive activities. Radical theories of race gained strength and 
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adherence as liberal approaches lost their appeal and coherence. Embracing nation- 

based and class- based paradigms, groups like the Black Panther Party (founded 

in Oakland, California, in 1966) and the League of Revolutionary Black Work-

ers (founded in Detroit. Michigan, in 1969) advanced radical demands for a more 

thoroughgoing restructuring of the social order— one which would recognize the 

pervasiveness of racial oppression not only in “normal” politics, but in the organiza-

tion of the labor market, urban geography, and in the forms of cultural life (Boggs 

and Boggs 1966; see also Boggs 1970; Geschwender 1977; Hilliard 1993; Abu- Jamal 

2008; Georgakas and Surkin 2012 [1975]). 

 Corresponding to the radicalization of parts of the movement, the racial regime 

was dramatically increasing its repression, notably its political policing, of the 

black movement and the black community. The FBI COINTELPRO (Counter- 

Intelligence Program) was the best- known and most extensive of these activities. 

Started by J. Edgar Hoover to monitor and disrupt the Communist Party USA, it 

was first expanded, and then shifted almost entirely toward, surveillance and harass-

ment of the U.S. black movement (Churchill and Vander Wall 2001 [1988]; Weiner 

2012). State agencies at all levels from the national to the local committed numerous 

crimes against movement activists and supporters, and against black communities as 

a whole (Irons 2010). 

 These crimes included assassinations, arson, torture, larceny, and fraud, among 

others (Haas 2011). COINTELPRO also fomented internecine conflicts in the 

movement, infiltrated movement organizations and hired  agents provocateurs,  and 

ran entrapment schemes to delegitimate and decimate radical opposition (Rosenfeld 

2013). All this occurred during the very same period when the federal government 

was supposedly legislating and adjudicating the terms of the belated inclusion of 

blacks and others in the national polity. The “iron fist” of repression has always 

lurked beneath the “velvet glove” of reform and accommodation. 6  

 Throughout this period, the spectrum of maneuver and manipulation on the part 

of the racial regime— ranging from democratic openings on the left to secret policing 

and covert action/state- based terrorism on the right— contained the movement by 

fragmenting it, keeping it off balance, and hindering its ability to maintain clear goals, 

principles, and focus. But attempts simply to contain the movement’s challenge to the 

existing racial regime— through incorporation of political demands for formal/legal 

racial equality or through outright state repression— would simply not be enough, 

in the long run, to address what the movement had unleashed, what the millions 

of people whom it had touched were seeing, feeling, and thinking anew. “Freedom 

dreams” would not be forgotten, the yearning for a truly racially just society would 

remain undiminished, and the politicization of the social would not be restricted or 

restrained. The forces of racial reaction required stronger ideological weapons, more 

powerful castor oil, to counteract the indigestion that racism was now generating 

in the black community and beyond. The regime needed to combat the powerful 

medicine that the movement had produced in the form of politicized identities and 
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collective mobilization. A thorough political and ideological rearticulation of the 

movement’s understanding and vision of race and democracy was required— a reart-

iculation on the right that would recast themes of racial equality and justice in ways 

that would serve to rationalize and reinforce persistent patterns of racial inequality. 

 Reactionary Racial Projects 

 There were clear limits to any attempt to undo the eff ects of the Great Transforma-

tion. Racial equality had to be acknowledged as a desirable goal, but the  meaning  of 

equality, and the proper means for achieving it, had to be reopened for debate. 

 After the civil rights reforms and the anti- racist upsurge of the 1960s, the forces 

of racial reaction required time to regroup and develop a new strategic orientation. 

Existing racist projects were no longer sustainable and posed significant risks: of mar-

ginalization at the far right of the political spectrum, and of a further radicalization 

of the new social movements, now composed of a growing, though loose and uneven, 

alliance of anti- racist, second- wave feminist, and anti- war contingents. Still, white 

supremacy had hardly been overturned. However “shook up” it was— Elvis had been 

right about that— both everyday and structural racism still substantively shaped U.S. 

society and culture. White racial subjectivity, media- based representations of race, 

and the sheer cognitive incapacity of the white population— still over 80 percent of 

all Americans at that time— had not been significantly transformed. In fact, the ame-

liorative effects of the moderate civil rights reforms and of Supreme Court racial 

jurisprudence— sometimes gestural at best— were thought by many whites to be 

enough to solve “the race problem”: with a few significant concessions to the demand 

for racial democracy, domestic tranquility could be restored. 

 Like other political projects to consolidate hegemony, racial reaction involved 

both the state and civil society. It was a concerted, sequentially developing response 

to the demand for “racial liberation” (Wolfenstein 1977) that had been posed by the 

black movement and its allies. Just as the movement developed through various stages, 

evolving from demands for inclusion to demands for community self- determination 

and radical redistribution of resources, so too did the racial reaction move along a 

historical trajectory. Its main players sought to accommodate and absorb movement 

demands with moderate reforms, attempting to rearticulate those radical demands 

in a conservative or even rightwing fashion. Like the black movement it followed, 

racial reaction was a combination of initiatives; it contained disparate “racial proj-

ects.” Over time, some of these would succeed and others would fail; some would 

develop and others would atrophy. The racial reaction was by no means driven by a 

unified political orientation, ideology, or strategic approach. Emblematic of distinct 

approaches are the ideology and politics of the new right and that of neoconservatism. 

Both emerged as responses to the overall transformation of polity and culture in the 

wake of the new social movements of the 1960s, and both were centrally concerned 

with defining the limits of racial democracy. 
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 The New Right: Authoritarian Populism and “Code Words” 

 Walter Dean Burnham noted that the political culture of the United States is highly 

infl uenced by the values of 17th- century dissenting Protestantism and that this has 

frequently become manifest in periods of transition and crisis: 

 Whenever and wherever the pressures of “modernization”— secularity, 

urbanization, the growing importance of science— have become unusually 

intense, episodes of revivalism and culture- issue politics have swept over the 

American social landscape. In all such cases since at least the end of the Civil 

War, such movements have been more or less explicitly reactionary, and have 

frequently been linked with other kinds of reaction in explicitly political ways. 

 (Burnham 1983, 125) 

 The new right emerged and developed in such a political space. It was an attempt 

to create an authoritarian, right- wing populism— a populism fuelled by resentment. 

 The political, economic, and social transformations and dislocations of the late- 

1960s and early- 1970s called the “American Dream” into question and shook people’s 

faith in their country. Apolitical, perpetually prosperous, militarily invincible, and 

deeply self- absorbed and self- righteous, mainstream American culture was shaken to its 

foundations by developments over this period. Economic stability and global military 

supremacy were perceived to be eroding. Commonly held concepts of nation, commu-

nity, and family were transformed, and no new principle of cohesion, no new cultural 

center, emerged to replace them. In a period of dramatic political fragmentation, the 

mainstream was left with no clear notion of the “common good.” 7  

 In the face of these challenges, traditional conservatism seemed to have little to 

offer— society and politics, and the conventional way in which they were understood, 

had  already  been radically transformed. Only the appearance of the new right in the 

middle 1970s gave the millions of threatened members of what Richard Nixon called 

the “silent majority” a sense of cultural identity, renewed faith, and political hope. 

The new right was a well- organized alternative to the moral and existential chaos of 

the preceding decades: a network of conservative organizations with an aggressive 

political style, an outspoken religious and cultural traditionalism, and a clear populist 

commitment. 

 Gillian Peele defined the new right as “a loose movement of conservative politi-

cians and a collection of general- purpose political organizations which have developed 

independently of the political parties” (1984, 52). The new right had its origins in 

the Barry Goldwater campaign of 1964 and the George Wallace campaign of 1968. 

An early achievement was influencing the Republican “Southern Strategy”; a project 

developed around the 1968 presidential election— and fully supported by the wily 

Richard Nixon— with the objective of repositioning white supremacism as a main-

stream political initiative in the aftermath of the civil rights reforms (Phillips 1970; 

Perlstein 2008, 2009 [2001]). 
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 The main new right affiliates emerged, for the most part, in the 1970s: the Amer-

ican Conservative Union, the National Conservative Political Action Committee 

(NCPAC), the Conservative Caucus, the Young Americans for Freedom, the Heritage 

Foundation, and a group of fundamentalist Protestant sects incorporating millions 

of adherents. Leading figures of the new right were fundraiser/publisher Richard 

A. Viguerie, Paul Weyrich (Committee for the Survival of a Free Congress), How-

ard Phillips (Conservative Caucus), and John T. Dolan (NCPAC), as well as activist 

Phyllis Schlafly (Eagle Forum, Stop- ERA) and fundamentalist evangelist Rev. Jerry 

Falwell (Moral Majority). Periodicals identified with the new right included the  Con-

servative Digest, Policy Review,  and  New Guard.  The key new right think tank was the 

Heritage Foundation, founded by brewer Joseph Coors and Paul Weyrich in 1973. 

Central to the new right’s growth, as Alan Crawford notes, was the ramped- up use of 

direct- mail solicitation to build a movement: 

 Collecting millions of dollars in small contributions from blue- collar work-

ers and housewives, the new right feeds on discontent, anger, insecurity, and 

resentment, and flourishes on backlash politics. 

 (1980, 5) 8  

 The new right was not just a grassroots, right- wing populist movement. As 

Coors’s early support already indicated, it was also an attempt by politically conserva-

tive corporate elite members to develop a mass base. These leaders faced a challenge 

in the political gains of the anti- racist movements. They sought to avoid large- scale 

redistribution, not only of state resources, but also of political power. The racial 

upheavals of the 1960s ruled out any attempt to return to legally enforced segrega-

tion. They also precluded mounting a defense of inequality rooted in the “scientific 

racism” of the immediate past. 9  

 Since the political gains of anti- racist movements could not be easily reversed, they 

had to be  rearticulated.  The key device used by the new right to challenge these gains was 

the innovative use of “code words” in its political messaging. Code words are phrases 

and symbols that imply or refer indirectly to racial themes, but do not directly challenge 

popular democratic or egalitarian ideals such as justice and equal opportunity. 

 The issue of busing to achieve racial integration in the schools provides an exam-

ple of how such code words were deployed. The new right framed its opposition to 

busing not as an overt effort to maintain residential or school segregation, but as an 

assault on “the community” and “the family.” School integration, new right activ-

ists argued, meant that the state was usurping decision- making powers which should 

be vested in parents: deciding in what kind of communities their children would be 

raised and what kind of education their children will receive. As Linda Gordon and 

Allen Hunter observed, the link between family and community was clearly empha-

sized in anti- busing mobilization: 

 The anti- busing movement is nourished by … fears for the loss of the family. 

The loss of neighborhood schools is perceived as a threat to community, and 



 Racial Reaction: Containment and Rearticulation  193

therefore family stability by many people, particularly in cities where ethni-

cally homogenous communities remain. 

 (2005, 239) 

 In similar fashion, the progressive theme of “community control” advanced ear-

lier in the 1960s was recast to prevent school desegregation and to challenge fair 

housing initiatives. As HoSang notes, California opponents of the 1963 Rumford 

Act that outlawed housing discrimination succeeded in overturning it with the 1964 

Proposition 14. They labeled the Rumford Act the “Forced Housing Act” and cam-

paigned for their 1964 initiative, not by supporting residential segregation, but by 

avowing a “freedom to choose” on the part of the landlord or home- seller. In declar-

ing this “right” (which did not exist in law and amounted to nothing more than the 

right to discriminate), they rearticulated civil rights doctrines of equality and com-

munity control, reframing them as property rights. This anticipated later campaigns 

against affirmative action (“reverse discrimination”) and other reforms such as fair 

lending (HoSang 2010, 69). Many civil rights reforms proved vulnerable to strategi-

cally framed campaigns of rearticulation designed to blunt or avoid charges of explicit 

racism. Indeed one measure of the success of such coded language was the confusion 

it sowed even among left organizations during the Boston busing controversy of the 

1970s. 10  

 Beginning with the Wallace campaign of 1968, we can trace the pattern of new 

right experimentation with these code words, and with the rearticulation of racial 

meanings they attempt. The first rumblings of the new right agenda were heard in 

George Wallace’s 1968 presidential bid. Wallace’s initial role on the national political 

stage had been that of die- hard segregationist. 11  His entry into the presidential race 

was seen at first as a replay of the Dixiecrat strategy which had led to the candidacy of 

Strom Thurmond 20 years before. Few analysts expected Wallace to have mass appeal 

outside the South, yet in northern blue- collar strongholds like Milwaukee, Detroit, 

and Philadelphia, he demonstrated surprising strength. 

 Although Wallace’s image as a racist politician had originally placed him in the 

national spotlight, it did not make good presidential politics, and he was forced to 

incorporate his racial message as a subtext, implicit but “coded,” in a populist appeal. 

Wallace thus struck certain chords that anticipated the new right agenda— defense 

of traditional values, opposition to “big government,” and patriotic and militaris-

tic themes. But the centerpiece of his appeal was his racial politics. Wallace was a 

law- and- order candidate, an anti- statist, an inheritor of classical southern populist 

traditions. He called for the stepped- up use of force to repress ghetto rebellions, 

derided the black movement and the war on poverty, and attacked liberal politicians 

and intellectuals. Wallace departed from his early 1960s style, however, by avoiding 

direct race- baiting. 

 During the same campaign, political analyst Kevin Phillips, then a young aide 

to Nixon campaign manager John Mitchell, submitted a lengthy and rather schol-

arly analysis of U.S. voting trends to Nixon headquarters. 12  Phillips argued that a 
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Republican victory and long- term electoral realignment were possible on racial 

grounds. His subsequently published  The Emerging Republican Majority  suggested a 

turn to the right and the use of “coded” anti- black campaign rhetoric; he recognized 

quite accurately that a great majority of southern white voters had abandoned the 

Democratic Party, and that Negrophobia was alive and well, not only in the South 

but nationally. In fact what was “emerging” had been there all along: a massive racist 

complex of white resentment, dread, and shame that went back to slavery, the “lost 

cause,” and reactionary political resentment. 13  

 Wallace’s success, the disarray in Democratic ranks caused by the “Negro socio-

economic revolution,” and polling data from blue- collar districts around the country 

convinced Phillips that a strategic approach of this kind— a “Southern Strategy”— 

could fundamentally shift political alignments which had been in effect since 1932. 

The Democratic “Solid South” could become the Republican “Solid South.” And 

lo it came to pass … 

 These innovations bore rich political fruit. They coincided with the fragmenta-

tion of the New Deal coalition, the “loss” of the war on poverty, and the decline of 

the black movement. They represented an apparent alternative to ghetto riots and 

white guilt, to the integration of northern schools and the onset of “stagflation.” 

They effortlessly, if demagogically, appealed to a majority of the electorate, then more 

than 80 percent white— something that the black movement and its allies had not 

succeeded in doing. 

 By the early 1980s, the new right’s dream seemed within reach: to consolidate a 

“new majority” which could dismantle the welfare state, legislate a return to “tra-

ditional morality,” and stem the tide of political and cultural dislocation which the 

1960s and 1970s represented. The new right project linked the assault on liberalism 

and “secular humanism,” the obsession with individual guilt and responsibility where 

social questions were concerned (crime, sex, education, poverty), with a fierce anti- 

statism. The political strategy involved was populist. Use of the initiative process, 

especially in California, permitted well- funded campaigns of electoral mobiliza-

tion in defense of (suitably coded) white privilege: on issues of housing, education, 

and especially taxation. Legislating through the ballot- box provided the new right a 

detour around the courts, the bureaucracy, state governments, and the Congress as 

well. Such strategies alienated traditional conservatives, who labeled the channeling 

of popular rage through direct democratic channels “antipolitical”: 

 A near- constant theme of conservative thought, from Edmund Burke to William 

Buckley, has been that unrestrained expressions of popular will militate against 

the orderly processes of government on which stable societies depend…. The 

new right, impatient for short- run results, has rejected this dominant theme of 

conservatism in favor of direct democracy, threatening to shatter the safeguards 

against political centralization and, therefore, freedom itself. 

 (Crawford 1980, 311–312) 
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 But they worked, so the new right pressed ahead with them, and the Republicans 

signed on. 

 Some analysts saw the new right as a status revolt 14  by those whom Ben Wat-

tenberg called the “unyoung, unpoor and unblack” (Crawford 1980, 148), whose 

identities and interests were articulated  negatively  by the social movements of the 

1960s and the crises of the 1970s. This newly identified “silent majority” resented any 

mobility on the part of lower- status groups, and demanded that the political process 

recognize the traditional values to which they subscribed. Their anger was directed 

at those who were “not like themselves”; this involved a racial dimension which they 

experienced as a cultura l  and political threat as much as an economic one: 

 [T]he fear of black power, “reverse discrimination” at the community 

level— associated with fear of crime, property devaluation, dirtiness and 

noisiness— reflects not only the direct economic crunch on white working- 

class people but also a less tangible sense of cultural disintegration. 

 (Gordon and Hunter 2005, 239; see also Rieder 1985) 

 The perceived failure of the Great Society and other liberal experiments focused 

the new right’s wrath not only on the undeserving (and implicitly black) poor, 15  who 

had the nerve to demand “handouts,” but also on the welfare state. That state was 

viewed as an alliance between the racially identified poor and a  new class  of educators, 

administrators, planners, consultants, and journalists, who advocated the expansion 

of welfare state policies. For the new right, the Great Society was not the continua-

tion of the New Deal— from which many white working- class families had benefited 

greatly— but its opposite. The New Deal, let it be remembered, had largely excluded 

blacks and Latin@s. Wallace charged that “pointy- headed intellectuals,” especially 

those based in universities and state institutions, were responsible for the prevailing 

political, economic, and cultural malaise. According to the new right, the state was 

recklessly allowed to expand and intervene in every aspect of social life, to threaten 

private property and individual rights— mainly the right to discriminate, although 

this was rarely acknowledged— and to dictate social policy, all with disastrous results. 

In particular, the state was accused of acceding to the demands of formerly stig-

matized groups (people of color, women, gays and lesbians) at the expense of “real 

Americans,” in other words white men. Charges flew that civil rights reforms were 

attacks on principles of merit and legitimate authority, that they established privi-

leged access for people of color to jobs and social services. Ed Davis, a new right cult 

figure and former Chief of the Los Angeles Police Department, put it this way: “I 

always felt that the government really was out to force me to hire 4- foot- 11 transves-

tite morons” (Evans and Novak 1978). 16  

 The new right criticized liberal statism at every juncture. The Supreme Court 

was criticized for its liberal bias in matters of race relations. The electoral college 

system was opposed for restricting third- party efforts and, as Kevin Phillips sug-

gested, maximizing the influence of a “Third World state” 17  such as California. While 



196 r a c i a l  p o l i t i c s  s i n c e  w o r l d  w a r  i i

constantly calling for a return to the basics of the Constitution, new right activists 

were also intent on revising it through amendments to stop busing, prohibit abortions 

(after 1973), and encourage school prayer. 

 To summarize thus far: The new right’s ascendance can be traced directly back to 

the late- 1960s political reaction against the black movement and its allied new social 

movements. Both the Wallace and Nixon presidential campaigns of 1968 sought 

leverage from the national civil rights laws that were then in place: Wallace by launch-

ing a national, electorally oriented, reactionary populist movement; and Nixon by 

a more stealthy approach aimed at de- linking the formerly “solid South” from the 

Democratic Party. 

 Wallace’s right- wing politics were aimed squarely at white working- class voters 

who were threatened both by economic crisis and by the social upheavals of black 

liberation, feminism, the student and antiwar movements, and other manifestations 

of the “counterculture.” Through whatever optics political reaction employed— 

anti- communism, racism, southern chauvinism, states’ rights doctrines going back 

to Calhoun, agrarian populism, nativism, America First isolationism— the Wallace- 

ites and their numerous supporters grasped a deep truth: that white supremacy was 

not an excrescence on the basically egalitarian and democratic “American creed,” but 

a fundamental component of U.S. society. To destroy it meant reinventing the social 

order, the state, and American national identity itself. 

 Nixon’s strategy was to raise some of those same specters, but to employ a more 

moderate and more inclusive tone in doing so, recognizing the importance for his 

campaign of suburban, centrist, white voters— the “silent majority” as he was later to 

call them. Nixon was adroit enough to use the Vietnam War against the Democrats as 

well: Hapless Hubert Humphrey, the Democratic candidate, failed to distance him-

self from the outgoing President Lyndon Johnson’s doomed Vietnam policies until 

the very end of the campaign, when it was too late to undo Nixon’s phony efforts to 

present himself as the peace candidate. 18  

 Nixon learned from Wallace but, unlike the guv- nah, he kept his racist pitch on 

the down- low. He countered the black movement’s democratic and egalitarian appeal, 

as he did the anti- war appeal, in ways that would not leave him vulnerable to charges 

of explicit racism (or of excessive hawkishness). Building on the right- wing populism 

of Wallace, and exploiting the self- immolation of the Democrats— by highlighting 

black unrest, the antiwar demonstrations in Chicago and the predicament of the for-

lorn Humphrey— Nixon helped the new right develop a new subtextual approach to 

politics. This involved the  rearticulation  of white resentments against blacks, and soon 

enough against other insurgent groups as well: “second- wave” feminists, the anti- 

war movement, the counterculture, and the dawning gay rights movement. It did not, 

however, repudiate civil rights in its entirety, nor did it directly attack the new social 

movements. Instead of defending segregation, institutionalized discrimination, and 

white supremacy, the new right invoked the code words of “law and order”; instead of 

advocating for systemic patriarchy and justifying male chauvinism, it upheld “family 
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values”; instead of justifying yet again the duplicitous and unpopular war in Vietnam 

(which, after the April 1968 Tet offensive and the massive anti- war demonstrations 

of Fall 1969, the U.S. was now clearly losing), the Nixon administration now claimed 

to be seeking “peace with honor.” 

 These were the early days of racial rearticulation, when white supremacy was 

in the process of “going underground.” In later stages of the process, the new right 

would  adopt  black demands, claiming that civil rights enforcement and efforts at 

racial redistribution constituted “racism in reverse.” Still later, efforts at rearticula-

tion would involve the wholesale denial of racial discrimination and indeed of racial 

identity itself. 

 But at the end of the turbulent 1960s, racial rearticulation was still in an early and 

experimental phase, still marked by the tumultuous period from which the United 

States was only just emerging. Indeed the new right itself was still wet behind the 

ears. The accomplishments of the civil rights movement, and the horrors of the assas-

sinations of the two Kennedys and MLK Jr., were still fresh in the national memory; 

division and confusion beset not only the two national political parties but also the 

political alignments of both the liberal North and the reactionary South. In such a 

period of political transition, neither the outrages of racial injustice nor the require-

ments of significant racial reform could easily be defended. The consequences of any 

attempt to reinstate the  ancien régime raciale  were too horrifying to contemplate: Both 

the enactment of civil rights laws (however moderate) and the “long hot summers” 

from 1964 through 1968 had demonstrated that civil rights reform was ineluctable 

and that the strategy of “massive resistance” had failed. 

 At the same time, a serious program of racial democratization was equally unimag-

inable. At a minimum, such an effort would have included significant economic 

redistribution and official acknowledgement of the racially despotic dimensions of 

state power, not only in slavery times but in the present. Thus the risk posed by the 

black movement— material, political, and psychic— to the key institutions of the Pax 

Americana, not to mention the majority of the U.S. population, the white majority, 

was quite profound. The radical consequences of black demands for racial democracy 

continued to horrify whites, as they had for centuries. 19  

 Under these conditions, the new right’s adoption of racial “code words” and 

phrases like “law and order,” “the right to life,” and “family values” as strategies to 

maintain racial inequality and repression, as well as militaristic foreign policy, patri-

archal rule, repressive forms of social control, and assaults on the welfare state, all 

made sense as strategies for political navigation. Nixon had won the 1968 election, 

but the South was not yet in the Republican column. George Wallace was still on the 

scene. 20  Because the Democrats were unable to move beyond their late 1960s crackup, 

the new right had a significant period in the 1970s during which it could consolidate 

itself institutionally (notably around the Heritage Foundation and other think tanks) 

and ideologically (more or less around the Southern Strategy). During that same 

period, the U.S. polity had to be steered away from the racist past whose repressive 
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and indeed despotic policies had been discredited. The new right was groping and 

maneuvering toward a new racism— a new strategy of racial rearticulation— that 

could incorporate the civil rights “revolution” in an ideology of “colorblindness.” 

This would emerge in a more developed form during the 1980s. 

 Neoconservatism 

 While the new right was experimenting with racial “code words,” another approach was 

being developed by the neoconservatives, who in earlier incarnations had been Demo-

cratic racial “moderates”: generally based in the North, white, and liberal supporters 

of civil rights. Some neocon leaders were ex- Marxists who had been traumatized by 

the McCarthy period and redefi ned themselves as anti- communist, which in practice 

meant anti- socialist as well. Supporters of the Vietnam war (a cold war, anti- communist 

confl ict) and often Zionist, 21  they were also disaff ected by the black movement’s links 

to anti- colonialist struggles around the world, notably by Malcolm’s turn to orthodox 

Islam and tours of Africa and the Middle East. Thus the black movement’s radical turn 

in the mid- 1960s, its affi  nity for socialism (including the developing political orienta-

tion of Dr. King), and its increasing black nationalism (embodied in black power) all 

raised red fl ags, so to speak, for such intellectuals as Irving Kristol, Norman Podhoretz, 

Sidney Hook, and others. 22  Marked by their white ethnicity, their experience as the 

children of immigrants, and in particular by their youthful leftism and their struggles 

against anti- semitism (many key neoconservatives were Jews), these thinkers and politi-

cians had made visceral commitments to what they saw as the core political and cultural 

values of the United States: pluralism, consensus, gradualism, and individualism. 

Their opposition to outright state- supported discrimination, which had temporarily 

allied them with the pre- 1965 civil rights movement, thus had very diff erent sources 

from that of their former movement allies. The idea of white supremacy as an abiding 

presence in American life was troubling to the neoconservatives, for it called into ques-

tion their idealized view of U.S. political culture. 

 Largely unwilling to engage in “coded” or subtextual race- baiting  á la  the new 

right, these activists and intellectuals took up centrist positions on the right of the 

Democratic and left of the Republican parties; over time they became more right- 

wing. They subscribed to an ethnicity- based model of race, derived quite consciously 

from the “immigrant analogy” (see  Chapter 1 ). 

 Equally problematic was the fact that blacks and other people of color questioned 

the legitimacy of reforms based on the principle of individual equality and rights, 

calling instead for a radical collective equality. Both nationalist positions and Marx-

ist/social democratic tendencies were oriented towards “group rights”— autonomy 

programs á la “community control” and redistributionist schemes such as a “Mar-

shall plan for the inner cities.” 23  

 From the neoconservative standpoint— rooted in the ethnicity paradigm— group 

rights were anathematized as anti- democratic. To demand equality as an  outcome  of 
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civil rights policies, or to frame measures of egalitarian reforms in terms of the poli-

cies’  results,  called into question the opportunity- based premises of the “American 

dream,” what W.E.B. Du Bois in 1935 had called “the American assumption.” By 

the 1970s, opposition to radical demands for equality of “outcomes” rather than 

“opportunities” had become a centerpiece of the neoconservative perspective. The 

ethnicity theorists associated with the current did not ground their arguments, as 

some in the new right did, on “white rights.” Instead they restricted their opposition 

to racial discrimination to “negative” cases: exclusion, inequality, denial of opportu-

nity to individuals, not to groups. To go farther than prohibiting these injustices, they 

argued, would be to indulge in “positive” discrimination (Gordon 1964). Nathan 

Glazer’s objections to affirmative action (1987 [1975]) policies centered on their chal-

lenge to the fundamental civic ideals which had made the “American ethnic pattern” 

possible: individualism, market- based opportunity, and the curtailment of excessive 

state interventionism. Affirmative action, he wrote, 

 has meant that we abandon the first principle of a liberal society, that the 

individual’s interests and good and welfare are the test of a good society, for 

we now attach benefits and penalties to individuals simply on the basis of 

their race, color, and national origins. The implications of this new course 

are increasing consciousness of the significance of group membership, an 

increasing divisiveness on the basis of race, color, and national origin, and a 

spreading resentment among the disfavored groups against the favored ones. 

If the individual is the measure, however, our public concern is with the indi-

vidual’s capacity to work out an individual fate by means of education, work, 

and self- realization in the various spheres of life. Then how the figures add 

up on the basis of whatever measure of group we use may be interesting, but 

should be of no concern to public policy. 

 (Glazer 1987 [1975], 220) 

 This position provided ideological grounding for racial reaction in a way that use of 

“code words” could never do. Eschewing the dissembling and disguised racism that 

appeals to “law and order” or “states’ rights” involved, the neoconservative view was 

initially framed by moderates as a centrist but in their view pro- civil rights ideology. 

Its studious avoidance of the structural dimensions of white supremacy was still some-

what disingenuous. Notably Glazer did not argue that white resentment against such 

programs as affi  rmative action was justifi ed— in the manner of a William Rusher (an 

advocate of postwar conservativism) or a George Wallace— only that it was inevitable. 

He even went so far as to suggest that if affi  rmative action programs were eff ective he 

might support them out of pragmatic commitment to equality: 

 For me, no consideration of principle— such as that merit should be rewarded, 

or that governmental programs should not discriminate on the grounds of 

race or ethnic group— would stand in the way of a program of preferential 
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hiring if it made some substantial progress in reducing the severe problems 

of the low- income black population and of the inner cities. 

 (1987 [1975], 73) 

 This distinguished the neoconservative and new right oppositions to such policies: 

the neoconservatives feared the politics of resentment as an unwanted consequence 

of state over- involvement, while the new right mobilized precisely such sentiments. 

 The power of the neoconservative critique of affirmative action was based on the 

ability of writers such as Glazer to present themselves as simultaneously opposed 

both to discrimination and to anti- discrimination measures based on “group rights” 

principles. The neoconservatives thus refocused the debate on the question of what 

ideas and what means were best for achieving racial equality. Although they were 

children of the New Deal and not anti- welfare statists, in some ways the neocons 

adopted views quite close to market fundamentalism. According to the neoconser-

vative argument, only individual rights exist, only individual opportunity can be 

guaranteed by law, and only “merit” justifies the granting of privilege. Yet even the 

most cursory examination of such arguments reveals their deeper political subtexts. 

Glazer’s concern about the resentments and heightened racial polarization any aban-

donment of traditional liberalism would inspire, for example, does not extend to the 

resentments and polarization which adherence to liberalism entails. Morris Abram, a 

former liberal partisan of civil rights and early neocon who served on the U.S. Civil 

Rights Commission under Reagan, proposed the extension of unionization as a bet-

ter remedy than affirmative action for alleviating minority poverty and powerlessness 

(Abram 1984, 60). Thereby he merely indicated which groups he considered accept-

able vehicles for political demands. Workers were apparently free to have collective 

interests, but people of color were not. Concepts of “individual merit,” as many writ-

ers shown, have the same shallowness. “Merit” is a construct too, as numerous studies 

of the SAT and similar exams have shown (Lemann 2000). Employers, schools, and 

state agencies need to legitimate the allocation of benefits, and to deny the validity 

of competing claims. But the means of judging merit remain questionable at best. 24  

 By limiting themselves to considering discrimination against individuals, neo-

conservatives trivialized the problem of racial equality, and of equality in general. 

Discrimination never derived its main strength from individual actions or prejudices, 

however great these might have been or might still be. Racial inequality is deeply 

embedded in the very organization of the social order and reflected in all its political, 

economic, and social domains. The neoconservative concept of “reverse discrimina-

tion” took the political demand for equality presented by the black and allied racial 

justice movements of the 1960s and stood it on its head. Racial discrimination and 

racial equality— in the neoconservative model— were problems to be confronted  only  

at an individual level, once legal systems of discrimination such as  de jure  segregation 

had been eliminated. Thus discrimination may be an illegitimate infringement on 

individual rights, but it can no longer be a legitimate source for group demands. What 

the neoconservatives opposed was therefore not racial equality, but racial collectivity. 
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 Neoconservatives abhorred the arguments of black militants— for example, Mal-

colm’s statement that “We don’t see any American dream; we’ve experienced only the 

American nightmare” (Malcolm X 1964; variant version in Malcolm X 1990 [1965], 

26). In a striking way, the neoconservatives reproduced the fearful and compensa-

tory allegiance to whiteness exhibited in the United States in the late 19th century 

(Roediger and Esch 2012). Just as many whites in the 19th century had opposed slav-

ery but resisted a comprehensive reorganization of their privileged status vis-á- vis 

emancipated blacks, so too the neoconservatives opposed overt discrimination, but 

resisted an in- depth confrontation with the enduring benefits that race conferred on 

whites. Thus they sought to confine the egalitarian upsurge, to reinterpret movement 

ideas more narrowly and individualistically, and to channel them in more gradualist 

directions. Their views aligned them with the white ethnics whose integration into 

mainstream American society had led them— especially after the New Deal— toward 

more conservative politics and a sense of “optional” ethnicity (Waters 1990). In its 

critique of race conscious policies and practices, neoconservativism laid the theo-

retical foundations and politico- moral justifications for the “colorblind” ideology 

that has been consolidated as the reigning racial “ common sense” of the past several 

decades. 

 In contrast to the new right, the neoconservatives never had significant mass sup-

port or a major voting bloc that they could mobilize. The neocons were essentially 

a bunch of policy wonks. Their assaults on affirmative action and on welfare were 

important (Mead 1993; Murray 1996 [1984]), but after the Reagan years and with 

the Cold War’s end they would largely abandon domestic policy for foreign policy. 

The term “neoconservatism” reappeared in the later Clinton years as a shorthand 

designation for an influential group of imperial hawks, organized in something called 

the Project for a New American Century and linked to the right- wing think tank 

the American Enterprise Institute. This group distinguished itself by providing the 

monumentally mendacious rationale for the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq (Mann 2004). 

 From Code Words to Reverse Racism to Colorblindness 

 So the containment of the black movement by the U.S. state was initially achieved 

through a contradictory political strategy that combined incorporation of movement 

demands and violent repression directed against movement organizations and lead-

ers. Containment was largely accomplished by the mid- 1970s, setting the stage for 

the protracted crisis of racial meaning that has preoccupied the country ever since. 

 Incorporation and repression were not enough to curtail the movement’s political 

effects. Winning political demands is a contradictory experience. On the one hand, 

winning means the installation of movement objectives as components of state pol-

icy; on the other hand it has demobilizing consequences. The black movement, like 

other insurgent movements, demanded that the state act to achieve the movement’s 

objectives: integration, redistribution, an end to racist violence, and equalization 

of political rights. The state was adjured not only to legislate these reforms but to 
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enforce them practically. It was to  take over  for the movement, to institutionalize the 

movement. That this incorporation of the movement agenda was enacted in a series 

of compromises and “moderate” versions only reinforced the fact that although the 

movement’s “victories” were substantial, they also involved defeats. Not only did civil 

rights become law in 1964 in a limited and toothless fashion— for example, discrimi-

natory practices were not criminalized but only made subject to civil remedies— but 

also incorporation of movement demands subsequently rendered the movement less 

effectual in respect to the deeper conflicts that shaped its original demands. The black 

movement’s successes in the 1960s can be compared to the labor movement’s suc-

cesses in the 1930s: Union rights were guaranteed by the Wagner Act, but organized 

labor paid the price of having to accept state regulation, to uphold and enforce labor 

contracts, to oppose wildcat strikes, and to all intents and purposes collaborate in 

enforcing labor law on their own members (Klare 1977–1978, 2004). 

 Incorporation rules, OK? Successful movements undermine the conditions for 

their own existence. Insurgent movements are generally split by their very achieve-

ments into accommodationist and radical fractions, and the gains thus achieved are 

purchased at the price of at least partial demobilization. For those who refuse the 

compromises that mainstream political achievements entail, marginalization and 

repression await. 

 Yet that is obviously not the whole story. Winning reforms is also empowering. It 

places activists in positions where they can themselves enforce their former demands: 

serving their communities (now their “constituents”), punishing their opponents, 

operating the levers of state power, and continuing to provide leadership. Winning 

demands advances the horizon of movement vision, both because when you move 

closer to achieving your goals, you have met certain democratic needs, and also 

because you have learned valuable lessons about how limited your former goals were. 

As we move toward the horizon, the horizon recedes before us. 

 Racial reaction, then, could not be accomplished simply by repression of its 

radical elements, because the incorporated components, the “entrists” who had now 

gained some measure of power, were not thereby rendered ineffective, even if they 

had been absorbed into the state. In fact, radicals were not neutralized by repression 

either; though they suffered and were subjected to brutal and illegal state prac-

tices, they were not destroyed. Reaction had to find other means to cope with the 

movement’s successes: There had to be mobilization against the black movement’s 

accomplishments. 

 “Code words” did some of the early work of reactionary mobilization. It was 

politically salutary for the new right to engage its supporters with calls of “law and 

order” and other similar appeals. These served the purpose of reinforcing white 

supremacy without explicitly advocating it, of motivating the right wing after the 

doctrine of “massive resistance” to civil rights reforms had collapsed. 

 But “code words” did not themselves provide doctrine. They were ideo-

logically insufficient for the cause of racial reaction. What was required was 
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ideologically grounded opposition to substantive racial reforms going forward in 

the early “post- civil rights” period: affirmative action, busing, “fair- housing” and 

“fair- lending,” initiatives and so on. With the 1968 election of Richard Nixon, stra-

tegically guided by the Southern Strategy, it became possible to “mainstream” such 

an ideology, in the form of opposition to “reverse discrimination” (or “reverse rac-

ism”). A blizzard of academic treatises and law review articles debated the politics 

and constitutionality of these concepts, and political mobilization for and against 

them proliferated. Legal challenges multiplied, moving from the cautious upholding 

of affirmative action in the  Griggs  case (1971a), through the  Charlotte- Mecklenburg  

school desegregation cases (1971b, 2001) and cresting with the  Bakke  case (1978). 25  

 The Nixon administration played an important role in making this shift hap-

pen. Nixon’s strategic orientation toward the electoral politics of race was of a piece 

with his approach to state racial policy. After his early years as a fire- breathing red- 

baiter, Richard Nixon had become something of a centrist in the 1960s. Defeated 

in his run for California governor in 1962 (“You won’t have Nixon to kick around 

anymore” (Hill 1962; see also Perlstein 2008, 61), and chastened by the Goldwater 

debacle of 1964, Nixon had spent some years in the woodshed, reinventing himself 

as a mainstream, modern Republican. This was a stance that was indexed to the civil 

rights “revolution” in more ways than one. In Nixon’s first term he tacked left from 

the Southern Strategy and away from “code words,” advocating black capitalism, 

proposing a guaranteed annual income, minority enterprise zones, and affirmative 

action initiatives. These moves consolidated the coastal and northern moderates of 

the Republican Party. Influenced by Daniel P. Moynihan, the Nixon administration’s 

initial racial maneuvering was actually to the “left” of the neoconservatives, for whom 

affirmative action was a particular anathema. 26  In his second term, though, Nixon 

moved sharply toward the new right and adopted a more authoritarian direction, 

disavowing his earlier interests in welfare reform and jousting with the unions whose 

support for his Vietnam strategy he had previously courted. His rightward shift dur-

ing his second term was made possible by the dismantlement of the black movement 

under the twin pressures of incorporation and repression, by the effectiveness of the 

“code words’ ” appeal in cementing the new right to the Republican Party, and by 

Nixon’s unwavering disposition toward divisive political tactics. 27  

 The Nixon administration’s short- lived experiment with an authentic 

Southern Strategy backfired at the height of the busing controversy, but the 

alignment of federal desegregation policies with the grassroots demands of 

the Silent Majority established the spatial constraints on the scope of  Brown.  

 (Lassiter 2007, 19) 

 Nixon’s resignation from office in August 1974; the ignominious U.S. withdrawal 

from Vietnam in 1975; and Jimmy Carter’s defeat of Gerald Ford in 1976 seemed, at 

least on the surface, to suggest a new dawn. Carter himself seemed to embody the 

country’s racial contradictions. A post- segregationist Southern governor and a “born 
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again” Southern Baptist, Carter was solidly within the moderate civil rights camp 

and projected a certain political quiescence on racial terrain (Allitt 2005, 148–149). 

 But all was not well. The 1970s were the cradle years for the new right and for 

the neoconservatives who were directly responding to anti- racist movements’ vision 

of racial democracy and the promotion of “group rights.” The  Bakke  case (U.S. 

Supreme Court 1978) constituted a pivotal legal challenge that framed affirmative 

action as “affirmative discrimination.” To anti- racist activists, the limits of the civil 

rights reforms of the mid- 1960s were becoming increasingly apparent while persis-

tent patterns of racial oppression and inequality remained and, in some cases, had 

become more glaring. The use of civil rights logic to protect whites from anti- racist 

reforms— the “reverse racism” argument as legal, academic, and above all political 

ideology— was a more effective  rearticulation  of the “post- civil rights” era than the 

new rights “code words” had been. It was to be followed by the revival of “colorblind” 

racial ideology, a further (and eventually hegemonic) rearticulation in the 1980s. We 

consider colorblindness in  Chapter 8 . 

 As we have argued throughout this book, the post- World War II anti- racist move-

ment  politicized the social.  In the United States and around the world, overlapping 

movements demanded the inclusion of racially defined “others,” the democratization 

of structurally racist societies, and the recognition and validation by both the state 

and civil society of racially defined experience and identity. These demands broad-

ened and deepened the nature of democracy itself. They inspired a range of new 

social movements oriented to social equality, justice, and inclusion. 

 What goes around comes around. The political forms developed on the left 

were also adaptable by the right (Laclau 1978; Laclau and Mouffe 2001 [1985]). 

The vision, principles, and even language of the new social movements were soon 

rearticulated by right- wing reactions of various types, also overlapping in many 

ways: racist, anti- feminist, homophobic. These matured in the 1970s. Notions 

of “community control,” the “right to life,” and “traditional values” were used 

to beat back the fragile gains of the new social movements. Mobilization on the 

political right presented a partial and distorted mirror image of the black, feminist, 

and gay movements, but it was real enough and effective as hell. Both racial reac-

tion and neoconservatism brought about setbacks in legislation, law, policing and 

punishment practices, and other state actions. Reaction also took cultural forms: 

moving from early recodings and rearticulations of anti- racist meanings to more 

ideologically grounded reactionary rearticulations as “reverse discrimination” and 

anti- statism. 28  Yet even the incorporation and containment of “identity politics” 

reveals the politically transformative character of the “politicization of the social.” 

It was the long- delayed eruption into the mainstream political arena of racial sub-

jectivity and politicized identity that set off this transformation, shaping both the 

democratic and anti- democratic social movements that today dominate American 

politics, and in a variety of ways transforming democratic impulses worldwide. 29  
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 We have argued that the  declining phase  of the political trajectory of racial politics 

started around 1970. History continued, not to repeat itself, but to rhyme (to quote, 

probably spuriously, Mark Twain). Despite the partial reforms accomplished at a tre-

mendous human cost, the basic patterns of racial despotism remained unchanged. The 

First Reconstruction (after the Civil War) had not been able to undo white supremacy; 

the Second Reconstruction (after World War II) was not able to do so either. From 

about 1970, a racial reaction set in— a long, declining phase of the post- World War 

II political trajectory of race. We trace this trajectory further in the next chapter, cen-

tering in the emergence and consolidation of colorblindness as a hegemonic racial 

project, linked and in many ways overlapping with neoliberalism. 

 Notes 

  1. The Great Transformation was certainly not as enormous as the Civil War. It did not “tear 

the roof off  the sucker,” so to speak. But it was still a big challenge to white supremacy. 

  2. The Duboisian question— “An American, a Negro?”— is a permanent question. 

  3. Hegemony operates, Gramsci says, by incorporating opposition. Speaking the language 

of class, he writes, “Undoubtedly the fact of hegemony presupposes that account be taken 

of the interests and the tendencies of the groups over which hegemony is to be exercised, 

and that a certain compromise equilibrium should be formed— in other words, that the 

leading group should make sacrifi ces of an economic- corporate kind. But there is also no 

doubt that such sacrifi ces and such a compromise cannot touch the essential; for though 

hegemony is ethico- political, it must also be economic, must necessarily be based on the 

decisive function exercised by the leading group in the decisive nucleus of economic activ-

ity” (1971, 161). 

  4. On the Freedom Schools, see Payne 2007 (1995), 301–306. 

  5. George Lipsitz elaborates: “In [Malcolm X’s] view, just as General Motors made adjust-

ments in surface features of its automobiles, racism changed its contours and dimensions. 

The racism of 1964 might not look like the racism of 1954, but it was still racism. Malcolm 

X warned against thinking that racism had ended because it had changed its appearance, 

at the same time cautioning his listeners that they could not defeat today’s racism with 

yesterday’s slogans and analysis” (Lipsitz 1998, 182). 

  6. Elsewhere in this book we refer to the reiterative aspects of racial rule, invoking for example 

Myrdal’s idea of “cumulative and circular development.” Certainly in respect to repres-

sion there are ample instances of reiteration: convict labor and leasing; torture in various 

forms including mutilation as well as solitary confi nement; this list could be extended. 

Mass incarceration organized along race lines, often for petty, victimless off enses, is an 

unprecedented development, resembling slavery more than any other mode of repression. 

Note the clause in the 13th Amendment outlawing slavery, “except as a punishment for 

crime whereof the party shall have been duly convicted.…” In respect to repression of 

movements, John Adams arrested political opponents under the Sedition Act of 1790. 

  7. A parallel (and intersecting) case was the “second wave” feminist movement, which 

critiqued the patriarchal family, inequities in sex/gender relations, and women’s lack of 

control over their own bodies (Baxandall and Gordon, eds. 2000). 
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  8. The new right learned about direct mail from the New Left, or more accurately from the 

George McGovern campaign of 1972. As Richard Viguerie wrote: 

  Direct mail is the advertising medium of the non- establishment candidate…. 

 George McGovern became the Democratic presidential nominee in 1972 

because of direct mail. 

 When he couldn’t aff ord to advertise on television, McGovern could spend 

$200,000 (mostly on credit) to write to 1 million identifi ed liberal Democrats, 

knowing that an appeal for money in the letters would bring in enough funds 

within 30 days to pay for the direct mail advertising. 

 So George McGovern and his brilliant direct mail team of Morris Dees and 

Tom Collins used the mails to bypass the party bosses, the party establishment, 

and the smoke- fi lled rooms to go straight to the people. 

 Most of the news media didn’t understand political direct mail, until George 

McGovern came along that year and made it an acceptable political tool. (1981; 

90–98) 

  9. Eugenics was hardly dead, though. It was always knocking around, appearing under the 

bylines of William Shockley, Hans Eysenck, and Roger Pearson (among many others), and 

receiving organization support and funding through the Pioneer Fund (Tucker 2007). 

It then made a massive splash with the publication of Herrnstein and Murray’s  The Bell 

Curve  (Herrnstein and Murray 1994; see also Fraser, ed. 1995; Fischer et al. 1996). Like 

Malcolm X said, “Racism is like a Cadillac … ” 

 10. Certain left groups allied themselves with the anti- busing forces, arguing that the issue was 

one of class, rather than race ( Radical America  1974, 1975). 

 11. As a young Alabama politician, Wallace was seen as something of a moderate. But after 

losing a close election early in his career he made a public vow to “never be outniggered 

again.” He then rose to his second last stand, when as Governor of Alabama in 1962 he 

“stood in the schoolhouse door” to prevent integration. His third incarnation, as presi-

dential candidate, required him to moderate his white supremacy and to experiment with 

“code words.” His fourth and fi nal identity, which appeared in the aftermath of the Voting 

Rights Act and of a 1972 assassination attempt, was once again “moderate.” 

 12. Phillips’s subsequent and somewhat iconoclastic journey leftward may be viewed as a pro-

longed atonement for this early and quite consequential political mistake; see 2007; 2004. 

 13. What Phillips was picking up on and framing politically was the emotional sociology of 

racism. As Scheff  and Retzinger argue (1991), shame is an extremely diffi  cult emotion to 

manage. It often transmogrifi es into anger. The social fact of slavery, for all its rationalizations 

both ante-  and post- bellum, produced great emotional stress and shame for whites. This is 

evident in the very need for a “psychological wage” (Du Bois 2007 [1935]; Roediger 2007 

[1991]). In addition: the ever- present demand to exercise oppressive and violent control, the 

perceived necessity to mete out punishment; the requirement to patrol and police constantly. 

In addition: the fear of black revenge. What if they do to us what we’ve done to them? To say 

nothing of the Hegelian master– slave dialectic or of the immense greed, sexism, eroticism, 

or religious contortions that characterized the slavery complex…). This storm of terrifying 

emotions experienced by whites as a consequence of their deeply rooted racism— far more 

than a set of attitudes and beliefs; in fact a whole  Weltanschauung  and comprehensive social 

structure— was then subjected to the trauma of massive defeat and societal destruction in the 
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Civil War, followed by military occupation. After Sherman’s tender mercies, for example, 

very little remained standing in many places. On top of that, the liberation of the former 

slaves and their elevation to a putatively equal status resulted— as is well- documented— in a 

boundless white rage and resentment that ultimately led to the Jim Crow system (Williamson 

1986; Woodward 2002 [1955]; Hahn 2003). 

 14. The concept of “status revolution” has its origins in the liberal historian Richard Hof-

stadter’s rejection of the class- based categories of Charles Beard and others whose work 

on U.S. social movements had reached its high point in the 1930s (Hofstadter 1965). 

 15. The majority of poor people in the United States were white in the 1960s and 1970s. This 

did not prevent the new right’s identifi cation of poverty and blackness, a trope that was 

quickly institutionalized and remains in force today. 

 16. This was all rather ironic, since police departments, licensing and zoning practices, 

municipal employment and service- provision in general, patronage and machine politics, 

and public subvention had been proprietary white ethnic zones for almost a century. See 

Katznelson 2005. 

 17. Phillips coined the term “Third World state” to describe states that had an increasing 

racial minority population. This anticipated the onset of a majority- minority” demo-

graphic. “Retention of the Electoral College,” Phillips wrote, “would probably guarantee 

a minority- oriented presidential selection process for the 1980s” (Phillips 1977, cited in 

Crawford 1980, 324). 

 18.  When Humphrey did manage to bleat softly against the war and thus crawl out from under 

Johnson’s imperious shadow, about two weeks before election day, his poll numbers began 

to improve. In the end, Nixon’s electoral margin was very thin. 

 19.  That sort of transformation would also have required revising standard conceptions of 

the state: The Constitution would have had to be apprehended as a white supremacist and 

slavocratic document, a notion that brings to mind the abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison. 

At a public meeting in Boston on July 4, 1844, Garrison burned a copy of the Constitution 

on the stage, calling it a “covenant with death” and “an agreement with Hell” (Mayer 1998). 

 20. Wallace ran again for president in 1972. An attempted assassination during the campaign 

left him paralyzed and removed him from the national political stage. By 1972 he had 

begun to moderate his racial politics and reinvent himself as a centrist. 

 21. The Six- Day Israel– Arab war (June 1967) was viewed as a great triumph by many mem-

bers of this group (Segev 2007). 

 22. On April 4, 1967, exactly one year before his murder, King denounced the Vietnam war 

in a magnifi cent speech at the Riverside Church in New York City. He immediately 

came under severe criticism not only from the right, but from “moderate” civil rights 

movement leaders as well (such as Roy Wilkins and Whitney Young). He was exceeding 

his mandate, they said; he should focus entirely on domestic issues. But by this time 

the antiwar movement and the more radical elements in the black movement (notably 

SNCC) were allied. King was following his movement— and his own deep ethical sense 

of course. Beyond that, as his speech itself made clear, the Vietnam war  was  a domestic 

issue; if there had ever been a gap between anti- racism at home and abroad, that gap had 

now ceased to exist. 

 23. A striking example of this trend was the presentation of a “Black Manifesto” at New York 

City’s Riverside Church— where MLK’s April 4, 1967, anti- Vietnam War speech had also 
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been delivered. On Sunday May 11, 1969, a group of activists led by SNCC President 

James Forman interrupted services at the church: 

  Addressing himself to “the White Christian Churches and Jewish Synagogues 

in the United States of America and All Other Racist Institutions,” [Forman] 

read a Black Manifesto which demanded that the churches and synagogues 

pay $500 million “as a beginning of the reparations due us as people who have 

been exploited and degraded, brutalized, killed and persecuted.” The amount 

demanded by the Manifesto, which was adopted by the National Black Economic 

Development Conference before Forman’s action was taken, was to be used to 

establish a Southern land bank, publishing and printing industries, four audio- 

visual networks, a research skills center, a training center for teaching skills in 

community organization and communications, a black labor strike and defense 

fund, a black university, and several other institutions. (Bittker 2003 [1973], 4) 

  Forman had also planned to carry out a parallel interruption two weeks later at the  Saturday 

services of Congregation Emanu- El of the City of New York, perhaps the most prestigious 

Jewish synagogue in the United States. The action was called off  after the Jewish Defense 

League, a radical right- wing Jewish organization led by Rabbi Meir Kahane, threatened 

to confront Forman and his group with violence. The JDL members assembled at the 

synagogue on Fifth Ave., carrying chains and clubs, and Forman did not appear at the 

synagogue. 

 24. It turns out that whites’ commitment to meritocratic principles in higher education admis-

sions varies depending on their perception of the “racial group threat” these principles 

pose. Using a survey- based experiment of California residents, Frank Samson (2013) 

found that when whites received a prompt that noted the high proportion of Asian Ameri-

can undergraduates in the University of California system, they decreased the importance 

they aff orded to grade point averages in admissions decisions. This suggests that affi  rma-

tive action in higher education should be understood in terms of “group position” (Blumer 

1958) and access to resources more than in terms of “academic standards” and merit. 

Similar considerations may apply to affi  rmative action in other areas, such as employment, 

government contracting, and licensing (Katznelson 2005). 

 25. In  Griggs  (U.S. Supreme Court 1971a) the SCOTUS cautiously approved an employment- 

based affi  rmative action plan; in  Swann  (U.S. Supreme Court 1971b) they approved a 

school redistricting and busing plan that had been worked out by NGOs and local com-

munity/political alliances (somewhat transracial). The Swann decision was reversed in 

2001 on appeal in the  Belk v. Charlotte- Mecklenburg  case, with the SCOTUS refusing 

certiorari (U.S. Supreme Court, 4th Circuit 2001).  Bakke  was a turning- point on affi  r-

mative action, in which the Court set restrictive limits to affi  rmative action by applying 

anti- discrimination law in favor of whites in such cases (U.S. Supreme Court 1978). 

 26. Although these were all developed as political “wedge” issues that would both fracture 

the Democratic Party’s labor– black alliance and consolidate right- wing (and racist) anti- 

statism, some of these proposals had strategic advantages that the Democrats did not 

grasp. On the “failed” welfare reform initiatives of the 1970s— the “Family Assistance 

Plan” of Nixon (crafted by Moynihan) and the “Better Jobs and Income” plan of Carter— 

see Steensland 2007. 

 27. Nixon’s personal racism has been well documented. “On April 28, 1969, [Nixon’s Chief- 

of- Staff  H.R.] Haldeman recorded: ‘P [Nixon] emphasized that you have to face the fact 
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that the whole problem is really the blacks. The key is to devise a system that recognizes this 

while not appearing to.’” In the second term: “‘Had me tell Mitchell not to open Southern 

offi  ces and not to send his men down en masse, only when needed on a spot basis. Also set 

policy that we’ll use no federal troops or marshals to enforce, must be done by locals … We 

take a very conservative civil rights line,’ Nixon instructed” (Graham 1996, 99). 

 28. In an argument parallel to ours, HoSang (2010) applies the term “political whiteness” to 

these projects, arguing that after the taken- for- granted previous meanings of whiteness 

had been called into question by civil rights struggles, a new framework had to be invented 

to advance exclusive and discriminatory white interests in such areas as housing, employ-

ment, and access to higher education. 

 29. One example of many that could be provided: In the “Bloody Sunday” demonstration in 

Derry, Northern Ireland (January 30, 1972), marchers sang “We Shall Overcome” and 

carried pictures of Martin Luther King, Jr. British troops fi red on the protest, killing 13 

unarmed demonstrators. 
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 C H A P T E R  8 

 Colorblindness, Neoliberalism, 
and Obama 

 Introduction 

 We have argued that the declining phase of the political trajectory of racial politics 

started around 1970. For all the ways that it had challenged the old Jim Crow- based, 

hegemonic system of white supremacy, for all the reforms and cultural recognition 

(and self- recognition) that it had won, the movement lacked the political support, par-

ticularly of white allies, that would have been needed to realize more of its demands. 

In many ways the standard pattern applied: partial reforms were accomplished at a 

tremendous human cost, but basic patterns of racial despotism remained unchanged. 

From about 1970 a “racial reaction” set in, a long, declining phase of the post- World 

War II political trajectory of race. Under Reagan, beginning in 1981, a new neoliberal 

administration came to power. Though not generally recognized as such, neoliberal-

ism in the United States was very much a racial regime. This chapter concentrates on 

neoliberalism and race in the Reagan to Obama period. 

 In the chapter’s next section, we discuss the  Rise of the Neoliberal Project,  focusing 

on neoliberalism’s racial elements. Although they were not revolutionary in scope, 

the black movement and the new social movements did represent a radical threat to 

the limited and manipulated democracy that had previously operated as the political 

mainstream. It was the convergence of these movements, the rise of a radical, demo-

cratic, participatory culture, that neoliberalism had to overcome. Neoliberalism took 

charge under the banners of anti- statism and authoritarian populism. Although it was 

led by big capital, it owed its ascent to the mass electoral base that only the new right 

could provide. Neoliberalism was at its core a racial project as much as a capitalist 

accumulation project. Its central racial component was colorblind racial ideology. 

The hegemony of neoliberal economics is matched and underwritten by the racial 

hegemony of colorblindness. 

 The new right’s authoritarian populism attracted mass white support. The 

competing tendency on the right, the neoconservatives, had never commanded a sig-

nificant mass following. The new right could deploy a  politics of resentment  that flowed 

directly from the southern strategy— the subject of this chapter’s next section. In its 

mobilization of white suburban tax-payers, in its hostility to integration, in its use of 

long- standing producerist ideology to distinguish between “deserving” and “unde-

serving” members of U.S. society, neoliberalism adapted the new right’s deep- seated 

racist ideology to the “post- civil rights” era. 
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 The  genealogy of colorblind politics  is the subject of the following section. The new 

right rearticulation of racial politics passed through several phases: a “code words” 

phase and a “reverse racism” phase, before finally landing on colorblindness. Color-

blind racial ideology developed in league with neoliberalism from the Reagan years 

forward, until it got elected in the form of Barack Obama. 

 Neoliberalism too had its internal tensions, its competing political tendencies. It 

took center- right and center- left forms. In the next section of this chapter,  Long Road 

Out of Eden: Presidents and Race Politics , we note the centrality of colorblind racial 

ideology to the neoliberal economic project; this is a connection that is not frequently 

made, and deserves serious exploration. 

 Through the whole “post- civil rights” era, through all that political waffling over 

race— three decades’ worth— the anti- racist movement remained; critical race con-

sciousness remained. Of course, its key ideals— of expanded democracy, inclusion, and 

egalitarian redistribution— took a beating, but they were not destroyed. Because it was 

impossible to repudiate the “dream,” it was necessary to rearticulate it. A new racial 

ideology of colorblindness developed as Reagan and his successors worked to construct 

a new racial hegemony. The colorblind racial project fit in nicely with neoliberalism’s 

emphasis on market relationships and privatization, but it clashed with neoliberalism’s 

barely covert racism. In its anti- immigrant initiatives (California’s 1994 Proposition 

187); in its vindictive policies of racial profiling, mass incarceration, and disfranchise-

ment of voters of color; in its assault on welfare (led by Bill Clinton in 1996); and in 

its systematic victimization of post- Katrina New Orleans under Bush II in 2005, the 

colorblind project ran into difficulties as well. The same regime that professed color-

blindness, it turned out, also needed race to rule. 

 The election of Barack Obama, in the midst of a catastrophic recession and a 

tidal wave of anti- Bush II revulsion, seemed to portend a repudiation of neoliberal-

ism and a reawakening of the inclusive ideals of the civil rights and Great Society 

era. But this promise was not to be fulfilled. Obama was a progressive alternative to 

his predecessor, but he has disappointed many of his supporters by maintaining the 

neoliberal regime he inherited. We discuss  Obama and Colorblindness  in a later section 

of the chapter, 

 We conclude this chapter with some reflections on contemporary political realign-

ments, affording particular attention to the role of race. In  Where’s the (Tea) Party?  

we note the racial cleavages emerging in the U.S. political system in light of such 

matters as the hugely destructive Great Recession of 2008, the ongoing demographic 

shift to a “majority- minority” U.S. population, the heightening costs of repression, 

and the resurgence of the new social movements. 

 Rise of the Neoliberal Project 

 That U.S. neoliberalism would be racially reactionary is not a stretch. Rooted in 

possessive individualism and worshipful of the “free market,” it ran counter to the 
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state- centered, generally democratizing legacies of the New Deal, World War II, 

and the Great Society. These programs and policies had a lot of popular support; 

to roll them back required a great deal of political eff ort. Only by tapping into the 

deep current of white supremacy that was fundamental to U.S. development and that 

structured the country’s political unconscious could an assault on the welfare state 

be mounted. Neoliberalism came to power at a moment when capital perceived itself 

to be facing a radical threat that was based in part on the political accomplishments 

of the new social movements of the 1960s. It must be recognized as part and parcel of 

the racial reaction that followed the Great Transformation. Indeed, civil rights, black 

power, red, brown, and yellow power, the antiwar movement, the feminist movement, 

and the student movement …, all menaced the oligarchic system that passed for 

democracy in the United States. 

 In 1971 Lewis F. Powell, corporate lawyer, former American Bar Association 

President, former Chairman of the (of course segregated) Richmond Virginia 

School Board, and future Supreme Court justice (he wrote the 1978  Bakke  deci-

sion), sent a “Confidential Memorandum” to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 

with which he was closely connected. The memo was titled “Attack on the Amer-

ican Free Enterprise System” and outlined a plan for a new level of corporate 

political activism (Powell 1971). Powell proposed that business organizations move 

from their former, somewhat desultory style of lobbying to a much more engaged 

approach, mobilizing existing organizations like the Chamber itself, and also set-

ting up new ones. Sparked in part by the Powell memo, there emerged an activist, 

corporate- led network of think tanks, campus and media activities, and lobbying. 

At the core of this initiative was a widespread and lavishly funded effort to sup-

port corporate interests against demands for redistribution of wealth and expansion 

of the welfare state. Although Powell’s document— just eight pages in length— 

only glancingly acknowledged the civil rights movement, his hostility to the 1960s 

social movements and their political- economic consequences was palpable and 

comprehensive. Powell named adversaries: Ralph Nader, Eldridge Cleaver, Wil-

liam Kunstler, and Herbert Marcuse, among others (there were no women on his 

enemies list). His memo has become quite famous as the blueprint for the subse-

quent corporate turn to the right. 1  

 Spurred by business’s turn toward political activism and by Nixon’s defeat of 

George McGovern in 1972, the corporate elite now moved to abandon whatever 

remaining agreement (or acquiescence) they had with the New Deal, in favor of a 

strategy of regressive redistribution and increased discipline for American workers. 

The collective bargaining accord with big labor— especially the UAW— that wages 

could rise in parallel with productivity and automation, was unceremoniously dis-

avowed (Aronowitz 1991 [1973]; Stein 2010). The economy was entering recession, 

with unemployment rising and GDP dropping. As  Business Week  announced, “Some 

people will obviously have to do with less … Yet it will be a hard pill for many Ameri-

cans to swallow— the idea of doing with less so that business can have more” ( Business 



214 r a c i a l  p o l i t i c s  s i n c e  w o r l d  w a r  i i

Week  1974, 51–53; see also Perlstein 2008, 605; Cowie 2010, 224). Kim Phillips- Fein 

reports that 

 Between September 1974 and September 1975 top corporate executives from 

firms such as IBM, Exxon, Bechtel, and Hughes Tool held eight three- day 

meetings to explore the role of business in American society. Most in this 

anxiety- ridden group believed that “the have- nots are gaining steadily more 

power to distribute the wealth downward. The masses have turned to a larger 

government.” The businessmen believed that the government, responding 

to the have- nots, controlled and allocated too much of the nation’s wealth. 

They feared that the trend toward government financing, subsidy, and control 

would end up socializing investment decisions…. Many thought that only a 

sharp recession would sober up their fellow citizens. 

 (Phillips- Fein 2010, 123, citing Silk and Vogel 1976, 21–22) 

 They got that deep recession, starting in 1975. It combined with a rising rate of 

infl ation, the “stagfl ation” phenomenon, which economists were at a loss to explain. 

Economic crisis ultimately doomed Carter, who could not extricate himself from the 

slowdown by the normal means of increasing government expenditure and expan-

sion of the money supply. Indeed, on his watch infl ation spiraled upward. In August 

1979 Carter appointed Paul Volcker as Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, with 

the commitment to wringing out infl ation, which was nearing 13 percent as the 1980 

election took place. Reagan trounced Carter. 2  The punishing recession Volcker engi-

neered drove infl ation down to 3.5 percent in 1981, when he was reappointed by 

Reagan as Fed Chair. Volcker’s legacy was thus not only Reagan’s but Carter’s as well: 

low infl ation, sure, but permanently higher unemployment, endemic wage stagna-

tion, and the undoing of the post- World War II tradeoff  between industrial capital 

and big labor of increasing wages in return for productivity gains. In a deep structural 

sense, working- class hostility to the Democrats proceeded from the annulment of this 

bargain. As liberalism and Keynesianism went out the window, neoliberalism came 

in the front door. 

 The Politics of Resentment 

 The racial regime that developed under Reagan involved a quite explicit ramping-

 up of what might be called the “politics of resentment.” That resentment had been 

nurtured in the Wallace campaigns and Nixon’s “Southern Strategy”; it under-

wrote Reagan’s unsuccessful attempt to win the 1976 Republican nomination and 

his subsequent campaigns and elections in 1980 and 1984. Even before its arrival in 

Washington, neoliberalism was premised on racial resentment. Nixon had tried out 

anti- statism, particularly anti- welfare statism. He had begun to withdraw the state 

from social provisioning: in education, health care, and other state- based services 

as well. Under Reagan, neoliberalism was grounded more deeply. It was far more 
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ideologically driven, far more right- wing. It took the form of market- worship and 

“devolution” of social policy: ideally to the private sector; if not, then at least to the 

states and local authorities. Reagan sought as far as possible to lessen government 

regulation of the economy, to reduce taxes, and to abandon the “social safety net” in 

favor of an “individual responsibility” ethos. 

 Two central aspects of U.S. neoliberalism had particularly clear overtones of 

racial resentment:  tax revolt  and  producerism.  

  Tax revolt:  In 1978 California enacted Proposition 13, a measure that severely 

restricted property taxes and limited the state’s ability to tax. The initiative was racially 

driven from the start: It was a reaction by residents of wealthier school districts to 

civil rights- oriented court decisions that required the state to distribute funds to pub-

lic schools equitably across the state. Its sharply deleterious consequences for public 

education, however, soon expanded to social expenditures of other types, particularly 

those that benefited lower- income citizens and people of color. 

 Tax revolt spread rapidly as a national movement. This was a delicious dish for the 

Republican Party to serve in the suburbs, since it focused (white) popular resentment 

on poor people, which in the national popular culture meant black people (Lo 1995; 

for a more sanguine assessment of Prop. 13, see Citrin 2009). Ever in search of a mass 

base for regressive redistribution of resources and curtailment of social expenditure, 

Republicans linked Prop. 13 and its successors to the new “political whiteness” that 

they had been practicing in California since the late 1940s (HoSang 2010). 3  

  Producerism:  The ideology of producerism lies at the heart of right- wing popu-

lism and is fertile ground for the politics of resentment. It has a long and twisted 

history going back to Jefferson. At its core is hostility to “nonproductive” classes, 

originally seen as both  rentier  interests living off unearned income (banks in par-

ticular), and the “undeserving poor” living off public outlays (Piven and Cloward 

1993 [1971]; Block and Somers 2003). The latter category deeply overlaps with white 

supremacism: laziness, irresponsibility, difference in “intelligence,” an orientation to 

“immediate gratification,” and a vast set of (largely biologistic) racist tropes have long 

been associated with blackness. The “rentiers” have largely disappeared, although 

they still surface from time to time, for example, in Steinbeck’s  The Grapes of Wrath  

or in the 2011 Occupy movement. 4  In Jacksonian times, when industrial capitalism 

was in its infancy and there was no working class yet, producerism was explicitly rac-

ist. Berlet and Lyons note that “[P]roducerism bolstered White supremacy, blurred 

actual class divisions, and embraced some elite groups while scapegoating others” 

(Berlet and Lyons 2000; see also Saxton 1990; Kazin 1995; Roediger 2007 [1991]). 

By the “post- civil rights” era, of course, that racism had become more implicit; it was 

framed in “coded” terms. In 1975 new right publisher William Rusher wrote: 

 A new economic division pits the producers— businessmen, manufacturers, 

hard- hats, blue- collar workers, and farmers— against a new and powerful 

class of non- producers comprised of a liberal verbalist elite (the  dominant 



216 r a c i a l  p o l i t i c s  s i n c e  w o r l d  w a r  i i

media, the major foundations and research institutions, the educational estab-

lishment, the federal and state bureaucracies) and a semipermanent welfare 

constituency, all coexisting happily in a state of mutually sustaining symbiosis. 

 (Rusher 1975, 31) 

 Although Rusher’s claim that this division was “new” was incorrect, he was accu-

rate in his eff orts to frame regressively redistributive economic policies as politically 

attractive to working- class and middle- class whites. 5  

  Discipline and Punish:  Neoliberalism has been distinctly despotic, both in the 

United States and globally. The U.S. defeat in Vietnam, which occurred in 1975 just 

as the neoliberal project was taking off, seemed to limit the country’s global coercive 

capabilities somewhat. The armed enforcement of corporate interests certainly did 

not stop, however, the “Vietnam syndrome” notwithstanding. Indeed this was the 

period in which the Chilean “experiment” was underway (Klein 2008). That horrific 

assault on democracy was perhaps the prototypical test of the neoliberal model; it 

involved the kidnapping, torture, and summary execution of trade unionists, move-

ment activists, and student leaders; the privatization of state- held enterprises and 

social services, and the gutting of the country’s educational and health programs. 6  

 In the United States, the project gestured in similar directions but concentrated 

its punitive attention on racial subjects and movement activists. A related set of 

repressive means were directed against political opponents. For these targets there 

was a vast repertoire of surveillance and disciplinary technologies available, much of 

it deriving from slavery and post- Reconstruction approaches to controlling blacks. 

What Rebecca M. McLennan (2008) labels the U.S. “mode of punishment”— an 

ongoing, contested, and unstable interaction of “forces of repression” on the one 

hand, with the “social relations of repression” on the other— entered a new phase. 

A massive increase in incarceration— unabashedly and disproportionately targeting 

black and brown men— began in the early 1980s and has continued until the present. 

The “race to incarcerate” was multiply determined: it afforded major opportunities 

for profit- making and privatization, it thrived on the politics of fear, and it was tradi-

tionally associated with racism (Mauer 2006 [1995]; Wacquant 2009; Soss et al. 2011). 

Perhaps the most important aspect of mass imprisonment, seen from the perspective 

of neoliberalism, is its anti- democratic effects: Not only does it banish millions of 

felons and ex- felons from the electoral rolls, but it comprehensively disadvantages 

low- income people of color on a mass scale. In stark contrast to our argument about 

the Great Transformation— that the black movement and its allied new social move-

ments expanded the terrain of politics by politicizing identity— mass incarceration 

 depoliticizes  the social, removing the potential for political engagement and participa-

tion from those it confines and “supervises,” and indeed from most who have ever 

come into contact with the carceral system (Weaver and Lerman 2010). 

 Both during the rising phase of the post- World War II movement trajectory, 

and during the neoliberal (right- wing) ascendance after 1973 or so, the government 
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expanded its assaults against the black movement and other “new social movements” 

as well (Donner 1990; Rosenfeld 2013). Infiltration, disruption, and surveillance by 

police or other state agencies, deportation, assassination and disappearance (only 

occasional, unlike Chile, Brazil, and other dictatorships, where  desaparición  was stan-

dard operating procedure), profiling, counter- intelligence operations such as the 

FBI’s COINTELPRO are all examples of repressive techniques introduced at this 

time. But then again, imprisonment is a type of disappearance, is it not? Of course, 

many of these despotic practices had extensive histories. 7  

 The Genealogy of Colorblind Politics 

 We have argued that racial reaction has gone through a series of stages since the par-

tial “victory” of the civil rights movement and the enactment of civil rights reforms 

in the mid- 1960s. Our idea of the trajectory of postwar U.S. racial politics suggests 

that the apogee of democratizing, inclusionist, and egalitarian trends was reached 

around the middle of the decade, and that a “downward” trend (from the movement’s 

perspective) had begun by about 1970. 

 Nothing in the early phases of racial reaction pointed toward what would become 

“colorblind” racial ideology. 8  The initial reaction to civil rights reform was driven 

by racist rage and full- throated rejectionism. That is hardly surprising. Well before 

the passage of civil rights and voting rights laws, the South was mobilizing— often 

violently— against civil rights. The movement “called the question” on the Demo-

crats’ racially split personality. On the one hand, the Democrats were grounded in 

the “solid South” where since the end of the Civil War whites were open in their 

negrophobia; and, on the other hand, they were dominant in the liberal North, to 

which millions of blacks had migrated, where they could vote and join unions, and 

where segregation, though still omnipresent, was less oppressive. 

 The Dixiecrat wing had broken with the Democratic Party before. Implacably 

opposed to a civil rights plank in the 1948 party platform, and incensed about the 

imminent desegregation of the U.S. armed forces, southern Democrats had bolted 

to run Strom Thurmond for president on an independent ticket. They had spent 

the 1950s murdering civil rights activists (and lynching ordinary black people like 

14- year- old Emmett Till), and had implacably bottlenecked and filibustered the legis-

lative civil rights agenda. In the aftermath of the Brown decision, they had developed 

the “massive resistance” strategy, which involved local obstructionism that some-

times approached insurrection. They had mercilessly harassed and degraded black 

people, and terrorized not only local communities but federal officials. Civil rights 

reforms been achieved in the teeth of these tactics. Furthermore, by the mid- 1960s 

the black movement’s political trajectory had been on a two- decade ascent and had 

achieved a practical alliance with other anti- racist currents, new social movements, 

the massive anti- war movement, and the left- wing, the social democratically inclined 

wing of the Democratic Party. 
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 So opposition to civil rights reform in the form of “massive resistance” was actu-

ally a late stage of racist rejectionism. It involved defending segregation by such 

means as engineered closures of public school systems and the establishment of pri-

vate (and, of course, all white) schools. 9  After the collapse of “massive resistance,” 

opposition to civil rights reform evolved: It developed more sophisticated legal strat-

egies for opposing school desegregation, for example. 

 Racial reaction had to win allies outside the South; it had to operate within the 

national party system (both parties). It had to make strategic concessions. At its core 

was the task of developing a new right. This required formidable political reinven-

tion: making use of the deep- seated racism of the white working and middle  classes, 

without explicitly advocating racial “backlash.” Of course, diehard segregationists, 

white citizens groups, the KKK, biologistic racists, and other racial troglodytes still 

abounded; these had to be marginalized on the “far right.” The rise of “code word” 

strategies was a logical next step, an effort to race- bait less explicitly, while making 

full use of the traditional stereotypes. “Code words” like “get tough on crime” and 

“welfare handouts” reasserted racist tropes of black violence and laziness without 

having to refer to race at all. As Lee Atwater put it: 

 You start out in 1954 by saying, “Nigger, nigger, nigger.” By 1968 you can’t 

say “nigger”— that hurts you. Backfires. So you say stuff like forced busing, 

states’ rights and all that stuff. You’re getting so abstract now [that] you’re 

talking about cutting taxes, and all these things you’re talking about are totally 

economic things and a byproduct of them is [that] blacks get hurt worse than 

whites. And subconsciously maybe that is part of it. I’m not saying that. But 

I’m saying that if it is getting that abstract, and that coded, that we are doing 

away with the racial problem one way or the other. You follow me— because 

obviously sitting around saying, “We want to cut this,” is much more abstract 

than even the busing thing, and a hell of a lot more abstract than “Nigger, 

nigger.” 

 (Perlstein 2012; see also Lamis et al. 1990; Herbert 2005; Brady 1997) 10  

“ Code words” never disappeared and never lost their rearticulative utility. But their 

deployment was inadequate to the task of mobilizing an adequate mass base for racial 

reaction, especially one that could incorporate the political center, not just the whites 

of the Jim Crow South, but whites nationally as well. 

 In order to reach out further, the new right developed the ideologically  grounded 

“reverse racism” allegation. This took shape over the 1970s. “Reverse racism” (or 

“reverse discrimination”) had several advantages over “code  words.” First and most 

important of these was the claim that racially inclusive reform policies— notably 

affirmative action— were unfair to whites: They “punished” whites who were merely 

seeking a job, admission to a university, or a federal contract. In seeking to overcome 

the legacy of past racism, ostensibly anti- racist policy and state actions were engaging 

in racism themselves, racism against whites, “reverse racism.” 
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 In other words the implementation of civil rights policy was recast as an attack 

on whites. It was reframed as a redistribution of resources away from whites— 

deserving, hard- working, family- values whites— and towards people of color. The 

latter, of course, were undeserving, lazy, promiscuous, and criminal, but these ste-

reotypes could be implied, not stated openly. “Reverse racism” had obviously not 

been foremost in anyone’s mind— at least in no white people’s minds— while racial 

discrimination was the law of the land. But now that a significant if partial attempt 

was underway to ameliorate it, whites’ sensibilities and sensitivities were activated 

big time. White concern with supposed discrimination  against them  was in any case 

a complete red herring, since extensive research— exploring such matters as returns 

to education and racial “steering,” looking at employment and housing rental prac-

tices via audits— showed that traditional patterns of white racism continued largely 

unabated in the “post- civil rights” era. 

 What was significant, however, was the reframing of racism as a “race- neutral” 

matter. Racism was now recast as something that could affect anyone; a century of 

white predication— whites as the subjects of racism, blacks and people of color as 

the objects— was thus peremptorily dismissed. And that was only taking the post- 

emancipation period into consideration; when the structural legacies of slavery were 

addressed— massive theft of life and labor, comprehensive appropriation of value 

added without compensation, ongoing denigration and exclusion, not to mention 

torture and terror past and present— the  chutzpah  of the “reverse racism” ideology 

mounted to the very heavens. 

 The ideology of “reverse racism” was presented to whites as an effort to protect 

them from “unfair” claims on the part of blacks or other people of color. In this 

respect it had some continuity with the previous “code words’ approach. But there 

was obviously a deeper agenda, since “reverse racism” barely existed. That agenda was 

to consolidate and expand the new right’s mass base among whites without appeal-

ing to racist tropes as the “code words” approach had done. It was to rearticulate 

“post- civil rights” racial politics in such a way that the democratizing and egalitarian 

effects of the movement could be more effectively contained. The new right shift 

from the somewhat defensive use of “code words” to the ideology of “reverse rac-

ism” reframed racism as a zero- sum game. “Reverse racism” was conceptualized as 

an issue of “fairness,” thus rearticulating the central tenets of civil rights demands— 

equality and justice. This was an ideological appeal that seemed consistent with the 

anti- discrimination demands of the movement, yet simultaneously attacked the move-

ment for “going too far” and indeed violating its own principles. Because “reverse 

racism” charges targeted policies that sought practically to overcome the legacies of 

racial discrimination, segregation, and exclusion, these attacks had the concrete con-

sequences of impeding redistributive efforts in such areas as university admissions, 

employment, government contracting and licensing, and civil rights in general. 

 Attacking affirmative action as an unfair system of “racial quotas” worked to 

defend existing systems of racial inequality and domination much more effectively 



220 r a c i a l  p o l i t i c s  s i n c e  w o r l d  w a r  i i

than use of “code words” could ever have done. Other civil rights efforts to overcome 

or at least mitigate established practices of discrimination were subject to the same 

charges. The new right could now present itself as anti- racist: To understand the 

“true meaning” of civil rights was to declare that race would henceforth be “irrel-

evant” to the distribution of scarce resources like jobs or college admissions. 11  The 

“reverse racism” charge also undercut movement advocates, who were depicted as 

serving their own “narrow interests”— not those of larger communities of color— by 

pressing demands for “equality of result,” not equality of opportunity. 

 “Reverse racism” ideology already contained the seeds of the colorblind concept, 

since as noted it was premised on the concept of “race neutrality.” A vast litera-

ture has successfully demonstrated the impossibility of viewing race “neutrally,” in 

the sense of ignoring it or dismissing its sociohistorical significance (Brown et  al. 

2003; Carbado and Harris 2008; Roediger 2008; Sugrue 2010; powell 2012). Here we 

focus on the political  process  that established colorblindness as the hegemonic ideol-

ogy of racial reaction in the United States, and on the political  consequences  that the 

attainment of colorblind racial hegemony entailed. We also explore the contradictory 

conditions that curtail and constrain colorblindness, even in its currently hegemonic 

form. 

 Colorblind racial ideology represented a step beyond “reverse discrimination” 

because it repudiated the concept of race itself. In certain respects the concept of race 

“neutrality” already does that ideological work. To dismiss the immense sociohistori-

cal weight of race, to argue that it is somehow possible, indeed imperative, to refuse 

race consciousness and simply not take account of it, 12  is by any rational standard a 

fool’s errand. Yet from a political point of view colorblind racial ideology has scored 

some successes, as well as taking some losses. It is worthwhile asking why. 

 In our view it is the convergence of colorblindness and neoliberalism that accounts 

for the success of both ideologies, for their conjoint rise to hegemonic positions, and 

for their eventual demise. These seemingly distinct theoretical and practical formulas 

are each politically indispensable for the success of the other. As we have noted, the 

rise of neoliberalism in the United States, and its attainment of hegemonic status as 

an accumulation project on a world scale (Jessop 1990) depended on the containment 

of the political challenge of the new social movements, led by the black movement. 

Containment meant more than restricting the reach of demands for greater racial 

equality and vastly expanded democracy; it also meant resisting the redistributive 

logic of the Great Society, which was an early effort to extend the New Deal to the 

lower strata of U.S. society, and especially to people of color. The threat that the 

black movement and its allies posed to the dominant power- bloc (or if you prefer, 

ruling class) was extremely severe: It involved the prospect of a fully- fledged social 

democratic system in the United States, serious commitments to full employment, 13  

substantial curtailment of U.S. imperial adventures— the war on poverty, Dr. King 

famously said, was lost on the battlefields of Vietnam— and recognition of race-  and 

gender- based demands for full- scale social equality and inclusion. 
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 Neoliberalism was ideologically anti- statist, but in order to acquire a mass base it 

had to undo the New Deal coalition, which had held power— under both Democratic 

and Republican administrations— from the 1930s to the 1970s. This task, first envi-

sioned under Nixon, was accomplished by Reagan. The New Deal had been politically 

and morally complicit with Jim Crow and indeed could not have been implemented 

without its deference to the “solid South” (Katznelson 2013). But in the post- World 

War II period, and in many ways because of the war itself, that complicity was no lon-

ger politically viable. The black movement challenged it and ultimately overthrew it, 

splitting the Democratic Party in the process and transferring the South, as Lyndon 

Johnson lamented, to the Republican column. This political shift in which the party 

of Lincoln became the party of Lee Atwater was a bitter historical irony, absolutely 

Hegelian in its dialectical cunning. 

 Even though the assault on the welfare state required containment of the black 

movement and its new social movement allies, even though derailing demands for 

expanded racial democracy and for increased racial equality were the  sine qua non  of 

the neoliberal agenda, that agenda could not be proposed in such an explicit form. 

It could not be presented as “backlash,” rollback, or resegregation, although it was 

all those things. Indeed the racial reaction experimented with a series of ideological 

approaches for containment and rearticulation during the 1970s, as we have noted. 

Colorblindness would become the central component of the racial reaction, but its 

establishment as a new racial “common sense” was tendential, not immediate. The 

term, of course, had been around for nearly a century. 

 Long Road out of Eden: Presidents and Race Politics 14  

 Combining repression with austerity, neoliberalism reiterates and reinvents the sor-

did and racist histories of slavery and empire; it rearticulates racist cultural tropes. In 

short, it is as much a racial project as a class project. The links between racism in the 

metropole and racism in the periphery remain in force under the neoliberal regime. 

Neoliberalism rose to prominence as doctrine and policy in response to the post- 

World War II global insurgencies of which the black movement and its allies— not 

just the “new social movements” at home but the anti- imperial insurgencies among 

“the darker nations”— were an integral part. 

 Issues of race were dramatically revived in the 1980s. The Reagan campaigns 

and administration spoke “backlash” fluently. Reagan characterized black welfare 

recipients as “welfare queens” and black men as “strapping young bucks.” He 

invoked “states’ rights” at a campaign stop in Philadelphia, Mississippi— site of 

the kidnapping and murder of the three civil rights workers Chaney, Goodman, and 

Schwerner in 1964. These were repudiations of civil rights and reminders to black 

voters of their powerlessness. Allying with the Christian right— the Moral Majority, 

the Christian Coalition, Focus on the Family, and the Family Research Council— 

Reagan attracted millions of Southern Baptists to the Republican Party. Up through 
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1976, the evangelical and increasingly fundamentalist Southern Baptist Convention 

had largely avoided involvement in electoral politics. Indeed many of these voters had 

been supporters of Jimmy Carter, a “born again” Southern Baptist himself. 15  But by 

1980 the “solid South” was solid again, this time on the Republican side, despite the 

fact that blacks could now vote there. Even beyond Dixie, Reagan could appeal to 

former Democrats using racial “code words.” An ex- New Deal Democrat and former 

union leader himself, a former media mouthpiece for the giant corporation General 

Electric, Reagan could strike some of the same notes that Wallace and Nixon did: pro- 

business, anti- welfare (i.e., anti- black), law and order (i.e., anti- black), anti- feminist, 

anti- hippie, anti- communist. He drew to the right wing the intellectual, academic, 

and other defectors from the “moderate” camp of the civil rights movement— the 

neoconservatives— to form an uneasy but powerful alliance that underwrote his 

administration’s racial politics. In short, Reagan consolidated the Republican Party’s 

authoritarian populist appeal; he was genial where Nixon had scowled; he inspired 

trust rather than mistrust, all the while repudiating the civil rights movement and the 

legacy of the Great Society, both largely associated with the Democrats. 16  

 Reagan’s neoliberal commitments were of a piece with his genial racism. His 

iconic comment in his 1981 Inaugural Address, “In this present crisis, government is 

not the solution to our problem; government  is  the problem,” distilled a political ori-

entation that was hostile to civil rights, hostile to the welfare state, hostile to taxation 

(though Reagan did raise taxes several times), and hostile to unions. 17  His successor 

George H.W. Bush developed a similar two- faced style: half patrician/Connecti-

cut Yankee, half Texas oilman, Bush I maintained the simmering white coalition of 

Republicans on a wobbly bridge located between the gentility of Wall Street and the 

new right ferocity of his political gunslinger Lee Atwater, who became famous for the 

Willie Horton political ads (on behalf of Bush) and the “white hands” ads (on behalf 

of reactionary North Carolina Senator Jesse Helms). These race- baiting maneuvers 

stoked white fears of black crime, affirmative action, and the like. 

 In the 1990s the nation experienced a Democratic Party version of the same bal-

ancing act. The brilliant but troubled Bill Clinton, dubbed by Toni Morrison (no 

doubt to her later regret) “America’s first black president,” cultivated the black com-

munity effectively and understood the depths of southern racism better than any of 

his predecessors. Ever. A fabled policy wonk, former Rhodes scholar, and preter-

naturally talented politician, Clinton’s chosen mission was to  centrify  the Democratic 

Party. The way he did that was by curtailing the influence of the black movement and 

the new social movements. Many movement veterans, choosing to take the moderate 

“entrism” route to achieving power, had acquired real influence in the party. They 

had to make their peace with Clinton, who could do the blue- eyed soul thing very 

well, who never repudiated and indeed identified with the civil rights movement, and 

who had after all, returned the White House to Democratic occupants. 

 Clinton’s later career mirrored his early rise to power. Though he was never a 

movement activist, he had been an opponent of the Vietnam War. He had worked for 
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Arkansas Senator J. William Fulbright and had run (with Hillary) McGovern’s 1972 

campaign in Texas. Elected Governor of Arkansas at the age of 32, he had no problem 

playing a double game: he could be Bubba and a good ole boy when the occasion 

demanded it, and talk Southern Baptist when he needed to. To win the Democratic 

nomination in 1992, he spanked a symbolic negro, Sistah Souljah (Lisa Williamson). 18  

Soon after taking office, he threw his friend the voting rights scholar, Lani Guinier, 

under the bus; he was unwilling to defend Guinier’s nomination for the post of Assis-

tant Attorney General for Civil Rights, notably distancing himself from her criticism 

of the racial gerrymandering taking place in the South. 19  

 A third black woman to be repudiated by Clinton was Marion Wright Edelman, 

who was jettisoned in connection with the greatest racial injustice perpetrated by his 

administration: its abandonment of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

program (AFDC, commonly known as “welfare”) in 1996. Clinton campaigned for 

reelection on a promise to “end welfare as we know it.” He set his sights on AFDC. 

The program had evolved out of the New Deal Social Security Act of 1935, slowly 

developing over the decades into its Great Society version, which after years of exclu-

sion and continuous neglect was finally extended to blacks and other people of color 

(Quadagno 1994). AFDC remained punitive and was subject to constant right- wing 

stigma, 20  but it stood in sharp contrast to the 1935 law, which had been crafted by 

Dixiecrats to exclude black recipients, in provisions FDR had never questioned. 

Clinton’s proposal substituted for AFDC the much more punitive Personal Respon-

sibility and Work Opportunity Act (PWORA). 21  PWORA limited cash payments 

(renamed Temporary Assistance to Needy Families— TANF) and attached them to 

work requirements, often at below- minimum wage levels. The attack on AFDC was a 

significant concession to neoliberal market- oriented ideology (Block et al., 1987). In 

abandoning public assistance, Clinton took a page from Reagan’s playbook; as early 

as 1982 Reagan had proposed “devolution” as a way to limit the federal government’s 

powers of market regulation and countercyclical economic policy- making. Reagan 

had argued that welfare provision should be a state responsibility, not a federal one. 22  

 Clinton embraced a great deal of neoliberal ideology beyond the attack on wel-

fare. By the time he took office, the influence of the 1960s movements was receding 

in memory, though there was still plenty of racial discontent to go around. The Los 

Angeles race riots that occurred during the 1992 campaign— after the police officers 

who had savagely beaten Rodney King were acquitted in a rigged trial— reminded 

the nation that the racial cauldron continued to bubble; but they drew only ritual 

condemnations from candidates Bush I and Clinton (and no notice to speak of from 

potential spoiler Ross Perot). Though police beatings and killings continued at a nor-

mal pace, the riots proved to be a one- off affair that was quickly forgotten. South 

Central eventually cooled down; most of the rioters were Latin@s; there were almost 

as many white arrests as black ones (Rutten 1992). 

 Clinton worked in small and largely symbolic ways to “bridge the racial divide,” as 

suggested by his sometime advisor William J. Wilson. This meant ceaseless promotion 
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of the “one America” argument, an attempt to shift attention from race to class. 

Nothing epitomized this symbolic approach better than “The President’s National 

Conversation on Race,” described by radical critics as “the politics of yakkety- yak.” 23  

 The Clinton years reiterated the Carter presidency racially, and bridged between 

the Reagan and Obama years in terms of neoliberalism. To be sure, Clinton deserves 

some credit. Despite the Democrats’ maneuvering and rebranding, and notwith-

standing ferocious right- wing hostility to Clinton, the 1990s were a decade of relative 

racial peace and prosperity. It helped that this was a period of spirited economic 

growth, driven by the rise of Silicon Valley, the internet revolution, and transforma-

tions wrought by these “postindustrial” technological events in both the U.S. and 

world economies. 24  During the 1990s, the black and Latin@ shares of the national 

income distribution rose slightly; black and Latin@ unemployment rates were cut 

in half: The black rate fell from 14.2 percent in 1992 to 7.3 percent in 2000; Latin@ 

unemployment dropped from 11.8 percent in 1991 to 5.0 percent in 2000 (U.S. 

Department of Labor 1995, 2001). The poverty rate also fell dramatically (U.S. Cen-

sus Bureau 2001, 18). 

 Some of Clinton’s economic policies were attempts to accommodate the neolib-

eral agenda initially proposed under Reagan. At times his maneuvers were creative 

and even relatively egalitarian. For example, he significantly increased support for the 

working poor through the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), and made additional 

federal commitments to low- income housing, nutrition, health, and education. The 

EITC was an effort to support the working poor, and particularly those with children, 

through the tax system rather than welfare. Tax credits (or “refunds”) were indexed 

to inflation, and could exceed the amount of taxes owed by as much as $5,800/fam-

ily (in US$ 2012). This was a back- door approach to income subsidization, billed 

as a “market incentive” for the working poor. It did not at all help the millions of 

unemployed, who, of course, did not pay income taxes and could thus receive no tax 

credit, but it definitely helped the working poor. 25  EITC has operated steadily since 

its enactment in 1993; in 2012 the program distributed the whopping sum of $62 bil-

lion (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2013). 

 In other initiatives, Clinton’s accommodations were more problematic. His global 

trade initiatives, which included support for the World Trade Organization and The 

North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), both carried over from the Bush 

I period, would have regressive race (and class, and environmental) consequences in 

the United States. NAFTA undercut wages in both the United States and Mexico, 

spurring a corporate agribusiness invasion south of the border. Companies like Car-

gill and ConAgra took control of corn production, driving millions of Mexican@s 

out of their traditional  ejidos  (communal agricultural systems) and into the  maqui-

las  (corporate sweatshops) on the U.S. border. These policies also vastly ramped up 

migration to the United States. 26  

 After the Republican victories in the 1994 elections and their promulgation of 

a fully neoliberal economic program (the “Contract with America”), Clinton was 
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reduced to strategies of compromise; he made numerous concessions, not only in the 

area of welfare, which probably had the most visible and direct negative impact on 

people of color, but also in tax policy, domestic spending, and deregulation of corpo-

rations, especially in the financial arena (Meeropol 1998). 

 “George Bush doesn’t care about black people,” Kanye West famously said (West 

2005). 27  Bush II had acquired a centrist reputation as Governor of Texas (Latin@- 

friendly, for instance). But as president he steered consistently to the right, and 

implemented a hardcore neoliberal agenda that outdid Reagan on several fronts. His 

failed attempt to privatize Social Security was of a piece with other privatization initia-

tives in education (No Child Left Behind) and health (Medicare drug expenditures). 

There is a pattern here: dismantlement of the welfare state. Bush argued that Social 

Security discriminates against blacks because they have a lower life expectancy (Kra-

nish 2005); if their Social Security accounts could just be transformed into privately 

owned individual retirement accounts (IRAs), they could get at their money faster 

(presumably before they died young). Beyond that callousness, the privatization ini-

tiative represented a potentially endless windfall for Wall Street, a paradigmatic effort 

privately to appropriate public resources. The scheme died ignominiously. 

 Bush had been “born again” after a somewhat dissolute youth. His personal 

redemption narrative resonated with a populist and religious base that was heavily 

Southern Baptist. He was a creature of big oil and the Christian right. His electoral 

larceny was blessed by the Supreme Court in  Bush v. Gore  (2000), an anti- democratic 

decision foully grounded in civil rights law. In addition, without major racist chi-

canery in the 2000 Florida election, the presidential vote would not have even been 

close. 28  He was a “racial realist,” ideologically speaking. Clarence Lusane describes 

this position as follows: 

 In the post-civil rights movement era, racial realism appears to be not only 

logical but also progressive and modern. Legal segregation is over. High- 

profile minorities exist in every field and occupation. Public discourse on race 

is intolerant of racist slurs and insults. Indeed, the only reason race remains 

an issue is due to the continual harping by civil rights leaders who use the 

issue to justify their existence. The racial realists argue that as far as public 

policy is concerned, there is no need for any new legislation.… 

 (2006, 60) 

 Racial “realism,” part of the developing “colorblind” racial project, could also trace its 

lineage back to neoconservatism. It still had traction with some high- profi le minorities, 

the same ones Bush knew and appointed (Lusane 2006; Hattam and Lowndes 2013). It 

appealed to black conservatives as well. 29  As a religiously conversant  Southern  Baptist, 

Bush not only cemented the loyalty of millions of evangelical white Protestants, but 

some black and brown folk too. Sometimes he seemed to be speaking especially to the 

faithful. His use of the phrase “wonder- working power,” for instance, referred to a 

hymn about salvation through Jesus: “There’s power, power, wonder- working power in 
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the blood of the Lamb.” Carter and Clinton might have referred to their Baptist roots, 

but never preached the gospel from the bully pulpit. 

 Bush followed Clinton’s lead in shunning the 2001 UN World Conference against 

Racism (WCAR), which occurred days before the 9/11/2001 attacks and thus was 

almost wiped out of history, especially U.S. history. Both men were scared off by the 

idea of confronting the very long history of U.S. complicity with racism and imperi-

alism in a contemporary global forum. Afraid they would be asked for apologies and 

reparations for slavery, forced to admit their complicity with South African apartheid 

(the CIA had fingered then- underground Nelson Mandela for arrest in 1962 (John-

ston 1990)), 30  or challenged about their ongoing support for Israeli policies, both U.S. 

presidents boycotted the conference in Durban. 31  

 Bush carried out a series of actions that can best be described as ideological 

anti- anti- racism. One example among many was the purging and reconstitution 

of the U.S. Civil Rights Commission. Prompted by Abigail Thernstrom as well as 

other right- wing critics, he dismissed anti- racist scholar and activist Mary Frances 

Berry from her Chairship of the Commission— she had occupied that post since 

her appointment by Bush’s father in 1992— elevating Thernstrom herself to Vice- 

Chair. Also dismissed was Cruz Reynoso, previously the first Chican@ Justice of the 

California Supreme Court. Bush’s Justice Department, led first by John Ashcroft 

and then by the toxic Alberto Gonzalez, featured as its Assistant Attorney General 

for Civil Rights one Bradley Schlozman. 32  This new right warrior intervened in the 

 Gratz  (2003) and  Grutter  (2003) cases with  amicus curiae  briefs opposing affirmative 

action admissions policies at the University of Michigan. 

 Of all the problematic activities regarding race that Bush II undertook, the most 

notorious, and the most archetypal, was undoubtedly his blundering reaction to the 

inundation and destruction of the City of New Orleans by Hurricane Katrina in 

August– September 2005. The administration’s preparation and response were lack-

ing and at times oblivious, but its worst sins were not the errors of noncommission 

during and immediately after the storm, but rather its support for the urban reconfig-

uration (or should we say “urban renewal”), gentrification, and permanent reduction 

of the city’s black population in the longer- run aftermath of the storm. 

 In what would prove to be a template for neoliberal programs of urban privatization 

and “structural adjustment” that would later be applied to ghettos and barrios across the 

country (Detroit, Philadelphia, Chicago, Milwaukee, and elsewhere), black New Orleans 

was stripped, not only of housing— poor black residents who had lost their homes were 

driven permanently from the city 33 — but also of its public schools, public hospitals, and 

public services. This was accomplished not by the federal government alone, but by a 

strategic alliance of business- oriented officials and agencies at all levels of government, 

working closely with large financial and real estate interests (Woods 2005; Lipsitz 2006; 

Marable and Clarke, eds. 2007; Klein 2008; Luft 2008; Bond- Graham, 2010). 

 No discussion of the Bush II years and race can dispense with the subject of 

Islamophobia. In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks, this somewhat ill- defined set of 
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beliefs and attitudes— racist, religiously chauvinistic, xenophobic, and with a long 

history in the United States— acquired a high degree of popular currency. Although 

Bush himself took pains to repeat the mantra “Islam means peace” several times, 

his administration defined itself by means of the “war on terror,” both globally and 

domestically. The invasion of Iraq in March 2003 was opposed by millions of protes-

tors, in a brief recapitulation of the anti- Vietnam War protests a generation before. 

But to no avail. U.S. war policy targeted Muslims, Arabs, and South Asians both 

around the world and domestically. In Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere the adminis-

tration reprised the worst offenses of imperial rule, embracing torture, kidnapping, 

assassination, and a range of other extrajudicial and unconstitutional practices (Jaffer 

and Singh 2009; Cole 2009.) In the United States, Middle Eastern Americans and 

South Asians (MEASAs), who were generally U.S. citizens and documented immi-

grants, were swept up in an extensive program of quasi- racial profiling (Love 2011). 

 Inclined to despotism both abroad and at home, the Bush forces mainly harmed 

black communities through neglect: Bush’s dereliction of duty during and after the 

Katrina disaster of 2005 was the clearest instance of this. His abandonment of New 

Orleans’s black population was part of a larger renunciation of interest in the well- 

being of the black community that involved local, state, and federal officials of all 

stripes, including some Democrats. 

 Bush’s economic mismanagement and corruption led to the catastrophic eco-

nomic meltdown of 2008, but to be fair, much of the groundwork for that crisis had 

been laid under Clinton. The subprime mortgage crisis that exploded under Bush II 

constituted the largest regressive racial redistribution of resources to have occurred 

in U.S. history. It impoverished black and brown families at unprecedented rates (as 

well as many white families). As a result, over a couple of years the already huge gap 

between black and white wealth  more than doubled,  as did the gap between whites 

and Latin@s. Millions of black and brown families were cast out of the “coping 

stratum,” lower- middle- class status to which they had obtained limited access dur-

ing the Clinton years (Reid and Laderman 2009; Rugh and Massey 2010; Hill 2011; 

Taylor et al. 2012). 

 A proper analysis of the racial dimensions of the subprime mortgage collapse in 

2008 would exceed the scope of this book. Still, it is important to note that the “sub-

prime” mortgage instrument links neoliberalism and race quite closely. During the 

1990s and 2000s, under both Clinton and Bush II, extensive marketing campaigns 

targeted lower- income, and especially black and brown families, to consider home 

purchase. These programs were combined public and private ventures, pushed by 

both administrations, and facilitated by the parastatal home lending guarantor agen-

cies Fannie Mae and Freddy Mac (Morgenstern and Rosner 2011). In addition, these 

measures were extensively lobbied for by the biggest banks: Citi, Goldman Sachs, and 

Wells Fargo among others. 

 “Steering” campaigns proliferated in retail home lending to lure borrowers of 

color to take out subprime and Alt- A mortgages— which were loan “products” of an 
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“assigned risk” type, aimed at less credit- worthy borrowers. In numerous cases, how-

ever, the families pushed into the assigned risk pool had credit scores in the “prime” 

range, that is, equivalent to other, largely white, preferred borrowers. This steer-

ing occurred because fees and commissions earned by loan officers in the subprime 

range were higher than those earned through making prime mortgage loans. As in so 

many other patterns of racial discrimination, the visuality of black or brown racial 

identity, its corporeal, phenomic presence and immediacy, combined with greater 

vulnerability— perhaps economic, perhaps political, perhaps fear of profiling— 

facilitated unequal and damaging treatment at the hands of power- holders who were 

usually white. Consider “vote caging,” or gerrymandering in segregated neighbor-

hoods, or “stop and frisk “ policing, as other examples of these same practices. Black 

or brown identity often offers the most convenient way to select subjects for the “racial 

tax” that is discrimination. Where does the Wells Fargo or Bank of America “greeter” 

send you when you enter a retail bank branch to inquire about a home mortgage? 

 At the Wall St. level, subprime loans were justified as “opportunity finance,” a 

kind of affirmative action lending policy. Karen Ho (2009) quotes “an African Ameri-

can male managing director” at a major Wall St. investment firm: 

 You may not have the best credit, but because Wall Street is out there creat-

ing markets for aggressive markets [sic], and you will pay a relatively higher 

rate, but it won’t be as high of a rate if you— well, frankly, you would not have 

gotten a loan from the banks, so it is hard to even compare it to that. So the 

capital markets have made [borrowing money] much more efficient, so you 

just have to pay the cost of capital, which is exactly the way it should be…. 

Nobody should be denied credit within reasonable means.… 

 “Of course,” Ho adds, “as the devastation of the subprime crisis continues to unfold, 

Wall Street’s experiment with broader access and ‘opportunity fi nance’ has shown 

itself to be more akin to the creation of a niche market for the purposes of exploiting 

the poor, creating a bubble real- estate market, and mortgaging the future” (Ho 2009, 

299–300). 34  As Ho’s fi nal remark suggests, racial discrimination in the subprime 

mortgage crisis nearly pulled the Wall Street temple down on everybody, not just in 

downtown Manhattan but across the globe. Neoliberalism is premised on racism in 

many diff erent ways. 

 Obama and Colorblindness 

 Is he a mere token, a shill for Wall Street? Or is he Neo, “the one”? If neither alterna-

tive is plausible, then we are in the realm of everyday 21st-century U.S. politics. Yet 

Barack Obama has transformed the U.S. presidency in ways we cannot yet fully appre-

ciate. Obama is not simply the fi rst nonwhite (that we know of) to occupy the offi  ce. 

He is the fi rst to have lived in the global South, the fi rst to be a direct descendent of 

colonized people, the fi rst to have a genuine movement background. Consider: How 
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many community meetings, how many movement events did Obama attend before 

entering electoral politics (Lizza 2007)? 

 None of that has meant that, two- thirds of the way through his entire time in 

office, Obama has acted in an appreciably different way from, say, Bill Clinton acted. 

Both men started their terms with congressional majorities, which they both lost after 

only two years. Of course, Clinton was hurt by scandal, but in Obama’s case he IS 

the scandal: a black man in the White House. But what you are ain’t what counts. It’s 

what you do that counts. 

 Obama is certainly no more powerful than any of his predecessors; he is con-

strained as they were by the U.S. system of rule. Of course, he is more hemmed in than 

his predecessors by the U.S. racial regime, by structural racism. Indeed he confronts 

racism as no other president has ever done. No other president has experienced rac-

ism directly: 

 Moreover, while my own upbringing hardly typifies the African American 

experience— and although, largely through luck and circumstance, I now 

occupy a position that insulates me from most of the bumps and bruises that 

the average black man must endure— I can recite the usual litany of petty 

slights that during my forty- five years have been directed my way: security 

guards tailing me as I shop in department stores, white couples who toss me 

their car keys as I stand outside a restaurant waiting for the valet, police cars 

pulling me over for no apparent reason. I know what it’s like to have people 

tell me I can’t do something because of my color, and I know the bitter swill 

of swallowed back anger. I know as well that Michelle and I must be continu-

ally vigilant against some of the debilitating story lines that our daughters 

may absorb— from TV and music and friends and the streets— about who the 

world thinks they are, and what the world imagines they should be. 

 (Obama 2008b, 233) 

 No other president has ever felt the need to be racially vigilant in the way 

Obama has. 

 On the other hand, he has a “kill list.” All presidents kill people, but Obama is 

the first to take charge systematically and publically of these egregious and unconsti-

tutional uses of exceptional powers. In this he echoes Carl Schmitt, the Nazi political 

theorist, whose famous dictum is “Sovereign is he who decides on the exception” 

(2004 [1922]; see also Agamben 2005; Butler 2006). The drones, the surveillance, 

and the moralistic lectures about parenting and hip-hop culture that Obama likes to 

deliver only to blacks, all contradict the anti- racist legacy of the civil rights movement 

that arguably put him in office. 

 Obama himself largely deploys colorblind racial ideology, although he occasion-

ally critiques it as well. Beneath this ostensibly postracial view the palpable and quite 

ubiquitous system of racial distinction and inequality remains entrenched, as Gramsci 

might say. Though modernized and “moderated,” structural racism has been fortified, 
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not undermined, by civil rights reform; Obama is not challenging it, at least not directly. 

Obama has not interceded for blacks against their greatest cumulative loss of wealth in 

U.S. history, the Great Recession of 2008. He has not explicitly criticized the glaring 

racial bias in the U.S. prison system. He has not intervened in conflicts over workers’ 

rights— particularly in the public sector where many blacks and other people of color 

are concentrated. When massive demonstrations took place against public sector union- 

busting in Wisconsin in February and March of 2011, Obama was conspicuously silent. 

 In many ways Obama is reiterating the center- left neoliberalism first developed 

by Bill Clinton. David Theo Goldberg (2008, 42–44) has written of a “racial neo-

liberalism” that is linked to political theories of absolutism, state sovereignty, and 

“exceptional” states (drawing on classical sources and once again echoing Schmitt). 

This modern state governs a  civil  society. It has an  outside  that is not civil. Its outside 

consists of slums, occupied territories, prisons, and the underground underworlds 

where fugitives, undocumented, poor, and homeless people live (Mbembe 2001; 

Davis 2006; Goffman 2009; Park 2013). “Those people” are dangerous, criminal, 

less “civilized,” less deserving. Goldberg’s “threat of race” centers on this frontier 

between these two social spaces, let us call them. They can neither be entirely joined 

nor separated. The border between them must be strenuously policed, an effort that 

requires electrified fences, Hellfire missiles, and extraordinary rendition. As Gold-

berg suggests, this is the form racism takes today: supervision and control of the racial 

“threat” in defense of an ever- more confined and restricted zone of prosperity: the 

ostensibly “civil” society of neoliberalism. 

 In its abandonment of the social, in its repudiation of the welfare state, in its pas-

sionate embrace of market rationality, neoliberalism gives its adherents permission to 

ignore the others, the darker nations, the poors, of the United States and the entire 

planet. Though harnessed to greed, neoliberalism is also about exercising unfettered 

power, both throughout the economy, the marketplace; and through the state. Work-

ers, women, people of color, LGBT people too, are disposable in this world: They are 

somewhere on the spectrum that runs from human beings to “bare life.” 

 Could Obama have changed that? Has he signed onto it? Could he have assisted 

many of those poors, at least many in the United States, through public employ-

ment programs perhaps? Such initiatives, descending from the New Deal, focused 

on impoverished people who today tend disproportionately to be people of color, 

were proposed by Obama’s left- wing supporters, notably Van Jones. In 2009 Jones 

suggested that public employment be aimed at “green” jobs: everything from build-

ing solar energy farms on federal land to weatherstripping doors and windows in the 

ghetto. 35  Could Obama have subsidized the mortgages of low- income people— again, 

disproportionately black and brown, and many victimized by corrupt real- estate and 

financial practices in the run- up to the 2008 crash— the way he subsidized banks, 

insurance companies, Big Pharma, the auto industry, and out- on- a- limb hedge funds? 

 Parallel to those questions: Could Obama have disciplined the market, the way 

he has disciplined South Waziristan and the Occupy movement? (Well, maybe not 
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by attacking Greenwich, Connecticut, or East Hampton with predator drones, but 

how about bringing criminal indictments against the Wall St. fraudsters?) In his first 

term he was assiduous in bailing out Wall Street, the “too big to fail” banks, big auto, 

and numerous other besieged fortresses of capital. His Affordable Care Act, claimed 

as his greatest accomplishment, is also a huge giveaway to the insurance companies 

and Big Pharma. 

 Obama’s subsidization policies (and those of Ben Bernanke at the Federal Reserve 

Board) did not extend to Main Street. They did not lead to Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Boulevard. Small gestures were made to the foreclosable and underwater homeowner; 

(very) small mercies were directed at the millions of overburdened student debtors. 

Reorienting his policy choices in this direction would have been politically difficult 

and risky, but it would have undone some of the neoliberal moorings that tied this 

president not only to his predecessors, but also to the oligarchic and anti- democratic 

power elites (or if you prefer, “ruling class”) that runs the country. 

 This is the dilemma of the Obama administration, made more severe, or more 

poignant, by the tremendous burdens, obligations (and yes, some thrills too) of being 

a black president. The Obama administration wants a strong state: It is at war, both 

overtly and covertly. The president has a “kill list.” 

 Like a Roman emperor, President Obama is constantly putting down rebellion. Of 

course, all U.S. presidents have done this, always. The state demands loyalty; secrecy 

is extensive, and those who reveal state secrets are harshly punished. Meanwhile sur-

veillance is effectively total. Center- left neoliberalism under Obama combines the 

politics of “permanent war” with those of modest redistribution: notably in respect 

to employment, wages, and tax policy. Obama inherited from Bush II not only the 

Great Recession of 2008, but also the permanent war state, the great Moloch with its 

limitless appetite for prisoners, its obsessive quest to discipline, punish, and surveil 

its citizens. Under Obama there have been reductions in the permanent war— the 

2011 exit from Iraq; the promised 2014 near- exit from Afghanistan— but the use of 

unmanned drones firing Hellfire Missiles hardly qualifies as a policy of peace. Below 

a certain socioeconomic status level the United States is a police state, and Obama 

does not seem willing, or perhaps is unable, to do much about it. 

 Some have suggested that Obama is so constrained by the oligarchy, so hemmed 

in by the FIRE sector (Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate, to which we might add 

Big Pharma and Big Oil) that he is so beholden to the oligarchy’s ownership of the 

U.S. political process (especially after the  Citizens United  case (2010), that he has to 

rely on a “long game” (Sullivan 2012; Lewis 2012). On this account, only a political 

strategy premised on demographic shifts and their impact on voting can avail the 

democratic and egalitarian needs of the majority of the (soon to be majority non-

white) American people. 

 The idea here is that the state can play a guiding role in fostering “smart growth” and 

ameliorating inequality, mediating between the corporate overlords and the growing 

numbers of excluded masses: increasingly people of color, increasingly working- class 
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or poor, increasingly female. On the anti- racist left, we often see, and complain about, 

Obama’s deflection of race, his refusal to engage with race issues unless there is a huge 

outcry: “If I had a son, he would look a lot like Trayvon” (Thompson and Wilson 

2012). “Another way of saying that is Trayvon Martin could have been me, thirty- five 

years ago” (Obama, July 19, 2013). 36  But from Obama’s point of view, he is “normal-

izing race,” leading the United States, and socializing the nervous/racist white masses, 

to the “majority- minority” demographic that is coming their way. 

 Obama’s approach to immigration is a good example of his centrism; he has run 

the most comprehensive deportation regime of any administration in history, but at 

the same time supports immigration reform and a “path to citizenship.” Thus Obama 

both immunizes himself from nativist attacks of the Republican right  wing, and dis-

tinguishes himself (and the Democrats) from their opponents’ virulent and racist 

anti- immigrant politics. For the small price of supporting similar reforms to those Bush 

II sought and was denied in 2007, Obama locks up three- quarters of the Latin@vote. 

 At best Obama’s civil rights policy (civil rights not civil liberties) has been an 

incremental reversal of Bush II’s. Although Obama has an earlier history of anti- racial 

profiling activity, 37  he has not developed any serious anti- poverty or criminal justice 

reform policies. As we write, ex- felon disenfranchisement deprives 5.3m Ameri-

cans, disproportionately black and brown, almost all poor people, and, of course, 

mostly men, of the right to vote (Manza and Uggen 2006; Chung 2013), but this is 

an area that is politically risky to enter, especially for a neoliberal regime, however 

“moderate.” Contrast this with immigration reform, which is supported by at least 

some major corporate interests, as well as by a majority of voters and most people 

of color. 

 As a black politician, Obama heads the modern- day version of an “entrist” cohort 

of officials of color, both elected and appointed, who are working within the state at 

various levels: electoral, administrative, national or local. On January 17, 2009, just 

before his first inauguration, the Obama campaign launched Organizing for America 

(OFA), a mass lobbying group, similar to MoveOn.org. Officially separate from the 

Democratic Party, OFA overlapped with the Obama campaign and, by 2013, had 

absorbed much of its campaign technology as well: its lists, the profound attention/

research/surveillance it directs towards its base of millions of users/voters. 

 Notably, OFA does not directly mobilize low- income voters; it does not cross 

the digital divide, which is both a class divide and a race divide. Obama relies on his 

political positions, and on the truculence and racism of his opposition, to attract the 

support of lower- income voters of color, to increase their voting rates. Why do they 

come out for him when he delivers so little? Because he is black and because he is way 

better than the alternative. And many of them, as we have argued here, do not and 

cannot act politically; they have been demobilized by the system of “crime and pun-

ishment”; their racial identity places them outside civil society, half a century after 

the enactment of civil rights reforms, long after “the Great Transformation” prom-

ised an inclusive and egalitarian society, and once again failed to realize that promise. 

http://MoveOn.org
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 Where’s the (Tea) Party? 

 Neoliberal policies shrink the public sphere, and seek to privatize state resources, 

often precipitating state fi scal crisis in support of these ends. Tax revolt is a crucial 

component of right- wing populism that can link Wall St. and Main St. Who benefi ts 

from such initiatives? Neoliberalism increasingly pits public space and the civic com-

mons against private space and privatized services. The suburbs are under pressure 

too, but their schools have not been repossessed as yet. 38  And the rich, the 1 percent, 

can staff  their gated economic enclaves with undocumented immigrant gardeners 

and private security patrols. They can send their children to private schools. As the 

public sphere is devalued, democracy is weakened. Neoliberalism decrees school clo-

sures and the privatization of education at every level. It demands layoff s and assaults 

unions. It attacks workers in the public sector and forces government to reduce social 

services such as public health and transportation. At its worst it drives the public sec-

tor into insolvency. The City of Detroit declared bankruptcy on July 18, 2013; other 

cities such as Stockton, California, have done so as well. 

 These trends generate a massive, disenfranchised, urban, largely black and brown 

(yes there are some whites too) U.S. subaltern stratum, not only an underclass  á la  

William Julius Wilson, but also a racially distinct melange:  the others.  Not just the 

subordinate, inegalitarian dimension of this group’s collective identity carries weight 

here (the “sub” of subaltern); but also the “alterity” of the term. The growing sub-

altern have the potential for disruption, both political and in everyday life. They also 

hover on the margins of “bare life,” experiencing the police state everyday: profiled, 

surveilled, “stopped and frisked.” This growing stratum of U.S. society, “working 

poor,” “on the run,” fugitives and “clandestinos,” prisoners and ex- felons (Newman 

2000; Dow 2005; Goffman 2009; Park 2013), are aliens in the United States, whether 

they are citizens or not. Neoliberalism can render you homeless, useless, mentally or 

physically ill, a stranger in your own country. 

 A new trend on the right is a divided Republican Party. The GOP is in danger of 

incurring a cavernous split between the demographic imperative to move toward the 

political center and the demands of its narrowing base in the red states. Its strongest 

support is regionally confined: to the South, the intermountain West, and a few other 

pockets like Kansas. It is white, older, increasingly male, paranoid, and racist. Funded 

by a substantial sector of financial capital and in a major way by Big Oil, the Republican 

Party pledges its allegiance to neoliberal economics and to reactionary politics every 

chance it gets. The 1 percent (both Republican and Democrat) can still effectively buy 

elections and indeed governments: locally, state- wide, and regionally, not only in Dixie, 

but all through the country: Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, Michigan … But Republican 

long- run prospects are shrinking in many of those politically contested states. Although 

the right- wing seems unlikely to organize a democratic (small d) voting majority, it has 

been more successful in organizing an obstructionist anti- democratic minority, based 

on gerrymandering at the state level, and of course on big money. 
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 The Republican right wing may yet succeed in running out the clock on Obama’s 

second term. It possesses many political and economic resources: the U.S. Supreme 

Court above all, but also the control of state legislatures, governors’ mansions, and 

the House of Representatives. In the era of  Citizens United,  its oligarchs are able to 

buy legislators (and elections) extensively; we are living in a new gilded age. The right 

wing’s power at the state level is also propped up by extensive gerrymandering. On 

top of all that, Republicans actively seek to prevent political action by various con-

stituencies of color, youth, and low- income people (notably by restricting voting). 39  

Their assaults on the franchise are conspicuously racialized: vote- caging, restricting 

voting hours, requiring photo IDs, prohibiting students from voting in their uni-

versity/college area of residence (Piven et al. 2009). Yet it is difficult to see how a 

policy of obstructionism can indefinitely delay immigration reform, a position that 

has already consolidated the expanding Latin@ vote in the Democratic column. It 

is also unclear how the right wing’s assault on abortion rights can help it with the 

women’s vote, which is also trending Democratic. 

 The emergence in 2009 of the various political organizations and fractions that col-

lectively became known as the  Tea Party  took political analysts by surprise. It was widely 

assumed that the outcome of the 2008 Presidential contest— Barack Obama’s victory 

 and  John McCain’s defeat— signaled that conservatism was in retreat and had perhaps 

run its course after decades of popular political support. What was clearly unanticipated 

was the scope of the grassroots mobilization that moved American conservatism further 

to the right and, as Lawrence Rosenthal and Christine Trost argue, “resurrected themes 

that mainstream conservatism had rejected as too radical forty years earlier” (Rosenthal 

and Trost 2012, 3). Tea Party activists advance a fundamentalist reading of the U.S. 

Constitution to argue for “states’ rights” in opposition to what is perceived to be an 

increasingly bloated and illegitimate federal government under the sway of liberal ideol-

ogy. At its extreme, such a perspective informs and undergirds strategic doctrines such 

as nullification, the effort by states to overturn laws. The Tea Party is a right- wing 

populist movement that couples its incoherent reading of the Constitution with the 

neoliberal ideology of free- market absolutism. 

 Avoiding or taking what can be considered a libertarian view on social issues 

(notably same- sex marriage), 40  Tea Party activists want to maintain a sustained focus 

on fiscal policy and the oppressiveness of “big government.” As Tea Party- backed 

U.S. Senator Rand Paul has stated, “The Tea Party doesn’t see politics in black and 

white, but black and red” (quoted in Lowndes 2012, 159). 

 Given this perspective, in what ways can the Tea Party movement be read and 

understood as a racial project? First, Tea Party activists and supporters were mobilized 

not only by the financial collapse of 2008 and the federal response to it, but equally by 

the election of Obama. The outrage expressed over bank bailouts and massive loans to 

automakers, entities supposedly “too big to fail,” was matched by fears of the “other” 

who came to occupy the Oval Office. Five of the six national Tea Party organizations 

have “birthers,” those who assert that Obama is not a natural born U.S. citizen and 
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therefore cannot legally be president, in their leadership ranks (Lowndes 2012, 157). 

Obama’s universally recognized and self- affirmed American blackness overlaps with his 

“foreignness”— his Kenyan father, his Indonesian stepfather, his childhood in Jakarta 

and even Honolulu. He enacts the unconscious racist nightmares of much of the Amer-

ican right (and a few in the American left as well). It is small wonder that as late as April 

2011, 45 percent of Tea Party members still believed that Obama was not born in the 

United States (cited in Rosenthal and Trost 2012, 9). Tea Party supporters suggest 

that Obama does not share the values that most Americans live by and that he does not 

understand the problems of people like themselves (Zernike and Thee- Brenan 2010). 

Tea Party supporters were more likely (25 percent vs. 11 percent of all survey respon-

dents) to think that the Obama administration “favors blacks over whites,” and over half 

of supporters (52 percent compared to 28 percent of all survey respondents) believed 

that in recent years “too much has been made of the problems facing black people.” 41  

 The core constituency of the Tea Party consists of older, middle- class whites 

who fear the demographic change around them and the loss of rights, privileges, and 

resources that such change forebodes: 

 Tea Partiers see themselves as the “real Americans” who have worked hard all 

their lives and earned everything they have. They view liberals, unions, and 

often minorities, as forces trying to take away what they possess and redistrib-

ute it to the “undeserving”, the poor who haven’t worked hard. 

 (Rosenthal 2013) 

 While the Tea Party movement has attempted to distance itself from overt expres-

sions of racism, the racial attitudes of many Tea Party supporters are disturbing. Tea 

Party supporters believe blacks and Latin@s to be less intelligent, less hardworking, 

and less trustworthy than whites (Parker 2009). In a notorious incident on March 19, 

2009, black Congressional Representatives André Caron, Emanuel Cleaver, and John 

Lewis were subject to racial epithets and spat upon by Tea Partiers protesting the 

passage of federal healthcare reform. In July 2010, the NAACP publicly condemned 

“rampant racism” in the Tea Party movement, and subsequently issued a report, 

 Tea Party Nationalism,  that dismissed the “non-racial” claims of the movement and 

surveyed the links between Tea Party organizations and explicitly white supremacist 

groups: 

 The result of this study contravenes many of the Tea Parties’ self- invented 

myths, particularly their supposedly sole concentration on budget deficits, 

taxes and the power of the federal government. Instead, this report found Tea 

Party ranks to be permeated with concerns about race and national identity 

and other so- called social issues. In these ranks, an abiding  obsession with 

Barack Obama’s birth certificate is often a stand- in for the belief that the first 

black president of the United States is not a “real American.” 

 (Burghart and Zeskin 2010) 
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 The Tea Party movement resembles the new right movement of the 1970s and 

1980s (Perlstein 2013). Both are hostile to a perceived liberal cultural elite that has 

imposed its will on the majority of Americans and has rallied the support of the poor, 

welfare recipients, people of color, and other “marginal” groups to redistribute the 

hard- earned resources of the “producer” class. Both right- wing movements have 

relied on “coded” racial language and politics. The Tea Party, however, operates 

under conditions of colorblind hegemony, so its activists try to avoid making refer-

ence to race. 42  Many recent studies point out that Tea Partiers are explicitly and often 

self- consciously aware of being white in an increasingly racially diverse country. They 

frequently label welfare recipients and “illegal immigrants” as intruders and para-

sites (Democracy Corps 2013). 

 What has shifted since the earlier years of the racial reaction (discussed in Chap-

ter 7) is a more sustained focus on the state itself. As Joseph Lowndes notes, 

 In the populist imagination of the modern right forged in the 1960s and 

1970s, hardworking white Americans were threatened by blacks below and 

their liberal elite allies above. The current absence of a black freedom move-

ment, along with the election of a black president, has shifted white populist 

anger almost entirely upward toward the state itself. 

 (2012, 152–153) 

 Lawrence Rosenthal argues, 

 The election of a black president and the assumption of power by the liberal 

Democratic Party have fundamentally transformed the vise- like effect of such 

classical populist formulations as producerism. Now, both the liberal elite and 

their client base are on top. The experience is less one of being squeezed from 

top and bottom, but rather one of being flattened from above. 

 (Rosenthal 2013, 5) 

 The Tea Party’s anti- statist politics is indeed a racial project. It appeals to whites who 

benefi ted from the New Deal and who consider themselves the “real Americans,” who 

see their social status as threatened by the “undeserving poor,” and who worry about the 

“stranger (of color) at the door.” Most of these themes are generally not publicly articu-

lated, but now and then, such sentiments seep out. In June 2012, a board member of the 

Ozark Tea Party made a speech at their annual rally with the following joke: 

 A black kid asks his mom, “Mama, what’s a democracy?” 

 “Well, son, that be when white folks work every day so us po’ folks can 

get all our benefits.” 

 “But mama, don’t the white folk get mad about that?” 

 “They sho do, son. They sho do. And that’s called racism.” 43  

 The  demographic shift  of the U.S. population to a “majority- minority” pattern 

is a politically unprecedented situation. Reforms in 1965 and 1986 removed some 
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of the overtly racist components of the immigration laws 44  that had shaped U.S. 

policy since the 1920s, and thereby set off enormous shifts in the racial composi-

tion of the U.S. population. The emerging “majority- minority” demographic will 

mean that no single racially defined group, including those considered white, will 

be a majority in the country. Although we are still a few decades away from the 

emergence of that pattern nationally, major regions and cities are already majority- 

minority: California became a M- M state in 2000; New Mexico attained M- M 

status in 2002; Texas became M- M in 2005; and Hawaii and the District of Colum-

bia have long been M- M (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2007). Arizona, Florida, 

New York, Nevada, New Jersey, and Maryland are projected to lose their white 

majorities around 2025. The three largest cities— New York, Los Angeles, and 

Chicago— are now M- M. Across the entire country, whites are poised to become 

one racially defined minority group among others, probably at some point in the 

middle of this century. 45  

  Immigration  dynamics are shaping both the divisions in the Republican Party and 

the deeper demographic shifts we have mentioned. Demography is not destiny, but 

anti- immigrant hostility— inevitably racist— is one of the most venerable traditions in 

U.S. politics (Ngai 2005; Chavez 2013 [2008]; Schrag 2010). Nativism today confronts 

obstacles that did not exist in the past. In contrast to the sweeping anti- immigrant 

upsurges of yore (Higham 2002 [1955]), today a significant immigrant rights move-

ment exists in the United States; this is unprecedented in U.S. history. Before the rise 

of the modern civil rights movement, exhortations on behalf of “Anglo- conformity” 

(Gordon 1964) were taken quite seriously. Virulent nativist assaults such as the anti- 

Irish movements of the 1840s (the American Native party or “Know- Nothings”), 

the 1870s and 1890s assaults on west coast Asian communities (Saxton 1971; Pfael-

zer 2008), and the 1930s mass deportations of Mexican@s from Southern California 

(Balderrama and Rodríguez 2006 [1995]) would prove considerably harder to stage 

today. The outcome of present- day immigration struggles is dependent on a lot of 

political contention at the local, national, and global levels, but pressures for inclusion 

unquestionably have greater resonance today than ever before. 46  

 Immigration dynamics have not only reshaped racial demography and race poli-

tics in the past half- century; they have reshaped American society (de Genova, ed. 

2006). This is evident in the deep transformations of the roles of Asians and Latin@s. 

Many Asian immigrants arrived after 1965, but poor and unskilled Asians were dis-

couraged from coming after 1990. Today a bifurcated Asian American class pattern 

exists, largely structured by immigration policies. In much of Asian America today, 

immigrants and their descendants constitute a professional class, while significant 

working- class and impoverished sectors remain. Asian migration patterns have been 

tied since 1900 to American imperial practices on the Pacific Rim and beyond. Even 

liberal whites underestimated how race- neutral immigration rules, coupled with state 

practices in Asia to expand educational opportunities, resulted in one of the most 

significant migrations of skilled people from one region to another in world history. 
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 The racialization of Latin@s has also shifted dramatically. Policies of immigra-

tion control and repression (policing, deportation, and incarceration) have divided 

and eroded public culture, notably in the Southwest but nationally as well. The polic-

ing and militarization of the border, the extension of immigration surveillance and 

repression into the interior (Coleman 2007), combined with the continuing recruit-

ment of immigrant labor at all strata of the workforce, have steadily transformed U.S. 

society. The U.S.–Mexico border was until recently a low- waged, free labor market, 

with minimal state regulation. It is now a 2000 mile- long crime scene, where traffick-

ing and vigilantism operate symbiotically with official nativism. 47  

 Meanwhile not just the Obama presidency, but a host of recent developments have 

demonstrated the growing isolation and marginalization of the Republican Party. It 

has become the white people’s party, driven in large measure by racial, religious, 

and gender/sexuality- based resentment. 48  As the Republican Party locks in its white 

identity, and as the demographic increase of the U.S. population of color continues, 

it is hard to avoid the impression that after what seemed like an endless reaction-

ary march, the U.S. electoral system will have to move again toward the left. In the 

short term, though, there are undoubtedly still political gains to be made through 

immigrant- bashing, law- and- order fearmongering, use of racial “code words,” and 

above all, appeals to be colorblind. 

 Notes 

  1. On the Powell memo, see Phillips- Fein 2010, 150–165; Harvey 2004, 43–44. Out of Pow-

ell’s memo came these right- wing think tanks: Cato, Heritage, and the American Enterprise 

Institute, as well as numerous others. Some of these organizations had been around for 

years already, but had not seen themselves as particularly activist. Others were founded 

in response to business class demands (Stefancic and Delgado 1996; Woodward 2008). 

Powell was appointed to the Supreme Court by Nixon in 1973, two years after circulating 

the memo. Though he was a genteel segregationist for most of his life, by the 1970s he had 

become a racial centrist, whose position in the 1978  Bakke  case shaped affi  rmative action 

policy for more than 20 years. 

  2. Reagan’s victory was also helped by the debacle of the Iranian hostage crisis and Carter’s 

failed rescue attempt, known as Operation Eagle Claw. 

  3. While Reagan’s rise predated Prop. 13, the measure’s popular base in California was con-

gruent with his base as governor. Though Reagan never pledged not to raise taxes— and in 

fact did so several times as president— he remained an icon of anti- welfare statism. 

  4. In channeling resentment against the poor and especially against people of color, authori-

tarian populist ideology often neglects those  rentiers  entirely; in contemporary Republican 

Party parlance (and sometimes in Democratic Party discourse as well) they become the 

“job- creators,” for example. It was not always thus. The Jeff ersonian tradition was hostile 

to banks; agrarians from Andrew Jackson to William Jennings Bryan have shared these 

views. In the 1870s, 1890s, and 1930s substantial class resentments against the “trusts” and 

banks sometimes outweighed anti- black and anti- immigrant currents, though this was not 
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the usual pattern. See Steinbeck 1939, Chapter 22; Kazin 1995; Saxton 2003 [1990]. In the 

wake of the Great Recession of 2008, hostility to banks and the “too big to fail” formula 

echoed the producerist sentiments of earlier times. The “we are the 99%” formula of the 

Occupy movement has its origins in this Jeff ersonian hostility to banks and  rentier  inter-

ests. (Sanders 2008; Graeber 2012.) 

  5. The continuities are unmistakable between this rap of a quarter- century ago and the right- 

wing rhetoric of today. Consider Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney’s famous 

remarks that were leaked to the press during the 2012 campaign: 

  Romney: There are 47 percent of the people who will vote for the president no 

matter what. All right, there are 47 percent who are with him, who are dependent 

upon government, who believe that they are victims, who believe that government 

has a responsibility to care for them, who believe that they are entitled to health 

care, to food, to housing, to you name it. That that’s an entitlement. And the 

government should give it to them. And they will vote for this president no mat-

ter what. And I mean, the president starts off  with 48, 49, 48— he starts off  with 

a huge number. These are people who pay no income tax. Forty- seven percent of 

Americans pay no income tax. So our message of low taxes doesn’t connect. And 

he’ll be out there talking about tax cuts for the rich. I mean that’s what they sell 

every four years. And so my job is not to worry about those people— I’ll never con-

vince them that they should take personal responsibility and care for their lives. 

What I have to do is convince the 5 to 10 percent in the center that are indepen-

dents that are thoughtful, that look at voting one way or the other depending upon 

in some cases emotion, whether they like the guy or not, what it looks like. I mean, 

when you ask those people … we do all these polls— I fi nd it amazing— we poll all 

these people, see where you stand on the polls, but 45 percent of the people will 

go with a Republican, and 48 or 4 … [Recording stops.] (Mother Jones Newsteam 

2012) 

  6. The United States had been actively involved in organizing the Chilean coup of Septem-

ber 11, 1973. As Secretary of State Henry Kissinger said at the time, “I don’t see why 

we need to stand by and watch a country go communist due to the irresponsibility of its 

people. The issues are much too important for the Chilean voters to be left to decide for 

themselves” (Hersh 1983, 265; see also Marchetti and Marks 1974; Klein 2008) .

  7. The beat goes on today: as we write these words, surveillance and punishment are more 

with us than ever. The undeclared war in Vietnam has been recapitulated in the U.S. 

occupations of Iraq and Afghanistan, and in the undeclared “war on terror.” Numerous 

U.S. government agencies have targeted Americans of Middle Eastern and South Asian 

(MEASA) descent for roundups and harassment. Such policies, repressive and Islamo-

phobic, have distinctive racist overtones; they mirror broadly observable prejudices in U.S. 

civil society. The U.S. government, it has recently been revealed, is monitoring  all  tele-

phone, email, and web traffi  c worldwide. These warrantless searches were instituted under 

Bush II and ramped up under Obama. J. Edgar Hoover and his boys had nothing on these 

guys. 

  8. Of course, the term had been in circulation since Justice Harlan’s (mendacious) claim in 

his  Plessy  dissent that “Our Constitution is color- blind, and neither knows nor tolerates 

classes among citizens” (Gotanda 1996). 
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  9. In “massive resistance” we can see an early glimmer of neoliberalism’s overlap with white 

supremacy, in the confl uence between privatization and the “right” to discriminate. 

 10. Lee Atwater (1951–1991) was Bush I’s campaign manager and subsequently Chairman of 

the Republican National Committee. He was also a high- up offi  cial in the Reagan cam-

paign and mentor to Bush II guru Karl Rove. Atwater also had a side career as a rhythm 

and blues guitar player, releasing an album with— wait for this— Isaac Hayes, Chuck Jack-

son, B.B. King, Sam Moore, Billy Preston, Arletta Nightingale, Carla Thomas, and others. 

These stars contributed to diff erent tracks on the record (Lee Atwater and the Red Hot 

and Blue Band 2001). On his deathbed at the age of 40, Atwater “apologized” (whatever 

that means) to the candidates he had race- baited: Michael Dukakis, Harvey Gantt, and 

Tom Turnipseed. Atwater reset the standard for race- baiting in “post- civil rights” era 

electoral politics. 

 11. Carbado and Harris note the persistent confl ation between “is” claims and “should” claims 

in respect to racism, the “tendency both in law and public discourse to treat normative 

claims about race as empirical ones. Put another way, the dominant analytical framework 

treats ‘should’ or ‘ought’ as ‘is’ or ‘does’” (2008, 28). In other words, the normative idea 

(itself quite problematic) that race “should” not play a role in, say, college admissions deci-

sions often slips easily into the claim that it can be disregarded in admissions procedures. 

Many other examples can be cited. 

 12. In his opinion in the  Bakke  case (1978), Justice Blackmun attempted to tackle this issue. He 

asked whether it was possible to overcome racial discrimination by simply ignoring race, 

and answered that question fairly resoundingly in the negative: “I suspect that it would be 

impossible to arrange an affi  rmative- action program in a racially neutral way and have it 

successful. To ask that this be so is to demand the impossible. In order to get beyond rac-

ism, we must fi rst take account of race. There is no other way. And in order to treat some 

persons equally, we must treat them diff erently. We cannot— we dare not— let the Equal 

Protection Clause perpetuate racial supremacy” (U.S. Supreme Court 1978). 

 13. Various full employment schemes were mooted under the Great Society’s infl uence, for 

example the Humphrey- Hawkins Act. Probably the most serious proposal— A. Philip 

Randolph and Bayard Rustin’s “Freedom Budget”— had its origins in the civil rights 

movement (Le Blanc and Yates 2013; Rustin 2003 [1965], 197–201). 

 14. “Long Road Out of Eden” is the title of an Eagles track and eponymous album (Eagles 

2007). 

 15. In 1976 Carter had received a majority of evangelical votes over Ford. In the mid- 1970s 

the Christian right was still in its formative stages, and the Southern Baptist Convention 

was being drawn into politics by right- wing religious movements and televangelists; these 

were reacting to the Warren Court’s ban on prayer in the public schools and to the  new 

reality of  Roe v. Wade.  Mobilized by the Christian Coalition and their local preacher, they 

went for Carter, the fi rst of their kind ever to capture the White House, but their hearts 

were on the right, to which they would return with Reagan and where they would remain. 

Carter was an evangelical Southern Baptist, but not a fundamentalist. A modern liberal 

and technocrat, his religious views had been infl uenced by Reinhold Niebuhr. He was a lay 

preacher and taught Sunday school in the rural community where his family were planters. 

 16. Reagan was strategic enough, however, to make symbolic concessions on racial issues. He 

signed a bill to establish a Martin Luther King, Jr. commemorative national holiday (he 

had opposed this at fi rst), and agreed after prolonged delays to the Civil Liberties Act of 
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1988, which granted reparations and redress to the Japanese American community for 

their barbarous treatment during World War II. 

 17. Before becoming president, Reagan had opposed both the 1964 Civil Rights Act and the 

1965 Voting Rights Act. As president, he strongly supported the apartheid government in 

South Africa. His Justice Department urged over 50 states, counties, and cities to modify 

their affi  rmative action plans “voluntarily,” removing numerical goals and quotas. It was 

hinted that failure to comply “voluntarily” might result in court action. Reagan also pio-

neered eff orts to eliminate government record- keeping on race. In March 1985, the Offi  ce 

of Management and Budget ordered the Department of Housing and Urban Development 

and the Veterans Administration to stop tracking the racial and ethnic characteristics of 

Americans who received benefi ts from these two agencies. These policies were recom-

mended by the Heritage Foundation, a leading right- wing think tank, in its “Agenda 83” 

report (Holwill, ed. 1983). 

 18. In the 1992 presidential campaign— with Los Angeles burning in the background— Bill 

Clinton seized upon some anti- white remarks by hip- hop activist and author Sister  Souljah 

to repudiate “black racism,” and not coincidentally to challenge Jesse Jackson, then the 

nation’s leading black politician. Clinton’s comments were presented in a speech before 

Jackson’s organization, the National Rainbow Coalition. The net eff ect of the incident was 

to reassure centrist white voters that Clinton could “stand up” to the black and left base of 

the Democratic Party. 

 19. Lani Guinier, the fi rst black woman ever to receive tenure at Harvard Law School, had 

been a classmate of Bill and Hillary Clinton at Yale Law School in the 1970s. An authority 

on voting rights, Guinier was nominated in April 1993 for the position of Assistant Attor-

ney General for Civil Rights, the administration’s highest civil rights- oriented position. 

The nomination came under severe attack from the new right, notably in respect to the 

issue of affi  rmative action (Guinier was labeled as a “quota queen,” a notably racist and 

sexist phrase), but also because she had written extensively about racial gerrymandering. 

Clinton failed to defend his nominee, who was also abandoned by such liberal Demo-

crats as Edward Kennedy. After a prolonged period of savaging of Guinier’s distinguished 

record, her nomination was withdrawn in June 1993. See Guinier 1995. 

 20. In 1966 Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward published an article in  The Nation  

titled “The Weight of the Poor: A Strategy to End Poverty” (Piven and Cloward 2010 

[1966]). Their proposal was to organize as many poor people as possible to apply for 

AFDC, since many more qualifi ed than were enrolled and receiving cash payments. This 

intervention— a potentially eff ective strategy for distributing large quantities of money to 

the poor, helped spark the National Welfare Rights movement and drew howls of anger 

from right- wing groups. 

 21. A veteran of SNCC, the Mississippi Freedom Summer Campaign of 1964, and MLK 

Jr’s Poor People’s March on Washington of 1968, Marian Wright Edelman was the fi rst 

black woman admitted to the practice of law in the State of Mississippi. She founded the 

Children’s Defense Fund in 1973; Hillary Clinton was an active ally and board member 

of the CDF. Edelman fi ercely criticized the new PWORA/TANF program as far more 

punitive and onerous, and denounced her former allies for punishing poor children as an 

electoral strategy. Her husband Peter Edelman resigned from his position as an Assistant 

Secretary in the Department of Health and Human Services in protest of Clinton’s welfare 

policy (Edelman 1997). Clinton later abandoned Peter Edelman  again  after his proposed 
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appointment to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, 

the second- most important court in the country, ran into opposition in the Senate. 

 22. Reagan’s “New Federalism” was announced in his 1982 State of the Union address 

( Reagan 1982). 

 23. The offi  cial title of the eff ort, launched late in Clinton’s second term on June 14, 1997, was 

“One America in the 21st Century: The President’s Initiative on Race.” The deprecatory 

remarks may be found in Reed 1997b; Steinberg 2007. 

 24. The rise of Silicon Valley was related to the new social movements of the 1960s, and thus 

to the black movement, in ways that are not generally recognized. See Markoff  2005. 

 25. Since earned- income credits vary with the number of children per family, reproducing as 

a tax expenditure what used to be a direct outlay. Tax policy is family policy! Tax policy is 

racial policy! 

 26. We do not have space here to address NAFTA and the WTO adequately. These poli-

cies should be seen as reiterations of long- established patterns of mass low- waged labor 

recruitment and imperial economic management on a global scale. Those patterns, in turn, 

are deeply structured by racial dominance and subjection. On NAFTA see Hing 2010. 

 27. Bush later said in his memoir  Decision Points  that being called a racist was the thing that 

hurt him most in his entire presidency. 

 28. For example, the use of “vote- caging” in the Florida registration process. See Piven et al. 

2009. 

 29. Some key racial realists were Abigail Thernstrom, Shelby Steele, John McWhorter, and 

Tamar Jacoby, intellectuals on the political right. There were centrist and even left- wing 

racial realists too, sometimes people who abhorred Bush II on other grounds, but bought 

into one or another version of colorblindness (Kahlenberg 1997). 

 30. The WCAR had positive eff ects elsewhere, notably in Brazil. See Htun 2004. 

 31. One of the present authors was a participant at Durban and took part in the some of the 

preparations for the WCAR as well. Yes, there were expressions of anti- Semitism at the 

Conference, as well as critical responses to it. There were also numerous critiques of gov-

ernments around the world, including South Africa itself, for various racist practices. In 

a highly charged setting, this was inevitable, and not an acceptable reason for boycotting a 

meeting of this importance. 

 32. Schlozman was a right- wing lawyer who had dedicated his work to voter suppression, 

among a range of other anti- anti- racist activities. From within the department, he led 

an eff ort to politically infl uence the selection and retention of U.S. attorneys around the 

county. He also pursued the anti- poverty organization ACORN on trumped- up voting 

fraud allegations and succeeded in destroying it. Schlozman was reprimanded after a Con-

gressional investigation found he had reorganized the staff  of his division along ideological 

grounds. See U.S. Department of Justice 2008. 

 33. Public housing that had survived the storm and was fi t for reoccupation— solid brick 

apartment buildings that had mostly been built under the New Deal in the 1930s and were 

now nearly 100 percent black- occupied— were demolished on the order of the Federal 

Housing Administration. 

 34. Ho has a lot to say about racism and sexism in those Wall St. highrises too. For example, 

she points to the pressures women analysts feel not to wear comfortable shoes or sneakers 

on their way to work, changing to dressier shoes in the offi  ce; to do so would indicate that 
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they are commuting, rather than living close by the fi nancial district, and hence that they 

are of lower status. Black analysts feel pressure not to associate with each other at work, 

even if they are friends: “Like one of the guys from fi nance, he just happened to be a friend, 

but anytime that we are in wordprocessing at the same time and people see us, they are like 

‘What’s going on with you two?’” (Ho 2009, 117, 119). For similar stories about high- end 

law fi rms, see Carbado and Gulati 2013. 

 35. Jones was a movement activist and intellectual briefl y employed as the White House Coun-

cil on Environmental Quality’s Special Advisor for Green Jobs. A policy wonk with a Yale 

law degree, he was also the founder of two movement organizations: the Ella Baker Center 

for Human Rights, and Green for All. He was booted fairly rapidly when his left- wing past 

became embarrassing to Obama. See Jones 2008, 2012. 

 36. In what became a national scandal, Trayvon Martin, a 17- year- old black youth walking 

in a largely white Florida neighborhood, was shot and killed by a “neighborhood watch” 

vigilante in 2011. 

 37. In 2000 Obama, then an Illinois state senator, sponsored and enacted Senate Bill 1324, 

a bill that required police to gather and report data about the race and ethnicity of all 

motorists stopped for moving violations. Although this measure only dealt with profi ling 

in a partial way— only law enforcement profi ling, only drivers, only data collection— it 

nevertheless did acknowledge the injustice of the practice. 

 38. Some suburban and exurban areas, like the Inland Empire of Southern California, 

experienced substantial economic downturns in the post 2008 crash. Along with urban 

neighborhoods, they often face virtual extortion by large retail employers— especially 

WalMart— that seek to replace outsourced industrial employment with low- income, no- 

benefi t (and obviously non- union) jobs. For detailed analysis of the neighborhood cleavages 

this can involve, see Dawson 2011, 92‒135. 

 39. In  Shelby County v. Holder  (2013), the Supreme Court struck down Section 4 of the Vot-

ing Rights Act, which had required voting districts with a history of racial discrimination 

to obtain permission from the Justice Department before implementing shifts in electoral 

practices and voting requirements. The removal of this part of the law, a key 1965 achieve-

ment of the civil rights movement, was followed virtually instantaneously by the imposition 

of restrictive voting procedures, not only in the South but in such places as Pennsylvania 

and Michigan, where Republicans control both the legislature and the governorship. 

 40. Democracy Corps (co- founded by James Carville and Stan Greenberg) found that when 

asked about gay marriage, Tea Party Republicans were apt to say “who cares” or “it’s not 

the government’s business” (Democracy Corps 2013). 

 41. New York Times/CBS News Poll: National Survey of Tea Party Supporters, April 5‒10; 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nytdocs/docs/312/312.pdf 

 42. Inevitably, racist attitudes and actions pop up from within the Tea Party ranks: 

  In quick succession in one week’s time, a protestor waves a sign “bye bye black 

sheep” and a small chorus chimes in and puts it to the popular song ditty of “Bye, 

Bye, Blackbird” in front of Desert Vista High School in Phoenix where President 

Obama spoke about housing fi nance reform. Hundreds of attendees at a Missouri 

state fair roared with laughter and applause at a rodeo clown’s mocking Obama. 

In Orlando, a knot of protestors waved racially insulting signs including “Kenyan 

Go Home” at Obama’s motorcade. (Hutchinson 2013) 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/nytdocs/docs/312/312.pdf
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 43. Tea Party leaders in Arkansas later distanced themselves from the remarks when a news-

paper contacted them for comment, and the broad member in question subsequently said 

she would stop using what she said was an “ice- breaker” joke in her speech (Celock 2012).   

 44. Although not free of confl ict— sometimes of the black vs. brown variety, the civil rights 

connection to immigrant rights remains strong— most notably embodied in the legacy of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965, which was a civil rights bill in its own right 

and a priority of the Kennedys. 

 45. Population projections are notoriously iff y. In 2004 the U.S. Bureau estimated that in 2050 

the proportion of the U.S. population designated as “Whites, non- Hispanic” would rep-

resent 50.1 percent of the total U.S. population (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2004). 

 46. Immigration reform has huge consequences for voting patterns, especially over the medium   

and long  term; this has been clear in respect to Latin@ voting patterns since 1994, when 

Latin@ voters in California, who had been seen as a swing constituency, were pushed into 

the Democratic Party column as a result of California Governor Pete Wilson’s promotion 

of Proposition 187 (Ono and Sloop 2002; Jacobson 2008; Wroe 2008; HoSang 2010). Of 

course, catastrophic events on the order of the 9/11 tragedy are always possible— such 

tragedies remain susceptible to racialization and nativism. In the past, the United States 

has often recurred to “domestic foreign policy” in response to political threats. In other 

words, the country has tended to address major social confl icts (and sometimes interna-

tional ones) by recourse to racist domestic practices. This is exemplifi ed by the internment 

of Japanese Americans during World War II, the Palmer raids on Eastern and Southern 

Europeans in the 1920s, and the enormous waves of Islamophobia that followed the 9/11 

attack. 

 47. Thanks to John S.W. Park for assistance on these points. 

 48. In U.S. history, there has generally been one political party that took charge of racial rule. 

This has been especially true vis- à- vis black/white demarcations, for example the organi-

zation by the Democratic Party of white supremacist rule in the Jim Crow era. But rapid 

swings are possible. After the critical election of 1932, U.S. blacks (those who could vote) 

shifted their loyalties away from the “party of Lincoln”  en masse  (Weiss 1983; Katznelson 

2005). This occurred even though Roosevelt’s New Deal coalition eff ectively delegated 

control of the South to the plantocratic/agrarian/racist/“Dixiecrat” wing of his party. 

After the civil rights reforms of the mid- 1960s, large numbers of white voters, particularly 

those based in the South, similarly embraced the Republicans. 
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 Conclusion:   The Contrarieties of Race 

  The destiny of the colored American … is the destiny of America.  

 — Frederick Douglass 1  

 Introduction 

 A great human sacrifi ce created the United States and all the Americas: the twin 

genocides of conquest and slavery. Although an immense eff ort has been made to 

repair the damage that sacrifi ce caused, the destruction can never really be undone. 

Much of the work of repair has been carried out by the victims themselves and their 

successors, who have tried to make a life on the gravesite of their ancestors, and have 

sought to make “the destiny of America” fi nally theirs. That has not happened yet. 

Some of the work of restoration has also been done by the descendants of the original 

criminals, and by people who arrived at the crime scene later: white anti- racists and 

more recent immigrants. These people also suff ered in the shadows of the founda-

tional genocides and tried to come to terms with the “rituals of blood” (Patterson 

1999) that descended from it. 

 Our aim in this book has been to provide a  theoretically informed examination of the 

United States as a racially organized social and political system.  Race itself has proven to 

be a very contradictory notion. The idea of race barely existed before the Enlighten-

ment and the onset of modernity; indeed it has had a rather rocky relationship with the 

rationalism and scientism in which the Enlightenment was grounded. Race is certainly 

a modern concept: It is linked to the conquest of the Americas, the rise of capitalism, 

the circumnavigation of the globe, the Atlantic slave trade, and the rise of European 

and then United States domination of the Middle East, Indian Ocean, and Pacific rim 

as well. 2  Yet the race- concept also preserves premodern and irrational characteristics, 

most notably its “ocular” elements: “You can’t judge a book by its cover,” goes the 

saying, but reference to the human body is an inescapable element of the race- concept. 

 We regard race as a  master category  of oppression and resistance in the United 

States. This does not mean that race somehow created class or sex/gender conflict, 

or that it was more central than the other major social cleavages of the analytic frame-

work of intersectionality. Rather, it means that in the United States race has served 

as a  template  for both difference and inequality. The establishment and reproduc-

tion of race has established supposedly fundamental distinctions among human 

beings (“othering”), ranking and hierarchizing them for purposes of domination and 
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exploitation. The importance of the phenomic dimensions of race— its corporeality, 

its ocularity— cannot be overstated. From the beginning of the conquest and settle-

ment of the Western hemisphere, the necessity of distinguishing between settlers and 

natives, between free and slave, has profoundly shaped racial cleavages and conflicts, 

establishing the concept and categories of race as terms of oppression and resistance. 

 Today, the race- concept is frequently rejected as little more than an illusion. In 

contemporary popular discourse it is often claimed that “there is only one race— the 

human race.” Yet even as it is dismissed, race is also taken for granted. Though at 

times denied ethical legitimacy and scientific recognition, racial identity continues to 

constitute a fundamental aspect of human identity. How one sees oneself and how one 

is seen by others are both profoundly, and often contradictorily, shaped by notions 

of race. 

 Throughout this book, we have sought to understand the shifting political mean-

ing of race. We have endeavored to explain the racial contradictions, both embedded 

and emergent, that are operating in the United States. We have argued that race 

and racism remain unstable, contested, and ubiquitous, at both the experiential or 

“micro- ” level and the structural or “macro- ” level of U.S. society. 

 In this concluding chapter, we address the main points of our account of racial 

formation in the United States. We concentrate on core theoretical and political 

themes, and do not attempt to systematize the arguments of the whole book. The 

following section,  Race as a Master Category: The Political Technology of Rule and 

Resistance,  frames some of the key issues: the long- term presence of race on North 

American shores; its relationship to oppression and resistance; and its sociohistori-

cal attachment to the human body. Next, we turn to  Paradigms of Race in the United 

States,  where we note the inveterate reductionism of the main theoretical approaches 

to race and racism, the ethnicity- , class- , and nation- based paradigms. Then, in  The 

Trajectory of Racial Politics,  we focus on the post- World War II period, considering 

the brief rise and prolonged decline of the black movement (and its allied new social 

movements), as well as their accomplishments and disappointments in the struggle 

for radical democracy and meaningful political- economic equality. Next, we turn our 

attention to the present, considering first  Colorblindness as a Hegemonic Racial Proj-

ect,  and then  Race- Consciousness as a Racial Project.  We conclude the chapter with a 

section on  Racial Rearticulation: Can It Happen Again?  There the question is future 

directions, both theoretical and political. 

 Race as a Master Category: The Political Technology 
of Rule and Resistance 

 From the very inception of the American nation, race has provided a template for other 

sociopolitical cleavages and confl icts. Concepts of race have profoundly informed and 

legitimated domination and inequality. They have also shaped resistance, insurgency, 

and radical democratic struggles. 
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 Because race is located on the body, it has proved a convenient means of rule, a 

political technology through which power can be both exercised and naturalized. As 

a means by which power can be “made flesh,” race has gained an enormous hold on 

North American political culture. Racialization began very early in the United States 

and never went away, though processes of racial formation have varied greatly across 

both time and space. 

 Conquest and settlement had its own racial logic vis- à- vis indigenous people. 

Settlers did practice slavery, but their main goal in North America was acquisition 

of land, territorial (dis)possession. Settler colonialism was largely oblivious to indig-

enous peoples’ identities and cultures; the Indians’ particularities were of interest to 

the Europeans and their descendants only to the extent that they proved useful for 

purposes of subjugation and rule. The racialization of the Indians began very early, 

producing not only genocidal but also deracinating effects. 

 Slavery rapidly acquired a racial logic as the European settlement of North 

America colonies developed a tremendous need for mass labor. There was never any 

hesitation about coercing labor: Native Americans and Europeans (mainly Irish) were 

enslaved first, the latter in very large numbers. But these “local” solutions didn’t 

work: Indians were vulnerable to diseases and prone to escape; indenture was a still a 

contract, not full- scale chattelization of the other. Nor was the available labor supply 

adequate in size. The turn to African slavery was ready to hand: The Portuguese and 

Spanish empires had already adopted it, and British ships were already engaged in 

supplying slaves to Brazil and the Caribbean. 

 Racialization involved the promotion of certain corporeal characteristics such 

as skin color and hair texture to a greater degree of importance than other presum-

ably “normal” human variations, such as, say, physical height or eye color (Newman 

1977). These phenomic traits, initially associated with African bodies or with indig-

enous bodies in the Americas, were soon elevated to the status of a “fundamental” 

(and later biological) difference. The attachment of this process of “othering” to 

immediately visible corporeal characteristics facilitated the recognition, surveil-

lance, and coercion of these people, these “others.” This phenomic differentiation 

helped render certain human bodies exploitable and submissible. It not only distin-

guished Native Americans and Africans from Europeans by immediately observable, 

“ocular” means; it also occupied the souls and minds that inhabited these bodies, 

stripping away not only people’s origins, traditions, and histories, but also their 

individuality and differences. In response to these outrages and assaults, resistance 

developed from individual to collective forms, “groupness” or “fusion” grew, and 

soon enough also took on a racial framework, if only to face the white oppressors. 3  

 The corporeality and ocularity of race— its visibility in the immediate present, 

in real time, allowed for its politicization as the fundamental cleavage in U.S. society. 

This is not to say that race either created, prefigured, displaced, or trumped other 

categories of social/biological “difference.” Rather, other forms of stratification and 

difference that existed alongside or even prior to processes of racialization— religious, 
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tribal, economic, geographical— found new expression and were given new meaning 

in a system increasingly dominated by the logic of race. 

 The intersection of race and  gender  gains particular importance because sex/

gender also is a corporeal phenomenon. The chattelization of the body has been a 

common experience for both people of color and women. In many ways racial dif-

ference and sex/gender- based difference resemble each other because they are both 

grounded in the body. Millions of people, after all, are  both  people of color and 

women. Gender differentiation resembles racial differentiation in numerous dis-

comfiting ways. Sexual relations, sexual coercion, can both uphold and breach racial 

norms: On the one hand, it can demonstrate male power. Consider the prerogatives 

of the property- holders of human chattel (they were all male): their tendency to nor-

malize rape and concubinage for instance. On the other hand, the race– sex/ gender 

intersection can also reveal commonality and shared humanity, breaking apart sup-

posedly impregnable racial boundaries, and creating racially “hybrid” identities via 

miscegenation (Hodes 1999). Therefore anything from assault and immiseration to 

transcendence and resistance could and did occur on this liminal frontier. In turn, 

racialization problematizes gender boundaries: Consider the plantation “mistress” 

and her conflicting roles; the racist defeminization implicit in the “mammy” role, the 

racist hypersexualization implicit in the “Sapphire” role (West 2012). 4  

 What about  class  and the racial body? David Roediger (2007 [1991]) has revolu-

tionized our understanding of these intersections in many ways. His work on U.S. 

class formation as a process of conflictual racial socialization follows Du Bois in 

emphasizing the links between racism and the submission of white workers to capi-

talist control. Roediger also stresses issues of masculinity, desire, and shame in this 

disciplining process. White degradation requires (much) greater black degradation. 

Still, in the view of Roediger, and in those of such other scholars as Hahn (2003) or 

Painter (2010), blacks observe and comprehend racism (and whiteness) with far more 

dignity and political depth than white culture could ever manage, whether through 

its rude art of minstrelsy or its other attempted exorcisms of the ongoing “fact of 

blackness.” 

 Corporeality is the “fact of blackness,” and in numerous ways, of “brownness,” 

“redness,” “yellowness,” and indeed “whiteness” as well. The phenomic distin-

guishes race from ethnicity (culture) and nation (peoplehood), as well as from class. 

This “phenomenology” of race was an early form of the “social construction of race.” 

It was driven not by any consolidated view on who black people were or who Native 

Americans were (those views developed later), or even who Europeans were. Instead, 

immediate and practical political needs shaped race: to assert control, to police the 

empire, to take possession of land and to extract labor. Religion provided whatever 

poor theory was available to explain these initial practices. 

 Only after conquest was assured and slave- trading was an established transna-

tional business, in the 17th and 18th centuries, did “enlightened” debates take place 

among whites as to the nature and humanity of the native and the African. Kant and 
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Hegel, Locke and Hume, Voltaire and Jefferson (see Count, ed. 1950; Eze, ed. 1997; 

Bernasconi and Lott, eds. 2000), all the great thinkers in fact, made preposterous 

claims about race. 5  It was only after the founding genocides were established his-

torical facts— the mines of Potosí, the liquidation of the Arawak, the Angolan “way 

of death” (Miller 1996 [1988])— that rationalization became necessary: “Sure there 

were terrible brutalities, but these backward peoples had to be dragged kicking and 

screaming into the modern world,” and so on. Even Marx, who denounced “the 

turning of Africa into a warren for the commercial hunting of black skins,” was sus-

ceptible to this sort of thinking. 

 In the United States the theoretical framework for deciphering the social con-

struction of race began in earnest with Du Bois. 6  It derived in part from pragmatism, 

both for “the Doctor” and for the Chicago School of Sociology, where Du Bois’s 

insights were re- invented by white people. Social constructionists at Chicago rejected 

much of the biologistic approach to race. They saw it, as Du Bois had seen it as well, as 

the product of a crude Darwinism that had developed out of the 19th- century efforts 

to rationalize the brutalities of primitive accumulation, slavery, and empire. With 

evolutionary accounts and eugenics, scientific means of ideologizing race largely sup-

planted religious ones. 

 Even with social constructionism, in the hands of Robert E. Park (the “race rela-

tions cycle”), of Gunnar Myrdal, of post- World War II ethnicity theorists (Glazer 

and Moynihan  ), or indeed in our own racial formation theory in this book, we social 

scientists continue to reiterate that early ocular view of race. It must be remembered 

that the visibility of race was used as a tool to consolidate domination, to seize land, 

and to recruit and extract mass labor. All this is still going on today. The racism of the 

past is still active in the present. 

 To what extent is this racial body, this phenomic raciality, enmeshed in politics, 

even in today’s supposedly colorblind age? To look at the nightly news in 2014 Amer-

ica is to answer that question clearly: the highlighting of black and brown crime; as 

well as racial profiling, the murders of blacks and Latin@s by whites and especially by 

the police, continue at a steady pace, as if civil rights had never happened. 7  If profiling 

were not “ocular,” it would not exist. Corporeality continues to determine popular 

understandings of race and thus to shape both white supremacy and colorblind hege-

mony in the United States today. 

 Paradigms of Race in the United States 

 Theory is driven by demand; by the necessity to explain, account for, and manage 

(as well as to resist) socio- historical changes. At the close of World War II, Ashley 

Montagu and others associated with the United Nations labeled race “man’s most 

dangerous myth” (Montagu 1945) in direct response to the horrors of Nazi race sci-

ence. The civil rights upsurge in the postwar period generated the need for new racial 

theory to address issues of inequality, marginalization, and disenfranchisement. The 
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three paradigms we have discussed— ethnicity (culture)- based, class (inequality)- 

based, and nation (peoplehood)- based— all emerged from this historical crucible. 

 The post- World War II black movement represented the second great upsurge in 

U.S. racial history. The first such upsurge, of course, was the Civil War and Recon-

struction. Both in the mid- 19th century and in the mid- 20th, these movements were 

connected to larger, global, insurgencies: abolitionism and anti- imperialism in partic-

ular. Triggered by the vast mobilizations and demographic shifts during World War 

II and its aftermath, the Civil Rights movement in the United States was a “case,” 

maybe the largest case, of the racial upsurge that took place around the world in the 

mid- 20th century (Winant 2001). 

  Ethnicity theory  was originally driven by the need to explain (and control) massive 

European immigration to the United States around the turn of the 20th century. It 

was revived in the post- World War II period in response to the civil rights upsurge. 

It was the only accommodation- oriented racial paradigm that was available. Greatly 

facilitated by the Myrdal study (1944), ethnicity theory was resuscitated to inform and 

support liberal race politics and civil rights reforms. The assimilationist and cultural 

pluralist tendencies in ethnicity theory were originally accounts of the great Euro-

pean migrations of the late 19th and early 20th centuries— stories of slow, gradual 

integration of non- Protestant, not quite white people, into the American mainstream 

(Jacobson 1999). 

 Ethnicity theory’s encounter with blackness from the late 1940s through the 

1960s was naive and meliorist. It assumed that people of color could access the same 

mobility, and be granted the same opportunities, that European, non- WASP immi-

grants like Jews and Italians had acquired, especially after World War I, and that the 

Irish had gradually achieved in the decades after the Civil War. 

 The ethnicity paradigm was conceived in reference to an unprecedented and 

perhaps unique historical period of immigration and assimilation. Although it is 

still popularly regarded as a general theory of group incorporation, ethnicity theory 

might more appropriately be seen as specific to one particular historical conjuncture: 

one limited period of U.S. immigration and settlement  that might never be repeated.  8  

Fabricating such a grand theory based on limited case studies in specific histori-

cal circumstances is, of course, problematic. Ethnicity theory neglected normative 

whiteness; it largely failed to notice the corporeal significance of race. In linking 

post- World War II black “progress” to that of earlier European immigrant groups, 

ethnicity theory denied the emancipatory and democratic dimensions of the black 

struggle. It also gestured toward the neoconservative orientation its chief analysts 

would later pursue. 

  Class- based theory — Mainstream economics, liberal sociology, and Marxism were 

also challenged by the civil rights upsurge. Most centrally, they had to take sides: for 

or against the welfare state?  On the pro side  were those who favored extending the New 

Deal to include blacks and the “other others” who had been excluded in the 1930s. 

This was something the government itself embraced, in the form of the Great Society. 
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 Beyond that lay Marxism, and many class theorists identified as such— as social 

democrats on one end of the left spectrum and Marxist- Leninists on the other. While 

left variants of the class paradigm of race educated and mobilized many people, they 

could never attain a foothold in the racial state. With the benefit of hindsight we can 

see that the social democrats who advised the Democratic Party to adopt redistributive 

policies were bound to be disappointed. Obama, we read, has banned the term “redistri-

bution” from the White House (Harwood 2013). Clinton too danced to the tune of Wall 

Street. Even his advisor William J. Wilson’s (2012 [1987]) sage counsel about lessening 

racial inequality by adopting a policy of redistribution along class lines was largely dis-

regarded by his patron. Abjuring across- the- board redistribution policies has been the 

price that neoliberal economic hegemony exacted from Democratic administrations. 

 The Democrats were only able— perhaps only allowed— to make small, badly 

needed, minimally effective, redistributive reforms, such as the Earned Income Tax 

Credit under Clinton and the Obamacare health “reforms”— the Affordable Care 

Act. 9  Both the Wilson and the Massey/Denton stratification analyses effectively 

pointed to the intractability of racial inequality in the absence of much more radical 

transformations than the United States has seen since Civil War and Reconstruction 

days. These and other class theorists of race produced useful policy analysis. They 

chronicled the evacuation of jobs (Wilson 1997) and the persistence and indeed 

deepening of segregation (Massey and Denton 1993). Beyond the ghetto, Douglas 

Massey’s (2008) work on immigration suggested the emergence of a more complex 

pattern of stratification, with limited mobility for some Latinos but not for all. 

 Marxist- Leninist approaches to race were demolished by the global collapse of 

their ideology. While some vestiges of social democracy survived the dissolution of 

the Soviet Union and the adoption of the Deng Xiaoping version of neoliberalism 

in China, not many race theories from the M- L trend endured. Even in 1980, when 

Brezhnev still ruled the USSR and Mao’s body was barely cool in its Tiananmen 

mausoleum, the impossibility of communism in the United States was plain to see. 

  On the con side  it was the right- wing class theorists of race who opposed the wel-

fare state. The rise and consolidation of neoliberalism, beginning with the Reagan 

administration and continuing today, represented a profound victory for them, a deep 

defeat for people of color, and a stark rejection of the democratic and egalitarian gains 

achieved by the movement and its allies. Neoliberalism incorporated colorblind racial 

ideology, indeed depended upon it and saw it elevated to hegemonic status, beginning 

in the Reagan years and especially after Obama was elected. 

  Nation- based theories  of race, along with class theories, played an important role 

in challenging the dominant ethnicity paradigm during the later stages of the black 

movement’s rising phase (roughly 1966 to 1970) and as the declining phase of the 

trajectory set in during the early 1970s. This was the black power era. Malcolm lay 

dead, but his influence loomed large. The Black Panther Party had some tremen-

dous achievements— notably in “politicizing the social,” but also in community 

service (Nelson 2013). The diverse nationalist currents of this brief period— black, 
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Latino, Asian, and Native American— were all limited by the problematic of racial 

“lumping,” the downside, so to speak, of the “peoplehood” framework. Within each 

racially- derived notion of “the nation”— the black nation, Aztlán and panethnic con-

cepts of  La Raza,  indigeneity, and Asian American panethnicity as well— there were 

enormous divisions, class- based, ideological, and ethnic. Collectivity proved ephem-

eral, and thus the concept of peoplehood faltered as well. 

 Beyond this, nation- based activists and intellectuals were unable to delineate a 

successful strategy to oppose racial reaction. Although the sense of peoplehood that 

lies at the core of nationalism could not be consolidated theoretically or practically, 

it did survive as an informal cultural framework. Especially in the black community, 

where it had a centuries- long history, nationalism was quite resilient (Walters 1997; 

Dawson 2003). Amplifying and diffusing the already present race- consciousness that 

existed within and among communities of color, the nation- based paradigm contin-

ued to operate as a theoretically rich framework for cultural and political activism. 

Although constantly susceptible to the pitfalls of authoritarianism (Gilroy 2000) and 

to decay into apolitical symbolism, today the nation- based paradigm has shed many 

of its earlier separatist and merely gestural dimensions. Perhaps what Huey P. New-

ton once called “intercommunalism” is the direction in which 21st century U.S. racial 

nationalism is heading. Reductionist as it may be, to the extent that this paradigm 

has been able to uphold the banner of race consciousness through the dark night of 

colorblind racial hegemony, it offers clues and lessons for the U.S. racial future. 

 * * * 

 The three paradigms of race that developed during the postwar period were all 

limited by their partiality. They all relied on one central category— culture, inequal-

ity, or peoplehood— in their interpretations of racial dynamics in the United States. 

None of the paradigms had a clear conception of race itself. All reduced race to a 

manifestation of another, supposedly more fundamental, sociopolitical cleavages or 

differences. 

 This reductionism systematically neglected the uniqueness of race: its corporeal 

manifestations, its ubiquity, its permanent instability. Since racialization began in the 

early days of conquest and slavery, race has infused all identities in North America: 

we emphasize its scope and sweep. Racial identification, racial interpellation, has 

always involved “lumping,” both by the state and in everyday society. 

 Just as some people (mainly property- holding white men) have benefited through 

the authoritarian and dehumanizing characteristics of racial difference, others 

(mainly working people of color) have continually resisted those dynamics. Practices 

of resistance have sought to reinvent racial identities and to overturn racial institu-

tions: hence the permanent instability we stress throughout this book. Because the 

racial paradigms of ethnicity, class, and nation were all based on the reduction of 

race to a manifestation of some other, supposedly more fundamental and “objective” 

human or social characteristic, none of the paradigms could visualize race as a unique 
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type of social identity and social structure, corporeal, central to modernity itself, vary-

ing across time and space, operating at both the individual and collective levels of 

U.S. (and world) society. Consequently, the race- concept remained something of a 

theoretical cypher, a congeries of distinct and unreconciled elements: Politics, ethics, 

culture, collectivity, history, geography, science, and religion all partook of race, and 

all jostled for influence over its meaning. 

 Still, despite their limitations the three paradigms each contributed something 

important to the mix of racial theory; they each furnished some of the key dimen-

sions of the synthetic account of racial formation theory that we have presented here. 

 Trajectories of Racial Politics 

 Derrick Bell insightfully described and lamented the “permanence of racism” (1992). 

We acknowledge that racism is a constitutive dimension of U.S. society, but we also 

argue that racism has limits, that it is widely contested, and that it is both politically 

organized and politically resisted. So how should we understand racial  change?  We 

answer this question by focusing on the trajectory of U.S. racial politics in the post- 

World War II period. 

 From the standpoint of the black movement and its allies, this trajectory can be 

envisioned as a rising and then falling arc. The movement achieved substantial demo-

cratic reforms only to see these gains substantially, if not completely, contained starting 

in the 1970s. Containment involved greater inclusion in the U.S. racial system, but did 

not eliminate the inveterate white supremacy whose origins lay in the colonial and 

slavery era. From the standpoint of the U.S. racial regime, the trajectory proceeded 

conversely: A long- standing pattern of stability and social control was disrupted and 

transformed by the black movement’s radical political challenge. This destabilizing 

threat was subsequently contained, in part by repression, but mainly by incorporation. 

What was crucial to the recalibration of the U.S. racial system was the political and 

ideological rearticulation of the movement’s vision of race and democracy. 

 It was an enormous achievement to put an end to official Jim Crow— the legally 

sanctioned and popularly supported (by most whites at least) racial despotism that 

had governed the United States for almost a century. The enactment of civil rights 

laws in the mid- 1960s marked a real if partial democratization, an accommodation 

of the demands of a mass movement too wide and too deep to be resisted any longer. 

The post- World War II shift or racial “break” (Winant 2001) involved more than 

legislated and judicial reforms. Political incorporation was required as well as large- 

scale cultural reorientation. Both the mass movement and the elite supporters of civil 

rights also saw the reforms as essential elements of U.S. foreign policy, key ideological 

and political responses to the Cold War and the anti- imperial upsurge sweeping the 

“darker nations” of the planet (Prashad 2007; Dudziak 2011). 

 Civil rights reforms happened, though movement demands were often compro-

mised and attenuated in the process of translating them into law. As Bell noted, major 
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reforms could only be enacted in a “moderate” fashion, and only if their key pro-

visions were acceptable to whites and compatible with the supposed values of U.S. 

politics and culture: the American “civil religion” of individualism, equality, compe-

tition, opportunity, and the accessibility of “the American dream” to all who strove 

for it. For movement activists and intellectuals, acceptance of the reform agenda 

meant forgoing a more radical vision of social transformation in exchange for short- 

term gains, or facing marginalization or repression if they would not. 

 The radical vision that was largely abandoned was the “dream,” Dr. King’s 

dream, in which racial justice (not color blindness) played the central part. King’s 

vision in “Beyond Vietnam: A Time to Break Silence,” his April 4, 1967 speech at 

New York’s Riverside Church, also definitively linked the civil rights movement with 

anti- imperialism around the world (King 2002a). To be “free at last” meant some-

thing deeper than the gaining of partial access to key social and political institutions. 

It meant more than limited reforms and palliation of the worst excesses of white 

supremacy. It meant a  substantive reorganization of the U.S. social system.  It meant 

political implementation of egalitarian economic and democratizing political mea-

sures. Above all it meant redistribution of resources along social democratic lines and 

the extension of full citizenship to people of color. This radical alternative was also 

intimately linked to  global  questions: notably the end of U.S. war- making in the global 

South, particularly in Vietnam. 

 To achieve such a radical democratic program was beyond the reach of the 1960s 

black movements and its allies. The black movement in particular was facing repres-

sion, was internally divided along many axes, and lacked sufficient “mainstream” 

(that is white) support. 

 It was especially in reference to issues of redistribution that the “moderate” cus-

todians of racial reform drew their boundary line, both in practical terms and in 

theoretical ones. To undo official, explicit, legalized racial inequality was permissible; 

to create racial equality through positive state action was not. Economic and political 

elites were threatened by the prospect of redistribution. Demands for substantive 

redress for the unjustified expropriation and restriction of black economic and politi-

cal resources, both historically and in the present, were both economic and political 

anathema to the ruling class. Redistribution of resources to people of color meant not 

only social democracy but  radical  democracy, the political inclusion of millions whose 

marginalized status had guaranteed not only white supremacy but also elite rule for 

centuries. The potentially permanent linkage between the “third world” abroad and 

the “third world within” was also particularly frightening to the established powers 

(Kelley 1996; von Eschen 2006). 

 To contain such a radical vision, moderate civil rights reform became part of the 

political mainstream, which moved from domination to hegemony. The key compo-

nent of modern political rule, of hegemony as theorized by Gramsci most profoundly, 

is the capacity to  incorporate opposition.  By selectively adopting the movement’s 

demands, by developing a comprehensive program of limited reform that hewed to 
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a centrist political logic and reinforced key dimensions of U.S. nationalist ideology, 

political elites were able to define a new racial “common sense.” This new racial 

ideology celebrated (and inflated) the significance of the concessions won. It divided 

the movement between more moderate and more radical tendencies. It permitted 

the reassertion of a certain broad- based racial stability, and defused a great deal of 

political opposition. 

 The partial reconfiguration of the U.S. racial system both made real concessions 

and left major issues unsettled and unaddressed. The fundamental problems of racial 

injustice and inequality, and of white supremacy more generally, remained: moderated 

perhaps, but hardly resolved. As the trajectory of post- World War II racial politics swung 

into its declining phase in about 1970, after the supposed triumph of the “civil rights 

revolution,” the U.S. state, the nation’s cultural apparatuses, and the people themselves 

had to manage and reconcile the contradictory conditions that anti- racist movements 

and civil rights reforms had created. This was, and remains, a tough assignment. 

 Sure, reforms happened. But race also retained its significance as a definitive 

dimension of the U.S. social structure. In other words, race continued to define North 

American identities and institutions. The “post- civil rights” era tugging and hauling, 

the escalating contestation over the meaning of race, resulted in ever more disrupted 

and contradictory notions of racial identity. The significance of race (“declining” or 

increasing?), the interpretation of racial equality (colorblind or race- conscious?), the 

institutionalization of racial justice (reverse discrimination or affirmative action?), 

and the very categories— black, white, Latin@/Hispanic, Asian American, and 

Native American, that were employed to classify racial groups— all these were called 

into question after the civil rights “victories” of the mid- 1960s. 

 The declining phase of the political trajectory of race has now lasted more than 

four decades, despite the 2008 election of Barack Obama and his reelection in 2012. 

Yes, Obama has proved disappointing in many respects, but the expectations attend-

ing his ascent were outlandish across the entire political spectrum. 

 Over the post- World War II decades, the  rearticulation  of racial ideology has been 

central both to the rise and the containment of the black movement and its allied 

movements. Rearticulation was a key weapon in the movement’s rise: It provided a 

vital moral component of the movement’s claim to represent the true American ide-

als; it played a crucial role in the movement’s development of nonviolent strategy and 

tactics. It enabled the movement’s “inside/outside” political strategy. 

 But the racial reaction also learned how to use strategies of rearticulation to 

defuse the radical democratic and egalitarian thrust of the movement. Rearticulation 

proved far more effective than repression in containing the radical thrust of the black 

movement, and of its allied movements as well. A clear sequence of ideological tropes 

deepened and extended “post- civil rights” era rearticulations of racism: first code 

words, then reverse racism, and finally colorblindness. 

 At each stage of its development, the racial reaction carried out what we might 

call cumulative “latent functions” (Merton 1968). Code words channeled white 
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shame, fear, and rage; reverse racism deracialized discrimination, effectively absolv-

ing whites; and colorblindness reasserted American nationalism and the “unity” of 

“the American people” across the supposedly disappearing boundaries of race. 

 Based on this evolving racial “common sense,” the racial reaction was able to 

build a mass base, largely but not entirely composed of working-  and middle- class 

whites who were threatened by racial equality and racial democracy. These whites (or 

their parents and grandparents) had benefited from the welfare state under the New 

Deal, which was predominantly a whites- only affair, and was quite anti- immigrant as 

well. When the New Deal restrictions on social investment in communities of color 

were lifted in the mid- 1960s, many whites got off the freedom train. 

 The new right worked assiduously to fan white racial fears (code words), and to 

stigmatize such state- based reform policies as affirmative action, fair housing, and 

desegregation, as discriminatory toward whites (reverse racism). It revived nativism. 

Joined by right- wing populist anti- tax groups and armed with the age- old ideology 

of producerism, reverse racism activists reframed their defense of white privileges as 

a political and legal offense. Although they claimed to be fighting discrimination of 

all types, their real problem was civil rights reforms such as affirmative action, fair 

housing, voting rights, and immigration. 10  Ultimately, after years of Supreme Court 

hedging and trending toward the right, it became clear that the Court viewed racial 

discrimination as something that happened principally to white people. 

 But the containment of civil rights was not the end of the racial reaction’s project 

to reverse the gains of the movement. The objective had always been larger than that. 

It was to dismantle the welfare state, to limit taxation and other forms of regulation 

of capital, and to ensure the docility and desperation of the “others”: the poor, the 

workers, who were increasingly people of color but also white people, and even the 

middle classes. This was the neoliberal agenda. It was nationalist and “authoritarian 

populist.” 11  

  Neoliberalism both overlapped with and required colorblindness.  It required a racial 

ideology that repudiated the civil rights agenda of state- enforced equality and state- 

based extension of democratic rights, without regressing to explicit white supremacy or 

reverting to explicit policies of Jim Crow segregation. Repelling, repressing, and reart-

iculating the black movement’s (and allied movements’) agendas would not be enough 

for this purpose. In order to achieve hegemony for the neoliberal project of reinforced 

social inequality in a U.S. rid of its welfare state, with all the redistributive dimensions 

of social rights finally repudiated, it would be necessary not only to oppose demands 

for racial justice and racial democracy; it would be necessary to take race off the table. 

 Colorblindness as a Hegemonic Racial Project 

 Today, in the 21st century, the concept of “colorblindness” is hegemonic in the 

United States. It has become the racial common sense and  desideratum  of our time. 

This does not mean that it is free of contradictions, however. 
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 Those advocating a colorblind view of race assert that the goals of the civil rights 

movement have been substantially achieved, that overt forms of racial discrimina-

tion are a thing of the past, and that the United States is in the midst of a successful 

transition to a “post- racial” society. From a colorblind standpoint, any hints of race 

consciousness are tainted by racism. Thus it is suggested that the most effective anti- 

racist gesture, policy, or practice is simply to ignore race (Skrentny 1996; Connerly 

2007). Critics of colorblindness, in contrast, point to the pervasive presence of race and 

racism— white supremacy— throughout the U.S. social structure. They emphasize the 

enduring significance of race and the persistence of racism, arguing that it continues to 

generate inequality across the entire society, most notably in such areas as education, 

employment, criminal “justice,” health, and housing, but elsewhere as well. In order 

to address the persistence of racial inequalities, they argue that race- conscious policies 

and practices are necessary, specifically to target and address the sources and causes of 

racial disparities (Brown et al. 2003; Feagin 2006; Kennedy 2013). 

 Both positions lay claim to the legacy of the black movement of the 1950s and 

1960s. Indeed, colorblindness itself both reflects and subverts that legacy. Early 

on, colorblindness provided the general framework for anti- racist movement goals, 

a moment most familiar from the famous sentence in Dr. King’s August 28, 1963, 

speech: “I have a dream that my four children will one day live in a nation where they 

will be judged not by the color of their skin but by the content of their character” 

(King 2002b) 12  But colorblindness represented something very different in the last 

years of Jim Crow segregation than it did in the early 21st century. In August 1963 

as the marchers converged on the Lincoln Memorial and Dr. King’s and other civil 

rights leaders’ voices rang out across the capital, overt racism, the U.S. version of 

 apartheid,  was still the law of the land. Desperate public officials and private citizens, 

many of them avowed white supremacists, were determined to preserve it at all costs 

from the growing consensus that sought change. 

 And things did change. An overtly racist ideology, buttressed by “scientific” 

claims, was widely disavowed. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights 

Act of 1965 led to the subsequent demise of state and local Jim Crow laws. Anti- 

miscegenation laws were deemed unconstitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court in 

1967. Colorblindness, therefore, cannot simply be seen as a deceptive political hoax or 

naive matter of wishful thinking. It is a result, however intended or unintended, of the 

partial dismantlement of the U.S.  apartheid  system in the 1960s. Only by challenging 

that system, and by creating new, more egalitarian racial dynamics, was it even pos-

sible to advance the colorblind position. 

 “Partial dismantlement.” Consider the contrast between the 1960s and today. 

Half a century later, racism is mostly tacit. Although profiling is ubiquitous and dis-

criminatory practices are often thinly veiled at best, explicitly racial laws are frowned 

upon. Although race is supposedly a suspect category, courts wink at implicitly 

discriminatory measures and indeed preoccupy themselves with supposed discrimi-

nation against whites. The reforms of the civil rights era seem increasingly ineffective 
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against an ongoing structural racism that sees, hears, and undoes no evil. To ignore 

ongoing racial inequality, racial violence, racial disenfranchisement, racial profil-

ing, quasi- official resegregation of schools and neighborhoods, and anti- immigrant 

racism— it’s a long list— under the banner of colorblindness is to indulge in a thought 

process composed in substantial parts of malice, disingenuousness, and wishful 

thinking. 

 Can we really embrace a colorblind approach to race in the face of recurrent 

nativism with its “show me your papers” laws and extensive network of harassment, 

imprisonment, and deportation? Can we ignore the existence of a prison system whose 

highly disproportionate confinement of black and brown people is a national scandal? 

Mass incarceration has become a racialized system of social control and super- 

exploitation with blacks and Latinos making up more than 60 percent of the current 

prison population (Mauer 2006 [1999]; Alexander 2012). Health disparities by race 

remain clearly evident with regards to access to healthcare, disease prevention, and 

life expectancy (Smedley, Stith, and Nelson 2003; Ansell 2011). Can we agree with 

the colorblind approach to race when, as Gary Orfield and Erica  Frankenberg (2013), 

Jonathan Kozol (2012 [1991]), and many others have documented, school segrega-

tion has not only persisted but been both exacerbated and normalized in the United 

States? Can we accept claims that racism is “a thing of the past” when median white 

net worth is now  twenty times  greater than median black net worth, having  more than 

doubled  since the onset of the great recession of 2008 (Kochhar et al. 2011; see also 

Oliver and Shapiro 2006)? Regressive redistribution almost as abysmal has plagued 

Latin@s over the same period. How can such a rapid shift for the worse, how can a 

leap in economic inequality of such dramatic scope, be blamed on anything other than 

the victimization of black and brown people who aspired to middle- class status? How 

can it be reconciled with the concept of colorblindness? 13  How can we take seriously 

professions of belief in colorblind attitudes, when they are rife with irrationalities 

and contradictions (Brown et al. 2003;  Carbado and Harris 2008; Bonilla- Silva 2009; 

Wise 2010)? From the cradle to the grave, race continues to shape and define our 

prospects, opportunities, life chances, and dreams. 

 Even more ominous is the realization that even past gains can be rolled back. In 

June 2013, the U.S. Supreme Court substantially weakened the Voting Rights Act, 

thereby allowing nine states to change their election laws without advance federal 

approval (Liptak 2013). This decision allows states, counties, and municipalities to 

enact or move forward with voter identification laws that have the effect of disen-

franchising groups of color. Was our confidence in Jim Crow’s passing premature, as 

Derrick Bell argued? 

 The litany of racial inequalities goes on (and on), but the appeal of colorblind ide-

ology cannot be easily dismissed. It promotes a compelling common sense, a general 

“rule of thumb,” to guide and inform both institutional and individual practices. It 

provides a facile means for individuals to denounce racist beliefs and actions of a cer-

tain type— those that are explicit, overt, unconscionable, and morally unacceptable. 
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Colorblindness allows people (mainly whites, but not only whites) to indulge in a kind 

of anti- racism “lite.” While explicit forms of racial animus (such as hate speech) are 

widely condemned, policies and practices that continue to produce racially disparate 

outcomes are accepted and even encouraged under the guise of moving us “beyond” 

race and towards a truly colorblind society. 

 Not surprisingly, attitudes vary by race regarding the persistence of racial 

inequality and whether the state needs to proactively do something about racial dis-

crimination. In July 2013, Gallup pollsters asked respondents, “Do you think new 

civil rights laws are needed to reduce discrimination against blacks?” While only 17 

percent of whites replied “yes,” 53 percent of blacks and 46 percent of Latinos replied 

in the affirmative (Gallup 2013). We may all want to get to the post- racial promised 

land, but group differences abound with respect to how far along the road we are and 

what are the best means by which to get there. 

 Despite the withering criticism directed at the concept of colorblindness, we will 

not succeed in overthrowing colorblindness if we see it as erroneous, deceptive, or 

merely a hoax.  Colorblindness is also aspirational.  Indeed it is precisely because the old 

U.S. apartheid system was formally dismantled, and because the new racial dynamic 

that was substituted for it was more open and fluid, that it became possible to advance 

the colorblind position. That it has attained hegemonic status as the racial “common 

sense” of the present has been the outcome of a prolonged period of rearticulation by 

the political right— a sustained attempt to contain the radical democratic potentiali-

ties of what we call the Great Transformation. 

 As a racial project, indeed as a bid for racial hegemony in the United States today, 

colorblindness is a rude beast: ineffective, uneven, ungainly, deceptive, contradic-

tory. But since hegemony itself is about the selective and strategic incorporation of 

opposition, it comes as no surprise that there are contradictions in the very logic of 

colorblind ideology. In the long run, colorblind racial ideology is only credible and 

can only “work” to the extent that it reflects the successes of the “post- civil rights” 

era in ameliorating racial injustice and inequality. A purely fabricated, mythical col-

orblindness could hardly be sustained intellectually, politically, or even socially in 

the interactions of everyday life. The effectiveness of colorblind ideology depends 

on its verisimilitude, on the credibility of its claim that U.S. racial conditions have 

improved— that we now have less discrimination, less racial violence, less racial 

repression and, correspondingly, more tolerance, more equality, and more inclusion. 

 Concepts of race, racial categories, and racial meanings continue to haunt and 

circulate in all social domains. Both in everyday life and in the political sphere, race 

organizes U.S. society. In civil society, people continually use race: We rely on perceived 

racial categories in social interaction, in the presentation of self, and to “navigate” in 

varied social settings. Consider such matters as getting a job, shopping in a depart-

ment store, attending university, or dating. In political life too  the state needs race to 

rule.  Racial profiling and mass (racial) incarceration, for example, have become con-

stitutive of the policies and practices of social control. Patterns of immigration and 
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developing trends in U.S. racial demography have created and revived a whole series 

of political opportunities. Ongoing nativist appeals exploit white anxieties about the 

nation’s future and fears of the “other” in our midst. Immigrant rights advocates rally 

an electorate increasingly composed of people of color on behalf of redistributive eco-

nomic policies and the extension of democratic rights. Overall, however, structural 

racism still steers the ship of state. Disinvestment in education generates a “school to 

prison pipeline” (Knefel 2013). Persistent poverty and unemployment, engineered 

under neoliberalism by the failure to carry out needed social investment, produces 

increased demand for social control and repression. In the United States, all of this is 

immediately understood in racial terms. 

 Race- Consciousness as a Racial Project 

 Critics of colorblind ideology have argued that race- conscious policies and practices 

are necessary to address the persistent and entrenched forms of racial inequality in 

the United States. What does it mean to “notice” race? 

 Just as colorblind racial ideology occludes recognition of race beneath the veneer 

of a supposedly already- accomplished universality, race- consciousness works to 

highlight racial differences and particularities. This may take various forms, both 

democratic and despotic, both emancipatory and reactionary. Generally speaking, 

race- consciousness involves  noticing  the social fact of race, the presence of racial 

identity/difference, racial inequality, and racial hierarchy. Across a broad political 

spectrum ranging from left to right, from social practices of inclusion to those of 

exclusion, conflicting racial projects make use of these concepts, practices, and struc-

tures for a wide range of purposes. How is racial identity (signification) linked to 

racial inequality and hierarchy (domination and subordination)? How are new racial 

projects generated? 

 At one extreme, there is an aggressive white supremacist movement, organized 

to a significant extent, and with many sympathizers as well. This movement is gener-

ally far right; it has a substantial Internet presence on various racist and fascist sites. 

There is a substantial neo- Confederate political current in the United States that 

bridges between the far right and new right (Murphy 2001; Sack 2001; MacLean 

2009). Although we have mentioned these political currents from time to time, and 

have noted their anti- democratic, counter- egalitarian, and biologistically racist pro-

clivities, we have not devoted extensive attention to them in this book. 

 The new right largely avoids, or seeks to suppress, its connections with the white 

supremacist race- consciousness of the far right. For the most part, the new right 

has embraced colorblind racial ideology, melding it as far as possible with neolib-

eralism. To be sure there are endless occasions when the race- consciousness that 

colorblindness seeks to suppress busts out into the open: in arguments for “the right 

to discriminate” for example, or in producerism (recall Mitt Romney’s “47%” analy-

sis of electoral politics, delivered in Boca Raton, Florida, in 2012). Our key point 



 c o n c l u s i o n :  t h e  c o n t r a r i e t i e s  o f  r a c e  261

here is that colorblindness is yoked to neoliberal assaults on the welfare state and to 

exclusionary, anti- democratic (small “d”) politics. 

 On the left, there is an egalitarian, radical democratic, anti- racist current. Com-

posed of numerous organizations concerned not only with countering explicitly racist 

actions, policies, and discourse, but also with improving and strengthening the status 

and living conditions of people of color, various movement groups and their sup-

porters are active across the entire range of social and political conflicts. Indeed they 

often address issues that are not explicitly framed in racial terms: rape crisis centers, 

battered women’s shelters, tenants’ rights groups, access to quality education, immi-

grants rights.… 

 For the racial justice movement, noticing race and achieving race consciousness 

is a very different matter than it is in the white supremacist or new right areas of 

the political spectrum; in no sense is this movement the “equal and opposite” of 

the right wing. Anti- racism affirms the goal of achieving greater social justice; this 

is continuous with the political logic and moral appeal that remain from the era of 

civil rights and black power (and, of course, from the more distant past). For all 

its incompleteness and disorder, the quest for radical racial democracy remains a 

left- wing racial project: dedicated to redistribution (an egalitarian social structure) 

and to the recognition of difference (racial identity) rather than its denial. This 

approach to race- consciousness highlights the ongoing presence and significance of 

racial identity, racial inequality, and racial injustice. It takes seriously the unfulfilled 

social justice agenda of dismantling American  apartheid  and upholds the goals of 

extending the reforms of the civil rights movement and challenging existing struc-

tures of racial domination. On the left, there is a general recognition— obviously 

incomplete and not always explicit— that racial identity is an issue of freedom and 

self- activity. In other words, there are or should be choices about how we racially 

“represent ourselves in everyday life,” to speak Goffman- ese. To be able to act black 

or act white, to embody one’s  latinidad  or not to do so, are or should be options 

we have, not compulsions subject to stigma, constraint, or profiling (Carbado and 

Gulati 2013). This race- consciousness is explicitly or implicitly  radically pragma-

tist.  It acknowledges the social structures and practices of race and racism: the 

vast fabric of inclusion and exclusion, advantage and disadvantage, and power and 

powerlessness that are built into a social system based on structural racism. There 

is an ill- defined but palpable racial solidarity here as well, something akin to the 

“peoplehood” concept that inspires racial nationalisms of all types. 14  

 Drawing attention to race— racial identity and difference, racial inequality and 

oppression, racial exclusion and violence— allows us to question the inconsistencies 

and platitudes of colorblind racial ideology. But we recognize that race conscious-

ness harbors certain contradictions as well. “Essentializing” race is always possible: 

treating it as a fundamental, transhistorical marker of difference can reduce race to a 

sort of uniform people are made to wear, thus reproducing— however consciously or 

unconsciously— the stereotyping that characterizes racism itself. 15  



262 c o n c l u s i o n :  t h e  c o n t r a r i e t i e s  o f  r a c e

 We also draw attention to the risk of authoritarianism lurking behind race 

consciousness— observable not only in the obvious authoritarianism of white 

supremacy, apartheid, and colonialism, but also in movements framed in opposition 

to these regimes. The authoritarian trap has plagued many resistance and opposi-

tional movements. Democratic commitments in Marxist movements, for example, 

have given way to Stalinism and other forms of repression; anticolonial movements 

have spawned dictatorships; religious movements against persecution have perse-

cuted their own dissenters; feminism has been split, sometimes in highly antagonistic 

ways, between “difference” and “inequality” factions, with some groups denounc-

ing others quite vitriolically. Race consciousness, though an obviously indispensable 

rejoinder to the shallowness of colorblindness, cannot deny the inherent fluidity and 

sociohistorical situatedness of racial identity and racial difference, without risking a 

collapse into a authoritarianism of its own (Gilroy 2000, 1999). 

 Not only amongst the talking heads on TV or in the far- fetched racial jurisprudence 

that dominates the present period, but also in everyday life today, we are often exposed 

to the putative common sense of “post- civil rights” era colorblindness. Many of our 

students tell us that they “don’t see race,” that “a person is just a person” to them, and 

that they seek “to treat everyone as an individual.” Mostly, of course, it is white students 

who say this, but by no means do these expressions come only from the lips of whites. 

 For a long time we argued with such claims: “You don’t see race? Have you had 

your eyes checked lately?” (On this point, see Obasogie 2013.) But in recent years 

we have come to see that response as counterproductive, tending to validate the self- 

righteousness that frames colorblindness— whether willfully or naively. We are now 

taking a new approach in our efforts to counter the “anti- racism lite” that such posi-

tions entail. Rather than arguing directly against colorblindness, we want to recognize 

the unresolved dimensions, the contradictions that necessarily follow from the civil 

rights movement’s (and its allies’) combined accomplishments: their incomplete but 

real successes, their tentative visions of a solidaristic and “beloved” community, as 

well as their mistakes and limits, their necessary compromises, and their repression at 

the hands of a state and society built on racial despotism. Most of all, we want to rec-

ognize and rework the racial reaction’s post- 1980s rearticulation of anti- racism into 

colorblindness. It was this long- acting racial project that most effectively contained 

the radical democratic aspirations of the black movement and its allies. 

 Racial Rearticulation: Can It Happen Again? 

 If the “post- civil rights” years are characterized by anything, it is the experience of 

tension between colorblindness and race consciousness. Rather than denying that 

race matters, rather than arguing that nothing has changed, we should go deeper into 

the  contrarieties of race.  

 Although drawing attention to race— racial identity and difference, racial 

inequality and oppression, racial exclusion and violence— allows us to question the 
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depth and seriousness of colorblind racial ideology, we also want to recognize that 

race- consciousness exhibits contradictions as well. It is easy to mischaracterize race 

or misinterpret the significance of racial identity. Just when does race matter, any-

way? Always, sometimes? If the answer is “sometimes,” what about those situations 

when race “doesn’t matter”? Are there conditions under which we should  not  notice 

race? Is not racial identity often ambiguous and contradictory? How should we inter-

pret transracial solidarity and alliance? How should we interpret transracial identity, 

or transracial friendship, or indeed love across the color- line? These old themes no 

doubt retain something of their transgressive and unsettling character, but they are 

also increasingly normal, regular, and unremarkable (Daniel 2001; Parker and Song, 

eds. 2001). Can trust and solidarity exist across racial lines? Is it possible either in 

individual or collective social practice, to “get beyond” race? If so, how definitive 

is racial identity? If not, what are the implications for multiculturalism, democracy, 

humanism? 

 Race, we argue, has served as a fundamental organizing principle of injustice in 

the United States— one that has influenced the definition of rights and privileges, 

the distribution of resources, and the ideologies and practices of subordination and 

oppression. Racial domination has defined processes of “otherness” and marginaliza-

tion; over the years it has “made up people” in ways that have indelibly shaped other 

dimensions of inequality and difference in the United States. Even under colorblind 

hegemony, race still operates as a master category: It is something that  must  be denied, 

or else the whole ideology of “American exceptionalism,” “the American assump-

tion” (Du Bois’s term for “the American dream”), “government of the people, by the 

people, for the people,” and indeed “the American people” itself, falls into tatters. 

 We have described racial formation as a process of continuing encounters 

between despotic and democratic racial projects. As hegemonic racial ideology, col-

orblindness has to be enforced, not only in state policies and court decisions, but in 

popular culture and everyday life as well. This means that colorblind racial ideology 

and the social fact of race consciousness have a deep and queasy relationship with one 

another (Carbado and Harris 2008). Sure, to challenge colorblindness you must be 

race- conscious. But to police the ideological boundaries of colorblindness you must 

 also  be race- conscious. 

 Although the state needs race to rule, it is also confronted by anti- racist opposi-

tion and constrained by its own commitment to the achievement of racial hegemony 

through the “colorblindness” construct. In general, it cannot explicitly name, uti-

lize, or exploit the race concept; instead it is forced to exercise racial rule covertly. 

The effects of the Great Transformation still resonate. This is a contradictory and 

conflictual situation, in which the racial regime simultaneously  disavows  its raciality 

and  deploys  it as broadly and deeply as ever. The crisis of hegemonic colorblindness 

generates the continuing instability of race in the United States today. Colorblindness 

underwrites neoliberal policies of superexploitation, anti- welfare statism, and “accu-

mulation by dispossession.” Here we see the limits of President Obama’s post- racial 
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appeals, and the enormous difficulties involved in stemming, much less cleaning up, 

the ongoing accumulation of racial “waste.” 16  These contradictions extend to every-

day life, where, on the one hand, we are supposed to be “postracial” and colorblind, 

and, on the other hand, we remain as race- conscious as ever! 

 Given the instability and processual quality of racial formation— Gramsci’s 

“formation and overcoming of unstable equilibria”— the hegemony of colorblind 

racial ideology seems particularly vulnerable and transitory. Changing domestic 

demographics, patterns of migration, the organization of repression, the politics 

of poverty, and propaganda initiatives (aka “the news”)— to pick just some obvious 

terrains— are all bubbling cauldrons of racial conflict. It is not likely that race con-

sciousness is going to subside over time, especially in a social environment trending 

steadily towards deepening inequality in many social domains, and moving inexorably 

towards a “majority- minority” demographic. 

 Colorblindness is a highly contradictory phenomenon. In the past, it was a call 

for racial equality and inclusion. Today, it is largely an ideological framework for 

the effacement of race consciousness. But it can also be a vehicle for  deepening and 

variegating race consciousness,  especially if we can rearticulate the concept to mean 

something like “race- conscious when you need to be, when democracy and justice 

demand you to be.” A new and better understanding of race would recognize that the 

race concept’s meaning is being made and remade from moment to moment. This 

understanding points to a  radical racial pragmatism.  

 Throughout this book, we have emphasized the concept of  rearticulation.  This 

idea refers to the  ideological appropriation of elements of an opposing position.  It is thus 

a central part of hegemony, which proceeds by “incorporating opposition.” After the 

1960s, the racial reaction appropriated the ideal of colorblindness— which had been 

a radical, movement ideal— thereby turning it into a cheap simulacrum of the move-

ment’s ideal, a parody of the “dream,” something that ratified instead of challenged 

the racial status quo.  Was that then the end of the story?  Was that the only time that such 

a bold political move could be pulled off? Or can that appropriation, that theft of a 

democratic ideal, be  re-  appropriated,  rearticulated once again,  such that a new para-

digm of race based  both  on difference and solidarity,  both  on particularity and equality, 

might emerge? We would certainly not want to call such an ideal “colorblind,” but we 

would expect it to include the possibility of overcoming racial difference, at least in 

part, through a creative type of consciousness and action, a radical racial pragmatism. 

An emphasis on “self- reflective action,” to invoke a term from John Dewey (1939), is 

at the heart of the new racial politics needed in the 21st century. 

 The desire remains strong— not only in our hearts but in those of many others— 

for a more emancipatory concept of race and a more fulfilling, less conflicted, race 

consciousness. What would that look like? To be very specific,  what do you want your 

race consciousness to be?  17  

 If colorblind hegemony falters, if the “common sense” appeal of colorblindness 

cannot be consolidated, if the emperor of colorblindness is revealed to be wearing no 
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clothes, then what comes next? From a colorblind perspective, one has not to “notice” 

race, not to see it. Or one wouldn’t be “blind” to it, right? But what happens to race- 

consciousness under conditions of colorblind hegemony? Quite clearly, awareness 

of raciality does not dry up like a raisin in the sun. Just as colorblind racial ideology 

serves as a means to occlude recognition of race beneath the veneer of a supposedly 

already- accomplished universality, race- consciousness works to highlight racial dif-

ferences and particularities. It can be linked to despotic or democratic ends, framed 

in defense of coercion, privilege, and undeserved advantage, or alternatively deployed 

in support of inclusion, human rights, and social justice. 

 Parallel to the question, what do you want your race consciousness to be? is 

another question:  What would a racial justice- oriented social policy look like to you?  

What types of policies and practices— at the level of the state, civil society, and major 

institutions— would help us achieve a more comprehensive, deeper, and lasting racial 

democracy in the United States? We offer our own answers to these questions in the 

final section of this chapter. 

 * * * 

 Since racism is so large, combating it must also be a large- scale practice. The 

reparations idea provides a valuable guidepost here (Munford 1996; Henry 2007). 

Reparation means repair, making whole, making good what was evil. As a sociopoliti-

cal project, reparations can be seen to extend from the large to the small, from the 

institutional to the personal (Yamamoto 1999). 

 Redistribution fits as well, but here we must be careful: The politics of income 

and wealth distribution are “double- entry” bookkeeping items. Not only the allo-

cation of resources is involved, but also the derivation of revenues. If reparations 

were to be paid for the crime against humanity that was African slavery, it would 

be important to look at both the inflow and the outflow sides of the process. On 

the outflow side, reparations should take the form of social investment (think of 

a “Marshall Plan for the Cities” or something similar). Payments to individuals 

or families would be problematic. Slavery’s historical outcome in structural rac-

ism is the main evil we want to annul. On the inflow side, there is a danger that 

reparations would be paid out of general revenues, unduly assessing present- day 

working people for the crimes of past colonialists, slavocrats, and robber barons, 

perpetuating rather than attenuating racial conflicts, and allowing new variants of 

the colorblind argument to loom up in the future. An alternative revenue- oriented 

strategy would raise the money by means of a wealth tax, thus recognizing how 

many present- day capital hoards had their origins in slavery. Insurance companies 

indemnified slaveowners if their slaves escaped or shipbound Africans revolted, for 

example (Ogletree 2003). 18  

 Beyond reparations, anti- racist practice can be understood macro- politically 

in terms of  social citizenship  and micro- politically in terms of  acculturation and 

socialization.  
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 The concept of  social citizenship  was proposed by T.H. Marshall (1950) as an obli-

gation of the post- World War II welfare state, the proximate stage in the achievement 

of popular sovereignty. Rights, Marshall argued, had been acquired by the populace 

in historical stages: first economic, then political. The time had now come for the 

achievement of  social rights.  He meant that it was now possible and indeed neces-

sary to consolidate and deepen the welfare state: not only through strengthening the 

social “safety net” but through inclusion, through the institution of far- reaching 

social democracy. Marshall’s framework was post- World War II Britain, and perhaps 

the industrial democracies of Europe and the United States. It was offered when the 

British flag still flew over Lagos and Singapore, and when Jim Crow still flourished; 

it was proposed when postmodern criticism of the limits of “rights talk” (in critical 

race theory, for example) had not yet been made. His idea of social rights did not 

encompass the diasporic and globalized issues of inequality and injustice that anti- 

racists face today. Yet we can make use of the concept of social rights to think anew 

about political inclusion, social provision, even world citizenship. 

 By  acculturation and socialization  we mean the reawakening of the 1960s con-

cept that “the personal is political” as a key principle of anti- racist personal practice. 

No one— no matter what their racial identity is— can be free of racism in their 

heads or hearts; it is too deeply ingrained in the U.S. social structure. Structural 

racism determines that a comprehensive system of advantages and disadvantages— 

economic, political, cultural, and psychological— suffuses U.S. society. Yet a great 

deal of thought and action has been devoted to the problem of fostering anti- racist 

practice at the individual and experiential level. Developing these skills, fostering the 

interruption and interrogation of racism, and extending the reach of anti- racism in 

workplace, politics, family, school, cultural life, and indeed every interaction, is an 

important dimension of the practice we want to support. 

 While we have offered some tentative and sketchy answers to these questions, 

on a deeper level such serious issues can only be addressed adequately through the 

creative thought and political action of many people. Those are the masses, the mul-

titude, whose “freedom dreams” (Kelley 2003) can transfigure and rearticulate the 

unstable and conflicted racial system yet again. Racial formation theory was devel-

oped to help explain the post- World War II challenge to the U.S. system of racial 

oppression: its rise and fall, its successes and failures. Surely, those movement- based 

challenges were not the last we shall ever know. If our approach has any value, it lies in 

the suggestion that racial politics is a  creative practice,  both individual and collective. 

Our actions and ideas— both individual and collective— should be seen as projects 

that have the potential to undo racial injustice and generate broader racial equality, 

creating greater freedom in every way. Racial formation theory should help us think 

about race and racism as  continuing encounters between despotism and democracy,  in 

which individuals and groups, confronted by state power and entrenched privilege 

but not entirely limited by those obstacles, make choices and locate themselves over 

and over in the constant racial reconstruction of everyday life. 
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 Notes 

  1. Douglass 2000 (1862), 485. 

  2. Winant (2001) off ers a theoretically  oriented historical sociology of the rise of the race- 

concept and the racialization of the planet in the modern epoch. For additional literature 

see Count 1950; Hannaford 1996; Davis 1999 [1975]; Fredrickson 1997; Bernasconi and 

Lott, eds. 2000. Obviously, any brief list will only scratch the surface of this vast topic. 

  3. The historical accounts provided by Thornton (1998), Lovejoy and Trotman (2003), Mul-

lin (1995), and others suggest that African ethnicities may have been intermediate forms of 

slaves’ collective mobilization. Thornton argues, for example, that numerous slave revolts 

were betrayed as a result of inter- ethnic rivalries. These authors also discuss how in the 

U.S. context slave owners, and the market in human chattel all on its own, worked to break 

up ethnic ties on individual plantations and in particular localities. Klein and Luna (2009) 

discuss some of these patterns in Brazil. 

  4. There are masculine tropes here as well: the “Sportin’ Life” character in  Porgy and Bess  

(Du Bose Heyward and George and Ira Gershwin, 1935); convict leasing and indeed incar-

ceration itself as instances of race/class/gender intersectionality. The racist male tropes 

that have been applied to President Obama on innumerable web sites and political publica-

tions have their origins in 19th- century minstrelsy and 20th- century fi lm culture (Bogle 

2001; Robinson 2007; Lowndes 2013). 

  5. We 20th and 21st- century writers can only imagine the ridicule to which our great eff orts 

at racial theorizing will be subjected in later periods. We can only welcome our critics, 

present and future…. 

  6. Of course, “the Doctor” had important precursors: Frederick Douglass, George Washing-

ton Williams, and others, but none achieved his comprehensive level. 

  7. “[W]’ve been here before,” writes Robin D.G. Kelley, 

  We were here with Latasha Harlins and Rodney King, with Eleanor Bumpurs and 

Michael Stewart. We were here with Anthony Baez, Michael Wayne Clark, Julio 

Nuñez, Maria Rivas, Mohammed Assassa. We were here with Amadou Diallo, 

the Central Park Five, Oscar Grant, Stanley “Rock” Scott, Donnell “Bo” Lucas, 

Tommy Yates. We were here with Angel Castro, Jr. Bilal Ashraf, Anthony Starks, 

Johnny Gammage, Malice Green, Darlene Tiller, Alvin Barroso, Marcillus Miller, 

Brenda Forester. We’ve been here before with Eliberto Saldana, Elzie Coleman, 

Tracy Mayberry, De Andre Harrison, Sonji Taylor, Baraka Hall, Sean Bell, Tyisha 

Miller, Devon Nelson, LaTanya Haggerty, Prince Jamel Galvin, Robin Taneisha 

Williams, Melvin Cox, Rudolph Bell, Sheron Jackson. And Jordan Davis, killed 

in Jacksonville, Florida, not long after Trayvon Martin. His murderer, Michael 

Dunn, emptied his gun into the parked SUV where Davis and three friends sat 

because they refused to turn down their music. (Kelley 2013) 

  8. The dynamics of immigration have shifted dramatically between the turn of the 20th cen-

tury and the present. The U.S. now relates to the global South and global East through a 

 policy of “accumulation by dispossession” (Harvey 2005). Immigrants are a lot darker than 

they were a century ago. Displaced and impoverished workers and peasants from Latin 

America and the Caribbean, as well as from the Pacifi c Rim, continue to immigrate, their 

human fl ow modulated but hardly contained by boom and bust, “bubble” and recession. 
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And the United States has also become more racially predatory domestically, practicing a 

similar policy of “accumulation by dispossession” at home as well. Consider post- Katrina 

New Orleans or the subprime housing crisis— to pick just two prominent examples. So is 

the United States less able to integrate immigrants than it was in previous historical peri-

ods? Where will the country fi nd an “engine of mobility” to parallel that of the late 19th 

and early 20th centuries, the epoch of mass labor recruitment to the industrial economy? In 

short, the country’s economic capacity to absorb enormous numbers of immigrants, low- 

wage workers and their families, and a new globally  based (and very female) servant class 

(see Glenn 2002), without generating the sort of established subaltern groups we associate 

with the terms race and racism, seems to us more limited than was the “whitening” of Euro-

peans a century earlier, this argument’s key precedent. On this matter, see Perlmann 2005. 

  9. “Reforms” in quotation marks here because the ACA was (a) modeled on a Heritage 

Foundation proposal later enacted by a Republican governor, Mitt Romney, then of Massa-

chusetts; and (b) won support from the FIRE sector (the industries of Finance, Insurance, 

and Real Estate) by promising to deliver c.50m new customers to private insurance com-

panies on a silver platter. Owning a health insurance policy was made mandatory, a tax 

according to the Supreme Court. The small alternative, the “public option,” was dumped. 

In fairness Obama did succeed at raising taxes slightly on the rich when the Bush II tax cuts 

expired. The cost of that was being forced to accept the “sequester,” Congress’s withhold-

ing of funding for already enacted social programs (as well as military spending). The 2013 

cost of the sequester was $85.4b (Congressional Budget Offi  ce 2011). All hail progressive 

and redistributive reform! 

 10. The Supreme Court legal doctrine of “invidious intent” helped the racial reaction tre-

mendously, because anti- racism policies and programs logically framed their objectives 

in racial terms. By contrast advocates for the racial  status quo  could argue in “colorblind” 

terms. 

 11. On this concept, see the debate between Bob Jessop, Stuart Hall, et al. in  New Left Review  

(Jessop et al. 1984; Hall 1985). 

 12. Noting the distortions and perversions perpetrated— largely by the right  wing— on Dr. 

King’s “I Have a Dream” speech, Michael Eric Dyson once proposed a ten- year mora-

torium on referring to it (Dyson 2001). That moratorium has now expired. The speech 

belongs to the tradition that Bercovitch (1978) called the “American Jeremiad.” 

 13. The calamitous 2008 recession impacted groups of color far more than it did whites. From 

2005 to 2009, median net worth fell by 66 percent among Latino households, 54 per-

cent among Asian households, and 53 percent among black households compared with a 

decrease of just 16 percent among white households (Kochhar et al. 2011, 14). The entire 

subprime mortgage crisis was a racial crisis, with disproportionate numbers of black and 

Latino borrowers facing foreclosures and losing their homes. Long excluded from equal 

access to mortgage credit, people of color were fi rst “steered” into unsustainable loans, and 

then dispossessed of their meager equities through foreclosures, “short sales,” and often 

fraudulent banking practices. 

 14. Of course, white supremacism and authoritarian racism generate solidarity too. As Herbert 

Blumer pointed out, “race prejudice” against another group is often the most eff ective and 

rapid means of establishing solidarity and “group position,” both for the individual within 

her/his “own” group, and for the group itself to fortify its adhesive capacity (Blumer 1958). 
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 15. Some scholars have warned about the scholarly reifi cation of race, suggesting that race 

should not be treated as something “real”— as a legitimate social category in its own right, 

untethered from the mooring of racial oppression. This is visible in writings about the 

subject, sometimes large books, that insist on placing quotation marks around the term 

“race” (Darder and Torres 2004). While we have learned from many of these works, we 

stress that the instability of the race- concept does not imply the non- existence of race. 

 16. On racism as “waste,” see Feagin, Vera, and Batur 2001. These authors draw the concept 

from Bataille 1988–1991. 

 17. Some of the following text appeared in earlier form in Omi and Winant 2012. 

 18. British slaveowners were compensated for their “losses” in 1833 when Parliament abol-

ished slavery, and North American slavocrats regained their autarchic local autonomy in 

the “Compromise” of 1877, which Du Bois (2007 [1935]) called a counterrevolution. No 

former slaves were ever compensated for their losses of family members, property, or pay, 

much less their kidnapping, confi nement, and torture at the hands of their “masters.” 
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Introduction 

Forty years after the formulation of the National Culture Policy (NCP), it is perhaps time to take stock of its 

effectiveness and impact, in particular with regards to the objective of nation-building and the forging of 

national unity. Two decades ago, an academic had suggested that meetings to discuss the idea of national 

culture are almost fit for museum (Shamsul 1993), as presenters were getting less and less, and confined to a 

section of a single ethnic group. Despite so, the NCP as a policy, though perceived to be diminished in its 

influence (Mandal 2008), has demonstrated its staying power, as two academic theses (one M.A. and another 

PhD) researching on the topic were written thereafter, not to say other book chapters and articles which discuss 

it. 

 

This paper begins by examining the historical background and underlying issues related to the NCP, followed 

by a review and synthesis of its evolution and impact based on published sources. The last part of the paper uses 

data collected from a survey to understand these issues from the point of view of a group of young university 

students, before putting forward some reflection. 

 

Historical Background 

The National Culture Policy was formulated in 1971 in the context of a series of measures taken to rehabilitate 

ethnic relations and re-define the strategy of nation-building in the aftermath of the 1969 ethnic riots. From the 

point of view of the policy makers, the NCP was formulated to “increase the authority and legitimacy of the 

government in administering the state”, and to “fulfil the need of the country to create a national identity and a 

sense of belonging among the citizens”. Prime Minister Abdul Razak was said to stress that “harmony and unity 

among the races are not just a matter of economic issues, but it is important also to strengthen them with 

symbols of national identity that could play a role in the heightening of patriotism and nationalism” (Nik Anuar 

et al. 2011: 302-3). 

 

The NCP was formulated based on inputs made at a National Culture Congress held in August 1971 attended by 

about a thousand participants, with only a handful of non-Malays. Three principles were adopted to develop a 

national culture, namely, that it must be based on the culture of the people indigenous to the region; that 

“pertinent and suitable” (sesuai dan wajar) elements from other cultures may also be incorporated; and lastly, 

that Islam would be an important element in the national culture  (Aziz 2003: 148-9). It was also specified that 

“pertinent” “foreign elements” to be accepted should be compatible with existing norms and culture of 
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indigenous people of the region and Islam, and especially those that symbolise the uniqueness of Malaysia 

(Aziz 2003: 153). In his opening speech to the Congress, Razak stated that it was fair (sudah sewajarnya) for 

the national culture to be based on the culture of indigenous people of the region, but cultural elements that 

came to the region should also be admitted so that their positive influence could rejuvenate and shape the future 

national culture of Malaysia
35

 (Abdul Razak 2003: 192). He repeatedly reminded the participants that in 

determining the framework of national culture, they should be mindful of the reality of the multiracial society (p. 

192-3). He specified that the congress was only a preliminary step in exploring fundamental base for the 

national culture, the long term consolidation of which would necessitate popular acceptance and adoption of the 

people (p. 188, 196). In his speech to the Parliament in July 1973, Razak reiterated that all Malaysian citizens 

should contribute towards the formation of national culture, which is necessarily original (asli) of this country, 

that is, native of the soil. On the other hand, he also stressed that national culture for Malaysia can only come 

about in the long term and its formation should not be forced upon the people (Nik Anuar et al. 2011: 305). 

 

A number of scholars (Funston 1980, Vasil 1980, Cheah 2002) noted that post-1969 was marked by a visible 

increase in the public assertion of Malay political primacy. This idea of Malay political primacy was clearly 

articulated in The Malay dilemma, the controversial book of Dr Mahathir after being expelled from UMNO. He 

described the Malays as the “definitive people” of Malaya, the “rightful owner of the land”, who have the right 

to define the “international personality” of the country (Mahathir 1970: 122-3). He asserted that non-Malays‟ 

citizenship should be conditioned on their acceptance of this understanding, which should be propagated 

through all nation-building policies: 

 

“The teaching of history, geography, and literature are all designed to propagate one idea; that the country 

belongs to the definitive people, and to belong to the country, and to claim it, entails identification with the 

definitive people. This identification is all-pervading and leaves no room for identification with other countries 

and cultures. To be identified with the definitive people is to accept their history, their geography, their 

literature, their language and their culture, and to reject anything else.” (p. 143) 

 

When the book was published, it was immediately banned by the government. Dr Mahathir was expelled from 

UMNO for challenging the Tunku, blaming his “pro-Chinese” policies as a cause of the racial riots. After 

                                                 
35

 Bagaimanapun, patutlah juga kita mengambil unsur kebudayaan yang datang ke rantau ini dan membawa pengaruh ke atasnya 

semenjak beberapa lama supaya pengaruh yang bermanfaat dapat menyegarkan dan menentukan corak kebudayaan Malaysia pada 

masa hadapan (p. 192). 
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replacing the Tunku as the Premier and UMNO president, Abdul Razak not only brought Dr Mahathir back to 

the party, the latter was also appointed as a senator and later on, the Education Minister. 

 

Therefore, Abdul Razak appears to be juggling between two contradictory political exigencies: firstly, to foster 

a sense of national belonging and unity in the face of tense interethnic relations and secondly, to maintain the 

unity of UMNO by integrating the so-called “ultra young Turks” such as Dr Mahathir. This contradiction is 

manifest when comparing between the liberal Rukunegara or national ideology formulated in 1970 with the 

participation of the multi-ethnic National Consultative Council on the one hand, and on the other, the National 

Culture Policy, which clearly stresses the primacy of the so-called “indigenous” culture, and even disregards the 

fact that the majority of the indigenous people in East Malaysia are not Muslims. Mandal (2008) noted the 

influence of “an exclusionary Malay cultural leadership” who managed to “cast the NCP after their own vision” 

despite the more liberal position held by Premier Razak (p. 279). One of the prominent spokespersons of this 

“cultural leadership” was a scholar and activist, Ismail Hussein, who “has single-handedly contributed greatly to 

making Malay language and culture the basis of national identity” (Mandal 2008: 281). In a debate on how 

historical studies should be “indigenised” so as to be more “Malaysia-centric” in 1977, Ismail contended that 

the Malays should be regarded as the main social base of the Malaysian society while the immigrants were 

“splinters” broken off from their own main societies, hence should not be regarded as of equal status (Cheah 

1997: 61)
36

.  

 

Setting the scene: Competing ―Nations-of-intent‖ 

The National Culture Policy is arguably an expression of a particular “nation-of-intent” (Shamsul 1996) by 

those proponents of the policy, as illustrated by the discourse of Dr Mahathir and Ismail Hussein above. Over 

the decades, there have been different attempts at conceptualizing or imagining the form of political community 

or nation in Malaysia. British colonialism had bequeathed to Malaya a race paradigm which dominated the way 

political and social agenda have been set. The British administration legitimated their rule by perpetuating the 

myth of protecting the native Malay “race” from the immigrant “races”, thus reinforcing the indigene-

immigrant dichotomy between the Malays and the sizeable non-Malay inhabitants. This was despite the fact that 

by 1947, 62.5% of the Chinese and almost 50% of the Indian population were locally born (Ariffin 1993: 9). 

They were legally regarded either as British subjects or British-protected Persons.  

 

                                                 
36

 Similar perspective was articulated by Malik Munip, a history lecturer turned politician, in his book Tuntutan Melayu published in 

1981. 
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The heightened interethnic tension after the Second World War enhanced interethnic mistrust and antipathy, 

widening further the ethnic gap in the conception of the preferred form of political community. Through public 

actions, various social and communal groups pushed for their preferred nations-of-intent to be adopted by the 

ruling elites in the formulation of their nation-building programs. This framework was not completely finalised 

at independence, and was the source of continued political contentions. 

 

At its foundation in 1946, UMNO which represented the conservative stream of Malay nationalism fought for 

the idea of Malaya as a “Malay land” (Tanah Melayu) and Malayism
37

 (Ariffin 1993). Maintenance of 

Malayism in the face of the very large, unassimilable, non-Malay population was obviously contentious if not 

untenable. Despite the realisation of the need to take a more reconciliatory position, successive UMNO leaders 

are confronted with the need to juggle between race-baiting and interethnic accommodation. Successive and 

successful UMNO leaders (as well as Malay politicians in opposition parties), depending on their immediate 

objective, played either the role of rabble rousers to increase their credentials as Malay nationalists, or at other 

times, of political peace-brokers trying to forge a sense of national unity (Cheah 2002, Ting 2011). Funston 

(1980) noted in his study of Malay politics this “contradiction between UMNO‟s ideological and practical 

approach to non-Malays” (p. 139).  

 

Post-war leaders of Chinese-speaking community espoused a multicultural nation whereby various ethnic 

communities may preserve their respective linguistic and cultural identities
38

. On the other hand, Western-

educated political elites were more inclined towards conceiving citizenship in liberal, individualistic and civic 

terms. Interestingly, Tan Cheng Lock who did not speak Mandarin was supportive of Chinese education but 

looked at it more from individual citizen‟s democratic right to one‟s culture. The liberal guarantee of 

fundamental civil and political liberties in the nascent Federal Constitution was arguably an expression of the 

initial political ideals of these British-educated Alliance political elites. 

 

Rival Malay nationalists such as Dr Burhanuddin Al-Helmy initially distinguished bangsa, which carries the 

notion of a cultural community, from kebangsaan, which he used to refer to a political community of nation. 

But soon after, in response to UMNO-MCA collaboration, his idea of kebangsaan Melayu leaned towards 

                                                 
37

 Dato Onn Jaafar, the first president of UMNO, reportedly said that the UMNO movement did not adhere to any ideology other than 

Melayuisme (Mohammad Yunus Hamidi 1961: 126). Ariffin (1993) defined Malayism as “the belief that the interests of the bangsa 

Melayu must be upheld over all else” (p. 52). 
38

 Tan (1988) argues that historical and semantic differences in the Malay and Chinese words denoting ethnic community and nation 

may have contributed to this divergence. The Chinese term for a sub-national ethnic or cultural community (minzu) is conceptually 

distinct and constitutive of the nation (guozu), without requiring a fusion of the diverse cultural communities to forge a united nation. 
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assimilationist perspective, requiring non-Malays to shed their ancestral culture to adopt kebangsaan Melayu 

(Ting 2007). Many Malay community leaders seem to regard multiculturalism as antithetical to the concept of 

bangsa
39

, in particular from the seventies. While such inconsistency in discourse is commonplace among all the 

UMNO presidents and other political leaders, another way they dealt with this contradiction is the recourse to 

the so-called politics of ambiguity, whereby the politicians carefully tailor their discourse in accordance to the 

ethnic composition of their audience. 

 

Upon becoming the Prime Minister in 1981, Dr Mahathir introduced another controversial idea of Malaysia as 

negara Islam (meaning loosely, “Islamic country/state”)
40

, which for him derived arguably from the same logic 

as his “definitive people” argument. In December 1982, Mahathir was reported to have defended his 

Islamisation programs, saying that since Islam was integral to the Malay culture which was the basis of the 

national culture, no one should make a political issue out of it (Hussin 1990: 141). The controversial nature of 

his Islamisation policy had led to two living former Prime Ministers publicly calling for a halt to government‟s 

endeavour. The first Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tunku Abdul Rahman, stated that Malaysia with its multi-

ethnic population should never become an Islamic state (Milne & Mauzy 1983: 631). 

 

In 1991, Premier Mahathir proclaimed a national project for Malaysia: to attain the status of developed country 

as a united nation of Bangsa Malaysia with a sense of shared destiny by 2020. This so-called Vision 2020 has 

been credited with the official switch to ethnically more inclusionary policy rhetoric (Mandal 2008, Loh 2002, 

Lee 2004, Case 2000, Bunnell 2002). Scholars noted several state efforts to re-package the image of a 

Malaysian nation with a multicultural emphasis. Case (2000) reported that,  

 

“even Hang Tuah, a folk hero from the Malay Annals, was reconfigured „as a polyglot who [could speak] 

Mandarin, Tamil, and  Thai‟. In this situation, Mahathir – the one-time ethnic ultra – was likened by many 

Chinese to the Tunku, benevolently presiding over ethnic relations, albeit in the wake of much onerous 

restructuring” (p. 141). 

 

Bunnell (2002) documented what he called “multicultural marketing” by Premier Mahathir overseas to secure 

investment of foreign companies in information and multimedia industries based in the Multimedia Super 

                                                 
39

 In the Malay language, bangsa could be used to denote both a cultural community and a “nation”. 
40

 A year after he began his premiership, Dr Mahathir declared that Malaysia was already an Islamic state (Milne & Mauzy 1983). 

This statement was repeated again in September 2002 by Dr Mahathir, which was clearly an attempt to outdo PAS in reclaiming the 

Islamic credentials of UMNO (Lee 2004:101). 
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Corridor (MSC). Dr Mahathir emphasised the “cultural connections” of the multi-ethnic Malaysian population 

with Asia‟s main markets and the strategic geographical location of Malaysia in the region, which provide 

added advantage in “the tailoring of IT and multimedia products to a range of (national and transnational) 

cultural and linguistic markets” (p. 113-4). Awareness of projected shortage of “knowledge workers” also led to 

government efforts to woe back skilled professional Malaysians overseas, many of whom are non-Malays. In 

doing so, the MSC project became intertwined with the “multicultural imaginings of Malaysian national 

identity” (Bunnell 2002: 113). 

 

Yet in July 2001, obviously in the context of intra-Malay contests with PAS, Premier Mahathir announced that 

Malaysia was already an Islamic State (negara Islam), sending shock waves to the non-Muslim communities. 

Such ambiguity of announcing one ethnically inclusive policy following another exclusionary one and vice 

versa, without explicitly abandoning the previous, contradictory one, is the hallmark of the way the political 

leadership managed ethnically contentious issues in Malaysia. 

 

In Sabah and Sarawak, notions of racial stereotypes and identities were not altogether absent. Attempts to assert 

political hegemony by Ibans, the largest native group in Sarawak, was unsuccessful due to inter- and intra-

ethnic rivalry on top of federal political interference. Similar problems plagued Kadazan-Dusun leaders in their 

quest for ethnic assertion and resistance to federal intervention (Singh 2003). This relatively more fluid and 

heterogeneous nature of ethnic identities among the natives, in contrast with the Sino-Malay mobilisation and 

confrontation as two major ethnic blocks in West Malaysia, arguably rendered the nature of ethnic identity 

incomparably less politicised in East Malaysia. 

 

Negotiating Cultural Citizenship 

Commenting on the public debates on the national culture policy during the eighties, Carstens (2005) noted that 

people understood national culture in different ways. There is its dual-function of “representing externally to the 

international community an historically legitimate image of the nation, while also symbolizing internally the 

imagined community of the nation‟s citizenry to its domestic audience” (p. 145). There is also the formal 

understanding of the term culture in the form of artistic and intellectual activities, the so-called high culture, 

versus the anthropological understanding of culture as everyday way of life. And lastly, there is also the 

question of what exactly people meant when they want the reality of cultural diversity to be acknowledged. (p. 

144)  
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The immediate public reaction to the formulation of the National Culture Policy was muted (Carstens 2005: 

151). This could be because people were unsure of the exact impact of such policy.  Subsequently, many 

scholars have documented the public contestations arising from measures implemented in the name of the NCP 

during the late 1970s and 1980s (Milne & Mauzy 1978: 370, Horowitz 1989: 261, Kua 1990, Tan 1992, 

DongZong 1987: 666-671). They range from the use of Chinese characters on commercial signboards and even 

school buses, public performance of lion dance and other cultural or artistic programs, stipulation of the type of 

songs and cultural performance allowed in schools, language used during weekly assembly of Chinese schools, 

and so forth. State control is carried out through issuance or renewal of licence or permit by the relevant local 

and state authorities, departments under ministry, police, or circulars and guidelines to be adhered to by schools. 

From time to time, in the process of regulation, government officials apply their own “creativity” in determining 

as to whether the spirit of the NCP is respected, independent of the intention of the political leaders at the top 

(Horowitz 1989: 261). 

 

Religious and traditional cultural manifestations in the public sphere were nevertheless allowed. Daniels (2005) 

saw these activities as the way “non-Bumiputera participants forge closer ties amongst themselves in these 

shared festival activities and enhance a sense of incorporation and belonging in the broader society” (p. 177). 

He interpreted the creation of this cultural and religious space as a means for the non-Malays to reclaim their 

cultural citizenship, in contrast with “the dominant form of cultural citizenship in which Malays are the 

definitive race and Malay culture is the foundation of national culture.” (p. 177). 

 

In the realm of official functions involving state agencies, the government appears to be relatively successful in 

imposing this particular way of envisioning the “national culture”. On their part, various religious and cultural 

communities carry on their communal or religious activities which correspond to their respective way of life. It 

is when state agencies interfered with the particular cultural practices that contestations arose. The restriction of 

the public performance of lion dance and the suggestion that it was “unMalaysian” at the end of 1970s was a 

case in point. This resulted in backlash from the Chinese community, who regarded it as disrespectful to the 

community. Lion dance performance became an electoral issue (Kua 1990: 12-6), and acquired added political 

significance as an ethnic marker for the Chinese community. The eighties saw a revival of popular interests in it 

such that by 1991, Malaysia became world‟s biggest importer of tools and apparatus for lion dance performance 

from China (Lim 1999: 145-6).   
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The 1980s also saw vibrant public debates on the National Culture policy in the media (Kua 1990). In response 

to the invitation of the Minister of Culture, Youth and sports in 1981, Chinese and Indian associations submitted 

their respective memorandum to the ministry voicing their objections to official measures taken in the name of 

the National Culture Policy, which they complaint as assimilative in nature (Kua 1990: 207-270). 

 

In the 1990s, far less public contentions arose due to policy implementation related to the NCP. This is 

attributed to the so-called liberalisation of cultural policy, which removed the previous restrictions on the public 

performance of the lion dance (Loh 2002). Lee (2004) discussed how imagery of racial harmony was used 

during a large part of 1990s into the new millennium by the government in the mass media to “seduce” the 

public into imagining multiculturalism in terms of “image of difference” whereby cultural differences were 

depicted as positive and compatible with national unity. At official functions such as “national Day celebrations, 

during the Penang Pesta, the Malaysia Fest, and Visit Malaysia Year campaigns”, more non-Malay cultural 

programs were accommodated, though Loh (2002) expressed his scepticism that this may be more a strategy to 

attract tourist dollars rather than being consciously inclusive. Muhd Ikmal Said (1996), on his part, argued that 

the commercialisation of culture for touristic purposes has contributed to depoliticise “the promotion of culture 

as a specifically ethnic project”. After all, the “peculiar „cultural mix‟ that Malaysia boasts so often may be 

packaged as a tourist attraction” (Muhd. Ikmal Said 1996: 58), instead of being perceived as a challenge or 

obstacle to nation-building. Moreover, Muhd Ikmal (1996) also observed perceptively that the Malay middle 

and upper classes were “mindful of the importance of the English language, have acquired the West‟s high 

culture (ballet, classical music, jazz), prefer to live in cosmopolitan, rather than just Malay, suburbs”, thus 

bringing about the cultural convergence of the multi-ethnic middle classes who shared similar life style (p. 59). 

 

In the meantime, Rowland (2004) noted that the earlier discrete influence of the need to conform to Islamic 

values, the third principle of the NCP, appeared to exert a more prominent role in theatre performance during 

the 1990s. During the 1970s, traditional Malay folk theatre with “pre-Islamic” roots such as wayang kulit, 

makyong and other forms of Malay arts, were acknowledged to be “national heritage”. Nonetheless, very little 

encouragement or assistance were provided to preserve these art forms. This was allegedly due to the pressure 

exerted by Islamic purists who regarded them as haram (forbidden) as these performances either use non-

Islamic stories or were conducted in the context of invoking spirits for healing purposes (Tan 1992: 287). PAS-

controlled state government in Kelantan effectively prohibited public showing of wayang kulit as haram, though 

not in the name of NCP. Following the implementation of the Islamisation policy during the 1980s, dance and 

drama co-curricular activities perceived to be incompatible with Islamic values were reportedly dropped. The 
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performance of traditional theatre in government schools needed to be “cleansed” of its ritualistic effects 

(Rowland 2004). Some of the plays produced by independent artist groups and even television entertainment 

shows during subsequent decades were, from time to time, denounced as unIslamic (Rowland 2004). 

 

On the other hand, the continued heavy Malay bias as manifested in official cultural functions did not escape 

attentive scholars. Daniels (2005) describes the dynamics as reproducing and expressing “a hierarchical sense of 

belonging”: “Everyone belongs to the „national community‟ but not as much or in the same way” (p. xxi). 

Bunnell (2002) who described the re-scripting of a multicultural national identity to attract foreign investment 

during the 1990s also noted “no official change in the national culture policy” and the “continued political 

resistance to any dilution of Malay special rights” (p. 117). 

 

―Nation-views‖ from Below 

We now try to look at issues related to national identity and culture from bottom-up by examining the views of 

some ordinary citizens. The non-representative findings of a survey conducted in July and August 2003 in a 

local public university are used for discussion here. More than 1000 survey forms were distributed with the 

assistance of lecturers or faculty staff but only 197 forms were returned. The majority of the respondents are 

typical undergraduate university students, with the exception of some mature students and a few post-graduate 

students, as shown in the table below. For convenience sake, our discussions are directed mainly to the patterns 

of responses of those aged between 21-26 years old. 

 

Responses to three groups of questions are examined here, the first are what is called ethnic characterisation of 

Malaysia, followed by more specific questions related to the national culture policy, and lastly, on the national 

literature. 
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Table 1: Composition of the Respondents (Age Range * Descent)  

  

  Descent Total 

 Age Range Chinese Malay Indian Other Bumuputera   

 21-25 54 61 17 8 140 

  26-30 7 8 2 3 20 

  31-35 14 2 1 0 17 

  36-40 12 3 1 0 16 

   41 2 2 0 0 4 

Total 89 76 21 11 197 

 

 

With regards to the ethnic characterization of Malaysia, respondents were asked, among others, to answer the 

following five questions: 

 

Please answer True/False/Don‟t know or Yes/No/Don‟t know: 

1. Malaysia is a Muslim country (Malaysia adalah sebuah negeri Islam). …………………. 

2. Malaysia is a Malay country (Malaysia adalah sebuah negeri Melayu). ………………… 

3. Malaysia is a multi-cultural country (Malaysia adalah sebuah negeri berbilang kebudayaan). …… 

4. Malaysia is an Islamic State (Malaysia adalah sebuah negara 

Islam). …………………………………………. 

5. Malaysia should be an Islamic State (Adalah sewajarnya Malaysia menjadi sebuah negara 

Islam?) ………………………………… 

 

In order to distinguish conceptually “country” from “state”, the questionnaire used “negeri” for “country” and 

“negara” for “state”; though it is not clear whether the distinction is well understood by the respondents. 

 

Ethnicised patterns of response to these questions, as indicated in the tables next page, are not surprising. 

Nonetheless, the ethnic gap did not seem to be as clear-cut as expected. Less than 50% of the Malay 

respondents agreed that Malaysia is a Muslim or Malay country, whereas more than 90% of the respondents of 

all ethnic groups agreed that Malaysia is a multicultural country. Significant gap is nonetheless manifested in 
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the responses to the question of negara Islam, intended to be understood as Islamic state. More than 70% Malay 

respondents thought that Malaysia is a negara Islam, and almost 40% of Chinese respondents thought so too. 

This could be due to the 2001 announcement of Dr Mahathir that Malaysia was already a negara Islam as 

mentioned above. The ethnic gap is the widest with regards to the answers on whether Malaysia should be a 

negara Islam. Almost 78% of Chinese respondents said “no” while more than 85% of the Malay respondents 

said “yes”. But what is more instructive is the ambiguous meanings these terms acquire in the everyday 

language we use, as shown by the ambivalent pattern of responses given by the respondents. 

 

In the first place, the contradictory pattern of the responses is of interest to us here. If it is indeed true that 

Malaysia is a multi-cultural country, how is it that some of those who agreed so could also agree to the 

statement that Malaysia is a Malay country? If a respondent held that the two statements could both be true, s/he 

would have taken the first as a statement of fact and accepted the second as an ideological statement. A Malay 

respondent who said that Malaysia is not a Malay country put next to the statement a remark that „it used to be 

(a Malay country) but now no more‟. Without being „programmed‟ to think of Malaysia as a „Malay country‟, 

those Malay respondents who rejected the statement that Malaysia is a Malay country rejected it as factually 

wrong. 

 

Table 2: Perception: Malaysia as Muslim Country (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent 

  

Perception: Malaysia as Muslim 

Country Total 

  Yes not sure no 

 Chinese Count 15 5 34 54 

    % within 

Descent 
27.8% 9.3% 63.0% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 30 6 31 67 

    % within 

Descent 
44.8% 9.0% 46.3% 100.0% 

  Indian Count 8 1 10 19 

    % within 

Descent 
42.1% 5.3% 52.6% 100.0% 
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  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
5 0 6 11 

    % within 

Descent 
45.5% .0% 54.5% 100.0% 

Total Count 58 12 81 151 

  % within 

Descent 
38.4% 7.9% 53.6% 100.0% 

 

Table 3: Perception: Malaysia as Malay Country (21- 26 years old) 

 Descent 

  

Perception: Malaysia as Malay 

Country Total 

  Yes not sure no 

 Chinese Count 15 5 34 54 

    % within 

Descent 
27.8% 9.3% 63.0% 

100.0

% 

  Malay Count 28 4 35 67 

    % within 

Descent 
41.8% 6.0% 52.2% 

100.0

% 

  Indian Count 6 0 13 19 

    % within 

Descent 
31.6% .0% 68.4% 

100.0

% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
2 1 8 11 

    % within 

Descent 
18.2% 9.1% 72.7% 

100.0

% 

Total Count 51 10 90 151 

  % within 

Descent 
33.8% 6.6% 59.6% 

100.0

% 
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Table 4: Perception: Malaysia as Multicultural Country (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent 

  

Perception: Malaysia as Multicultural 

Country Total 

  Yes not sure no 

 Chinese Count 53 0 1 54 

    % within 

Descent 
98.1% .0% 1.9% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 63 0 4 67 

    % within 

Descent 
94.0% .0% 6.0% 100.0% 

  Indian Count 18 1 0 19 

    % within 

Descent 
94.7% 5.3% .0% 100.0% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
11 0 0 11 

    % within 

Descent 
100.0% .0% .0% 100.0% 

Total Count 145 1 5 151 

  % within 

Descent 
96.0% .7% 3.3% 100.0% 

 

Table 5: Perception: Malaysia as an Islamic State (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent   

Perception: Malaysia as an Islamic 

State Total 

    no not sure yes   

 Chinese Count 28 5 21 54 

    % within 

Descent 
51.9% 9.3% 38.9% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 12 6 49 67 

    % within 

Descent 
17.9% 9.0% 73.1% 100.0% 
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  Indian Count 10 1 8 19 

    % within 

Descent 
52.6% 5.3% 42.1% 100.0% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
3 1 7 11 

    % within 

Descent 
27.3% 9.1% 63.6% 100.0% 

Total Count 53 13 85 151 

  % within 

Descent 
35.1% 8.6% 56.3% 100.0% 

 

Table 6: Intent: Malaysia as an Islamic State (21 - 26 years old) 

 Descent   Intent: Malaysia as Islamic State Total 

    No not sure yes   

 Chinese Count 42 9 3 54 

    % within 

Descent 
77.8% 16.7% 5.6% 100.0% 

  Malay Count 5 5 57 67 

    % within 

Descent 
7.5% 7.5% 85.1% 100.0% 

  Indian Count 14 3 2 19 

    % within 

Descent 
73.7% 15.8% 10.5% 100.0% 

  Other 

Bumiputera 

Count 
5 3 3 11 

    % within 

Descent 
45.5% 27.3% 27.3% 100.0% 

Total Count 66 20 65 151 

  % within 

Descent 
43.7% 13.2% 43.0% 100.0% 
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Table 7: Contradictory perceptions of ethnic dimensions of Malaysian national identity (21 - 26 years old) 

Perception 

  

Yes not sure No 

Count % Count % 

Coun

t % 

Malaysia as Malay Country 
51 29.9% 10 6.7% 90 

63.4

% 

Malaysia as Muslim Country 
58 39.7% 12 7.7% 81 

52.6

% 

Malaysia as an Islamic State 
85 57.7% 13 8.2% 53 

34.0

% 

Malaysia as Multicultural 

Country 
145 95.9% 1 1.0% 5 3.1% 

 

 

Follow-up in-depth interviews reveal that in layman‟s Malay language, the specific difference attached to the 

English word „State‟ (negara) as opposed to the general term „country‟ (negeri) was not clear to all. In the 

Malay media, the term negara appears to be used generally for both meanings. The hesitation of some of the 

non-Malay respondents on the statement as to whether Malaysia should be an Islamic State was no doubt 

enhanced by the lack of clarity of what „Islamic State‟ actually entails. Many might as well have understood 

negara Islam as equivalent to the meaning of a Muslim country. In fact, a Chinese respondent who believed to 

be true that „Malaysia is an Islamic State‟ made a comment next to the statement, „stated in Constitution‟, which 

is incorrect. For most non-Malay respondents, however, there is no ambiguity when it comes to whether they 

wanted an “Islamic State”, for whatever meaning or form it could take. 

 

Among the Muslims, the term negara Islam itself is understood differently by different people. While the 

questionnaire did not ask the respondents to explain their understanding of what the term negara Islam meant to 

them, some of their thoughts were expressed in their answers to other questions. In the survey forms, some of 

them who were on the radical end of the spectrum called for the Malaysian Constitution to be amended 

according to al-Quran and Hadith. Others wanted the economy to be regulated in accordance with Islamic 

principles. One liberal Malay respondent whom I interviewed in depth explained that for him, an Islamic State 

is understood more as a process, whereby the values of the society as a whole functioned more and more in 
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accordance with Islamic principles. For him, some Christians could be more “Islamic” than some Muslims. 

Understood this way, who as a Muslim would not feel obliged to say “yes” to an “Islamic State”? Hence the 

apparently consensual “yes” of the Malay respondents camouflaged a widely differing interpretation of what 

type of “Islamic State” was desired. 

 

Envisioning National Culture  

In the questionnaire, the respondents were also asked whether they knew what National Culture Policy was. 

Less than a third of the respondents knew about the existence of a national culture policy. While a greater 

proportion of the older respondents appear to know about the policy, the difference between generation and 

ethnic groups was not very great. 

 

The respondents were also asked to respond to three other statements regarding Malaysian national culture: 

1. Malaysian national culture should consist only of Malay Culture.  

2. Malaysian national culture should consist of the best of all cultures of the Malaysian population.  

3. Malaysian national culture should consist mainly of Malay Culture supplemented by other cultures when 

appropriate.  

 

The table below shows the overall response to the three statements. It could be seen that the one with the 

biggest consensus is that Malaysian national culture should not consist only of Malay culture (93.8%), followed 

by the statement that Malaysian national culture should consist of the best of all cultures of the Malaysian 

people (88.7%). It is notable that among the younger Malay respondents, the response in support of the best of 

all cultures statement (85%) is more enthusiastic than the support for a Malay-dominated national culture (72%). 

The third statement suggesting that Malaysian national culture should be a Malay-dominated culture, the closest 

to the gist of National culture policy, obtained a small majority of 51.5%. It is interesting that a survey among 

civil society leaders conducted in 1989 yielded similar ethnic distribution of responses with regards to ethnic 

composition of national culture, though 80% of the respondents were aware of the NCP (Muhd. Ikmal Said 

1996: 57).  
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Table 8: Intent: Ethnicity and National Culture 

 

Intent: Malay 

National Culture 

Intent: Malay-

dominated National 

Culture 

Intent: Multi-

cultural National 

Culture 

Count % Count % Count % 

no 182 93.8% 81 41.8% 8 4.1% 

not sure 7 3.6% 13 6.7% 14 7.2% 

yes 5 2.6% 100 51.5% 172 88.7% 

 

Evidently, it is pertinent to look at the ethnic breakdown of responses especially for the statement on Malay-

dominated national culture. Among the younger respondents, it could be seen from the table below that more 

than 60% of Chinese and Indian respondents said „no‟ to a Malay-dominated national culture, while more than 

70% of Malay respondents and more than 60% of non-Malay natives said „yes‟ to it. 

Table 9: Intent: Malay-dominated National Culture (21- 26 years old) 

Intent: Malay-dominated 

National Culture 

Descent 

Total 

  Chinese Malay Indian 

Other 

Bumiputera 

 No Count 36 11 12 4 63 

    % within 

Descent 
66.7% 16.4% 63.2% 36.4% 41.7% 

  not 

sure 

Count 
2 8 0 0 10 

    % within 

Descent 
3.7% 11.9% .0% .0% 6.6% 

  Yes Count 16 48 7 7 78 

    % within 

Descent 
29.6% 71.6% 36.8% 63.6% 51.7% 

Total Count 54 67 19 11 151 

  % within 

Descent 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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From the point of view of the pattern of responses, apart from the ethnically aligned answers to the question on 

Malay-dominated national culture, the respondents seems to be consensual that Malaysian national culture 

should not be just about Malay culture, while the proposal that the best of all cultures be the national culture of 

Malaysia also obtained an overwhelming acceptance of the majority. In other words, the perspectives of young 

university students on issues such as national identity and culture, notwithstanding the pattern of ethnic 

alignment, appear to be relatively flexible and open when compared with the ideologically-minded officials and 

politicians. 

 

Criteria for National Literature 

Another product of the same National Culture Congress in 1971 was policies pertaining to the fostering of a 

National Literature, which defined national literature as “works written in Bahasa Malaysia and the contents of 

which reflect the background of Malaysian society” (Tan 1992: 292). Financial support and official 

encouragement were extended only to Malay literary works and activities by the Ministry of Culture, Youth and 

Sports. The Literary Consultative Committee used to consist largely of Malay writers only. This state of the 

affair was judged to be unfair not only by vernacular writers in Tamil and Mandarin languages, but also by the 

English language writers, all of whom were regarded by some as obstacle to the development of a national 

culture. 

In the questionnaire, three open questions were asked with regards to the National Literature: 

 

1. Do you think that national literature should include all literature written in Malay language (i.e. 

including those in Bahasa Indonesia)? Why? ………………………  

2. Do you think that Malaysian national literature should include non-Malay language writings written by 

Malaysians? Why? ………………………………….  

3. What do you think should be the main criteria to determine whether a literary work constitute a part of 

Malaysian national literature? ……………………….. 
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Table 10: Intent: National Literature by Malaysian 

Intent: National Literature 

by Malaysian  

Descent 

Total 

  Chinese Malay Indian 

Other 

Bumiputera 

 Yes Count 72 48 20 7 147 

    % within 

Descent 
86.7% 66.7% 95.2% 63.6% 78.6% 

  not 

sure 

Count 
7 9 0 3 19 

    % within 

Descent 
8.4% 12.5% .0% 27.3% 10.2% 

  No Count 4 15 1 1 21 

    % within 

Descent 
4.8% 20.8% 4.8% 9.1% 11.2% 

Total Count 83 72 21 11 187 

  % within 

Descent 
100.0% 100.0% 

100.0

% 
100.0% 

100.0

% 

 

When the respondents were asked whether literature written by Malaysian citizens but in languages other than 

the national language could be considered as part of the national literature, the majority of them agreed, with 

more dissenting voices from ethnic Malay respondents. 

 

The respondents were also asked what they considered as the criteria for the determination of national literature. 

Almost 30% suggested that the literary work should reflect the local context, thinking or way of life. Another 

21% suggested that the literary work should reflect the multicultural nature of the Malaysian society. 12.5% 

said that the literary work should possess a „national‟ character or „Malaysian-ness‟. Here, it appears that there 

was the assumption that this „national‟ character or „Malaysian-ness‟ existed and was left undefined. 

 

14% of the (mostly Malay) respondents wanted the national literature to be literary work written in the national 

language only. This linguistic requirement was the most popular criteria given by the Malay respondents (28%).  
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Table 11: Criteria for determination of national literature 

Category of criteria Descent Tota

l 

Percentage* 

Chines

e 

Mala

y 

India

n 

Non-Malay 

Native 

Malaysian Citizenship 

simply 

9 3 2 0 14 10.3 

Native writers only; concerns 

Malay world only 

0 4 0 1 5 3.7 

Quality and originality of 

work 

4 9 2 1 16 11.8 

Didactic value 12 13 3 0 28 20.6 

Reflect local context, 

thinking and way of life 

21 11 5 3 40 29.4 

Multiculturalism 14 10 3 2 29 21.3 

In Malay language only 2 16 1 0 19 14.0 

„Malaysian-ness‟ or national 

features 

12 4 1 0 17 12.5 

Others 4 1 0 0 5 3.7 

Total** 59 57 15 5 136  

* Total number of valid respondents for this variable is 136. 

** Actual number of respondents for each ethnic group. Since some gave more than one criterium, the total 

count of the column is not expected to tally with the actual sum here. 

 

Despite the detection of a slight “ethnically polarised” pattern of responses to the definitions of National Culture 

and National Literature, it appears that it is still easier for the ordinary folks to arrive at some sort of consensus 

on these issues than politicians influenced by specific nationalist ideology. Their flexibility on the issues was 

manifested by the fact that some of them regarded more than one articulation of National Culture as acceptable. 

In fact, even among the Malay respondents, the statement suggesting that the Malaysian National Culture 

should consist of the best of all cultures received the most resounding support over the official definition of 

National Culture. In addition, contrary to the inflexible official stand regarding national literature, the majority 

of the respondents regardless of ethnicity agreed that nationality and other aspects of the literary work such as 
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the contents which reflect local reality and thinking rather than language per se should be the criteria in the 

determination of national literature. 

 

Forging an Imagined Unity 

In an international seminar on literature and the politics of nation-building in 2004, the dean of the UKM 

anthropology and sociology programme Kamaruddin M. Said, contended that there is yet a national culture in 

Malaysia, but only “an official arts as seen from the dances and songs in the Merdeka celebrations and other 

festivities”. He envisioned national culture to be “a doctrine of life and an ideology that forms society‟s soul 

collectively and is capable of giving birth to an esprit de corps for the whole citizenry” (Rozi Ali, “Literature 

unread, unsung”, New Straits Times, 21 July, 2004). This is a tall order, and judging from the experimentation 

in implementing NCP over the last four decades, it is doomed to fail. If we take what Abdul Razak said in his 

opening speech of the National Culture Congress seriously, I am not sure whether he believed in the chances of 

success of the NCP. 

 

There is undeniably an “imagined” component when we speak about interethnic harmony or national unity, as 

the latter are abstract terms that can only be assessed subjectively. Attitudes pertaining to interethnic relations, 

be it acceptance or latent antagonisms, are reproduced in the construction of ethnic category and identity as 

abstract models. It is not the outcome of direct interethnic contact, in so far as not being falsified in actual 

interethnic interactions (Eriksen 1998: 37). The persuasiveness of the multicultural imagery touted as 

symbolising interethnic harmony and national unity during the 1990s (Lee 2004) illustrates that cultural and 

religious differences need not be a priori divisive.  

 

Attempts at re-articulation of national discourse during the 1990s serve to demonstrate that the projection of 

Malaysia as a multicultural country in the international arena does not appear to be as problematic as those 

advocates of national culture policy made it out to be. In effect, a multicultural image of Malaysia could even be 

promoted in the international arena as a comparative advantage in the modern world of nations. The 

inconsistent and contradictory signals made by the Malaysian government based on political expediency only 

serve to increase the cynicism of the people and reinforce social contradictions. 

 

On their part, individual citizens tend to understand the discourse on nation based on their own social identity 

and self understanding (Cohen 1996). They make sense of public rites and discourse and render them personally 

meaningful by giving their own interpretation as far as they could identify with it based on personal situations. 
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Hence Cohen (1996) advised aspiring “political entrepreneurs” of nationalism to articulate a discourse or vision 

that could reflect meaningfully the local experience of a maximum number of his target audience.  

 

The power of a national identity to engender strong attachment among its citizens to the putative nation-state 

depends on how well the nation-state harmonises and comes to terms with these localised ways of belonging to 

social webs of relationship in order to transcend potentially conflictive identities. It is a matter of re-channelling 

sub-national social solidarity rather than suppressing it (Calhoun 2003: 536-7). As noted by Duara, “the most 

successful states are able to contain these conceptions within relatively depoliticized spaces” (1995: 9). The 

NCP did just the opposite. It is a truism to say it but it is still worth saying that national identity would not be 

able to gain a wide adherence if it is formulated in such a way as to marginalise a significant section of sub-

national identities.  

 

In itself, national identity is an empty conceptual framework within which different social elements could be 

organised and accorded meaning and significance based on specific organising principles (Greenfeld 1992: 12). 

The “raw materials” used for such purposes are usually retrieved from or attributed to historically existing 

social identities on the putative territory. Hence national identity is ultimately a product of negotiation with 

existing historical identities, be they regional, ethnic or religious, within the framework of a modern nation-state 

system (Duara 1996: 158). Ultimately, the forging of an alternative national identity may require a re-

interpretation of these historical identities and a new articulation of the historical narratives of the nation. Even 

politically expedient nationalists who manipulate history for their own gain are obliged to engage with these 

historical identities in doing so.  

 

The ambivalence of the national discourse articulated by the politicians is a consequence of the ambiguous 

approach they have chosen to accommodate social forces with contradictory nation-views and the exigencies of 

meeting the challenges posed by a globalised economy. Whether or not a different approach to the “national 

question” may emerge is a matter of political contests and historical contingence, but premised on the 

enlargement of democratic space. While the electronic media has broken down the hegemonic control of the 

ruling elites over the access of information and expression of dissent, this democratic space is still being 

negotiated and contested. For it to be sustainable and politically legitimate, it is essential that a civil political 

culture whereby citizens‟ political and civil rights may be respected not only by the political authorities but also 

by all citizens may take root. 
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林连玉青年公民学程 

讨论单 

1 

 

三、马来西亚有没有「建国社会契约」？ 

（2018年 8 月 4日，星期六，2p.m. – 4:30p.m.） 

专题讨论会读本 

I. Mavis C. Puthucheary 著、李永杰译，2008，〈马来西亚的社会契约：概念的发明和历史

演变〉，诺拉妮等编，《一个马来西亚，两种社会契约？》，页 7-26，策略资讯研究中心。 

II. Haris Zuan(2015). “Becoming Malay.” Pp. 1-26 in Young and Malay, edited by 

Ooi Kee Beng and Wan Hamidi Hamid. Selangor: Gerakbudaya. 

III. Syed Saddiq (2015) ‘I was once a racist’. Malaysiakini. 

IV. 张茂桂，2008，〈多元文化主义在台湾与其困境〉，沈宪钦等编，《知识分子的省思与对

话》，页 310-325，台北：时报文教基金会。 

讨论重点 

• 什么是「多元文化主义」（multiculturalism）? 

• 马来西亚的社会契约是什么？马来西亚的社会契约是否符合多元文化主义？ 

• 对照“Becoming Malay”、“I was once a racist”的马来人经验，作为华人的种族经验

有何异同？ 

#讨论会开始前，看电影《争执》，该片由马来西亚人权组织“社会传播中心”制作；学员须

做笔记，以延伸讨论校园中不同族群的文化刻板印象，以及校园教育是否贯彻多元文化主义。 

讨论单 

1.  请你/妳简单定义、说明什么是种族主义者（racist）？（可以用你/妳的生活经

验来分享） 

2.  电影 Gadoh与读本 Becoming Malay、I was once racist 中呈现了哪些刻种族板

印象？这些种族刻板印象，与上周《马来人的困境》一书中的哪些论述相互呼应

或对抗？ 

3.  电影 Gadoh与读本 Becoming Malay、I was once racist 中，人们采取哪些方式

对抗种族主义？你/妳赞同或不赞同哪些方式，理由为何？ 

4.  你/妳认为，这三周的理论或概念如“ethnicity as narrative”、“racial 

formation”、“多元文化主义”、“社会契约”如何帮助我们思考种族主义的

问题与寻求解决方案？ 

5.  电影 Gadoh与读本 Becoming Malay、I was once racist中，令你/妳想起中学

校园中哪些相似的种族主义经验吗？ 
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‘I was once a racist’ 

Syed Saddiq Syed Abdul Rahman   

2 Dec 2015 

 

I was once a racist. I believed that my race was the determinant of my social status. I believed 

that my colleagues who were not of the same skin colour were by default inferior to me. I 

believed that it was legitimate to discriminate against those who were not born into the 

same race as me, speak like me, act like me and preach like me. 

I was by definition a racist who stood against the ideals of my beloved nation. A racist who 

can be epitomised as „un-Malaysian‟. 

I am humiliated by my past. Unfortunately, the truth will not set me free nor will it liberate 

me from my prison of guilt but my future actions will hopefully atone for the injustices which 

I have committed. 

It was hypocritical of me to despise the subpar treatment of the African-Americans in the 

United States, yet to do the very same at home. 

It was hypocritical of me to condemn the KKK for preaching white supremacy, yet I am doing 

the very same localised version at home. 

It was hypocritical of me to condemn the subjugation of Muslims abroad, yet I was fine with 

the subjugation of my non-Muslim brothers and sisters at home. 

In hindsight, I realised that I was an intolerable hypocrite. Thank God I was brought back to 

the right path. I suffered once, it is therefore my duty to guide those who are struggling to 

find a way out. 

I would like to spend some time explaining the journey out from the prison of racism which I 

was once locked in. 

1) Compassion! 

Despite my racist tendencies, my friends never gave up on me. They were there for me when 

I needed them. They were there for me to pull me back to the right side. Even when I was 



unbearably racist, they advised with compassion and affection. Never once did they cast me 

aside. 

This is critical as compassion eventually overpowered the hate which fuelled my racist 

tendencies. It reminded me that the Chinese aren‟t there to bring me down but to pull me 

back up when I am having a bad day. That stereotypes can be broken by the actions of those 

who defy it. 

If I had been ignored, I would have further insulated myself in that self-contained echo 

chamber of racism and bigotry. Compassion pierced its way through to liberate me. As 

Mahatma Gandhi once said, “Compassion is a muscle that gets stronger with use”. I think is 

time that we collectively start flexing our muscles of compassion. 

2) Exposure & interaction 

I had the privilege of getting enrolled into the most diverse boarding school in Malaysia, The 

Royal Military College. This new environment inculcated diversity through brotherhood. 

Surviving in this school meant that I had to embrace my brothers who I once saw as „The 

Others‟ or „the leeches‟ (yes I was that racist). 

The exposure and interactions through class activities and military training slowly lifted the 

racist veil which once blinded me. It demystified the stereotypes which I once placed on 

those who are not of the same race. The initial few weeks were difficult, but as time passed 

by, I grew accustom to this new environment which built an everlasting bond which until 

today is preserved in the deepest corner of my heart. 

This situation is not unique. In 2014, 73 percent of Americans had an unfavourable attitude 

toward Muslims, according to the Arab American Institute. Interestingly, in the same study it 

was shown that most of the polled participants have never had any prolonged interactions 

with a Muslim. The empathy gap was driven by the vacuum of communication. 

Furthermore, being in a racially diverse class also forced me to be more sensitive to the 

concerns and plights of the others. It is much more difficult to be racist when you have a 

friend who comes from that very race. It is much more difficult to be racist when you have 

the person stand right in front of you. This mitigates racism to a large extent. 

This is why I am for the expansion of national schools which promote diversity at a very 

young age. The time when our minds are like sponges. The formative years which often 

construct our moral systems. I am proud to say that I am a beneficiary of this system. 



I can never turn back time, but I can correct the future by learning from the past. I can never 

adequately atone for the injustices which I have committed, but I can ensure that it will never 

happen again. I owe a duty to those who I have wronged and that duty is best executed by 

standing up for their rights when it‟s being trampled upon. 

Compassion brought me to where I am at today. I implore for all peace-loving Malaysians to 

not give up on those who we despise, those who once hurt us, those who we call as racists. I 

was one of them, yet I am here today. 

The dream for a united Malaysia is still alive. It‟s hidden in our hearts waiting to be revived by 

those who call themselves, Malaysians. 

Let us help them, help us, help Malaysia. 
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四、终结或延续「种族政治」的社会制度 

（2018年 8 月 18日，星期六，2p.m. – 4:30p.m.） 

专题讨论会读本 

I. 黄进发（2015）公民可以差異而平等嗎？—馬來西亞的 69 年糾結，香港立场新闻。 

II. Guan, L. H. (2000). Ethnic relations in Peninsular Malaysia: The 

cultural and economic dimensions. Social and cultural issues, 1, 1-39. 

III. 柯嘉逊（2017）马来西亚的种族主义和种族歧视，人民之声，页 261-312。（第

十章，当前马来西亚的种族主义与种族歧视；结论，“扶弱政策”应以“需要”不以

种族为根基；附录，前进的道路） 

IV. ** Desmond, M., & Emirbayer, M. (2009). What is racial domination?. Du 

Bois Review: Social Science Research on Race, 6(2), 335-355. 

讨论重点 

• 什么制度性的种族主义？ 

• 经济与文化政策对西马族群关系有什么影响？ 

 

 

讨论单 

1.  黄进发认为，1946年问题对我国的族群关系有何影响？ 

2.  黄进发认为，“马来人支配”是靠什么来维系的？“差异性公民权待遇与慢性同

化”如何强化“马来人支配”？ 

3.  Lee Hock Guan 认为，马来西亚西马半岛的族群关系是被哪些结构性因素

（structural forces）影响？ 

4.  黄进发与 Lee Hock Guan 对马来西亚族群关系所做出解释，有何异同？ 

试想想，如果从“社会契约”的角度来讨论当代族群关系，是否有相同或差异的

看法（可以参考第一周 Cheah, B. K. (2002)的讨论；以及第三周 Mavis C. 

Puthucheary（2008）的讨论）？ 
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5.  柯嘉逊如何定义制度性的种族主义？在柯嘉逊的讨论中，制度性的种族主义的受

害者是谁？ 

请问柯嘉逊的解释，与黄进发、Lee Hock Guan 对马来西亚族群关系或社会不平

等所作出的解释，有何异同？ 

6.  Desmond 与 Emirbayer 如何定义 racial domination？Desmond 与 Emirbayer 提出

的概念 racial domination，与黄进发或前期讨论会提出的 malay dominance 有

何异同？ 

7.  什 么 是 Intersectionality ？ 为 何讨 论社 会 不 平等 与 压迫时 需 要 运 用

intersectionality 的观点？ 

 

 



公民可以差異而平等嗎？ — 馬來西

亞的 69 年糾結 
2015/8/31 — 17:45 

 

1. 1946 年問題：公民可以差異而平等嗎？ 

西方帝國主義在全球各個角落建立、爭奪殖民地時，一般都促使各國 — 不管能否避免

淪為殖民地 — 同時在經濟上現代化和國際化。因為原有社會被殖民地統治者裂解或併

合、同時人口大量遷徙，帝國主義和現代化往往使得殖民地形成多元社會（plural 

society），而這些國家的人民後來大量移居原殖民地宗主國，也讓後者逐漸變成多元

社會。這兩者都不符合語言、文化、認同單一的「法國式」民族國家，促使後來應運

而生「多元文化主義」。然而，在戰後如火如荼的去殖浪潮中，同質性的民族國家仍

然是許多殖民地獨立後的範本，因此，他們所奉行的同化性政策往往讓族裔、宗教、

語言成為社會的斷層線，不但危及本來所要追求的社會凝聚，甚至可能引發長期的族

群對峙乃至政治暴力。 

馬來西亞是英屬東南亞 1的主要繼承者。英國通過與荷蘭、暹羅締約劃分勢力範圍，

截斷了馬來半島與印尼蘇門答臘西岸、廖內群島、泰南北大年之間馬來邦國的政治紐

帶，形成了包括新加坡的「英屬馬來亞」。在婆羅洲北岸，英國冒險家布洛克和英屬

北婆羅洲公司一南一北，逐漸蠶食了汶萊蘇丹國的廣袤領土，把砂拉越和北婆羅洲

（後來的沙巴）建成英國的保護國，與退居一隅的汶萊並列為英屬「北婆羅洲」三個

保護國。最後，除了拒絕加盟的汶萊和入盟兩年後被逐出門牆的新加坡，這些前英國

殖民地都成了馬來西亞的一部分。 

從十九世紀以降，英屬馬來亞和英屬婆羅洲都形成了多元社會，其人民可以分為三類。 

第一類是信奉伊斯蘭教和慣常說馬來話的馬來人，這包括了從印尼來的移民和融入馬

來社會的阿拉伯裔與印度裔穆斯林。在馬來半島，馬來人與穆斯林認同的合流，其實

歸功於英殖民地政府要維持馬來社會現狀的政策，一方面確立馬來君主為各自邦屬的

伊斯蘭教首領，另一方面制止基督教傳教士向穆斯林傳教。 

第二類是大部分既不信奉伊斯蘭教也不慣常說馬來話的華裔、印度裔移民。他們人數

在英國殖民地統治下大增 2，官方的後殖民論述因而歸咎殖民地統治改變人口結構。然

而，在英國派遣參政司（Residents）掌管霹靂、雪蘭莪、森美蘭內政之前，當地的馬

來酋長已經輸入華工開礦。後來這些州發生爭奪王位或者礦權的內戰時，交戰方各有

馬來酋長與華人幫會。而柔佛州英主蘇丹阿布巴卡，在有生之年成功避免英人介入內

政，卻自己招攬華人開墾農地，種植胡椒、甘蜜等作物，把華人墾殖民首領封為「港

主」3。華印移民的遷入，與其怪罪殖民地政府的政策，毋寧是經濟現代化的產物。 

第三類是信奉天主教、新教乃至泛靈信仰的婆羅洲土著。在英人入主之前，汶萊以外

的婆羅洲北岸，伊斯蘭化程度不高。天主教會和新教團體積極深入內陸傳教，因而讓

基督教成為砂拉越、沙巴土著的主要宗教。 



二戰後重返馬來亞和婆羅洲的英國人清楚看到，去殖民地化是大勢所趨，同時美蘇兩

大陣營冷戰業已開始，英人要能因應。1946 年，英國人同時在南中國海兩岸改組其領

地，以精簡政府架構和強化中央管制，為最終去殖做準備。 

在婆羅洲，英國原有三個保護國：汶萊，「白人拉惹」（white rajah）布洛克

（Brookes）家族統治的砂拉越王國，以及英屬北婆羅洲公司的領地北婆羅洲。英國

把後二者改為殖民地，結果在砂拉越面對「反割讓」（anti-secession）運動的阻力。

布洛克家族的統治深得民心，建立了砂拉越的國民認同，因而許多砂拉越人反對第三

代國主查理斯·韋納·布洛克（Charles Vyner Brooke）割讓砂拉越予英國的決定，希望

砂拉越保持自主，由王儲安東尼·布洛克（Anthony Brooke）繼位統治。1949 年，英

國第二任駐砂總督被馬來年輕老師羅斯利多比（Rosli Dhobi）暗殺，然而「反割讓運

動」並無力回天。 

在馬來亞，英國的領地分為三類：新加坡、檳城和麻六甲三個海港組成的「海峽殖民

地」（Straits Settlements）; 霹靂、雪蘭莪、森美蘭和彭亨這四個最早接受英國保護

的礦產邦國所組成的「馬來聯邦」（Federated Malay States）；以及最遲成為藩屬、

自主性較高、統稱為「馬來屬邦」（Unfederated Malay States）的柔佛和北方四邦。

1946 年 4 月 1 日，英國人宣佈把這些領地整合成兩個殖民地：新加坡以及另外十一州

組成的「馬來亞合邦」4（Malayan Union）。 

「馬來亞合邦」遭到了馬來社會左右上下的強烈反對。這固然是因為九個馬來邦國從

「保護國」降級變成「殖民地」，權力中央化並集中在英國總督之手，讓九州的馬來

統治者變成連虛君都說不上。更重要的是，它讓非馬來人輕易歸化成為公民，引發馬

來人對自己在「本國」失勢的恐慌。殖民地政府為了維持社會穩定，除了栽培馬來權

貴子弟成為官僚之外，其政策是讓大部分馬來人繼續留在鄉村務農捕魚，而原來只是

引入作為短期客工的華印裔，反而有許多人選擇落地生根，成為城市現代經濟的主幹，

讓馬來人起鵲巢鳩佔的不平之心。而二戰時，日本人殘酷對待華人而招攬馬來人為員

警和公務員，結果戰後華人為主、馬來亞共產黨（馬共）主導的抗日軍在一些地區清

算親日分子的行動，就變成族群衝突，更加劇了馬來人對華人的戒心。即使英國人刻

意把華人居多的新加坡排除在「馬來合邦」外，避免非馬來人人數壓倒馬來人，「馬

來合邦」依然激起馬來人強烈的存在憂患。 

多元族群社會在去殖時面對一個重要問題，我稱之為馬來亞/馬來西亞的「1946 年問

題」：「公民可否差異而平等？」，意即：政治權利是否可與文化認同脫鉤？從法國

大革命以降的民族國家流論述來看，答案為「否」，公民必須同質，才有凝聚力，民

族國家才能維持。公民之間如果有明顯的文化差異，把公民隔離成不同的社群，等如

國中有國，即使地理上雜居，也將威脅民族國家的長期存在。為了消弭差異，剛性做

法是讓多數族群單向同化少數族群，如法國；柔性做法是讓各族群、文化混同，冶為

一體，即美式「大熔爐」。心甘情願地求同存異者，如 1947 年獨立的印度，在當時

甚至到今天仍然是異數。從歷史去看，馬來亞的主體族群馬來人就是操馬來語穆斯林

的「大熔爐」。就如中國人的「夷入中國則中國之」民族觀，馬來人的期待大概可以

視之為「夷入馬來（半島）則馬來之」。華印裔移民因為人數以及文化優越感而拒絕

被同化，直至今天仍被許多馬來人視為「心懷舊邦」的表現。 



對「1946 年問題」而言，「馬來亞合邦」乃「是方」的方案，要建立「馬來亞人的國

家」而非「馬來人的國家」。這個答案理所當然地受到馬來人的強烈反對，卻沒有立

即受到當時沉溺於中國國共之爭的華人所重視。英國人最終決定撫順前者民意，在

1948 年 1 月 31 日，以「馬來亞聯邦」（Federation of Malaya, 馬來文名稱

Persekutuan Tanah Melayu，意為「馬來國土聯邦」）取而代之，收緊了非馬來人歸

化的條件。「否方」的勝利同時確立了反「馬來亞合邦」政治載具——貴族主導的巫

統 5（UMNO）的政治主導權。 

  

2. 1957 年體制：差異性公民權待遇與慢性同化 

1946 年 6 月馬共的反英武裝起義，讓「1946 年問題」否方（以巫統為代表的馬來民

族主義者）五個月前的勝利迅速失色。如果大部分非馬來人沒有公民權，極可能會傾

向華人主導的馬共，加劇馬來亞赤化的風險。如果馬共成功趕走英國人，其「馬來亞

人民民主共和國」既不利於馬來貴族也不利於英國人。 

英國人說服巫統創辦人翁嘉化走多元族群路線，最後出現兩個歷史性的意外結果：首

先，巫統因為是否開放門戶給非馬來人而分裂，而主張開放的翁嘉化本人在 1951 年

退黨另組多元族群的馬來亞獨立黨（Independence of Malaya Party）；然後，為了打

敗獨立黨巫統和保守派華人主導的馬華公會兩黨的地方黨部，在 1952 年的吉隆玻市

議會選舉中結盟，並因大勝而催生了「聯盟」(The Alliance)。冷戰堪稱改寫了馬來亞

以及日後馬來西亞的政治架構。 

聯盟後來還接納了馬來亞印度人國民大會黨(Malayan Indian Congress)，形成三大族

群政黨結盟壟斷中間路線的格局。巫統放棄了建立「馬來民族國家」的議程，改以代

表馬來人掌握國家主權為己任。1955 年，馬來亞舉行全國大選，聯盟贏得 85%選票

和 98%議席，以全民代表之姿赴英談判，終於在兩年後領導馬來亞獨立。1957 年到

1969 年種族暴亂前 12 年的馬來亞，荷蘭政治學者李普哈特視之為不同族群和平分享

權力的「協和政治」(consociationalism) 的典範之一。 

馬來亞 1957 年的獨立憲法，涵蓋了聯盟主導下馬來人與非馬來人的主要妥協。這個

族群間的「獨立妥協」（Merdeka Compromises）在後來的官方論述中被稱為「社會

契約」強調當初的遊戲規則不得改變。這協定包含了三個配套。 

一、公民權的條件大幅度放寬，讓大部分非馬來人都得以歸化成為公民，並享有經濟

自由，滿足了非馬來人的訴求；作為交換條件，馬來人在憲法裡（第 153 條）獲得

「特別地位」，在教育、公職、商業運營權上有其保障性配額 6；同時不明文地讓鄉下

選區享有過度代表權(over-representation），變相擴大當時鄉居為主的馬來人的選票

比重保障其支配權。「特別地位」條文在草案中原本有十五年期限，代表著扶弱的考

量，然而最終草案沒有期限，其基礎因而純然是土著主義。 

二、憲法第 3 條列伊斯蘭教為聯邦宗教 7，但同時闡明「其他宗教得以在和平與和諧的

情況下奉行」，另外第 11 條再闡明宗教自由，但是其第 4 節留了非常重要的但書：

各州得立法限制非穆斯林向穆斯林傳教。另外，法律不許跨教婚姻，所有與穆斯林結

婚的非穆斯林都必須改信伊斯蘭教。基本設計是保障穆斯林人口只增不減。 



三、憲法第 152 條明定馬來文為國文，但同時保障無人被禁止或阻止在非官方用途上

使用其他語言，也不妨礙聯邦或州政府保存任何社群語言的使用與學習。然而，在法

律層次，1956 年教育部長阿都拉薩發表的「拉薩報告書」，在承認華文、淡米爾文學

校為國民教育體系一環的同時，也定下了讓馬來文成為唯一教學媒介語的目標。易言

之，政府淘汰少數語言學校的方法不是積極關閉，而是消極忽略。 

這三個配套的本質其實就是差異性公民待遇與「溫水煮青蛙式」的慢性同化政策。它

一方面以特惠待遇與慢性同化的結構性機制來安撫害怕失勢的馬來人，滿足他們對移

民被同化的文化期待；另一方面則以包含經濟自由的公民權、以及宗教自由與語文自

由短中期不變的保障來滿足非馬來人的訴求。 

用於落實憲法第 153 條下差異性公民權利的需要，憲法需要定義誰為「馬來人」，第

160 條下的定義有四個要點：信奉伊斯蘭教、慣常說馬來語、依循馬來習俗、本身或

祖先在獨立日或之前生於馬來亞或新加坡。四者當中沒有一條要求說明馬來人必須有

馬來人的祖先。 

理論上，除了馬新祖籍不得由人選擇，其他三者完全是價值與行為上的選擇。雖然條

文沒有明確說明，這個定義完全可以被視為充分條件。易言之，只要符合這四個條件，

完全與馬來人沒有任何淵源的外人也可以在文化上「加入馬來人」（masuk Melayu），

符合數百年來的文化規範。換句話說，這是歡迎外人自行跳入的「大熔爐」。 

反過來說，不符合上述四種條件，還可以是馬來人嗎？從執行第 153 條特惠待遇的需

要去看，這四個條件自然是必要條件。你要享受特惠，你就必須持續滿足那三個價值

與行為上的條件，不得改變宗教、語言與習俗。因此，差異性公民待遇與慢性同化政

策不止相連，而且前者是後者的工具，以（利益差）異促（文化趨）同。 

回到「1946 年問題」，主流馬來人對國族定位的看法，已經從 1946 年的「純馬來人

的國家」，退到 1957 年「以馬來人主導的國家」，把馬來族群變成馬來亞國族的核

心，由巫統作為代表掌握支配性權力。易言之，維持以族群駕馭國家的形勢，需要馬

來人政治勢力的集中。這不但否定了馬來人政治內多黨競爭甚至巫統內部競爭的正當

性，而且需要一套機制來克服「集體行動」的難題。 

  

3. 「馬來人支配的維繫」作為集體行動 

奧爾森（Mancur Olson）指出，公共財因為其不可排除與不可分割的特性而難以供應。

由於人人有「搭便車」坐享其成（free-riding）的誘因，因而大家都會期待別人承擔成

本，最後可能誰都不願意做傻瓜，對「集體行動」形成了挑戰。他提出反直覺的洞見：

群體越大，其成員越無法確定與制約坐享其成者，因而集體行動失敗的可能性越高，

有如中國俗語所謂「一個和尚挑水喝，兩個和尚抬水喝，三個和尚沒水喝」。要克服

集體行動的挑戰，奧爾森指出，群體需要有機制區分參與者與坐享其成者，提供選擇

性誘因，以便正面獎賞或者負面懲罰坐享其成者。 

奧爾森的基本理論建立在集體成員都有共同利益的假設上。易言之，不參與者都是坐

享其成者，而非異議者，因此在目標的設定上並不存在壓迫，只是在行動上不允許置

身事外。然而，這個理論的架構完全可以適用於無共同利益的群體。以要求加薪的罷



工為例子，行動成功則所有人都得利，因此，拒絕罷工者到底是因為想上工繼續賺錢

同時坐享罷工成果，還是因為他真誠反對罷工，很難認定。然而，共同利益的假設在

其他例子未必如此。在 1970 年代的美國肯德基州路易士維市，白人至上主義者反對

族群融合學校，不但讓本身孩子轉校，也以暴力作為「負面選擇性誘因」威脅其他白

人家長讓孩子轉校。同是白人，白人至上主義者與相信族群融合的白人家長利益並不

一致，維持全白人學校只是前者認定符合所有白人利益的集體行動，然而沒有後者參

與，前者就不可能單獨達到目標。這兩群人的利益結構並不符奧爾森的原有模式，因

為後者已經不是坐享其成者，而是異議者。然而，選擇性誘因依然完全適用，通過非

自願手段改變「異議者」的利益結構和損益計算，集體行動可以反過來創造和維持群

體。 

馬來亞「1957 年社會契約」所依以為基礎的「馬來人支配」（ Malay dominance），

其維繫就是這種典型的集體行動邏輯。非馬來人強勢存在與明顯差異所構成的心理威

脅，讓被逼接受他們歸化的馬來人最終以巫統所建立的 1957 年體制自保；然而，如

果馬來人不集中力量支援巫統，則不利非馬來人的「社會契約」就容易被推翻，那麼

巫統黨人就算獨自要維持「社會契約」也不可得。 

 

圖一  馬來亞三層結構的鳥瞰圖 

 

這就形成了馬來亞人（國民）、馬來人（多數族群成員）與巫統黨人（執政黨成員）

的三層結構。圖一為其鳥瞰圖，可見三個同心圓。要維持馬來人的支配，馬來人（第

二個圓圈）相對於馬來亞人（第三個圓圈）的比例必須只增不減，而巫統黨人與支持

者（第一個圓圈）相對於馬來人（第二個圓圈）同樣也必須只增不減。如何擴大馬來



人對巫統的支持取決於政黨領袖、政策、組織等；如何擴大馬來人在馬來亞人的比例，

則取決於官方政策。 

前述憲法第 160 條以宗教、語言、習俗和出生地/祖籍界定馬來人，而「社會契約」的

後二個妥協為宗教與語言畫了紅線：非穆斯林可以改信伊斯蘭，而穆斯林不得改信其

他宗教；非馬來人終將都以馬來文受教育，而马来人不应该以其他语言受教育。如果

非穆斯林都改信伊斯蘭，非馬來人都能慣常說馬來文，則馬來人身份的四個要素中，

兩個條件已經成熟。在後來的實踐中，其實只有宗教變成馬來身份認同的絕對關鍵。

出生地/祖籍最無關宏旨 — 婆羅洲與印尼出生的穆斯林都輕易被接受為馬來人，以致

多數人都忘記了馬來人定義中的這個因素。許多伊斯蘭基本教義派馬來人在文化上傾

向阿拉伯化，並不奉行有印都教殘餘影響的馬來習俗，但從無人因此被否定他們的馬

來人身份。許多馬來精英接受英文教育，日常生活以英語交談，少數甚至不能說流利

馬來語，同樣沒有人因此失去馬來人身份。這些彈性的做法，有利達到人數只增不減

的目的。 

然而，一個人如果因為本身「喜歡」而信什麼宗教、說什麼語言、遵奉什麼習俗，這

些自願的選擇都是利益；而一個如果因為「必須」而信什麼宗教、說什麼語言、遵奉

什麼習俗，這些非自願的限制其實都是成本，難免會受到一些人的抗拒和違背。要確

保沒有人脫離群體，甚至吸引外人加入，除了前述的負面限制，群體還必須提供一些

正面的選擇性誘因。 

 

 

圖二 馬來亞三層結構的鳥瞰圖 

 

圖二展示這個架構的橫切面，展示國民、多數社群成員、執政黨人三個階層所享有的

正面選擇性誘因。當所有馬來亞國民都享有公民權時，馬來人必須享有憲法賦予、法



律與政策層面上的「特權」，地位比一般國民更高，才能誘使他人同化；而當一般馬

來人理論上都享有特權時，巫統黨人就必須另外還享受到政黨恩庇，地位更高，才能

誘使馬來人入黨。 

從這一點去看，「特權」與「文化同質性」是當代馬來人身份認同的關鍵，共存共榮。

沒有了特權，馬來人的文化同質性就必須建立在自願的基礎上，必須面對個人理性與

利益考量的檢驗，因而幾乎無可避免會受到衝擊，分裂成不同的文化-政治群體，有如

比利時的法荷語系社群兩方各自分為左、中、右三派。反過來說，一旦失去了文化同

質性，要保有特權的馬來人人數就不足以捍衛 1957 年體制；因此，要維持「特權」

就不得不以強制手段維持馬來人的「文化同質性」，仇視並壓制自由派、包容派馬來

人的異議。 

  

4. 1957 年體制的三次挑戰與調整 

1957 年體制確立後，面對了三次挑戰與調整。 

4.1 1963-1965 年邊界變更 

1959 年新加坡自治選舉之後，獨立勢不可擋，然而，當家的人民行動黨與英國政府都

擔心左傾的民情最終可能讓島國在獨立後赤化，因而遊說馬來亞開國首相東姑阿都拉

曼接受馬新重新合併。其時，馬來亞仍在剿共，如果新加坡赤化，則形同美國後院的

古巴。然而，1946 年英國讓馬新分家，本意正是避免非馬來人人數壓倒馬來人，

1959 年時這個隱憂仍然存在，對婆羅洲本有染指之意的東姑，因而提出合併的反建議：

新加坡以外，英屬婆羅洲也必須同時成為新國家的成員。 

除了汶萊最後堅持不參加，馬來亞、新加坡、砂拉越與沙巴在 1963 年攜手成立馬來

西亞。然而，馬來亞與新加坡兩地執政黨之間競爭衝突不斷，新加坡人民行動黨在欲

取代馬華公會作為巫統的華人夥伴不果之後，嘗試組織包含四邦在野黨的「馬來西亞

團結陣線」（Malaysian Solidarity Convention），與巫統主導的聯盟逐鹿天下。巫統

擴大版圖的目的原非引進競爭對手，最後只好壯士斷腕，把新加坡逐出聯邦，阻止兩

線/兩黨政治成形。 

在巫統原初的計算中，婆羅洲土著「近似馬來人」（almost Malay），應該是馬來人

在族群博弈中的天然盟友。1957 年體制只做了輕微調整，把「特別地位」的受惠者從

馬來人擴大為「土著」(Bumiputera)，以建立新的多數族群組合。 

然而，砂沙兩州的首任首席部長都是基督徒土著，對馬來人支配充滿戒心，最終都在

聯邦干預下丟官，由巫統所信任扶植的穆斯林土著取而代之。聯邦政府為了加強控制

砂沙兩州，通過其穆斯林代理人，鼓勵非穆斯林改宗，而穆斯林則以馬來人自居，尤

其是在沙巴。「特權」理論上涵蓋所有土著，實際上卻以宗教分嫡庶，基督徒要充分

享有特權就必須改宗。 

在沙巴，基督徒土著主導的沙巴團結黨在 1984 年奪回政權，並在 1990 年大選期間退

出國陣。憤怒的巫統東渡沙巴，並且大舉引進菲印穆斯林，發予公民權，終於在 1994

年重新奪回政權，從此確立在該州的支配地位。原本族群林立、認同多變的沙巴，逐



漸變成穆斯林土著、非穆斯林土著與華人三類，宗教作為斷層線的作用越來越重要，

與馬來亞政治逐漸趨同。 

4.2 1969 年暴亂後的調整 

在馬來亞（半島），巫統以馬來人的政治代表自居，然而卻未能滿足馬來人對獨立的

期待。經濟上，東姑阿都拉曼首相領導的聯盟政府採行不干預政策，滿足了非馬來人，

卻無法有效提升馬來貧民的生活水準。文化上，聯盟政府面對馬來人要求獨尊馬來文、

非馬來人要求語言平等的訴求，左右不能討好。1969 年，馬來亞舉行獨立後第三屆大

選，聯盟在半島喪失了十個百分點的選票，巫統的主要對手伊斯蘭黨則增加了九個百

分點。巫統與伊斯蘭黨在半島的得票比率從 1964 年的 5：2 驟降至 3：2，有分庭抗

禮之勢。如果馬來政治中兩黨制終於成形，整個 1957 年體制就受到挑戰，因為非馬

來人在野黨可以和伊斯蘭黨結盟，一起挑戰巫統所主導的聯盟。 

然而，馬來西亞的簡單多數選制卻掩蓋了馬來人分裂的真相，而突出了非馬來人團結

挑戰巫統政權的表像。伊斯蘭黨的半島得票率雖然從 15%暴增至 24%，其國會議席卻

只從 9 席微增至 12 席。相反地，非馬來人為主在野黨的半島得票率雖然維持在 26%

左右，幾乎紋風不動；但是，因為這些在野黨達成協議，不再如 1964 年時陷入多角

戰，其議席反從原來的 6 席暴增至 22 席。聯盟不但失去以華人居多的檳城州政權，

在馬來人與非馬來人人口相當的雪蘭莪州（首都所在）與霹靂州，朝野皆不過半，出

現「懸空議會」，最後哪一黨執政成為懸念。非馬來人為主在野黨在首都的選後勝利

遊行，引發了馬來人失去政治支配的焦慮，最終在 5 月 13 日發生族群暴亂，史稱

「513 暴亂」。 

這個暴亂讓巫統得以重寫遊戲規則。被視為對華人過於軟弱的拉曼首相立即失勢，其

強悍的副手阿都拉薩在緊急狀態（戒嚴）頒佈後，組織了以馬來人政要、官僚、軍警

高官為主的「國家行動理事會」，接管內閣權力，並在一年後「真除」首相。拉薩把

暴亂歸咎於族群之間的財富分配不均，明確地讓 1957 年體制向馬來人利益傾斜。他

一方面擴大解釋憲法第 153 條下馬來人與婆羅洲土著的「特別地位」，通過以「新經

濟政策」（New Economic Policy）為代表的「土著主義」(Bumiputeraism) 政策思維，

給予馬來人/土著種種優惠，另一方面加強馬來語言、文化的地位，昭示馬來西亞是馬

來人主導與定義的國家。 

而為了避免非馬來人的挑戰，他三管齊下：一，修訂《煽動法令》，禁止國人包括享

有免控特權的國會議員質疑「公民權」、「國語」、「特別地位」、「君主 

制」四項憲法內容；二，重劃選區，降低非馬來人選票的分量，不讓代表他們的政黨

坐大；三，擴大和改建「聯盟」為「國民陣線」（Barisan Nasional 簡稱「國陣」

BN），收編主要在野黨，只有民主行動黨和砂拉越國民黨選擇在野。 

拉薩這個大手筆奠下了巫統中興的基礎。擴大「特權」增加了土著與非土著之間的權

益區別，讓馬來人/土著支持巫統/國陣變成理性選擇。拉薩把開國初年的「協和民主」

實質改成「選舉性一黨制國家」，讓馬來人通過雨後春筍的國營企業參與正規經濟，

不再困在小農形態；也讓巫統黨人進駐國營企業，或者夾權力要津之利與非馬來人財

團合作，以權謀利。巫統通過政治權力分配經濟蛋糕的結果，是黨內分幫分派，不同

山頭的恩庇系統競爭激烈，最終在經濟危機時誘發權力鬥爭，在 1980 年代中期經濟



蕭條與 1990 年代末期東亞金融危機時爆發兩次慘烈的黨爭。兩次的贏家都是在任 23

年的強人首相馬哈迪，而流落在黨外被逼另組政黨、統領在野黨挑戰國陣的東姑拉沙

裡與安華都恰好是他不同時期的財政部長。 

巫統的分裂有其社會基礎。黨國的恩庇政治加劇了巫統黨人與一般馬來人的利益差異。

許多不是巫統黨員的馬來人，包括沒有門路或者押錯注的巫統黨員發現「特權」只是

畫餅。朋黨與權貴以馬來人之名獨佔雨露，致令族群內貧富懸殊加劇，讓「新經濟政

策」與「土著主義」在馬來人當中的正當性也受到侵蝕。然而，改變 1969 年體制風

險太大，在 1990 年與 1999 年大選讓巫統/國陣保住了政權。1990 年時，非馬來人全

力支持在野黨，然而前述沙巴團結黨臨陣倒戈投向拉沙裡陣營，卻讓巫統順勢打出拉

沙裡出賣馬來人給基督徒的危機牌，讓一部分馬來人改投國陣。1999 年時，馬哈迪以

肛交罪名毀掉安華名節的做法讓過半的馬來人背棄巫統，許多非馬來人卻因為顧慮改

朝換代會導致 513 暴亂重演，而選擇國陣，讓後者逃過一劫。 

4.3 2008 年後的變天威脅 

2008 年 3 月 8 日的第 12 屆大選，巫統的 1969 年體制在沒有預警下受到反風重創，

在野黨不但破天荒贏得 49%選票和 36%議席，而且拿下五州政權，普遍被稱之為

「308 海嘯」。在 2004 年，接替馬哈迪的阿都拉首相曾以親民的新人之姿取得 65%

選票與 91%議席，卻缺乏魄力改革前任弊政，反而坐視巫統右派崛起，又受到其前任

馬哈迪的攻擊，結果左右受敵，只勉強保住政權。 

由於 2008 年國陣慘勝之後並無發生暴亂，而在野黨執政州屬中最富饒的雪蘭莪與檳

城兩州都交出可觀政績，安華所領導的在野「人民聯盟」（Pakatan Rakyat，簡稱

「民聯」）聲勢上揚，終於在 2013 年 5 月 5 日的第 13 屆大選贏得過半選票，以 51%

對 47%壓倒國陣，然而由於選區劃分不均與劃界不公，民聯只能贏得 40%議席，而國

陣囊括其餘 60%議席，與政權失之交臂。 

現任首相在選後把選績解釋為「華人海嘯」所致，暗示馬來人仍支持巫統/國陣，只是

華人背棄國陣。在 2008 年後就先後冒起的馬來人/穆斯林極右派組織如 Perkasa （強

盛土著）與 Isma（穆斯林聯盟）等在 2013 年選後加緊煽動馬來人對民聯上臺後的恐

慌。一般視納吉首相與巫統把側翼的族群攻勢外包給這些極右派組織，以便納吉政府

仍然大談「中庸」治國，穩住中間選票。極右派與巫統攻擊民聯內的（安華領導的）

公正黨與伊斯蘭黨淪為其華人主導的盟友行動黨的傀儡，說他們没有維護馬來人與穆

斯林利益。 

在 2008 年後因為趨中而得到許多非穆斯林支援的伊斯蘭黨，正面對著本身的認同危

機：到底要繼續走中間路線，尷尬地受非穆斯林歡迎多於穆斯林歡迎？還是回歸保守

路線，放棄非穆斯林和開明派穆斯林支持以回歸基本盤，進而斷送民聯執政的希望？

伊斯蘭黨保守派堅持在其執政堡壘吉蘭丹州實行伊斯蘭刑事法（Sharia Criminal 

Code），不但讓不滿七歲的「民聯」搖搖欲墜，隨時瓦解；更直接改變憲政體制，引

發馬來西亞會不會進一步伊斯蘭化、侵蝕個人、女性、非穆斯林權益的隱憂？ 

幾乎可以確定的是，在伊斯蘭刑事法的陰影籠罩下，如果此刻大選，民聯幾無勝算，

因此，1969 年的體制得以再延續至少一屆國會（任期至多五年）。而 2008 年以來這



七年間，社會上有關宗教的爭議幾乎無月無之。除了伊斯蘭刑事法，其他重大爭議包

括： 

- Allah（阿拉伯文「神」The God）一詞乃穆斯林專用，非穆斯林不得使用。當高等

法庭在 2009 年判內政部的上述禁令無效時，全國發生數宗基督教堂以及其他宗教場

所被縱火與破壞事件。 

- 非穆斯林婚姻觸礁時，改信伊斯蘭的父親擅自帶走孩子並使之改宗，讓非穆斯林母

親失去撫養權，而世俗法庭判孩子歸母親的裁定不受警方執行。 

- 伊斯蘭宗教官員突然出現在非穆斯林葬禮上，宣稱死者生前已改信穆斯林，因此奪

走屍體以便以伊斯蘭儀式下葬。 

- 非穆斯林面對種種阻礙，難以建造或設立宗教場所。 

- 個別穆斯林乃至宗教官員詆毀非穆斯林不受制裁，而非穆斯林對伊斯蘭的批評則輕

易觸犯法網。 

- 宗教官員執行宗教律法時侵犯基本人權、個人隱私。 

- 自由派穆斯林被視為宗教之敵、叛教者。 

- 穆斯林女權組織被宗教當局列為異端。 

- 一位穆斯林為了解除穆斯林對狗兒不潔的恐懼，主辦活動讓穆斯林學習接觸狗兒後

如何以宗教儀式淨手，結果活動大受歡迎，卻遭保守派指為羞辱宗教司、意圖使穆斯

林脫教。 

5. 穆斯林極右派興起：神學還是政治？ 

2014 年 12 月，25 位曾居政府高位、德高望重的馬來人發表致納吉首相的公開信，以

中庸自居，公開抨擊極右派、伊斯蘭宗教當局、宗教事務部長的狹隘、保守言行，反

對伊斯蘭刑事法，要求首相出手制止這股風潮。這封信激起了千層浪，一時間從名人

到普通民眾，許多人都紛紛聲援，支持中庸之聲。這股聲浪基本上把馬來西亞穆斯林

極右派的興起，看做神學偏差的問題，要求回歸過去「中庸」的馬來西亞，彷彿這是

近年來才走上的岔路，與馬來亞\馬來西亞的立國體制沒有關係。 

真相是，所有宗教爭議皆來自兩個基本立場之一。第一，世俗體制是錯誤的，因為伊

斯蘭教沒有取得獨尊地位；第二，穆斯林不得脫教或改教。這兩個問題固然有其神學

根由，但是，伊斯蘭世界對這兩者並不存在單一意見。最好的例子是阿拉伯之春的起

源地突尼斯，2014 年 1 月該國在伊斯蘭黨派執政下通過了新憲法，明定該國為「民權

國」（civil state），保障宗教自由。 

這兩個立場在馬來西亞之所以成為不得質疑的聖牛，其實源於「1946 年問題」——

「公民可以差異而平等嗎？」。從純正的「否方」立場出發，1957 年體制是不得已的

妥協，因而否定多元文化主義乃至世俗主義，視之為殖民統治的遺毒，就成為邏輯上



的必然。而穆斯林不得改教，本來就是 1957 年體制的關鍵部分。那麼，為什麼過去

馬來西亞不曾蒙受宗教極端主義之害？ 

第一，直至 1980 年代末，語言仍然是馬來西亞主要的族群標記，多數馬來人重馬來

文而輕其他語文，多數非馬來人輕馬來文而重其他語文；然而，在 1990 年冷戰結束

後，英文抬頭，其後中國崛起讓中文價值提升，語文失去了定義族群的能力，要維持

馬來人的族群邊界，自然就回到宗教——在土著主義政策的誘因下，極少穆斯林會強

調自己不是馬來人，因而穆斯林輕易變成馬來人的同義詞。 

第二，巫統的存亡危機從來不曾如今日的顯著與確定，而巫統政權的垮臺意味著過去

維繫馬來人認同的「文化同質性」與「特權」都可能崩潰，讓馬來人依意識形態和經

濟利益分裂成幾個群體。對馬來-穆斯林民族主義者而言，從 1946 年巫統的誕生算起，

這是「近 70 年來前所未有之大變局」，其中的恐慌可想而知。巫統的土著主義固然幫

了巫統權貴多過一般馬來百姓，然而，沒有了巫統，沒有了土著主義，馬來人在異族

環伺下「如何不會變成自己國土上的乞丐」？要克服這種恐懼，馬來人的思想就不能

不受到監管，以便他們仍然支援巫統，而監管的最正當基礎當然就是宗教。對需要特

權者而言，維持甚至強化「1969 年體制」是他們無法獨立進行的「集體行動」，因此

必須對外突出敵我之分，對內消滅差異。威權主義因而是生存之道：沒有黨國，就沒

有族群。 

不處理宗教爭議背後的利益糾結，不承認族群政治背後的「理性」，不提出比 1969

年體制優越但能夠消除大部分馬來人不安的替代性政策體制，不解除「世俗體制是殖

民統治遺毒」和「穆斯林不得改教」這兩個金剛箍，馬來西亞只能在宗教極端思潮高

漲中慢慢陸沉。 

（本文原刊於台灣聯經出版、第 28 期《思想》） 

＊ ＊ ＊ 

1英國在今日所謂東南亞的殖民地還有緬甸，然而緬甸直到 1937 年前是英屬印度的一

省，與英國在麻六甲、南中國海的其他殖民地、藩屬不相統屬。 

2在十五世紀的麻六甲時代或更早之前，馬來半島已有來自中國、印度、阿拉伯、波斯

各地的商賈僑居，但是人口不多。 

3「港」在閩潮方言為「河流」之意，「港主」因而有管轄河流流域的權利。 

4這個重要的政體沒有正確的譯名。有些人譯為「馬來聯邦」，但這就與 Federated 

Malay States 同一譯名。有人譯為「馬來亞聯合邦」，但這與其繼承者「馬來亞聯邦」

（Federation of Malaya）幾無二致。把 Union 譯成「聯盟」則過於寬鬆，完全違背它

的「單一國家」（unitary state）特性。我譯之為「合邦」，取「合一」、「合眾」之

意。 

5其全名為 United Malays National Organisation，因為「馬來」舊譯為「巫來由」，

故譯成「巫來由民族統一機構」，簡稱「巫統」。 



6各州另有馬來保留地，除非獲得州政府核准，只能在馬來人之間買賣，以確保馬來人

不會在地價揚升的城市地區沒有立錐之地。 

7原來各馬來州屬都已列伊斯蘭教為官方宗教。 
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ETHNIC RELATIONS IN PENINSULAR MALAYSIA: THE CULTURAL

AND ECONOMIC DIMENSIONS

Abstract

This paper looks at the changing ethnic relations in Peninsular Malaysia in
terms of the interactions between the state’s policies to advance Malay cultural
dominance and reduce ethnic economic inequality and the aspirations and
actions of the Chinese community.  The state of ethnic relations partly will
depend on whether the majority of the ethnic members, in particular the ethnic
elites, are pursuing separatist or amalgamative strategies and goals, and on
whether the rival ethnic groups stand in positions of marked inequality or near
equality to each other.  In this sense, since the 1969 ethnic riots, ethnic
relations have eluded out right conflicts in part because the rival ethnic
communities have pursued mainly amalgamative strategies and goals, and in
part because the economic inequality gap has narrowed between the Malays
and non-Malays.  However, the expanding place of Islam in the Malay
personal, and hence collective, identity and the relative success in making social
classes more multiethnic have added additional complexities to the future of
ethnic relations.

Introduction

Ethnicity remains the most potent force in Malaysia even if of late its influence has

been somewhat adulterated by other social stratification forces, principally class and

gender.  The potency of ethnicity lies in its ability to combine both affective and

instrumental appeals.  As members of distinct and self-conscious cultural communities,

Malays, Chinese and Indians naturally were inclined to identify with and treasure their

respective languages, cultures and religions, and thus actively strived to preserve and

propagate them.1  Since they share a common pool of generalized symbols and values,

the ethnic members would primarily socialize and associate with their own.  Ethnicity

thus continues to constitute an integral constituent of the individual Malaysia psyche

and ethnic membership critically demarcates his/her social life and taste.  It follows that

the effectiveness of affective appeals originates from the evident passionate



2

attachments to a particular ethnicity that continue to sway individual identification and

pattern of social life.

Passionate attachments are readily excited for the purposes of galvanizing

ethnic individuals to preserve, protect and promote their culture, language, and

religion.  Historically, in Malaysia, the affective appeals also became intimately

intertwined with the instrumental pursuit of political and economic goals that aimed to

manipulate the system and distribution of rewards in preference of the particular ethnic

members.  Consequently, because ethnicity combines “an interest with an affective tie”,

ethnic groups were more effective and successful than social classes in mobilizing their

members in pursuit of collective ends in Malaysia.

In post-independent Malaysia, ethnic relations became entangled and influenced

by the rival ethnic communities’ struggle over the cultural constituents of national

identity, the share of political power, and the distribution of economic wealth.  This

paper is divided into two parts.  The first part examines the development in the cultural

relations and the second part on the economic relations.

The Cultural Dimension

In the Western European experience, the process of nation building was preceded by

or coincided with the cultural process of collective identity formation that was

grounded in ethnicity.  If and when ethnicity formed the basis of nationality, the

construction of a national culture/identity almost always would be based on the

dominant ethnic group’s culture with the concurrent marginalization, and usually

annihilation, of the minority ethnic groups’ cultures (Smith 1986).  In most of the

Western European nations, assimilation of the minority ethnic groups into the

dominant ethnic group culture became the normative historical experience.  The tacit

conflation of nation and ethnicity largely arose from the emergence of European

nations with relatively homogeneous national cultures.  Indeed, the tacit conflation

entrenched and perpetuated the notion of a nationalism that imagines the nation in

terms of a people sharing a common history, culture, language and territory.

In the colonial world, the conflated conception of nationalism powerfully

captured the imaginations of most of the national liberation movements.  Inspired by
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the image of a homogenous cultural nation led to efforts by the dominant ethnic groups

in the postcolonial world to fashion national cultures out of their own.  A result of this

was the proliferation of assimilationist policies in many of the postcolonial nation-

states.  But, given the multiethnic character of nearly all the postcolonial nation-states,

the imposition of assimilationist policies regularly resulted in accentuating the relations

between the dominant and minority ethnic groups.

Although Malaysia is an exception to the rule in terms of not pursuing an

outright assimilationist policy, the Malays, nevertheless, persisted on the construction

of a national culture founded on their culture.  The unequal relation between the Malay

and non-Malay cultures was formally recognized and written into the 1957

Constitution2.  This was a radical departure from the colonial period where no one

ethnic group’s culture was given privileged status and there was no conception of a

common national culture.  The colonial state moreover practiced an essentially non-

intervention policy in the cultural development of the colony and each ethnic group had

equal access to and could freely practice their culture in the colonial public space. The

postcolonial state played, in contrast, an increasingly interventionist role in the cultural

development of the society and actively promoted the public presence of Malay

culture.

In post-independent Malaysia, the site of cultural contentions was centered

over the status and place of the different ethnic groups’ cultures in the public space. To

construct a national culture founded on Malay culture necessary would mean the

construction of a public space where Malay culture is omnipresence with the non-

Malay cultures relegated to the periphery.  However, to advance the Malay cultural

symbols and Islam in the public space, the state would have to roll back the historically

expansive presence of non-Malay cultural symbols in the public space in general and in

the urban space in particular.  Constitutionally, since the assimilationist notion was

abandoned in Malaysia, the predicament was how to advance Malay cultural

dominance without alienating the non-Malay communities and violating their rights to

practice and to propagate their cultures as guaranteed in the constitution.  In short, the

ambivalence around the inclusion and exclusion of the non-Malays’ cultures constitutes

the key predicament in the construction of the modern Malaysian nation.
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In the 1960s, the cultural terrain was a fiercely contested arena.  This was

because, during this period, the majority of Malays and non-Malays held diametrically

opposing stances on the cultural, religion and language issues.  On the one side, the

popular Malay opinion strongly backed the dominant and privileged position of Malay

culture in the new nation and expected the state to uphold and promote Malay culture

and the official status of Malay language.  Consequently, the perceived slow progress

made by the state in advancing Malay culture and language led to increasing numbers

of Malays, especially the Malay cultural nationalists,3 to become disenchanted with the

United Malays National Organization (UMNO) leaders.  On the other side, the

majority of Chinese vigorously and persistently advocated the equality of status for

every culture in the society;4 Mandarin as one of the official languages, equal treatment

of Chinese culture and religion, and equal recognition of and rights to education in

their mother tongue.  The Chinese demand for complete equality was powerfully

captured in the notion of a “Malaysian Malaysia”.  The heated cultural contentions

considerably envenomed the ethnic relations in the 1960s.

In the immediate aftermath of the 1969 ethnic riots, the Malay-dominated state

proceeded, aggressively, to reconstitute the public cultural landscape.  The National

Culture Policy was implemented in 1971 to amplify the symbolic presence of Malay

culture and Islam in the public space.  Also in 1971, the National Education Policy was

executed to incrementally make Malay language as the medium of instruction at all

educational levels.  Indeed, after 1969, the preeminence of Malay culture in the society

became a non-negotiable proposition, and questioning it could result in prosecution

under the Sedition Act.  Conversely, the pro-Malay cultural policies put the non-Malay

communities on the defensive and prodded them to safeguard their cultural presence in

and access to the public space.  In particular, when the state imposed increasing

regulations and restrictions on the their rights to stage public cultural performances or

to acquire land to build Chinese schools and places of worship and burial, it induced

the Chinese to mobilize to defend and struggle for their cultural space and rights.

The impact of the state cultural policies on the ethnic relations over the years

depends on several factors.  One factor is connected to what was the prevailing

conception of Malay culture and the elements of the non-Malay ethnic cultures that
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could go into the national culture.  Another factor has to do with the specific cultural

policies formulated and the manner the Malay-dominated state had pursued them. They

varying responses of the Malay and Chinese groupings to the state cultural policies

constitute another important factor.  In the 1970s, pressures from the Malay cultural

nationalists pushed the state to strive aggressively to enlarge the presence and function

of Malay cultural symbols in the official and public spaces.  Since the 1980s, however,

pressures from the resurgence of Islam among the Malays led the state to introduce

more measures to enhance the “Islamicization” of the society.  Simply put, the state

allocated funds and established institutions to research on and propagate Malay arts

and cultures, “altering them where necessary to fit current ideological and religious

sensibilities” (Carstens 1998, p 20).  From the Chinese community’s perceptive, the

cultural policies pursued in Malaysia have oscillated from almost intolerantly

“assimilationist” to reasonably accommodating.

Broadly speaking, the impact of the state’s cultural policies and regulations on

the relations between the Malay and Chinese communities could be divided into two

periods.  Between 1971-1990, the cultural relations between the state, thus Malays,

and the Chinese were fraught with tensions.  Since 1990, however, the cultural

relations between the rival communities have turned markedly calm.  The changing

ethnic cultural relations is poignantly captured by the changing conflicts over Chinese

education and by selected aspects of Chinese cultural symbols and practices. 

Historically, the Chinese schools had been established, financed and managed

by the Chinese themselves and the colonial state had, more or less, left the Chinese

education system alone (Tan 1997).  For various reasons, the Chinese in Malaysia

developed and maintained a very passionate attachment to Chinese education.5  The

Malays in general viewed, in contrast, Chinese education as detrimental to the

development of a national culture and to fostering national unity.  In the 1961

Education Act, partly due to the pragmatics of consociation politics, the ruling elites

agreed upon a compromise solution; the state will recognize vernacular primary

schools but not the Chinese-medium secondary schools.  This solution was, however,

rejected by a large number of Malay cultural nationalists and Chinese-educated

Chinese, but for entirely opposing reasons.  The Malay cultural nationalists objected
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because they felt strongly that Malay should be the only medium of instruction and that

a Chinese education would not help to promote national unity.  Conversely, the

Chinese-educated Chinese objected because, they argued, they have the rights, as

guaranteed in the Constitution, to be educated in their mother tongue. 

Chinese secondary schools thus were faced with the options of either giving up

Chinese as the medium of instruction in order to be accepted into the national system

or to continue to teach in Chinese and remained outside the national system. Faced

with the prospects of losing state funding, among other things, 54 out of 71 schools,

by the end of 1961 decided to accept the government’s terms.  The Chinese secondary

schools that opted to remain community supported formed the independent Chinese

secondary schools system.  At the primary school level, the Chinese schools were

preserved and converted into National-Type Primary Schools which are permitted to

use Chinese as the medium of instruction.  Significantly, however, the 1961 Education

Act conferred upon the Minister of Education with the arbitrary power to convert the

primary Chinese schools into national primary schools (1961 National Education Act,

Section 21(2)).

Beginning in 1971, when the state started its gradual conversion of English

schools into Malay schools, the demand for Chinese primary education among the

Chinese started to gain momentum.6  For example, in 1971, 78% (or 413,270) of the

total number of students receiving primary school education enrolled in the Chinese

primary schools and that figure increase to 87.8% by 1978 (or 498,311) (see Table 1).

In 1985, the number was close to 600,000 far exceeding the number of Chinese

students enrolled in the national primary schools.  The increasing preference for

Chinese education is clearly illustrated by the falling enrollment in the “English”

primary schools since the implementation of the New Economic Policy (NEP). Indeed,

by the 1980s the demand for primary Chinese school education by Chinese of all social

classes had broken down the traditional divisions between more urban, middle-class,

English-educated Chinese and the Chinese-educated, who included both middle level

Chinese businessmen and more rural and working class Chinese (Loh 1984).

At the secondary level, the same trend could be observed; the number of

students enrolled in the independent Chinese secondary schools increased from 15,890



7

in 1970 to 25,047 in 1975, 44,600 in 1982 and 54,690 in 1990.  However, even though

the enrollment in the independent Chinese schools has increased, the majority of

Chinese students continued to enroll in the national secondary schools where the

medium of instruction is Malay.  Thus, the pattern seems to indicate that the majority

of Chinese would enroll their children in the Chinese primary schools and then in the

national secondary school; only a minority opted to enroll their children in the

independent Chinese secondary schools.

Table 1
Enrolments in Government-assisted primary schools, Peninsular Malaysia

Year English-medium Chinese-medium
1965 248408 340724
1970 338799 394166
1975 313060 480984
1978 300753 498311
Source:  Ministry of Education

In the 1970s and 80s, the Chinese primary and independent Chinese secondary

schools were regularly besieged by political and financial challenges.  Politically, there

were constant fears that the state would invoke the 1961 Education Act and convert

the Chinese primary schools into Malay medium schools.  This in effect would mean

the death knell for Chinese-medium education as a whole.  Also, during this period, the

acceptance of Chinese education among the Malay community remained manifestly

tenuous and there were determined pressures from the Malay cultural nationalists to

abolish the Chinese primary schools.  It did not help that the Chinese education issue

was periodically exploited by both Malay and Chinese politicians within the ruling

coalition and outside to garner political mileage. Financially, the Chinese primary

schools, between 1971-78, received only about 7% (or 18 million ringgit) of the total

public allocation for education even though they enrolled more than 25% of the total

primary school students.  The state, in addition, did not build nor allow the Chinese

community to build new Chinese primary schools. This led to overcrowded schools in

areas that have large concentration of Chinese. By the 1980s, the average number of

students per classroom in Chinese schools far exceeded that for the national schools;
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50 to 30.  In terms of teachers, the schools faced perpetual shortage of qualified

teachers and had to continue to depend on hiring temporary teachers.  The

predicament persisted and worsened as the state had no long-term plan to expand or

deal with the issue of training teachers for the Chinese primary schools.

For the independent Chinese secondary schools, the outlook was even more

dismal.  Not only the government did not provide them with any funding, but instead

imposed various restrictions; “refused to approve the establishment of new schools or

branches for existing independent schools, replaced permanent permits with temporary

permits that require yearly renewal, delayed and obstructed the approval of teaching

permits.” (cited in Kua 1990, p.214)  Indeed, throughout the 1970s and 1980s, the

independent Chinese schools were financially in dire straits.  Why underpaid and

overworked teachers in the independent Chinese secondary schools persevere can

mainly be attributed to their commitment to preserve Chinese education in the society.

 At the tertiary level, with the introduction of the quota system in 1971, the already

limited opportunity of Chinese students to receive a tertiary education further shrank

considerably (see Table 2).  The fact that the state stopped recognizing the diplomas

from independent Chinese secondary schools also meant that graduates from those

schools could not enter the public local colleges and universities, unless the students

sat for the national examinations.7

Table 2
Enrolments in public tertiary education by ethnic groups, Malaysia

Year Malay
Number    (%)

Chinese
Number    (%)

Indian
Number    (%)

1970 6622      (49.7) 5687      (42.7) 678        (5.1)
1975 20547    (65.1) 9778      (31.1) 1038      (3.3)
1980 29094    (60.4) 15756    (32.7) 2926      (6.1)

Source:  Ministry of Education
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The rising concern over the future of Chinese education in general, and

shrinking opportunities for Chinese students to gain admission into the local tertiary

institutions in particular, led to the reactivation of the Chinese Education Movement

(Dongjiaozong) from 1973-87 (Tan 1992).  In the late 1970s, the Dongjiaozong led

the campaign to establish the privately funded Merdeka University.  The campaign

gained very strong support from a wide spectrum of the Chinese community.8

Nevertheless, even though the Dongjiaozong efforts to establish the Merdeka

University generated an overwhelming support from the Chinese community, the

Malay-dominated state refused to the request on the grounds that it would impede

national integration and unity.  Subsequently, the Merdeka University Berhad, a

company formed to manage the Merdeka University affair, filed a suit against the

Government in September 1981.  The suit was in the end rejected by the courts.  The

Chinese frustrations over this rejection were obviously not helped by the state

approving the establishment of the English-medium International Islamic University in

the early 1980s.

Chinese education became a major source of conflict in the ethnic relations

precisely because the Malay-dominated state’s attempts to regulate, control and

marginalize Chinese education was resisted resolutely by the Chinese community in

general and by the Dongjiaozong in particular.  The conflicts were particularly acute

between 1973-1990, and reached a climax in 1987.  In September 1987, Anwar

Ibrahim, the then Minister of Education, announced the posting of non-Mandarin

educated headmasters and teachers to National-Type Chinese primary schools.  The

Chinese reacted passionately to this policy; they organized school boycotts and rallies,

and a large protest meeting attended by Chinese political leaders from all the three

major Chinese parties (Carstens 1998, p. 27).  On the other side, Anwar’s decision was

praised and supported by various Malay intellectuals and groups.  The UMNO Youth

organized a large racially provocative rally held at the national stadium to support the

Government’s move, while threatening the Chinese with violence.  This particular

conflict occurred in the context of a growing disunity, and anxieties, within the Malay

community arising from a split in UMNO.  Claiming that the ethnic tensions were

reaching a potentially dangerous level, the state launched Operation Lallang on
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October 27 1987.  Operation Lallang selectively arrested and detained nearly a

hundred and fifty assortments of individuals, including a number of Chinese

educationists.  Two senior UMNO officials, Najib Razak, the then UMNO Youth

leader, who led the provocative rally, and Muhammad Taib, the then Menteri Besar of

Selangor, who made menacing remarks on a number of occasions, were not arrested

for making racially incendiary statements.

Pressured by the cultural nationalists in the 1970s and then by the Islamic

resurgence in the 1980s, the state implemented various policies and projects to

advance the presence of Malay cultural and Islamic symbols in the public space.  In

order to expand the public presence of Malay cultural and Islamic symbols and

practices, the state inadvertently encroached into spaces originally occupied by the

Chinese cultural and religious symbols and practices.  The public standing of Chinese

culture became subjected to varying government regulations and control.  Thus, the

public display of a number of Chinese cultural and religious symbols was strongly

discouraged, and gradually marginalized, by the state.  In short, with the advent of the

1971 National Cultural Policy, Chinese culture lost much of its historical relative

autonomy.  This generated much anxieties among the Chinese about the future of their

culture in the country.  The cultural conflicts were especially heated in areas where

there were large concentrations of Chinese, especially in the urban areas.  In fact, in the

urban areas, the increasing Malay migration from the rural areas further heightened the

Malay demands to “Malayize” the urban environment.

Beginning in the 1970s, a resurgence of interests in their traditional performing

arts emerged among the Chinese.  However, under the new state cultural policies and

regulations, in order to stage any public performance a permit had to be obtained from

the police.  The conflict over the Chinese Lion Dance from the late 1970s to the middle

of 1980s best illustrate the differences of conviction between the Chinese community

and the Malay-dominated state over the concept of national culture and the place of

Chinese culture in the national culture.9  Symbolically, the lion dance appealed to the

Chinese community on several levels, and it was widely performed during the Chinese

New Year.  The growing popularity of the lion dance among the Chinese led to the

formation of lion dance teams all over the country.  In 1974, when the Malaysian
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Prime Minister arrived home from his historical visit to China, a lion dance

performance was staged to welcome him back.  Subsequently, considerable attempts

were made by the Chinese to the Government to include the lion dance as a component

of the national culture.  However, vigorous objections of various Malay groups led the

state to reject the Chinese attempts.  In 1979, Ghazali Shafie, the then Home Affairs

Minister, reiterated that the lion dance was foreign and could never be accepted as part

of the national culture.  Instead, he suggested changing the Lion Dance to a Tiger

Dance accompanied by Malay music. Nevertheless, in spite of the official rejection, the

lion dance continued to gain more and more support among the Chinese community

and be performed regularly and widely.

While in the 1970s the state cultural policies were most influenced by the

Malay cultural nationalists, in the 1980s the state became more pressured by the

“Malay Islamic nationalists”.  The pressure on the state to be more Islamic was largely

due to the opposition Malay party, Pan-Malaysian Islamic Party (PAS), turning to

using Islam as its main means to critique the state and to win the Malay votes.  Partly

to contain and counter the increasing influence of Islam among the Malays, the state

expanded its Islamicization policy.  The co-option of Anwar Ibrahim in 1981, then the

leading Islamic youth leader, into the UMNO and Government was part of the state’s

strategy to win over the more Islamic segment of the Malay community.  The impact

of the state Islamicization policy generated unease and anxieties among the non-

Muslim population in general and the Chinese in particular. This was because as part of

the expanded Islamicization, certain Chinese practices and symbols deemed offensive

to the Muslims were either eliminated from or confined to the periphery of the public

space.  For example, in certain wet markets, the selling of pork was either banned out

right or, if allowed to be sold, they were confined to spaces hidden from the public;

frequently a little hidden corner in the car park level.  Indeed, there was a generalized

attempt by the state to erase the “pig” symbol from the public space, including text

books, television, and government cafeterias.

It was the conflict over the places of worship that best illustrate the particular

conflict between the Malay-dominated state and the non-Malay community arising

from the state attempts to Islamicize the public environment.  As part of its
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Islamicization policy, the state allocation for building mosques throughout the

peninsular increased significantly in the 1980s; as at December 1999 there are 4735

mosques in the peninsular.  In contrast, not only non-Muslims efforts to build churches

and temples usually did not receive funding from state, but, instead, local councils

almost always refused to give permit to the non-Muslims to purchase lands to build

new places of worship (Tan 1985).  This experience especially affected the Christian

community precisely because although their numbers increased significantly in the

1970s and 1980s, they had difficulties getting permits from local governments to buy

the land to build their churches.  It was because they could not get the land to build

churches that resulted in the Christians buying or renting shop lots and converting

them into “churches”.  The “shop lot churches” phenomenon is most widespread in the

Kuala Lumpur-Petaling Jaya areas.  More surprisingly, when the Kuala Lumpur

Masterplan blueprint was first unveiled, it did not allocate any spaces for the

construction of new non-Muslim places of worship and burial.  This was especially

astonishing given that the majority of Kuala Lumpur residents are non-Muslims.10

Between 1971-1990 then, the enforcement of the 1971 National Cultural and

Educational Policies generated much tensions in the relations between the Malay-

dominated state and the Chinese community.  On the one hand, the Malay-dominated

state took aggressive efforts and steps to raise the presence of Malay culture, religion

and language in the public space.  The Malay language was gradually made the

medium of instruction at all educational levels, and Malay cultural institutions and

symbols received generous state support and funding from the public coffers.  On the

other hand, the state’s perceived prejudiced policies toward Chinese education and

culture generated much resentments among the Chinese community.  Ethnic anxieties

were further worsened in the 1980s as a result of the state expansion of its

Islamicization policy as a means to retain the support of the Malay community.  A

direct consequent of the expanded Islamicization policy was more restrictions imposed

on the Chinese cultural practices and symbols in the public space.

Fortunately, in the 1990s, the cultural contentions between the Malays and

non-Malays have turned remarkably calm, even cordial.  Several factors have

contributed to the relative tranquility in the cultural dimension. 
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An obvious contributing factor is because the state, in the 1990s, is no longer

aggressively advancing Malay cultural and Islamic symbols and practices.  The state

has generally scaled down its promotion and propagation of Malay cultural symbols

and language since the pre-eminent status of the Malay language and culture is publicly

omnipotent and entrenched.  While the Malays generally feel secure about the

dominance of their language and culture in the society, the non-Malays have come

around to accepting their languages and cultures subordinate position.  Thus, despite

the periodic objections from certain extreme elements of the Malay cultural

nationalists, the state has largely refrained from threatening to deny the Chinese their

existing cultural space.

In fact, for pragmatic reasons, there is a growing recognition among the Malay

elites to regard the multiethnic character of the Malaysian society as an attractive

advantage and asset in an increasingly globalized world in general and the increasing

importance of China as a growing economic power in particular.  This change in

perception has directly benefited Chinese culture and education in the country.

For instance, the state has, more or less, permitted the non-Malay symbols and

language to have reasonable access, and even presence, in the public space.  In fact, as

the state relaxed its intervention in the cultural arena, the Chinese community has taken

the opportunity to reclaim more spaces for their cultural symbols and practices. The

Chinese cultural revival was clearly enhanced by the globalization process which has

enabled them to have access to and to communicate with their cultural counterparts in

the world at large.  In particular, the opening up of and expanding relations with China

have amplified the cultural interactions between Malaysian Chinese and China.  The

gradual liberalization of Malaysia-China relations have offered the Chinese community

more access to their cultural origins and traditions in China such as the regular visits by

Chinese cultural troupes and art exhibitions.  In addition, privatization of the

telecommunications industry and the progress and spread of multimedia technologies

have also opened up for the Chinese more avenues for and access to their culture.

In education, various changes in the Malay-dominated state policies and

attitudes too have led to the waning anxieties among the Chinese about the future of

Chinese education, especially at the primary level.  In fact, for now, indications are that



14

the state generally recognized the value of preserving Chinese education in the country,

at least up to the primary level.  Indeed, there also seems to be a growing acceptance

of Chinese primary schools in the Malay community as exemplified by the enrolment of

35,000 Malay students in such schools in 1999.  An important factor is perhaps

because the pragmatic Malaysian government recognizes that since China would be a

major economic force in the next century, the Chinese-educated Malaysian Chinese,

and Malaysians in general, would be a valuable human resource in developing and

strengthening the commercial links between the two countries. Nevertheless, while the

Chinese today feel secure about the future of Chinese education in the country, it

remains difficult for the community to get permits to build new schools and the

Chinese primary schools continue to receive disproportionately less public funding.

At the tertiary level, while it remains difficult for Chinese students to get

admitted into the public colleges and universities because of the quota system, there

are now more opportunities for them in the private education sector.  By the latter half

of the 1990s, there are nearly 600 private institutions in the country.  The private

institutions vary from private universities offering degree level courses to small shop

lot colleges offering certificate and diploma programs.  For degree level courses, there

is also a wide variety of twinning programs that students could enroll and receive

foreign degrees at a fraction of the actual costs.  Moreover, the private colleges and

universities are free to choose their own medium of instruction, usually English.

Consequently, today, given the opportunities available, any qualified student can obtain

a tertiary education — provided one can afford to pay.

Finally, although the state has significantly moderated down its Islamicization

policies, the question of the place of Islam in the society poses the most complicated

predicament.  One factor is because UMNO’s arch rival PAS continues to use a rather

conservative version of Islam as its primary means to win support from the Malay

community.  A second factor is because, since the late 1970s, Islam has gradually

become the defining source of the Malay personal and, thus, collective identity.  The

Malay-dominated state hence is pressured to act, or at least portray itself as, Islamic in

its competition with PAS for the Malay community support.  Thus, both UMNO and

PAS have resorted to enforcing more Islamic practices upon directly the Muslims and
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indirectly the non-Muslims.  As such, further expansion of the Islamicization policies

would only generate more anxieties among and alienate the non-Muslims, and probably

the moderate Malay Muslims as well.

In the end, the cultural negotiations between the rival ethnic communities

remain an on-going process.  The two most important factors that would affect the

cultural negotiations in the future are the fluidity of Malay identities and its impact on

the non-Malays’ cultures and the globalization of Malaysian society.  In terms of the

former, the question is how the changing identification with Islam among the Malays

will influence the cultural negotiations in the future.  In terms of the latter, the question

is how the Malaysian society, the Malay community in particular, will respond to the

cultural challenges posed by the globalization process.

The Economic Dimension

More often than not, an individual feels a sense of personal deprivation when one feels

that one is receiving less than what one desires and deserves.11  In Malaysia, the

economic inequality between the ethnic groups and the prevalence of ethnic

stratification and mobilization transformed the personal sense of deprivation into an

ethnic collective sense of relative deprivation.  This ethnic collective sense of relative

economic deprivation was moreover circumscribed by the prevailing discourse that

perceived and constructed inequality in the society in predominantly ethnic terms.12

Malays, hence, routinely compare what they have, what they think they deserve or are

entitled to with the other ethnic groups, particularly the Chinese.  Accordingly, the

Malay-dominated state classified and presented the official data on income and

employment pattern in the society in primarily ethnic categories.

The Malays’ sense of relative deprivation furthermore became inextricably

intertwined with the bumiputraism doctrine and the desire to enhance their group

worth.  The bumiputraism doctrine sanctioned the view that Malays have special

privileged access to a determinate share of the economy because Malaysia is their

homeland and thus they are its rightful owner.13  The notion of group worth is a

psychological construct rooted in the human requirement that feeling worthy is a

fundamental human need (Honneth 1992).  Since one’s sense of self-esteem is
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intimately linked to the social recognition of one’s social group, then the systematic

denigrative evaluation of one’s group would raise doubts in oneself as a being whose

characteristic traits and abilities are worthy of esteem.  In Malaysia, Malays’

experience of personal and collective disrespect because they belong to a “backward”

group raised the normative goal of securing group recognition into a powerful driving

moral force.14  Thus, for Malays, their striving for economic parity with the Chinese

embodied both material and affective elements.

After independence, due to their historical exclusion from full participation in

the economic development of the country, a shared sense of relative deprivation

rapidly emerged among the Malays.15  By the mid-1960s, Malay feelings of being

economically deprived had intensified noticeably, especially among the upwardly

ambitious Malay civil servants and petty businessmen.  The emerging Malay sentiment

felt that circumstances were not providing the opportunities and benefits to which

Malays were justly entitled as bumiputras.  Increasing numbers of Malays gradually

became disenchanted with and blamed the Alliance Government for not providing

adequate assistance and opportunities to improve their life chances.  By the late 1960s,

the perception that the Government was being manipulated, if not controlled, by the

Chinese gained considerable currency among the Malay population. Conversely,

increasing number of Chinese also became disillusioned with the Government during

this period as well, though for mainly cultural and political reasons.

After an exceptionally racially charged general election campaign, the

worsening ethnic relations deteriorated into the ethnic riots on May 13 1969.  While

the ethnic riots could be attributed to a number causes, and missteps taken by the

authorities, it was the shared sense of economic deprivation that evidently influenced

the Malay political elites and intelligentsia to single out the ethnic inequality factor

(National Operations Council 1969; Mahathir 1970).16  Indeed, since then, Malay

economic backwardness was regularly used to buttress the argument that for Malaysia

to enjoy stability and progress in ethnic relations in the future would require narrowing

and rectifying the economic imbalances between the ethnic groups.

Economic restructuring along ethnic lines was thus included as one of the two

objectives of the New Economic Policy (NEP) which was implemented from 1971-90
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(Second Malaysian Plan 1971-75; Mid-Term Review of the Second Malaysian Plan

1971-75).  The elimination of ethnicity with economic functions was to be

accomplished through the implementation of preferential policies that benefit Malays

disproportionately.  In social stratification terms, the ethnic restructuring aim to make

social classes more multiethnic (Abdul Rahman 1996).  Two realities, one economic

and the other political, shaped the strategy eventually adopted to redress the ethnic

inequality.  Economically, the political leaders were cognizant of the distributive limits

of the then predominantly agricultural-based economy.  Politically, the prevailing

consociational politics would eschew any uncompromising means to narrowing the

inequality gap.  Awareness of the limited economic pie and impelled by the

consociational politics led the political leaders to adopt a gradualist strategy to increase

Malay economic participation.  The gradualist strategy would incrementally uplift the

Malay wellbeing such that it would not unduly overburden the non-Malays nor

discourage the investments, especially foreign, needed to spur economic growth. In

numerical terms, the NEP aimed to increase Malay economic participation to an

arbitrary figure of 30% by 1990.17

The NEP’s second objective aimed to eliminate poverty in the society,

regardless of ethnicity.  In practice, however, the poverty eradication policy deviated

from its purported ethnic-blind objective.  Given that rural poverty constituted the

overwhelming majority of the poor, it was natural that most poverty eradication

programs targeted the rural poor.  But because inequality was predominantly

constructed in ethnic terms, poverty became identified primarily with rural Malay

poverty.  This led to the formulation and implementation of poverty eradication

programs that largely only benefited the rural Malay poor.18  The non-Malay poor

hence were largely neglected in the government poverty eradication policies and were

left to fend by themselves.  For example, Indian estate workers and Chinese New

Villagers in the rural areas have received barely any direct assistance from the

government over the years.19  More importantly, the Orang Asli groups were neglected

even though they are bumiputras and theoretically should have benefited

disproportionately from the NEP (Dentan et al 1997). 

Needless to say, the majority of Malays and Chinese had diametrically opposing



18

feelings about the NEP.  While Malays across all classes generally supported the NEP

and welcomed the preferential steps taken to increase their community’s share of the

wealth and economic participation, the Chinese, in contrast, strongly felt that the NEP

discriminated against them.  But, although the Chinese objected to the NEP, they put

up with it because the NEP, it was generally believed, helps to preserve the peace and

stability in the country — and thus avoid out right conflicts like that of May 13 1969.20

 In a sense, since the implementation of the NEP, the ethnic relation between the rival

communities was significantly determined by the type of preferential policies

formulated and the manner they were pursued to redress the inequality gap, and the

economic circumstances when the policies were implemented.

In the first fifteen years, the preferential policies formulated and the manner

they were pursued negatively impacted the ethnic relations.  The state initial

interventionist and highhanded implementation of the NEP did not do much to ease

ethnic relations.  The adopted strategy made the state appeared inflexible and

overbearing.  Partly, this was because, to increase Malay ownership of capital and

economic participation, the state directly intervened in productive activities and capital

accumulation.  The state thus established and operated a wide range of productive

enterprises as well as set up various Malay equity funds (Jesudason 1988; Mehmet

1986).  Consequently, the number of state owned economic enterprises (SOEs) grew

from 109 in 1970 to 362 in 1975, 656 in 1980 and 1,014 in 1985, and the size of the

public bureaucracy to manage and monitor the much expanded state economic

activities ballooned from 140,000 in 1970 to 520,000 in 1983.

In addition, to increase Malay ownership and participation in the private sector,

new business regulations were instituted and new bureaucratic bodies created to

monitor and influence the behavior of private businesses.  The new state regulations

and bodies significantly alienated the Chinese in general, particularly the Chinese

businesses (Jesudason 1988, pp.134-163).  For example, a new general guideline made

it harder for non-Malay firms to get new or to renew business licenses if they did not

meet the 30% Malay equity ownership requirement.  The Industrial Coordination Act

(ICA) of 1975 provided the state with the means to implement the equity policy.21  The

Act stipulated that all non-Malay firms with paid-in capital and reserves funds of more
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than RM$250,000 and more than 25 employees must have 30% Malay equity

participation.   The ICA also gave the state with wide discretionary powers to deny

any firms a license unless the Malay share of its equity was satisfied. Thus, besides the

stringent Malay ownership requirement, the implementation of the NEP also increased

the direct bureaucratic intervention into the behavior and operation of the private

sector.

Unsurprisingly, the adversarial view of the state had a depressing effect on the

domestic private investments, which were mostly Chinese investments.  Before the

implementation of the NEP, Chinese investments comprised 66.9% of all investments

in 1971.  After 1972, Chinese investments averaged slightly just above 30% before the

ICA was enacted in 1975.  But from 1975 to 1985, except for 1984, Chinese

investments in the manufacturing fell below 30%.  Public investment increased, in

contrast, dramatically from 1972-85, averaging close to 50% in the early 80s.  Total

government expenditure share of the GDP increased from 23.7% in 1971 to 40.4% in

1980, and the government sector share of total employment increased from 11.9% in

1970 to 14.4% in 1980, and, peaked, at 15% in 1981.

Nevertheless, despite the low percentage of private domestic investments,

spurred by public and foreign investments the economy achieved healthy growth every

year in the 1970s, except for 1974 due to the oil crisis.  However, due to the world

recession, the economic growth slowed down between 1980-1987; the economy grew

at an average rate of 4.5% per annum and in fact registered a negative growth in 1985.

 A result of the slower growth rates during this period was that the unemployment

nearly doubled when the jobs created fell short of the increased in labor force; 1.25

million jobs to 1.5 million persons between 1980-1988. Significantly, the slow down in

job creation after 1985 fell unevenly on the Malays, especially Malay employment in

the modern sector.  The 1987 Labor Force Survey revealed that the most affected

group was the young Malays with secondary education, including increasing numbers

of university graduates.

The growing unemployment, especially among the young Malays with

secondary education and above, between 1980-1987, was compounded by the fact that

not much headway had been made in restructuring the ethnic pattern of employment. 
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The majority of the Malays continued to be employed in the agriculture and

government sectors; Malay employment in the agriculture sector as a percent of the

total Malay employed was nearly 51.3% of in 1980 and 40.7% in 1985 while the

government services employed 14.3% and 16.3% respectively (Table 3).  The fact that

the employment pattern has been restructured but not to any great extent becomes

more apparent when one looks at the occupational pattern (Table 4).  As expected, a

disproportionate number of Malays are still found in the agricultural occupations and,

in contrast, they remained under presented in the administrative and managerial

occupations.  In the professional and technical occupations, while the number of Malay

professionals and skilled labor has increased, they are still disproportionately

represented in the lower unskilled categories.  The glaring Malay under representation

was clearly illustrated by the proportion of Malay registered professionals (such as

accountants, engineers, doctors and lawyers); in 1985, Malays constituted 8.6% of the

accountants, 27% of engineers, 18.1% of doctors, and 16.4% of lawyers (Table 5). As

such, the Malay middle class remained an insignificant segment of the Malay

community.

 In terms of the ethnic ownership of share capital, although the Malay share has

increased from 2.4% in 1970 to nearly 19.1% in 1985, the Chinese have also increased

their share from 27.2% in 1970 to 33.4% in 1985 (Table 6).  However, despite the

credible increase in the Malay share, the number of Malay entrepreneurs remained

unimpressive.  This was because under the “trusteeship” approach the bulk of Malay

ownership of share capital was held by the state, directly or indirectly; for example, in

1985, the trustee component took up almost 40% of the Malay share.  In other words,

the number of Malay entrepreneurs remained under represented.  In its poverty

eradication goal, the state did manage to bring down the incidence of poverty from

49.3% in 1970 to approximately 22.4% in 1987 (Table 7).  Although the gains were

impressive, nevertheless, the absolute number of Malays living in poverty remained

uncomfortably high.

In the first fifteen years of the NEP then, despite the opportunities generated by

the healthy economic growths, for different reasons, both the rival ethnic communities

remained largely dissatisfied.  While the state’s perceived highhanded intervention in
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pushing the preferential policies alienated the Chinese, the Malays remained resentful

of the fact that their community continued to receive much less than what they desire

and believe they deserve.  Progress in the restructuring of employment, one of the key

elements in attaining greater ethnic economic equality, remained markedly slow.  While

increasing number of Malays have entered the modern and high paying sectors, the fact

remains that the economic growth did not equally benefit the majority of the Malays. 

Consequently, large numbers of Malays continued to feel economically deprived and

their shared sense of being economically deprived with respect to the Chinese remained

very pervasive.  As a result, between 1985 and 1987, when the economy was going

through a bad patch, the ethnic relations deteriorated rapidly and reached a potentially

explosive situation in 1987.

Changes in various policies were already beginning to take shape in the early

1980s when Dr. Mahathir Mohammed assumed the Prime Ministership in 1981.  A

fundamental shift was to recalibrate the relative importance attached to redistributive

objectives with respect to stimulating economic growth.  In other words, to encourage

a more pro-growth environment a more flexible Malay equity and participation quota

requirement was adopted.  This was complimented in 1983 by the announcement and

implementation of the Malaysian Incorporated (Malaysian Inc.) concept.  The idea of a

partnership between public and private sectors enjoyed overwhelming support from the

business community, especially the Chinese businesses.  And parallel to the Malaysian

Inc. concept, the conducive environment for the private sector was further enhanced

by the government’s privatization policy.  The main thrust of the privatization policy

was to roll back the state’s direct participation in the economic activities.  The changes

in the domestic economic environment fortuitously coincided with businesses in the

industrialized countries, particularly Japan, looking to invest overseas.  Thus, Malaysia

received huge foreign direct investments from the mid-1980s up to mid-1997, before

the financial crisis.

Consequently, the Malaysian economy grew rapidly from 1988 to mid-1997;

for example, the real annual GDP growth rates averaged over 8% during 1988-1993.

In terms of the structure of the economy, by 1989 the manufacturing sector

contribution to the GDP had surpassed the agriculture sector; 26% to 20%.  The
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economic opportunities and wealth created raised discernibly the overall standard of

living of most Malaysians.  More importantly, this period witnessed both a dramatic

jump in Malay capital ownership and participation in the modern sector, and as well as

greatly benefited the non-Malay community.

In terms of ethnic ownership of share capital, the Malay share has increased

from 19.1% in 1985 to 20.6% in 1995 and the Chinese share from 33.4% in 1985 to

40.9% in 1995 (Table 6).  However, the official figure for the 20.6% Malay share,

announced by the state, is hotly disputed by the non-Malays.  The crux of the dispute is

over where the nominee companies’ share should be included.  If the nominees’ share

were included in the Malay portion, then the Malay share would have reached nearly

29% in 1995 meaning that Malay ownership has pretty much reached the 30% target. 

Perhaps, more importantly, the implementation of privatization since 1983 has

developed a sizable and vibrant Malay business community in general and a number of

big-time Malay corporate businessmen in particular.  The development of a vibrant

Malay business community is shown by the fact that individual Malay ownership of

share capital has impressively surpassed the Malay trustees ownership; in 1995,

individual Malay ownership made up nearly 90.3% of the total Malay share (Table 6).

Since 1990, not only has the Malaysian economy achieved full employment but

also that the economy has been experiencing a major of labor shortage problem. In

1997, the estimated number of foreign workers was nearly 2 million, including both

legal and illegal workers, or about 20% of the total labor force.  The overall trend in

the employment pattern suggested that the objective to eliminate the ethnic group

identification with economic functions has made considerable gains. Compared to the

past when the overwhelming majority of Malays were employed in the agricultural

sector, in 1995 the sector accounts for only 22.2% of the total Malay labor force

(Table 3).  Indeed, more Malays are now employed in the manufacturing (24.9%) and

other services (24%) sectors.  For the Chinese, the three largest sectors where the

Chinese are found are wholesale/retail (27.7%), manufacturing (26.4%), and other

services (13.8%).  In terms of employment by occupations, production and agricultural

workers constituted the two largest concentrations of Malay workers, 27.5% and

25.3% respectively (Table 4).  For the Chinese, the two occupations with the largest
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concentration of Chinese workers are production (37.2%) and sale (19.3%).  Malays

constitute the largest ethnic group in all occupations except for administrative and

managerial and sale occupations where they made up about a third of the total work

force.

Clearly then, the ethnic restructuring of employment has made impressive

progress such that the ethnic identification with economic functions no longer exists.

The trends in the registered professions by ethnic group clearly revealed the success in

creating a professional Malay middle class (Table 5).  In 1995, nearly one in three

architects, lawyers, dentists, doctors and engineers are Malays, and there are more

Malay surveyors and veterinary surgeons than Chinese or Indians.  The only profession

that Malays remained severely under presented is accountancy. 

The mean household income has grown impressively for all ethnic groups; for

the Malays from R172 in 1970 to R492 in 1979, R940 in 1990 and to an impressive

R1600 in 1995, and for the Chinese from R394 to R938, R1631 and R2896

respectively (Table 8).  Importantly, the difference between the Malay and Chinese

household mean income disparity ratio generally has declined from 2.29 in 1970 to

1.74 in 1990, although the figure increase to 1.81 in 1995.  State efforts to eradicate

poverty in the country has also achieved credible success; the incidence of poverty has

declined from a high of 49.3% (or 791,000 households) in 1970 to 15% (or 448,900

households) in 1990 and to 5.4% (or 183,100 households) in 1995 (Table 7).

However, the progress made in the eradication of poverty assumed a single definition

of poverty for the whole peninsular; it does not take into account the differential costs

of living between the rural and urban setting.

Thus, in the 1990s, impressive progress has been made in terms of equalizing

the economic disparities between the Malay and non-Malay communities, and as well

as alleviating the standard of living of every Malaysian regardless of ethnicity.  Malay

horizontal and vertical participation in the economy has expanded substantially,

especially in the modern sector.  The preferential policies have created a more broad-

based differential Malay employment structure and, above all, has successfully nurtured

a significant Malay middle-class and business class (Abdul Rahman 1996).

Nonetheless, while the state has successfully narrowed the inter-ethnic inequality gap
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and reduced considerably the poverty level in the country, the income gap between the

richest and the poorest groups has widened in the 1990s.  A looming class inequality

has plagued all the ethnic groups.  Intra-ethnic group inequality has emerged as a result

of the uneven distribution of benefits among the classes across all ethnic groups.  For

example, the intra-Malay inequity has grown very skewered and getting worse in the

late 1990s largely because the state has unduly focus its energy on creating a Malay

corporate business class (Jomo et al 1995).

How has the progress made in restructuring the employment and ownership

pattern affected ethnic relations in the 1990s?  Generally speaking, the frictions in the

economic relations between the rival ethnic communities have eased during this period.

 The impressive economic growth has raised the standard of living of the population as

a whole and greater ethnic economic equality has been achieved with the successful

restructuring of employment and ownership pattern.  The relative success in making

social classes more multiethnic means that there now exists, among other things, a

significant Malay middle class.  Also, the existence of a discernible Malay corporate

business class means that one can no longer simply accused the Chinese of hogging the

wealth.  An unintended consequence is that the growing class inequality within the

Malay community has obviously contributed to weakening the solidarity within the

community and thus vis-à-vis the Chinese community.  Indeed, a growing Malay

criticisms of corruption and cronyism in the Malay community has emerged and, since

the Anwar crisis in September 1998, has gained considerable momentum.  The

criticisms appeared to have contributed to the declining support for UMNO precisely

because the party is no longer perceived to be the protector and benefactor of the

ordinary Malay interests.

Nevertheless, although the emerging class differentiation within the Malay

community has introduced traces of class frictions in the community, the articulation of

inequality in ethnic terms remains predominant.  Partly, this is because the UMNO-

Malay dominated state continues to subscribe to, use and apply the ethnic construction

of inequality.  While it is true that increasingly more Malays are critical of the way the

NEP has, and is, been implemented today, it remains evident that the community’s

support for the preferential policies remains overwhelming.  In fact, parallel to the
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growing Malay criticisms of corruption and cronyism there is also a growing Malay

support to revise the 30% quota upwards (Zainal Aznam 1991). Support for the idea

of “ethnic proportional equality” that reflects the racial composition of the population

has gained currency in the 1990s.  Most importantly, the state has not made any

substantive moves to remove and dismantle the instruments and institutions that were

put in place to implement the NEP preferential policies.    

The rationale behind the collective sense of relative deprivation is the subjective

experience of the group comparing what they have to what they believe they deserve

or are entitled to.  In so far as the majority of Malay individuals continue to identify

with their community’s feeling that there is an unacceptable gap between what they

have and what they believe they deserve and are entitled to, an ethnic shared sense of

relative deprivation will persists.22  It follows that the emerging Malay criticisms of

corruption and cronyism must not be interpreted to mean a rejection of the preferential

policies, but, rather, simply mean growing Malay resentments over the way the

preferential policies have been used to benefit a few.  Indeed, there is a growing Malay

support for a larger share of the economic pie.  Moreover, entrenched material and

affective interests would ensure continual Malay support for preferential policies that

benefit them disproportionately.  The preferential policies that continue to discriminate

Malaysians based on the color of their skin will remain a thorn in the relations between

the rival ethnic communities.



26

Conclusion

Since 1990 then, the ethnic relations in Malaysia have been remarkably stable and even

congenial.  The rapid economic growth has enabled the state to pursue its ethnic

redistributive policy without unduly overburdening the non-Malays.  In the cultural

arena, the state has relaxed its pro-Malay policy while allowing the Chinese culture

more access and room in the public space.  In general, out right conflicts have been

avoided because both the rival ethnic communities were willing to give concessions

and the economic inequality gap has discernibly narrowed between the Malays and

non-Malays.  Indeed, the ruling coalition party won an unprecedented victory at the

polls in 1995, with substantial support from the Chinese community for the first time.

The question, then, is the prospects of the ethnic relations in the future.

In the economic sphere, given the entrenched interests and the

institutionalization of the pro-Malay policies, coupled with continued prevalence of the

ethnic sense of relative deprivations, it would be extremely difficult for the state to

reverse its ethnic-based formula without a backlash.  Since growth will eventually

slows down as the economy approaches maturity, it will become increasingly difficult

for the state to maintain the existing pro-Malay policies without unduly overburdening

the non-Malays.  Perhaps, at some point down the road, when a reasonable ethnic

economic parity has been realized the UMNO will have to convince itself and the

Malay community that the pro-Malay redistributive policy be replaced with an income-

based policy.  If at that time the bulk of the poor continue to be Malays, then they

would constitute the majority of those who would receive help from the government. 

The middle and upper Malay social classes, regardless of ethnicity, by and large should

fend for themselves.

In the cultural arena, the biggest challenge to the stability of ethnic relations is

the interrelated issue of how Islam will reconfigures the Malay identity as the

community confronts modernity and how the state will response to the Islamic

reconfiguration of Malay identity.  The non-Malays would naturally be anxious of any

moves by the state to further Islamicized the society.  Perhaps, the continuing

integration of Malaysia into the global society will encourage the state to maintain a

more liberal and open cultural policy.
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In general then, ethnic relations in Malaysia have been relatively congenial

precisely because extremism and intolerance, factors that can undermine the stability of

society, have been soundly contained in Malaysian society.  Nevertheless, one must

remember that when ethnic members are besieged by a sudden wave of anxieties and

frustrations, they could become susceptible to extremists’ ranting.  And ethnic

members become highly susceptible to extremists’ ranting during periods of political,

economic and cultural crises because crises would besiege a community with obsessive

uncertainties and anxieties.  If and when extremists’ ranting assumed currency the

society would experience the erosion of the foundation of tolerance without which the

stability of ethnic relations would be severely tested — and might not be sustained.

NOTES

1. In 1991, Malays made up 57.4%, Chinese 29.4%, and Indians 9.5% of the total

population in the peninsular.  Generally speaking, Malays are Muslims and

speak Malay, Chinese are Taoist-Buddhists and speak a variety of Chinese

dialects (including Mandarin), and Indians are Hindus and Tamil is their

dominant mother-tongue (Population and Housing Census volume 1, 1991). In

the official discourse, the rivalry is presented in terms of bumiputra versus non-

bumiputra which tacitly conveys the impression that all the indigenous groups

share similar interests and objectives.  This of course is not the case. For

example, the non-Muslim indigenous groups in East Malaysia and the Orang

Asli in the peninsular obviously do not subscribe to the Malays’ cultural goals (

Loh and Kahn 1992:  chpt. 10).

2. Article 3 stipulates that Islam is the religion of the country, but other religions

may be practiced in peace and harmony in any part of the country.  Article 152

specifies that the Malay language shall be the national language but at the same

time “no person shall be prohibited or prevented from using (otherwise than for

official purposes) or from teaching or learning, any other language.”
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3. Malay teachers were perhaps the single most important source of Malay

cultural nationalism.  In the mid-1960s, the Malay National Language Action

Front was formed to hasten the process of making Malay as the national

language.

4. Most of the supporters for complete Chinese cultural equality came from the

Chinese-educated Chinese.  Pressures for the recognition of Chinese as an

additional official language thus came from the Chinese school teachers and the

various Chinese guilds and associations.

5. A few of the reasons are; Chinese want to preserve their mother tongue, want

to know their roots, and want to their culture to continue and language is part

of and a means to their culture.

6. In the sixties, the trend was more and more Chinese sending their children to

the English schools because of the perceived material advantage of acquiring an

English education.  In contrast, the rising popularity of Chinese education since

1971 could be attributed partly to cultural loyalty and partly to material

reasons.

7. This was compounded by the fact that the state also relinguished its recognition

of Taiwanese degrees which was the major country where the Chinese-

educated students could further their studies.  In later years, the independent

secondary Chinese schools redesigned their curriculum such that their students

could sit for both the Unified Examinations and the national examinations.  The

irony is that today the Unified Examinations are recognized by numerous

American, British, Australian, and Singaporean tertiary institutions but

remained unaccepted by the Malaysian Government.

8. The idea to establish the Merdeka University was first broached in the late

1960s.  The main aim of the Merdeka University was to cater mainly, not

exclusively, for graduates from the independent Chinese schools.  Though

Chinese would be the main medium of instruction but not the sole medium as

Malay and English would be used as the medium of instruction for certain

course, for example, law.  The Dongjiaozong launched an intensive fund raising

and petition campaign to support the establishment of Merdeka University. 
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9. A lively debate over the notion of “national culture” and the place of Chinese

culture in the national culture was conducted in 1984 in the pages of The

STAR, an English daily.  See Kua (1985) National Culture and Democracy.

10. Interestingly, the Putra Jaya Masterplan, the future administrative city, too does

not allocate spaces for the construction of non-Muslim places of worship and

burial.  The difference here perhaps is that it will not affect the non-Muslims

that much since it is a new township and most of the civil service employees are

Malay Muslims.

11. Here I am using the concept of relative deprivation.  Generally, relative

deprivation refers to the gap between what people have and what they believe

they deserve, or have a right, to have.

12. In the 1960s, the most important rival to the ethnic construction of inequality

was probably the socialist class analysis.  But, since the 13 May 1969 ethnic

riots, the UMNO’s ethnic construction of inequality in the society has

predominated. 

13. The connection between special position and privileged access to economic

goods is, more or less, spelt out in Article 153 of the constitution.

14. Horowitz (1985) used the concept of group worth to explain ethnic conflicts

and Sloane (1999) provides an excellent analysis of the ways the ‘new Malays’

(Melayu Baru) used group worth as a means to pursue economic ends. 

15. A salient historical feature of the Malaysian economy was the acute economic

disparities between the Malays and the Chinese.  In terms of ownership of

capital, though the foreigners owned most of the private capital, Chinese as the

“economic middleman” dominated the small and medium businesses and

employment in most of the modern sectors and at nearly all occupational levels.

 The vast majority of Malays, in contrast, resided in the rural areas and worked

in the traditional agricultural sector.  Relatively then, the Chinese because of

their location and function in the economic system were perceived by the

Malays to be wealthy and in control of the economy. 

16. Until today there is no thorough study of this tragic episode in Malaysian

history.  By and large the official version has remained unchallenged, although
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in the aftermath of the Anwar crisis in September 1998 Marina Yusof, a former

UMNO supreme council member, has alleged that certain elements in UMNO

were responsible for instigating the rioting.  This view was also suggested by

von Vorys (1975), especially pp 308-338, and Slimming (1969).

17. Needless to say, 30% is an arbitrary indicator.  The figure perhaps was needed

by the bureaucrats for planning purposes.  Bureaucratic rationality demands a

quantifiable goal to work towards.  Thus, if and when Malays’ expectations

increases then there is no reason they would not raise the question of why not a

figure that commensurates with the ethnic demographic representation. 

18. In the Malaysian Plans and various other government poverty studies — and

poverty studies conducted by mostly Malay scholars — the overwhelming

focus has been on rural Malay poverty, and Malay poverty in general, with

hardly any mention of non-Malay poverty.  Additionally, the electoral system in

Malaysia is weighted in favor of the rural constituencies and thus to win the

rural Malay votes UMNO would have to deliver the goods to some extent.  In

fact, studies have shown how the poverty eradication programs were used by

the ruling coalition, especially UMNO, to reward their supporter

disproportionately (Shamsul 1986; Mehmet 1986).

19. See Lim (1994) for an interesting study of poverty and household economic

strategies in New Villages.  Perhaps, today, the single most important

neglected problem is that of the development of an Indian underclass in the

urban areas.  For a number of reasons, more Indians have migrated to the urban

areas over the last ten years.

20. The NEP has achieved almost a taboo status in the interaction between Malays

and non-Malays.  Non-Malays would almost never express what they really feel

about the preferential policies to their Malay “friends” precisely because Malays

generally get very upset if the preferential policies are criticized.  The almost

diametrically opposing views are frequently and clearly articulated in the

cyberspace.

21. Guidelines for Equity Participation under the Industrial Coordination Act,

1975.
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22. The lack, and problems, of inter-ethnic class solidarity is illustrated in various

studies, for example Boulanger (1992).
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Table 3
Employment by Economic Sector and Ethnic Group, Malaysia (percentages)

1985 1995
Malays Chinese Indians Malays Chinese Indians

a b a b a b a b a b a b

Agriculture 75 40.7 15.5 14.8 8.8 30.8 60.1 22.2 11.7 7.5 6 14.4

Mining 50.5 1 37.8 1 9.5 1 57.5 0.5 22 0.4 10.5 0.6

Manufacturing 45.8 12.1 42.8 19.9 10.9 18.5 49.8 24.9 30.4 26.4 11.2 36.5

Construction 42.2 5.6 51 11.9 5.8 4.9 37.4 6.4 41.1 12.3 4.7 5.3

Electricity 72.6 1 10.3 15.6 1.3 72.1 1.1 10.4 0.3 11.1 1.1

Transport 52.4 3.9 33.9 4.5 13 6.3 53.2 5.2 29.4 4.9 11.7 7.4

Wholesale 36.4 10.3 55.2 27.6 7.8 14.3 36.5 11.6 50 27.7 6.1 12.7

Finance 41.1 2.5 46.4 5 10.6 4.1 45.1 4.1 42.3 6.7 9.3 5.5

Government 66.7 16.8 24.3 10.8 8.5 13.8

Others 66.8 6.4 24.2 4.1 8.5 5.2 64.4 24 21.4 13.8 6.8 16.5

Notes:   a = percentage of ethnic group employed in sector as percentage of total employed in the sector.

             b = ethnic group employed in sector as percentage of total ethnic group employed 

Source: Mid-Term Review and Malaysian Plans, various volumes.
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Table 4
Employment by occupation and ethnic group, Malaysia (percentages)

1970 1985
      Malays      Chinese       Indians       Malays      Chinese       Indians

a b a b a b a b a b a b
Professional an technical 47.1 4.3 39.5 5.2 10.8 4.9 56.4 7.3 30.7 7 10.9 9.1
(including teachers and nurses)

Administrative and Managerial 24.1 0.5 62.9 1.9 7.8 0.8 28 1.1 63 4.4 5 1.2

Clerical workers 35.4 3.4 45.9 6.3 17.2 8.1 55.1 9.2 35.5 10.5 8.9 9.6

Sale workers 26.7 4.7 61.7 15.3 11.1 9.5 36.9 6.6 57 17.9 6 6.8

Service workers 44.3 6.8 17.3 8.6 14.6 10.9 58.7 11.7 30.2 10.6 10 12.8

Agriculture workers 72 62.3 55.9 21.2 9.7 41 76.5 41.3 15.2 14.4 7.8 27.1

Production workers 34.2 18 55.9 41.6 9.6 24.7 47.5 22.8 41.3 35.1 10.8 33.3

1990 1995
      Malays      Chinese       Indians       Malays      Chinese       Indians

a b a b a b a b a b a b

Professional an technical 60.5 10 29.1 7.8 7.7 7.9 64.3 12.7 26.2 8.9 7.3 9

Teachers and nurses 68.5 4.3 24.6 2.5 6.4 2.5 72.3 4.9 20.5 2.4 6.6 2.8

Administrative and Managerial 28.7 1.3 62.2 4.7 4 1.1 36.1 1.9 54.7 4.9 5.1 1.6

Clerical workers 52.4 9.7 38.6 11.6 8.6 9.8 57.2 11 34.4 11.5 7.7 9.3

Sale workers 29.9 6.5 58.4 20.7 6.8 9.2 36.2 7.8 51.9 19.3 6.5 8.8

Service workers 57.8 12.7 26.8 9.6 9.5 12.9 58.2 13.8 22.8 9.3 8.7 12.9

Agriculture workers 69.1 37 13.8 12 7.3 24.2 63.1 25.3 12.9 8.9 7.5 18.8

Production workers 43.6 22.8 39.6 33.6 10.8 34.9 44.8 27.5 35 37.2 10.3 39.6

Notes:   a = percentage of ethnic group employed in this occupation as percentage of total employed in the occupation.

             b = ethnic group employed in occupation as percentage of total ethnic group employed.

Source: Mid-term Review and Malaysian Plans, various volumes.
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Table 5 : Registered Prefessionals by Ethnic Group ( percentages)

1980
Malays Chinese Indians

Accountants 7.4 77.9 7.2

Architects 10.7 86.5 1.3

Dentists 10.3 65.7 21.3

Doctors 9.7 43.7 41.7

Engineers 18.5 71.3 6.3

Lawyers 14.8 48.5 35.4

Surveyors 31.2 58.7 7.2

Veterinary surgeons 17.8 27.8 46.5

1990 1995
Malays Chinese Indians Malays Chinese Indians

Accountants 11.2 81.2 6.2 16.1 75.2 7.9

Architects 23.6 74.4 1.2 27.6 70.7 1.5

Dentists 24.3 50.7 23.7 30.9 45.7 21.9

Doctors 27.8 34.7 34.4 33.4 32.1 32

Engineers 34.8 58.2 5.3 38.1 55.2 5.2

Lawyers 22.3 50 26.5 29 43.3 26.6

Surveyors 44.7 49.6 3.7 48.3 45.6 3.2

Veterinary surgeons 35.9 23.7 37 40.2 23.7 33.5

Source: Malaysian Plans, various years.
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Table 6
Malaysia: Ownership of Share Capital (At par value) of Limited Companies (percentages)

Malaysian residents Total Foreign residents

Year Total value Malays/Bumiputeras Nominee Chinese Others
Ringgit million Individuals Trustees Total companies

1971 5329.2 2.6 1.7 4.3 6 27.2 0.8 38.3 61.7

1980 32420.4 4.3 8.1 12.4 40.1 52.5 47.5

1985 77964.4 11.7 7.4 19.1 7.2 33.4 14.3 74 26

1990 108377.4 14.1 5.1 19.2 8.5 45.5 1.4 74.6 25.4

1995 179792 18.6 2 20.6 8.3 40.9 2.5 72.3 27.7

1998 294576 17.7 1.7 19.4 7.1 38.5 3.2 68.2 31.8

1. Individuals includes institutions such as Amanah Saham MARA, Tabung Haji, Cooperatives .

2. Shares held by MARA, PERNAS, UDA, SECs, FIMA, Bank Bumiputra, 

3. Excludes shares held by Federal, state and Local Governments.

Source: Malaysian Plans, various volumes. 
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Table 7
Incidence of Poverty, Peninsular Malaysia

Year
1970 1980 1990 1995

Incidence of poverty (%) 49.3 29 15 5.4

Number of households (thousands) 791.8 635.9 448.9 183.1

incidence of hardcore poverty (%) 3.6 1.8

Number of hardcore poverty households 107.3 61

Total number of households 1606 2193 2986.4 3390.2

Source: Mid-Term Review and Malaysian Plans, various volumes
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Table 8
Mean income "disparity ratios" and absolute difference in mean household
incomes of major ethnic groups, Peninsular Malaysia (ringgit/current prices)

Ethnic Year
group 1970 1976 1979 1984 1990 1995

Malay (M) 172 345 492 852 940 1600
Chinese (C) 394 787 938 1502 1631 2895
Indian (I) 304 538 756 1094 1209 2153

C-M Disparity Ratio 2.29 2.28 1.91 1.76 1.74 1.81
I-M Disparity Ratio 1.77 1.56 1.54 1.28 1.29 1.35

Differences of C-M 222 442 446 650 691 1295
mean incomes

Differences of I-M 132 193 264 242 269 553
mean incomes

Sources: Household Incomes Survey, various years.
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t�� No. O/o No. O/o No. O/o No. % 

�*· 1,863 39.3 48,946 64.5 1,360 79.3 932,225 76.2 
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� 4,744 100 75,875 100 1,715 100 1,222,947 100 

[1&£!¥4*�: Lim Hong Hai, "The Public service and ethnic restructuring

under the NEP" in Gomez, E.T. & Saravamuttu, J, "The New Economic

Policy in Malaysia", NUS 2013: 177-82.] 
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/ �:Eimio � �1f iii� l:�ff!J, BM 1910:q:: �22.4%, :1:1 no iu2003:q:: B<J
5 1 % : ,� �l I A J)d 9 7 o :q:: � 4 7. 2 % , :I:! ;!Jo i!J 2 o o 8 :q:: � 6 5. 2 % : .:¥ tt
*IAJ). 1970:qc �31.3%, :1:!;IJo ¥iJ2008:qc �64.6% 0 

.1:b*IA�frg �). ili*$ilt)!±*, J). 1970:qc �'.£/"31.3%, X �
33.4%, ff i�23.9, �& *ff �42.9%, fr2008�$1#1t�: tl*IA
65.2%, 64.6%.:¥tt*IA, �Ptt*IA71.6% o 

El 1970:qc1�3f y€:), � .t1.1:b *A�nJmJif:f$ J1J:!J!X m i:J:i ,t,,�, jg I
�1Kt11���n. /"tlat, mPJ!2J.frftm�P.1:b*AmJK, tir@i.1:b*m
�A- o fr*.1:b, ���il&ffiffl�illfrmffi:J:ioil&�*���fil�
:>1r oo :t$ � , 1f � 1m 1 iJ fr m * i:J:i � ;JJo t:9: � o 1m m * El E:p � io #ft� o 
C 81) 

�'1*10.5: 2008.{J::-1,�JLq��o•m:1t1J5t8"i��·�55t ( l,�%it.) 
l{H� 
'!'JJ.mto�� 
tt#IA 

±e $• �• x� 
51.0 40.7 7.7 0.6 
65.2 26.2 8.1 0.5 

.:¥tt*IA 64.6 26.7 7.6 
9.9 

1.1 
2.9 �Ptt*IA 71.6 15.6 

�-*-l*�= 2oos{f-�itWll, �Z9J}JiJaJ?HaJJJ 

�mmffi�g��tt�/"tl�m�.1:b*i:J:ir��z..�. r'.i.7� 
� 0 ��£�����*���. �fl'Jff�n���M.1:b*tl� 0 

�ffiJx1Ji!J���£. fmfnA•,g&*,g&g;, iE£GSJjg±�il&ffl, :1:t;JJo 
7 �t1.1:b*A�ffifJL���j!f* 0 

fr���ll_t_, i3:��m�.1:b*i:pf"��. &��m0i3:£GSJ 
jg1mfl'JR�.1:b*fi�'Et�Jai9&, tl���xll�'.i.m1f:i't 0 .1:b*� 
��*A•�· 03f�8i3:�-$�'.i.frs" o M!2J., W���fr�tt 
.!b*m�M•m�ffl-. frm*i:J:iQ�ffl�*�ffi�0 

!ta� 1971-1��*rft-r!iIA.liill�faftim¢tll! 

El 1971:qc3fy€:), �P.1:b*i:J:if"��fOIA�frg, -1[fr��, � 
ff�if'JL�niii, il�JU±� il&ffl � il:lt!I\ o 1m1n�ra2003:q::fo2013 
:q::�*mi:J:i, �i:J:im�&�OOl4 o 

fil.?t2013:q:: *m th r_mil&ffi•llftltt, frtr� ��frm* i:J:i �1t$ • 
�. @£, ��:EI�mlK�*�"fflg;•�*tttb"�•m�m* 
tiJ 11 , 1iffli:� 00 13$ fr* m i:J:i -J'IH� � flL 

ii:@� {,t � �p 1b *�ff fr£ rm A�, :QI]; I A' ;j, � !}lfo' X
�tJH �, ;& �, :!J!Xmtii'.m�, ��, �I�. �r&�1m1iJ�$�t-Jc

) �. �£·_t_�•· #&$�m-oil&lff�re�fl'J�M�"�$� 
6±�±ili1��$A" mjg-* 0 

"�.::::. �*.1:bit:it!J" {Eit, 1975:q::, 1 �A Cl 6 ±� $ • �ffJr 
H, jt15$r@i:it58%o C82) ?tmL il&Jfft&�re�Mil&fflfoffl�, 
,RM��$.£ "H;*A" ��JHl�imB o i3:�GSJjgil&Jff�jg, 1969 
:q:: "513$14" , �/"'.i.H;*� 93r_m� �1lUJ]L 



:(£ �� ± � � � q:, , ::k Im Ji E:Q �A£iilH,t 93 ,fo :itI �ft. a< o ::k ID<: 
lmff����Jm, ::k�lm-*ffi, �I�����-AA��. ��7

1m 1n EJ{J lzEI :l1i , :1§.1f ilf $ En ��I .fa 1m m EJ{J * ffil , 1fiE 1t iu � #?x m YE m O 

;t� t@ "JfL:::. ::k 1?; it :lW" , 197 5 if, ::k Im fr E8 y ;$.-$ £ 50% o 
C 83) IE! Jl:t, 2007if, �HX � f.lHf{ 7 jf, &lZ WI ff, � � � 12), rn � 19

.± 0 ft2008if *� i:p' i.3:-1-$141Jr:Jt!:� ¥i:t ;iiif � EJ{J t" '£' � liJ-f--tElf 
'.R:��o 

-Rffi �±tlHliflJL ff:t#&tm�.AtD••tm�.A, )d&::k::k±�;IJD o tr 1950
if�, �����m, i.3:�#$ME8A�Jt!:-�r::k o i.3:@00*
tJL�, �Rt J:l=Hlt Jt!:ff�liff z;:JJ o Jifr:J'B � Er-J A� 3 i:p, ��1?; *A 2i $
�o ��1?;*$:B{]-lllffHJL�t!?/i:��t1J o i.3:11¥iJ��1?;*$:M;IJoA*Mto
••tm�A�H!JO'{�, �J31Jt!tr 1969if, "513" :J:141z'£iiJ§, �t!

:tio Jl:t o c 84)

�fff tP& rmlum i.3:,9-, *m:rJH�l?;*A�� oo, -R IE!191m1i'J� 
!� ;!Jo A ff:t #& $ M to • • w �A o c 8 5 ) m it � jf, , 1 9 6 9 if " 5 13 " :,:
#1z1=tznEr-JM�, ffYE�t!i.3:ffEr-J o -tE"ffi�$�-" �, #$:
.:l::2�#$:��-�N�7, ����, l?;*A2i*M�--�A
�Er-J95%!2J,_L

-�*' 1?;*m¥i:t�WM��Er-JM::kx�, *�l?;*••�ff:t
#&*A o 1969if5Jj 13BiiJ§, 1m1i'JEr-Jx�hN, ��;IJD5li'l o :tio5'!!:
lJil, � ii iiJ :J'JE � , fm 1i'J �� JJx: 'faJ M � Er-J &lZ ·� jJ :I: o 't 1� *.1g.Jru'ifip $: .±
2 � • Jli�jf:J Er-J % 5:1:, I!! :tnj a<J § i¥J t!loJ"!b * :-f± � M

f

f , � 13(� t!
$$:;t;t�tr "�� 

*•�•m�Er-J·��m, ft�m�, -�*�t!1?;*m¥i:t 
�fr W Et9 f.13. JJx: $ 71" o Ji)T 12),, ff:t #&$�A � il *, -* M � Jk� C Tunku

Osman Jewa) ��*ft ":i:001fz;:IJ:FJI[$�" (NOC) 2:J�-m'z±ih o 

NOCt! l 969if "5 I 3" $141z'£iiJ§ ;r JJx:J'z: B{] o 3 �, 00 � B 1¥ 11: 
1*11= o l 969if J§, 00*�:si:ff A OO@ff x, ff:t#&$�).Jt!:ff:J't1Eo

flJft 1g * I � B{] ,'.& M , flt 1/'J JJi!. iiE 7 " JifE ff fl " Er-J tl:ll Jil,  : 't mHt 7 
ii'§* f!V'f , iJ: :i]Ht it#&$ �k� * , � -f-Jt!:A A$ Er-J 00 @ 1E: � o c 8 6) 

m, �M�*������X����� 

9iJ*l0.6: 197 5-2005-l?i * iffi SIE iit � g� �A a{] .A.1¥.t 
�fol. �i� �� :f'.� ,�,� 

1975 51,000 4,800 5,300 61, 100 
1980 54,000 6,000 6,000 66,000 
1985 90,000 9,000 11,000 110,000 
1990 105,000 12,500 12,000 129,500 
2005 80,000 15,000 15,000 110,000 
[�t4*=wl'i: The Military Balance 2003-4, London International Institute

for Strategic Studies, 2003; Asian Defence Journal, Jane's Defence Weekly

(various issues)] 

��, ff:tY&WM�••wM'faJm��wm�, *'faJ��-� 

±�B{]l?;*a��#?xrn��l?;*AB{]-#�� o i.3:��fltillM�� 
Er-J, fmillt!fip$:.:t2�fff •� Er-Jli�rnJJx:tm?t o 

IE!�, �"ffl-::kl?;tt�" ff�, 'faJ1zMffl�ffi�M��Er-J� 
8, �§ffl3::k o ��. ft*�ff:tftB{]��i:p, OO@*§��Q� 
:si: Er-J tJL � , -'iMf :i!Ht ft o (87) 

91]*10.7: �£M��ffi-�Ba§�tt�M����U 
1¥� ••

i.t:ltiJ csn � rn) c�). %tt) csn � rn) c�). %i.t) 
5if it:JGiJ 1 ( 19 55-60) 35 3.4 50 5.0 
5ifit:!GiJ2 (1961-65) 244 9.2 145 6.7 
ffl 1 ::k 1?; it:iW 550 11.5 147 3.5 
(1966-70) 
ffl 2 ::k 1?; it :lW 810 9.1 214 2.9 
(1971-75) 
ffl 3 ::k 1?; it :!GU 1,024 15.9 174 1.8 
(1976-80) 
ffl4 ::k 1?; ittiJ 7,741 12.3 776 1.6 
(1981-85) 
m 5 * 1?; it tu 4,704 6.8 715 1.0 
(1986-90) 
ffl 6 ::k 1?; it :JGiJ 8,400 15.0 2,253 4.1 
(1991-95) 
ffl 7 ::k 1?; it:IGU 11,644 11.8 3,726 3.8 
(1996-2000) 



1:*:ti: otmt 
it )tiJ ( s :n Qi ffi ) ( 1,:z % it) ( s :n Qi ffi ) ( 1,:z % i.t) 
.m8::k�ittu 10,150 9.8 5,500 5.o
(2001-05) 
Jg9::k�ittlJ 14,500 8.1 10,700 6.0 
(2006-10) 

Jg 1 O::k�it:\tiJ 23,000 I 0.0 -1d$JLl-
(201 l-l 5) 

��������g. �m�m±���•m. �tt�*�A 

$ � nt? El 1998'¥ "?.!�)<.���," iiil91 J=iJr tz'.4: � $14, Yi!. iiE T -,t:,: 

�: #-�ff±�m����-�M*��I�OO��m. ��� 

--t•ff�$��m 

.ff i*J$��f�fl�L H:�*·ff��:l:F.ffl:� o 1 990'¥ 

�. filffl±���H�ff�*�m�m�. ��*��tt�••� 

�4$-o (88) 

a 1W 1if � !J[ Ti' ][ , � 1i'J B tl T M fiJ , El M ffi � ±-tl!. 811� Jf �& , 

�0-:lf�±��m�. m��P��tt�¥. A��• tt���� 

fflo @�. �m-H�*· �ffiffl*fr±��¥ o 

���*· �m��**· @�M*±�I��m�. �* 

���£�����G�. �Wffi�att���-*��H: o �M 

m����±�g���*· ��tt*�ffi, ±�tzMit�- �� 

�. ±�1±1-�lD±il!.±�1�0 

�m��ttM�tt�����m�����. &wre�*a� 

��m. ��f"$A±�OO*�m"�ffl���r o ���B1. 

oo*��ff±�±��•· �a•�•-t�*•ffm���g�� 

�o ��. �#�-�±���A. ��tt�am��m o 

ffi�m�•m����]if. �fflT-��- �A·§�*M, 

�m�a±�Ao�g;·��tt�� o M"m=::k�it�"H�. 

-HfiJ "Jg6::k�ittiJ" , �mtttl:\20%-40%�1zMJfx, 1�11Hi

��. ���A�a±-�$-��tt�� 0 ���MTOO��* 

�1�tl:\�C 

1996-2005'¥!'13J, �1:JH,Ht�� �tt�•tv!, ajDtom8::k� 

it��' N���*�o @�, fflffi��ffl�A�-§o 

mf�OO*i3L 1970'¥, ��*JM,1�1-��10075 P o JU 72002'¥, 

T�fiJ,RJff267J7,900P o ��$T�T CM52.4%�¥iJ5.1%) o 

a:�Mi'sJ, �m��$�;§¥iJ2%, watt��$T�i¥U11.4% o 

C89) "_m10::k�it:ltiJ" 1�tl:\. 2009'¥, •tts:B�iiJ3.8% o C90) 

91J* 10.8: 1971-1995-T-Jt�� fi}r��s{]�ll*tWi 

,SJZ-±$.J �ll��J:.�, }il:j��� 
�* !Yi �*t!Yi �1UJ¥ 

::k:Qii.t�1J CMP) C%) <sJJ�s) <sJJ�s) (%) 

.2MP(l971-75) 7.1 8,950 2,350 26.3 

.3MP (1976-80) 8.6 31,147 6,373 20.5 

.4MP(1981-85) 5.1 46,320 11,239 24.3 

.5MP (1986-90) 6.7 35,300 13,660 38.7 

.6MP(l 991-95) 8.7 54,705 13,901 25.4 

U£H;J. * tJffi : � if EE! :*: lb it :!GU J 

fyE��$fil��-�� (2004'¥�24.2%) , �ljz���� 

c 15.4%) to "'i§' � f:l-1'1'1 c 1 o.6%) o .93.�� •ff���$� J=ife �11;1i;, 

{.§�, �*·���$1}J?Jf�� o �tt±fil�����*±�, ��$
E3 � 

ll:5[ rm, �-®fftfs:���$�5t:40%�r o (91) 

91J*l 0.9: 1970-2002-±Joc� �fl'� s{]�� $ 
1970 2002 

�1t�}i ;tj v, 1t�$ v, ���Jg ��$ 

Bfi' ffi O�±fu1J) ('000) (%) ('000) (%) 

�� 791.8 49.3 195.9 4.3 

�H 705.9 58.7 143.5 10.3 

�m 85.9 21.3 52.4 1.7 

tYE n.a. n.a. 49.2 16.0 

�H n.a. n.a. 35.4 24.5 

�m n.a. n.a. 13.8 8.5 

li')jiL� n.a. n.a. 22.8 5.8 



3-H 
:J}jxrp 
�*®IE 
3-H 
:J}jxrp 

1970 2002 
�bt*M bt�$ bt�*fil bt�$ 

('000) (%) (' 000) (%) 
n.a. n.a. 19.4 10.0 

n.a. n.a. 3.4 1. 7
1,000 52.4 267.9 5.1

n.a. n.a. 198.3 11.4 
n.a. n.a. 69.6 2.0 

U�H4*�: Ragayah Haji Mat Zin, 'Poverty eradication, development and

policy space in Malaysia' in Joan M.Nelson, Jacob Meerman and Abdul 
Rahman Embong (eds): Globalisation and Autonomy: the experience of

Malaysia. Singapore: Institute of SE Asian Studies (!SEAS) and Institute of 
Malaysian and International Studies (IKMAS), 2008: 116-58.] 

i1H� "�10::k�ittU" , 2009:ff, lt'tli�s<J40%%in Uf.J240 

7J -i' * in ) , 'HJ J=J * in ,�, 45<: A ::f fU 2, 3 o o 1r E° o 1. 8 % s<J *in� r !ff' 

�fff*, 7.6%8"] *in� r� JJ'fff*, jt:�90.6%8"J%1I!� -f-11£45<:A 

%infff'* o 

lt'tli�s<J40%%in, 1£2009:ff, .>f±�J=J .A£1, 4404-E" o J!lt't 

Ji� s<J 40%* in, .3f ±� * ;-fp" ;(£ :lJjx m to 3' H o yt: i=p 65%5J-;-fp° 1£63+1: 

��. E°fl, Sffl. �E. �ti�, ffl�� o l!@*in�. ::k�� 

73%£±�0 (92) 

� 1 o ::k � it tu ujHA. , *'1: JE ff 1* � *'1: �rm*, :tio : 1& E to ii') ti� 

s<J&���. �*®IE*$8"Jffitt�, $A�HH�. �-�frI 

A0 ::fM, �Mit�ffi�M, ::f��ffi::fAf*: 

")!;�ti AIMfDTEKUNI_!X!� a{]tf!lflit:ltU, l'i]"� !lfl$A 

�Jrtt a{] ,J,:i'.f: � · · · · · · tE2011-2012.1:j:: fsJ , iE�J# �ijU±:l l 1l*900 

���. ��Emm�*o 1'M, ���liffiffl1'�fflM 

1,0001:&�. #.§.�**�1'i1J50�a{]fie� o " (93) 

ffitt�£�**$-�33s<J�ff, �jt:£�79�fil::f·ffe� 

£ "±�" C�*A�fBlffe�79 "±�") o n&JffB�79ffi11�U 

�. �-7±�H�ffiM��it�, �il�ffJ�79"±�M�*ffl 

�ms<J��"0 l!�ft£::f£ffitt��ffs<J·�· �£�-�-! 

�r�Effl�ti�s<J&��ff, n&m�•m�m. 79�rnm�*� 

x,n�z..T, 797tJt�.§;H�*Ai¥1�m�JF.1, "�1o*�it 

�"mm£�mMit�, rnn&m��m�mmo l!®OO*m�£

MARA, AMANAH Ikhtiar (AIM) • Tabung Ekonomi Kumpulan 

USAHA Niaga (TEKUN) � o 

tt �� ts: iJII IJ!U � � rn -@ tJL ti;J tJHtt. :tzo = � ti m i9J i=p ,t, • u � �

!Bt, U�:itt:*!iD CKEMAS) • "tt���Mi=p,t," o J!@tt��:bg:iJI[ 

IJ!U&tlt1����±� o l'i5Jf�s<J, n&Jff-Oi'::ittffe'§���H'F, 791J\��l:Ji 

1���N:.A�;;is:. ±-S:iJII. rn:!:bfft� o ��*.±:�£±� o ��±�IJ!U 

16'�� § jJ £:± 0 ( 95) 

" � 1 o ::k � it tU " §I ;J;ffi z. - mt£ , � � 45<: A ::f .3f � s<J !JI\� , 1E 

�ft!,*�, rn 2009:ff s<J 0.44 L �11£ iU 2015:ff s<J 0.420 o JA T 00 s<J ;Vu 

* 10.11 PT IJ,� 1±\, ;(£±��ff 1*J 'lW, t¥1:E* £Fm s<J 45<:A::f f�!JI\

� o jt:7jz£$-�ff, it'tJ§ �$t JiU E:p -�ff o [¥1: �ft!,*� C Gini

coefficient) £:ff4!x:A5J-Wc0.3fl¥lts<Jt1Hffi o �ft!,*��;J\, :ff:45<:

.A5tWc�f�, �ft!i*��::k, :ff�.A5tWc�::ff� o J

51'l1'ti!&Jff s<Ji!&�toittU, £79 7 ti �it'tf\%� 8"J40%%in, iU� 

45<:A s<Ji-! jJ, iP 19:��y 4!x:A::f f� s<J $l_f*ittU o JIJ 7 2011 $fl%, 

±�{1Ht�� CASB) J¥!.{ftit't_t�s<]20%N� A, S���J¥!.{ft,�, 

� 8"J94% o ��J¥!.1ftlt't rmftMl s<J 7%N� A, iP tffl� £�J¥!.1ft,�, � s<J 

70%0 ±��ff1*J'lW�j'��s<JFmrJI\�, ::f1flmutu o C96) 

91JlUO.lO: 

2004��02009�� * iffi ��lE*�tti:�Mfot± ��fl' ffi,W 5t

�*IE® 
±� 

$� 
E:p� 
;lt1m 
:J}jxrp 
�H 

2004 
0.462 
0.452 
0.446 
0.425 
0.462 
0.444 
0.397 

2009 
0.441 
0.440 

0.425 
0.424 
0.495 
0.423 
0.407 

[�.:¥4*�' 2004$ta2009:1f:-�*®JE "�Yf�t1J,M.li" liJ "�itW" 

�JM451:Jdijit; � l O:k�ittiJ, �400:DL J 
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ai¥J��. ��®*��fflM�mmi¥J�*A**· �-tt••i¥J
h :I: o B � � .± g Z91 £-rJiHJ5 � o 

�mMK*�Mffl"-�" WB, WOM7�.±��o Mffl 
"•�" WB, �ffi: ���*A����. oom. ��*��

•o �@M4-£�Mmffl*�*mmffli¥J�W�«·Z91�4-»*�

�1¥] 0 

tt�IA�a�. ftff, *ft�����. �tt���� tt� 
•�•1¥J•*· �m*��m�•i¥J��. �-��m��lli� tt 
i¥J�W*�rJI!.o

"ffi�m�ffl"�#-�����o Bl¥J���a. ��*® 
�00*1¥J•��ff.1:X, £��ffl�l¥Jo a��$�. 0��%. 
ftff. �m���. �m0��-#·���fflo #•.:tX£00* 
amm�1¥J�affl�$*0 ��. B��a�*®�tt����* 
mil o a2oos%::knt; i:p. ��:El�5l:i1Jt;J5�z.J§. 'ttt5L�1ij £nP

:m O 

if� FdtlOO ff *'1ttt!flt 

§ 1970%f� �*· t1Pff�*®��f§t1*1¥J�2m±�-ff$, fg£,

�m���*3ffilliffZ91�#-.1:X�ffl. Wn*�A�i¥J¥�0 

�i:i § 1969%' 3�**1J5ElOf1!f& 7 �l�lli*iJ't'ii¥J�W' ft�@�W 
£;IJDP�o (97) 

2011%, (l*J:1i:�4-)) CISA) lD (1960%��,�4-)) fffl}2tj)jf 

7, iPEBJ:tfmx$ift:l'llJffl�W:J5fr�f�. �O: «2012%fi:'tc�ff (!f,J

tu H!tiJlli) ¥!4- )) lD20 l 3%f�i,J i¥J (( l3Jj K�[Hm�4- )) 0
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Abstract

When students of race and racism seek direction, they can find no single comprehensive
source that provides them with basic analytical guidance or that offers insights into the
elementary forms of racial classification and domination. We believe the field would
benefit greatly from such a source, and we attempt to offer one here. Synchronizing and
building upon recent theoretical innovations in the area of race, we lend some conceptual
clarification to the nature and dynamics of race and racial domination so that students of
the subjects—especially those seeking a general (if economical) introduction to the vast
field of race studies—can gain basic insight into how race works as well as effective (and
fallacious) ways to think about racial domination. Focusing primarily on the American
context, we begin by defining race and unpacking our definition. We then describe how
our conception of race must be informed by those of ethnicity and nationhood. Next, we
identify five fallacies to avoid when thinking about racism. Finally, we discuss the resilience
of racial domination, concentrating on how all actors in a society gripped by racism
reproduce the conditions of racial domination, as well as on the benefits and drawbacks
of approaches that emphasize intersectionality.

Keywords: Race, Race Theory, Racial Domination, Inequality, Intersectionality

INTRODUCTION

Synchronizing and building upon recent theoretical innovations in the area of race,
we lend some conceptual clarification to the nature and dynamics of race and racial
domination, providing in a single essay a source through which thinkers—especially
those seeking a general ~if economical! introduction to the vast field of race studies—
can gain basic insight into how race works as well as effective ways to think about
racial domination. Unable to locate a single and concise essay that, standing alone,
summarizes the foundational ideas of a critical sociology of race and racism, we wrote
this article to provide scholars and students with a general orientation or introduc-
tion to the study of racial domination. In doing so, we have attempted to lend

Du Bois Review, 6:2 (2009) 335–355.
© 2009 W. E. B. Du Bois Institute for African and African American Research 1742-058X009 $15.00
doi:10.10170S1742058X09990166

335



analytical clarity to the concept of race, as well as to its relationship with ethnicity
and nationality. Perhaps more important, along with advancing a clear definition of
racial domination, we have identified five fallacies—recurrent in many public debates—
that one should avoid when thinking about racism. Although we believe this paper
will provide guidance for advanced scholars conducting empirical and theoretical
work on race, we have composed it primarily with a broader audience in mind.

WHAT IS RACE?

You do not come into this world African or European or Asian; rather, this world
comes into you. As literally hundreds of scientists have argued, you are not born with
a race in the same way you are born with fingers, eyes, and hair. Fingers, eyes, and
hair are natural creations, whereas race is a social fabrication ~Duster 2003; Graves
2001!. We define race as a symbolic category, based on phenotype or ancestry and con-
structed according to specific social and historical contexts, that is misrecognized as a natural
category.1 This definition deserves to be unpacked.

Symbolic Category

A symbolic category belongs to the realm of ideas, meaning-making, and language. It
is something actively created and recreated by human beings rather than pregiven,
needing only to be labeled. Symbolic categories mark differences between grouped
people or things. In doing so, they actually bring those people or things into exis-
tence ~Bourdieu 2003!. For example, the term “Native American” is a symbolic
category that encompasses all peoples indigenous to the land that is known, today, as
the United States. But the term “Native American” did not exist before non-Native
Americans came to the Americas. Choctaws, Crows, Iroquois, Hopis, Dakotas, Yaki-
mas, Utes, and dozens of other people belonging to indigenous tribes existed. The
term “Native American” flattens under one homogenizing heading the immensely
different histories, languages, traditional beliefs, and rich cultural practices of these
various tribes. In naming different races, racial categories create different races.2

Such insights into the importance of the symbolic have not always been appre-
ciated. Consider, for example, Oliver Cromwell Cox’s hypothesis “that racial exploi-
tation and race prejudice developed among Europeans with the rise of capitalism and
nationalism, and that because of the worldwide ramifications of capitalism, all racial
antagonisms can be traced to the policies and attitudes of the leading capitalist
people, the @W#hite people of Europe and North America” ~1948, p. 322!. Though
few scholars today would agree fully with Cox’s reduction, many continue to advance
structuralist claims, filtering racial conflict through the logic of class conflict ~e.g.,
Reich 1981!, regarding racial formation as a political strategy ~e.g., Marx 1998!, or
concentrating on the legal construction of racial categories ~e.g., Haney-López
1996!.3 Helpful as they are, structuralist accounts often treat race as something given
and accepted—that is, as a “real” label that attaches itself to people ~Bonilla-Silva
1997! or as an imposed category that forms racial identity ~Marx 1998!—and thereby
overlook how actors create, reproduce, and resist systems of racial classification,
dynamics documented in works such as Kimberly DaCosta’s Making Multiracials
~2007!, Thomas Guglielmo’s White on Arrival ~2004!, John Jackson, Jr.’s Harlemworld
~2001!, Robin Sheriff’s Dreaming Equality ~2001!, or John Hartigan, Jr.’s Racial Situ-
ations ~1999!. Political and legal racial taxonomies do not necessarily align with
quotidian processes of recognition and identification practiced by classified subjects
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~Loveman 1999!. Since no institution, regardless of its power, monopolizes the
definition of race ~Brubaker and Cooper, 2000!, we must resist assuming an easy
correspondence between “official” categorizations and the practical accomplish-
ments of racial identification.

Phenotype or Ancestry

Race also is based on phenotype or ancestry. A person’s phenotype is her or his
physical appearance and constitution, including skeletal structure, height, hair tex-
ture, eye color, and skin tone. A person’s ancestry is her or his family lineage, which
often includes tribal, regional, or national affiliations. The symbolic category of race
organizes people into bounded groupings based on their phenotype, ancestry, or
both. It is difficult to say which matters more, phenotype or ancestry, in determining
racial membership in the United States. In some settings, ancestry trumps pheno-
type; in others, the opposite is true.

Recent immigrants often are pigeonholed in one of the dominant racial catego-
ries because of their phenotype; however, many resist this classification because of
their ancestry. For instance, upon arriving in the United States, many first genera-
tion West Indian immigrants, quite familiar with racism against African Americans,
actively resist the label “Black.” Despite their efforts, many are considered African
American because of their dark skin ~that is, they “look” Black to the American eye!.
The children of West African immigrants, many of whom are disconnected from
their parents’ ancestries, more readily accept the label “Black” ~Waters 1999!. And
many individuals with mixed heritage often are treated as though they belonged only
to one “race.”

Some people, by contrast, rely on their phenotype to form a racial identity,
though they are often grouped in another racial category based on their ancestry.
Susie Guillory Phipps, a blond-haired blue-eyed woman who always considered
herself “White,” discovered, upon glancing at her birth certificate while applying for
a passport, that her native state, Louisiana, considered her “Black.” The reason was
that Louisiana grouped people into racial categories according to the “one thirty-
second rule,” a rule that stated that anyone who was one thirty-second Black—
regardless of what they looked like—was legally “Black.” In 1982, Susie Guillory Phipps
sued Louisiana for the right to be White. She lost. The state genealogist discovered
that Phipps was the great-great-great-great-grandchild of a White Alabama planta-
tion owner and his Black mistress and, therefore—although all of Phipps’s other ances-
tors were White—she was to be considered “Black.” ~This outlandish law was finally
erased from the books in 1983.! In this case, Phipps’s ancestry ~as identified by the
state! was more important in determining her race than her phenotype ~Davis 1991!.

Social and Historical Contexts

Racial taxonomies are bound to their specific social and historical contexts. The
racial categories that exist in America may not exist in other parts of the globe. In
South Africa, racial groups are organized around three dominant categories: White,
Black, and “Coloured.” During apartheid, the Coloured category was designed to
include all “mixed-race” people ~Sparks 2006!. More recently, the Black category has
been expanded to include all groups oppressed under apartheid, not only those of
African heritage but also those of Indian descent and ~as of 2008! Chinese South
Africans. In Brazil, five racial categories are employed in the official census: Branco
~White!, Pardo ~Brown!, Preto ~Black!, Amarelo ~Asian!, and Indígena ~Indigenous!.

What is Racial Domination?

DU BOIS REVIEW: SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH ON RACE 6:2, 2009 337



However, in everyday usage, many Brazilians identify themselves and one another
through several other racial terms—including moreno ~other type of brown!, moreno
claro ~light brown!, negro ~another type of black!, and claro ~light!—which have much
more to do with the tint of one’s skin than with one’s ancestry ~Stephens 1999; Telles
2004!. Before racial language was outlawed by the Communist regime, Chinese
racial taxonomies were based first and foremost on blood purity, then on hair, then
odor, then brain mass, then finally—and of least importance—skin color, which,
according to the taxonomy, was divided into no less than ten shades ~Dikötter 1992!.
And in Japan, a group called the Burakamin is considered to be unclean and is
thought to constitute a separate race, although it is impossible to distinguish some-
one with Burakamin ancestry from the rest of the Japanese population ~Eisenstadt
1998; Searle-Chatterjee and Sharma, 1994!.

Cross-national comparisons, then, reveal that systems of racial classification vary
greatly from one country to the next. Racial categories, therefore, are place-specific,
bound to certain geographic and social contexts. They also are time-specific, changing
between different historical eras. As a historical product, race is quite new. Before the
sixteenth century, race, as we know it today, did not exist. During the Middle Ages,
prejudices were formed and wars waged against “other” people, but those “other”
people were not categorized or understood as people of other races. Instead of the
color line, the primary social division in those times was that between “civilized” and
“uncivilized.” The racial categories so familiar to us only began to calcify around the
beginning of the nineteenth century, a mere two hundred years ago ~Gossett 1965;
Smedley 1999!. In fact, the word, “race,” has a very recent origin; it only obtained its
modern meaning in the late eighteenth century ~Hannaford 1996!.

But racial domination survives by covering its tracks, by erasing its own history.
It encourages us to think of the mystic boundaries separating, say, West from East,
White from Black, Black from Asian, or Asian from Hispanic, as timeless separa-
tions, as divisions that have always been and will always be. We would be well
served to remember, with Stuart Hall, that we must grapple with “the historical
specificity of race in the modern world” ~1980, p. 308! to gain an accurate under-
standing of racial phenomena. In the American context, the “Indian” was invented
within the context of European colonization, as indigenous peoples of the Americas
were lumped together under one rubric to be killed, uprooted, and exploited.
Whiteness and Blackness were invented as antipodes within the context of English,
and later American, slavery. More than any other institution, slavery would dictate
the career of American racism: Blackness became associated with bondage, inferi-
ority, and social death; Whiteness with freedom, superiority, and life. The Mexican
American was invented within the context of the colonization of Mexico. At the end
of the nineteenth century, the Asian American was invented as a response to immi-
gration from the Far East. Whiteness expanded during the early years of the twen-
tieth century as new immigrants from Southern, Central, and Eastern Europe
transformed themselves from “lesser Whites” to, simply, “Whites.”4 All the while,
White supremacy was legitimated by racial discourses in philosophy, literature, and
science. By the middle of the twentieth century, the racial categories so familiar to
us today were firmly established. Although the second half of the twentieth century
brought great changes in the realm of race—including the rise of the Civil Rights
Movement and the fall of Jim Crow—the racial categories that emerged in America
over the previous 300 years remained, for the most part, unchallenged. Americans,
White and non-White alike, understood themselves as raced, and, by and large,
accepted the dominant racial classification even if they refused to accept the terms
of racial inequality.
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Misrecognized as Natural

The last part of the definition we have been unpacking has to do with a process of
naturalization. This word signifies a metamorphosis of sorts, where something cre-
ated by humans is mistaken as something dictated by nature. Racial categories are
naturalized when these symbolic groupings—the products of specific historical
contexts—are wrongly conceived as natural and unchangeable. We misrecognize
race as natural when we begin to think that racial cleavages and inequalities can be
explained by pointing to attributes somehow inherent in the race itself ~as if they
were biological! instead of understanding how social powers, economic forces, polit-
ical institutions, and cultural practices have brought about these divisions.

Naturalized categories are powerful; they are the categories through which we
understand the world around us. Such categories divide the world along otherwise
arbitrary lines and make us believe that there is nothing at all arbitrary about such a
division. What is more, when categories become naturalized, alternative ways of
viewing the world begin to appear more and more impossible. Why, we might ask,
should we only have five main racial groups? Why not ninety-five? Why should we
divide people according to their skin color? Why not base racial divisions according
to foot size, ear shape, teeth color, arm length, or height? Why is ancestry so
important? Why not base our racial categories on regions—North, South, East, and
West? One might find these suggestive questions silly, and, indeed, they are. But they
are no sillier than the idea that people should be sorted into different racial groups
according skin color or blood composition. To twist Bourdieu’s phrase, we might say,
when it comes to race, one never doubts enough ~1998 @1994# , p. 36!.

The system of racial classification at work in America today is not the only
system imaginable, nor is it the only one that has existed in the young life of the
United States. Race is far from fixed; rather, its forms, depending on the social,
economic, political, and cultural pressures of the day, have shifted and fluctuated in
whimsical and drastic ways over time ~Duster 2001!. Indeed, today’s multiracial
movement is challenging America’s dominant racial categories ~which remained
relatively stable during the latter half of the twentieth century! as people of mixed
heritage are refusing to accept as given the state’s racial classification system ~DaCosta
2007!. Race is social through and through. Thus, we can regard race as a well-founded
fiction. It is a fiction because it has no natural bearing, but it is nonetheless well
founded since most people in society provide race with a real existence and divide the
world through this lens.

ETHNICITY AND NATIONALITY

The categories of ethnicity and nationality are intrinsically bound up with race.
Ethnicity refers to a shared lifestyle informed by cultural, historical, religious, and0or
national affiliations. Nationality is equated with citizenship, membership in a specific
politically delineated territory controlled by a government ~cf. Weber 1946!. Race,
ethnicity, and nationality are overlapping symbolic categories that influence how we
see the world around us, how we view ourselves, and how we divide “us” from
“them.” The categories are mutually reinforcing insofar as each category educates,
upholds, and is informed by the others. This is why these three categories cannot be
understood in isolation from one another ~Loveman 1999!. For example, if someone
identifies as ethnically Norwegian, which, for them, might include a shared lifestyle
composed of Norwegian history and folklore, language, cultural rituals and festivals,
and food, they may also reference a nationality, based in the state of Norway, as well
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as a racial group, White, since nearly all people of Norwegian descent would be
classified as White by American standards. Here, ethnicity is informed by nationality
~past or present! and signifies race.

Ethnicity often carves out distinctions and identities within racial groups. Ten
people can be considered Asian American according to our modern racial taxonomy;
however, those ten people might have parents or grandparents that immigrated to
the United States from ten different countries, including Thailand, Vietnam, Cam-
bodia, Singapore, China, South Korea, North Korea, Japan, Indonesia, and Laos.
They might speak different languages, uphold different traditions, worship different
deities, enjoy different kinds of food, and go through different experiences. What is
more, many Asian countries have histories of conflict ~such as China and Japan, North
and South Korea!. Accordingly, we cannot assume that a Chinese American and a
Japanese American have similar lifestyles or see the world through a shared vision sim-
ply because they are both classified as “Asian” under American racial rubrics.5 There-
fore, just as race, ethnicity, and nationality cannot be separated from one another, neither
can all three categories be collapsed into one ~cf. Brubaker et al., 2004!.6

Race and ethnicity ~as well as nationality! are both marked and made.7 They are
marked through America’s racial taxonomy, as well as a global ethnic taxonomy,
which seeks to divide the world into distinct categories. In this case, race and
ethnicity impose themselves on you. They are made through a multiplicity of differ-
ent practices—gestures, sayings, tastes, ways of walking, religious convictions, opin-
ions, and so forth. In this case, you perform race or ethnicity. Ethnicity is a very fluid,
layered, and situational construct. One might feel very American when voting, very
Irish when celebrating St. Patrick’s Day, very Catholic when attending Easter mass,
very “New Yorker” when riding the subway, and very Northern when visiting a
relative in South Carolina ~Waters 1990!. Race, too, can be performed to varying
degrees. One might act “very Black” when celebrating Kwanza with relatives but
may repress one’s Blackness while in a business meeting with White colleagues. Race
as performance is “predicated on actions, on the things one does in the world, on
how one behaves.” As anthropologist John Jackson, Jr. notes, “You are not Black
because you are ~in essence! Black; you are Black . . . because of how you act—and
not just in terms of one field of behavior ~say, intellectual achievement in school! but
because of how you juggle and combine many differently racialized and class~ed! actions
~walking, talking, laughing, watching a movie, standing, emoting, partying! in an every-
day matrix of performative possibilities” ~2001, pp. 171, 188!. Because racial domina-
tion attaches to skin color, a dark-skinned person can never completely escape its clutches
simply by acting “not Black.” But that person may choose one saying over another, one
kind of clothing over another, one mode of interaction over another, because she believes
such an action makes her more or less Black ~cf. Johnson 2003!. This is why we claim
that race and ethnicity are ascribed and achieved, both marked and made.

One may create, reproduce, accept, or actively resist imposed systems of racial
classification; one may choose to accentuate one’s ethnicity or racial identity. But in
many cases, one’s choices, one’s racial or ethnic performances, will have little impact
on how one is labeled by others. A person born to Chinese parents but adopted, at
infancy, by a Jamaican American couple might identify as ethnically Jamaican. She
might enjoy Jamaican cuisine, read Jamaican literature, listen to Jamaican music, and
study Jamaican history. However, although her adopted parents may be classified as
racially Black, she would be classified as Asian, her race decided for her ~Conley
2001!. The crucial point is that the degree to which an individual can slip and slide
through multiple ethnic identities depends on the degree to which those identities
are stigmatized. White Americans typically enjoy a high degree of fluidity and
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freedom when self-identifying ethnically. They can choose to give equal weight to all
aspects of their ethnicity or to highlight certain parts while de-emphasizing others.
For instance, the same person could identify as either “half-Italian, quarter-Polish,
quarter-Swiss,” “Polish and Italian,” or just “Italian.” Many people of color do not
enjoy the same degree of choice. Someone whose father is Arab American and whose
mother is Dutch American could not so easily get away with ethnically identifying
only as “Dutch.”

In some instances, non-Whites may perform ethnicity in order to resist certain
racial classifications ~as when African migrants teach their children to speak with an
accent so they might avoid being identified as African Americans!; in other instances,
they might, in an opposite way, attempt to cleanse themselves of all ethnic markers
~be they linguistic, religious, or cultural in nature! to avoid becoming victims of
discrimination or stigmatization. Either way, their efforts may prove futile since
those belonging to dominated racial groups have considerably less ethnic agency
than those belonging to the dominant—and hence normalized—group.8

One reason why race and ethnicity are relatively decoupled for White Americans
but bound tightly together for non-White Americans is found in the history of the
nation’s immigration policies and practices. Until the late nineteenth century, immi-
gration to America was deregulated and encouraged ~with the exception of Chinese
exclusion laws!; however, at the turn of the century, native-born White Americans,
who blamed immigrants for the rise of urban slums, crime, and class conflict, began
calling for immigration restrictions. Popular and political support for restrictions
swelled and resulted in the development of a strict immigration policy, culminating
in the Johnson-Reed Act of 1924. America’s new immigration law, complete with
national quotas and racial restrictions on citizenship, would fundamentally realign
the country’s racial taxonomy. “The national origins system classified Europeans as
nationalities and assigned quotas in a hierarchy of desirability,” writes historian Mae
Ngai in Impossible Subjects: Illegal Aliens and the Making of Modern America. “@B#ut at
the same time the law deemed all Europeans to be part of a White race, distinct from
those considered to be not @W#hite. Euro-American identities turned both on
ethnicity—that is, a nationality-based cultural identity that is defined as capable of
transformation and assimilation—and on a racial identity defined by @W#hiteness”
~2004, p. 7!. Non-Whites, on the other hand, were either denied entry into the
United States ~as was the case for Asian migrants! or were associated with illegal
immigration through harsh border control policies ~as was the case for Mexicans!.
Indeed, the immigration laws of the 1920s applied the newly formed concept of
“national origin” only to European nations; those classified as members of the
“colored races” were conceived as bereft of a country of origin. The result, Ngai
observes, was that “unlike Euro-Americans, whose ethnic and racial identities became
uncoupled during the 1920s, Asians’ and Mexicans’ ethnic and racial identities remained
conjoined” ~2004, pp. 7–8!.

The history of America’s immigration policy underscores the intimate concep-
tion between race, ethnicity, citizenship, and national origin. Racial categories often
are defined and changed by national lawmakers, as citizenship has been extended or
retracted depending on one’s racial ascription. The U.S. justice system has decided
dozens of cases in ways that have solidified certain racial classifications in the law.
During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, legal cases handed down rulings that
officially recognized Japanese, Chinese, Burmese, Filipinos, Koreans, Native Amer-
icans, and mixed-race individuals as “not White.” In 1897, a Texas federal court ruled
that Mexicans were legally “White.” And Indian Americans, Syrians, and Arabians
have been capriciously classified as both “White” and “not White” ~Haney-López
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1996!. Briefly examining how the legal definitions of White and non-White have
changed over the years demonstrates the incredibly unstable and fluid nature of
racial categories. It also shows how our legal system helps to construct race. For
instance, the “prerequisite cases” that determined peoples’ race in order to deter-
mine their eligibility for U.S. citizenship resulted in poisonous symbolic conse-
quences. Deemed worthy of citizenship, White people were understood to be
upstanding, law-abiding, moral, and intelligent. Conversely, non-White people, from
whom citizenship was withheld, were thought to be base, criminal, untrustworthy,
and of lesser intelligence. For most of America’s history, courts determined race, and
race determined nationality; thus, nationality can only be understood within the
context of U.S. racial and ethnic conflict ~Loury 2001; Shklar 1991!.9

FIVE FALLACIES ABOUT RACISM

According to the Southern Poverty Law Center ~2005!, there are hundreds of active
hate groups across the country. These groups are mostly found in the Southern
states—Texas, Georgia, and South Carolina have over forty active groups per state—
but California ranks highest in the nation, housing within its borders fifty-three
groups. For some people, hate groups epitomize what the essence of racism amounts
to: intentional acts of humiliation and hatred. While such acts undoubtedly are racist
in nature, they are but the tip of the iceberg. To define racism only through extreme
groups and their extreme acts is akin to defining weather only through hurricanes.
Hurricanes are certainly a type of weather pattern—a harsh and brutal type—but so
too are mild rainfalls, light breezes, and sunny days. Likewise, racism is much
broader than violence and epithets. It also comes in much quieter, everyday-ordinary
forms ~cf. Essed 1991 @1984# !.

Americans are deeply divided over the legacies and inner workings of racism, and
a large part of this division is due to the fact that many Americans understand racism
in limited or misguided ways ~Alba et al., 2005; Nadeau et al., 1993!. We have
identified five fallacies, recurrent in many public debates ~see, e.g., Harper and
Reskin, 2005; Reskin 1998; Sears et al., 2000!, fallacies one should avoid when
thinking about racism.

~1! Individualistic Fallacy.—Here, racism is assumed to belong to the realm of
ideas and prejudices. Racism is only the collection of nasty thoughts that a “racist
individual” has about another group. Someone operating with this fallacy thinks of
racism as one thinks of a crime and, therefore, divides the world into two types of
people: those guilty of the crime of racism ~“racists”! and those innocent of the crime
~“non-racists”! ~Wacquant 1997!. Crucial to this misconceived notion of racism is
intentionality. “Did I intentionally act racist? Did I cross the street because I was
scared of the Hispanic man walking toward me, or did I cross for no apparent
reason?” Upon answering “no” to the question of intentionality, one assumes one can
classify one’s own actions as “nonracist,” despite the character of those actions, and
go about his or her business as innocent.

This conception of racism simply will not do, for it fails to account for the racism
that is woven into the very fabric of our schools, political institutions, labor markets,
and neighborhoods. Conflating racism with prejudice, as Herbert Blumer ~1958!
pointed out fifty years ago, ignores the more systematic and structural forms of
racism; it looks for racism within individuals and not institutions. Labeling someone
a “racist” shifts our attention from the social surroundings that enforce racial inequal-
ities and miseries to the individual with biases. It also lets the accuser off the
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hook—“He is a racist; I am not”—and treats racism as aberrant and strange, whereas
American racism is rather normal. Furthermore, intentionality is in no way a pre-
requisite for racism. Racism is often habitual, unintentional, commonplace, polite,
implicit, and well meaning ~Brown et al., 2003!. Thus, racism is located not only in
our intentional thoughts and actions; it also thrives in our unintentional thoughts
and habits, as well as in the social institutions in which we all are embedded ~Bonilla-
Silva 1997; Feagin et al., 2001!.

~2! Legalistic Fallacy.—This fallacy conflates de jure legal progress with de facto
racial progress. One who operates under the legalistic fallacy assumes that abolishing
racist laws ~racism in principle! automatically leads to the abolition of racism writ
large ~racism in practice!. This fallacy will begin to crumble after a few moments of
critical reflection. After all, we would not make the same mistake when it comes
to other criminalized acts: Laws against theft do not mean that one’s car will never
be stolen. By way of tangible illustration, consider Brown v. Board of Education,
the landmark case that abolished de jure segregation in schools. The ruling did
not lead to the abolition of de facto segregation: fifty years later, schools are still
drastically segregated and drastically unequal ~Neckerman 2007; Oaks 2005!. In
fact, some social scientists have documented a nationwide movement of educational re-
segregation, which has left today’s schools even more segregated than those of 1954
~see Eaton 1994; Harris 2006; Orfield 1993!.

~3! Tokenistic Fallacy.—One guilty of the tokenistic fallacy assumes that the
presence of people of color in influential positions is evidence of the eradication of
racial obstacles. Although it is true that non-Whites have made significant inroads to
seats of political and economic power over the course of the last fifty years, a
disproportionate number remain disadvantaged in these arenas ~Alexander 2006;
Patterson 1997!. Exceptions do not prove the rule. We cannot, in good conscience,
ignore the millions of African Americans living in poverty and, instead, point to
Oprah Winfrey’s millions as evidence for economic equality. Rather, we must explore
how Winfrey’s financial success can coexist with the economic deprivation of mil-
lions of Black women. We need to explore, in historian Thomas Holt’s words, how
the “simultaneous idealization of Colin Powell,” or, for that matter, Barack Obama,
“and demonization of blacks as a whole . . . is replicated in much of our everyday
world” ~2000, p. 6!.

Besides, throughout the history of America, one has been able to find at least a
handful of non-White individuals who excelled financially and politically in the teeth
of rampant racial domination. The first Black congressman was not elected after the
Civil Rights Movement but in 1870. Joseph Rainey, a former slave, served four terms
in the House of Representatives. Madame C. J. Walker is accredited as being the first
Black millionaire. Born in 1867, Walker made her fortune inventing hair and beauty
products. Few people would feel comfortable pointing to Rainey’s and Walker’s suc-
cess as evidence that late nineteenth-century America was a time of racial harmony
and equity. Such tokenistic logic would not be accurate then, and it is not accurate now.

~4! Ahistorical Fallacy.—This fallacy renders history impotent. Thinking hin-
dered by the ahistorical fallacy makes a bold claim: Most U.S. history—namely, the
period of time when this country did not extend basic rights to people of color ~let
alone classify them as fully human!—is inconsequential today. Legacies of slavery
and colonialism, the eradication of millions of Native Americans, forced segregation,
clandestine sterilizations and harmful science experiments, mass disenfranchisement,
race-based exploitation, racist propaganda distributed by the state caricaturing Asians,
Blacks, and Hispanics, racially motivated abuses of all kinds ~sexual, murderous, and
dehumanizing!—all of this, purport those operating under the ahistorical fallacy, are
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too far removed to matter to those living in the here-and-now. This idea is so
erroneous it is difficult to take seriously. Today’s society is directed, constructed, and
molded by—indeed grafted onto—the past ~Ngai 2004; Patterson 1998; Winant
2001!. And race, as we have already seen, is a historical invention.

A “soft version” of the ahistorical fallacy might admit that events in the “recent
past”—such as the time since the Civil Rights Movement or the attacks on Septem-
ber 11—matter while things in the “distant past”—such as slavery or the colonization
of Mexico—have little consequence. But this idea is no less fallacious than the “hard
version,” since many events in America’s “distant past”—especially the enslavement
and murder of millions of Africans—are the most consequential in shaping present-
day society. In this vein, consider the question French historian Marc Bloch poses to
us: “But who would dare to say that the understanding of the Protestant or Catholic
Reformation, several centuries removed, is not far more important for a proper grasp
of the world today than a great many other movements of thought or feeling, which
are certainly more recent, yet more ephemeral” ~1953, p. 41!?

~5! Fixed Fallacy.—Those who assume that racism is fixed—that it is immutable,
constant across time and space—partake in the fixed fallacy. Since they take racism to
be something that does not develop at all, those who understand racism through the
fixed fallacy are often led to ask questions such as: “Has racism increased or decreased
in the past decade?” And because practitioners of the fixed fallacy usually take as their
standard definition of racism only the most heinous forms—racial violence, for
example—they confidently conclude that, indeed, things have gotten better.

It is important and useful to trace the career of American racism, analyzing, for
example, how racial attitudes or measures of racial inclusion and exclusion have
changed over time, and many social scientists have developed sophisticated tech-
niques for doing so ~e.g., Almaguer 1994; Bobo 2001; Patterson 1998; Schuman
et al., 1997!. But the question, “Have things gotten better or worse?,” is legitimate
only after we account for the morphing attributes of racism. We cannot quantify
racism like we can quantify, say, birthrates. The nature of “birthrate” does not
fluctuate over time; thus, it makes sense to ask, “Are there more or less births now
than there were fifty years ago?” without bothering to analyze if and how a birthrate
is different today than it was in previous historical moments. American racism, on
the other hand, assumes different forms in different historical moments. Although
race relations today are informed by those of the past, we cannot hold to the belief
that twenty-first-century racism takes on the exact same form as twentieth-century
racism. And we certainly cannot conclude that there is “little or no racism” today
because it does not resemble the racism of the 1950s. ~Modern-day Christianity
looks very different, in nearly every conceivable way, than the Christianity of the
early church. But this does not mean that there is “little or no Christianity” today.!
So, before we ask, “Have things gotten better or worse?,” we should ponder the
essence of racism today, noting how it differs from racism experienced by those living
in our parents’ or grandparents’ generation. And we should ask, further, to quote
Holt again, “What enables racism to reproduce itself after the historical conditions
that initially gave it life have disappeared” ~2000, p. 20!?

RACIAL DOMINATION

We have spent a significant amount of time talking about what racial domination is
not but have yet to spell out what it is. We can delineate two specific manifestations
of racial domination: institutional racism and interpersonal racism.10 Institutional
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racism is systemic White domination of people of color, embedded and operating in
corporations, universities, legal systems, political bodies, cultural life, and other
social collectives. The word “domination” reminds us that institutional racism is a
type of power that encompasses the symbolic power to classify one group of people as
“normal” and other groups of people as “abnormal”; the political power to withhold
basic rights from people of color and marshal the full power of the state to enforce
segregation and inequality; the social power to deny people of color full inclusion or
membership in associational life; and the economic power that privileges Whites in
terms of job placement, advancement, wealth, and property accumulation.

Informed by centuries of racial domination, institutional racism withholds from
people of color opportunities, privileges, and rights that many Whites enjoy. Social
scientists have amassed a significant amount of evidence documenting institutional
racism, evidence that demonstrates how White people—strictly because of their
Whiteness—reap considerable advantages when buying and selling a house, choos-
ing a neighborhood in which to live, getting a job and moving up the corporate
ladder, securing a first-class education, and seeking medical care ~Massey 2007;
Quillian 2006!. That Whites accumulate more property and earn more income than
members of minority populations, possess immeasurably more political power, and
enjoy greater access to the country’s cultural, social, medical, legal, and economic
resources are well documented facts ~e.g., Oliver and Shapiro, 1997; Pager 2003;
Western 2006!. While Whites have accumulated many opportunities due to racial
domination, people of color have suffered from disaccumulation ~Brown et al.,
2003!. Thus, if we talk about “Hispanic poverty,” then we must also talk about White
affluence; if we speak of “Black unemployment,” then we must also keep in mind
White employment; and if we ponder public policies for people of color, then we
must also critically examine the public policies that directly benefit White people.11

Below the level of institutions—yet directly informed by their workings—we
find interpersonal racism. This is racial domination manifest in everyday interactions
and practices. Interpersonal racism can be overt; however, most of the time, inter-
personal racism is quite covert: it is found in the habitual, commonsensical, and
ordinary practices of our lives. Our racist attitudes, as Lillian Smith remarked in
Killers of the Dream, easily “slip from the conscious mind deep into the muscles”
~1994 @1949# , p. 96!. Since we are disposed to a world structured by racial domina-
tion, we develop racialized dispositions—some conscious, many more unconscious
and somatic—that guide our thoughts and behaviors. We may talk slowly to an Asian
woman at the farmer’s market, unconsciously assuming that she speaks poor English;
we may inform a Hispanic man at a corporate party that someone has spilled their
punch, unconsciously assuming that he is a janitor; we may ask to change seats if an
Arab American man sits next to us on an airplane. Miniature actions such as these
have little to do with one’s intentional thoughts; they are orchestrated by one’s
practical sense, one’s habitual knowhow, and informed by institutional racism.

Conflict between Racially Dominated Groups

“Can people of color be racist?” This question is a popular one in the public
imagination, and the answer depends on what we mean by racism. Institutional
racism is the product of years of White supremacy, and it is designed to produce
far-reaching benefits for White people. Institutional racism carries on despite our
personal attitudes. Thus, there is no such thing as “Black institutional racism” or
“reverse institutional racism” since there exists no centuries-old socially ingrained
and normalized system of domination designed by people of color that denies Whites
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full participation in the rights, privileges, and seats of power of our society ~Brown
et al., 2003!. Interpersonal racism, on the other hand, takes place on the ground level
and has to do with attitudes and habitual actions. It is certainly true that members of
all racial groups can harbor negative attitudes toward members of other groups.

Indeed, some non-White groups have a deep, conflict-ridden history with other
non-White groups. Consider the tense relationship, found in many urban areas,
between Korean immigrants and African Americans. Immigrant groups have always
found a way to establish a business in the inner city. Throughout the twentieth
century, Jewish shopkeepers were a regular fixture in the center of town; but as their
children inherited, not just the opportunities their parents had worked so hard to
provide, but also the opportunities involved in being welcomed deeper into the ranks
of Whiteness, they took leave of their shops and opened up in turn new opportunities
for streams of other ethnic immigrants. Koreans have filled the business niche left by
Jewish shopkeepers, and many have opened up shops in the Black ghetto because
they can afford to live there and because they do not have to compete with large
corporations, which are much more interested in the deeper pockets of suburban
residents ~Lee 2002; Waldinger 1996!.

Some Black ghetto residents, however, view Korean shopkeepers with a fair
degree of animus and resentment. Although Blacks and immigrants usually compete
for different jobs ~Baker 1999; McCall 2001!, many poor Blacks feel that Korean
entrepreneurs have stymied the growth of black business. Conflicts between Black
patrons and Korean storeowners regularly are colored by racist language, with each
party exchanging epithets ~Kim 2000; Lee 2002!. Black-Korean conflict boiled over
in the early nineteen-nineties. In 1991, a Korean merchant shot and killed a Black
teenager in South Central Los Angeles. A year later, Los Angeles went up in flames
as insurgents of all racial identities took to the streets after four White police officers,
who had been caught on videotape beating Rodney King, a twenty-five-year-old
motorist, were acquitted. As the smoke settled from the country’s first multiethnic
uprising, fifty-two had been killed and millions of dollars worth of property had been
destroyed. Korean storeowners were hit the hardest, suffering almost half the total
property damage—roughly $400 million ~Lee 2002!.

Black-Korean conflict, as well as other antagonistic relations between racially
dominated groups—including the so-called Black-Brown divide, bitter relations among
Hispanic subgroups, and animus between various American Indian Nations—remind
us how racial domination can occlude and distort, how it can hide the real causes of
human misery under false arguments that attribute those causes to certain dominated
racial groups. Instead of examining processes of disinvestment and deindustrializa-
tion that hollowed out the city’s core, ongoing modes of capitalist exploitation that
keep plump the unemployment rolls, or America’s skimpy welfare state and the
retreat of state involvement in poor urban areas, the mind clouded by racial domi-
nation prefers to blame immigrants or Blacks. The distrust and fear that different
racial and ethnic groups living in poor urban neighborhoods harbor towards one
another is matched only by the interests and struggles shared by these groups.

People of color, then, can help to reinforce the White power structure by lashing
out against other non-White groups. That said, we must realize that interpersonal
racism targeting dominated groups and interpersonal racism targeting the dominant
group do not pack the same punch. Take, for example, the following scenario: Two
young men, one Black, the other White, bump into each other on the street. The
Black man calls the White man a “honky.” In response, the White man calls the Black
man a “boy.” Both racial slurs are racial slurs and should be labeled as such, and both
reinforce racial divisions. However, unlike “honky,” “boy” connects to the larger
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system of institutional racial domination. The word derives its meaning ~and power!
from slavery, when enslaved African men were stripped of their masculine honor and
treated like children. “Boy” ~and many other epithets aimed at Blacks! invokes such
times—times when murdering, torturing, whipping, and raping enslaved Blacks were
not illegal acts. Epithets towards White people, including “honky,” have no such
equivalent. “Boy” also reminds the Black man how things stand today. If the con-
frontation escalates and the police are called, the Black man knows that the police
officers will probably be White and that he might be harassed or looked upon as a
threat; if the two men meet in court, the Black man knows that the lawyers, judge,
and jurors will possibly be mostly ~if not all! White; and if the two men are sen-
tenced, the African American man knows—as do many criminologists ~e.g., Tonry
1995!—that he will get the harsher sentence. “Boy” brings the full weight of insti-
tutional racism—systematic, historical, mighty—down upon the Black man. “Honky,”
even if delivered with venomous spite, is powerless by comparison.

Moreover, sociologists have shown that, unlike White people, people of color
are confronted with interpersonal racism on a regular basis, sometimes daily. For
people of color, there is a cumulative character to an individual’s racial experiences.
Humiliating or degrading acts always are informed by similar acts that individuals
have experienced in the past. To paraphrase Joe Feagin ~1991!, the interpersonal
events that take place on the street and in other public settings are not simply rare
and isolated events; rather, they are recurring events shaped by historical and social
forces of racial domination.

Symbolic Violence

Because racism infuses all of social life, people of color and Whites alike develop
thoughts and practices molded by racism; people of color and Whites alike develop
stereotypes about other racial groups. People of color often internalize prejudice
aimed at their own racial group, unintentionally contributing to the reproduction of
racial domination.12 Psychologists have labeled this phenomenon “internalized oppres-
sion” or “internalized racism” ~Fanon 1967!. Following the work of Pierre Bourdieu,
we label it “symbolic violence”: “violence which is exercised upon a social agent with his or
her complicity” ~Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992, p. 167!. In the case of racial domina-
tion, symbolic violence refers to the process of people of color unknowingly accept-
ing and supporting the terms of their own domination, thereby acting as agents who
collude in the conditions from which they suffer. “So we learned the dance that
cripples the human spirit,” laments Smith, “step by step by step, we who were
@W#hite and we who were colored, day by day, hour by hour, year by year until the
movements were reflexes and made for the rest of our life without thinking” ~1994
@1949# , p. 96!.

A good example of symbolic violence is the nearly worldwide acceptance of
European standards of beauty. The false aesthetic separation between “White
beauty”—epitomized by long, straight, blonde hair, blue eyes, and pale skin—and
“Black ugliness”—epitomized by short, curly, black hair, brown eyes, and dark brown
skin—grew out of slavery. Features associated with the African American phenotype
were demonized. Since the “Black is Beautiful” movement of the 1960s, many
African American women have resisted such standards, taking pride in their curly
hair and their ebony-colored skin. Nevertheless, many others have internalized
White standards of beauty. As such, they use costly and painful methods to straighten
and dye their hair and, less frequently, to lighten their skin. In fact, Madame C. J.
Walker, the first Black millionaire mentioned above, made her fortune developing a
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product to straighten Black women’s hair! Today, many Black women and other
members of dominated races, to borrow Sartre’s line, have been “poisoned by the
stereotype others have of them” ~1960 @1946# , p. 95!.

Symbolic violence operates by virtue of the fact that the dominated perceive and
respond to the structures and processes that dominate them through modes of
thought—and, indeed, also of feeling—which are themselves the product of domi-
nation. The “order of things” comes to seem to them natural, self-evident, and
legitimate. Such an insight neither grants everything to structural causation nor
blames the hapless victim. “@T#he only way to understand this particular form of
domination is to move beyond the forced choice between constraint ~by forces! and
consent ~to reasons!, between mechanical coercion and voluntary, free, deliberate,
even calculated submission. The effect of symbolic domination . . . is exerted not in
the pure logic of knowing consciousnesses but through the schemes of perception,
appreciation, and action that are constitutive of habitus and which, below the level of
the decisions of consciousness and the controls of the will, set up a cognitive rela-
tionship that is profoundly obscure to itself ” ~Bourdieu 2001 @1998# , p. 37!. This in
turn has an important practical implication. What is required is a radical transfor-
mation of the social conditions that produce embodied habits, dispositions, tastes,
and lifestyles that lead people to become actively complicit in their own domination.
The only way to bring about change that does not entail merely replacing one
modality of racial domination with another is to undo the mechanisms of dehistori-
cization and universalization—“always and everywhere it has been this way”—
through which arbitrary workings of power are enabled to continue.

Intersecting Modes of Domination

Racial domination does not operate inside a vacuum, cordoned off from other modes
of domination. On the contrary, it intersects with other forms of domination—those
based on gender, class, sexuality, religion, nationhood, ability, and so forth. The
notion that there is a monolithic “Arab American experience,” “Asian American
experience,” or “White experience”—experiences somehow detached from other
pieces of one’s identity—is nothing but a chimera. Researchers have labeled such a
notion “racial essentialism,” for such a way of thinking boils down vastly different
human experiences into a single “master category”: race ~Harris 2000!. When we fail
to account for these different experiences, we create silences in our narratives of the
social world and fail to explain how overlapping systems of advantage and disadvan-
tage affect individuals’ opportunity structures, lifestyles, and social hardships. The
idea of intersectionality implies that we cannot understand the lives of poor White
single mothers or gay Black men by examining only one dimension of their lives—
class, gender, race, or sexuality. Indeed, we must explore their lives in their full
complexity, examining how these various dimensions come together and structure
their existence. When we speak of racial domination, then, we must always bear in
mind the ways in which it interacts with masculine domination ~or sexism!, hetero-
sexual domination ~or homophobia!, class domination ~poverty!, religious persecu-
tion, disadvantages brought on by disabilities, and so forth ~Collins 2000; Crenshaw
1990; Mohanty 2003!.

In addition, we should not assume that one kind of oppression is more important
than another or that being advantaged in one dimension of life somehow cancels out
other dimensions that often result in disadvantage. While it is true that poor Whites
experience many of the same hardships as poor Blacks, it is not true that poverty
somehow de-Whitens poor Whites. In other words, though they are in a similarly
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precarious economic position as poor Blacks, poor Whites still experience race-based
privileges, while poor Blacks are oppressed not only by poverty but also by racism. In
a similar vein, well-off people of color cannot “buy” their way out of racism. Despite
their economic privilege, middle- and upper-class non-Whites experience institu-
tional and interpersonal racism on a regular basis ~Feagin 1991!. But how, exactly,
should we conceptualize these intersecting modes of domination? Many scholars
have grappled with this question ~e.g., McCall 2005; Walby 2007; Yuval-Davis 2006!,
and we do so here, if only in the most provisional way.

The notion of intersectionality is perhaps as old as the social problems of racial,
masculine, and class domination, but in recent memory it was popularized by activ-
ists who criticized the feminist and civil rights movements for ignoring the unique
struggles of women of color. The term itself is credited to critical race scholar
Kimberlé Crenshaw ~1989!, who imagined society as divided every which way by
multiple forms of inequality. For Crenshaw, society resembled an intricate system of
crisscrossing roads—each one representing a different social identity ~e.g., race,
gender, class, religion, age!; one’s unique social position ~or structural location! could
be identified by listing all the attributes of one’s social identity and pinpointing the
nexus ~or intersection! at which all those attributes coalesced. This conception of
intersectionality has been the dominant one for many years, leading scholars to
understand overlapping modes of oppression as a kind of “matrix of domination”
~Collins 2000!.

Recently, however, scholars have criticized this way of thinking about intersec-
tionality, claiming that it reproduces, in minimized form, the very essentialist rea-
soning it sought to dismantle ~see Ferree 2009; McCall 2005!. For example, those
who have concentrated on the ways that “class intersects with race” largely have
bifurcated racial groups ~especially African Americans! into two classes—the middle
class and the poor ~or “the underclass”!—attributing to each certain social charac-
teristics, principles, and practices ~e.g., Jencks 1992; Massey and Denton, 1993;
Wilson 1978!. Thus, instead of Black culture, we now have two distinct Black
cultures; instead of the Black community, we think in terms of subcommunities.
When scholars divide racial groups into a set number of classes, genders, sexualities,
and so forth, the end result is not a critique of essentialism but a new, softer kind of
essentialism, resulting in “a multichrome mosaic of monochrome racial, ethnic, or
cultural blocs” ~Brubaker et al., 2004, p. 45!. At best, a model that represents society
as a hierarchy of culturally discrete boxes—divided by vectors of social identity—
encourages us to conceptualize oppression through a simple additive model ~one
often hears of a “double jeopardy” or “triple oppression”!; at worst, it replaces larger
homogenizing rubrics ~“Hispanics”! with smaller ones ~“Hispanic women”! and
offers little conceptual refuge from reductionist and reifying tendencies.

We believe a more analytically sophisticated and politically useful rendering of
intertwined oppressions is Myra Marx Ferree’s model of “interactive intersectional-
ity” ~cf. Prins 2006; Walby 2007!. In this version, overlapping social identities are
best understood, not as a collection of “points of intersection,” but as a “figuration”
~as Elias would have it! or “field” ~as Bourdieu would! of shifting, deeply-
dimensioned, and “mutually constituted relationships.” This means “the ‘intersection
of gender and race’ is not any number of specific locations occupied by individuals or
groups ~such as Black women! but a process through which ‘race’ takes on multiple
‘gendered’ meanings for particular women and men. . . . In such a complex system,
gender is not a dimension limited to the organization of reproduction or family, class
is not a dimension equated with the economy, and race is not a category reduced to
the primacy of ethnicities, nations and borders, but all of the processes that system-

What is Racial Domination?

DU BOIS REVIEW: SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH ON RACE 6:2, 2009 349



atically organize families, economies, and nations are co-constructed along with the
meanings of gender, race, and class that are presented in and reinforced by these
institutions separately and together” ~Ferree 2009, p. 85!.

The best metaphor for intersecting modes of oppression, therefore, may not be
that of crisscrossing roads but of a web or field of relations within which struggles
over opportunities, power, and privileges take place ~cf. Bourdieu 1996 @1992#;
Emirbayer 1997!. The implication of this new theoretical development is that if we
focus strictly on race and ignore other sources of social inequality ~such as class and
gender!, not only will we be deaf to the unique experiences of certain members of
society—their voices drowned out by our violent and homogenizing categorization—
but we will also ~and always! fundamentally misunderstand our object of analysis:
race itself. Intersectional analysis of the type that breaks with old modes of thinking
~e.g., society as a “matrix of domination”! and adopts a thoroughly relational per-
spective on multiple modes of oppression ~e.g., “interactive intersectionality”! is not
an option but a prerequisite for fully understanding the nature of racial identity and
racial domination.

CONCLUSION

The aim of this paper was to advance a socioanalysis of racial domination in embryonic
form, introducing students to the analytical building blocks of a sociology of race and
ethnicity. We strove to consolidate—in a single essay—insights from diverse bodies of
scholarship, critically interrogating several ideas along the way. In so doing, we under-
scored a shared set of definitions and concepts and emphasized effective ~and dissected
fallacious! ways of thinking about racial domination. Racism can be slippery, elusive to
observation and analysis. Twenty-first century patterns of racial stigmatization, exclu-
sion, and repression—as well as promises of racial reconciliation and multicultural
coalitions—do not immediately resemble those of the twentieth century. Like a reces-
sive tumor, twenty-first-century racism has disguised itself, calling itself by other names
and cloaking itself behind seemingly “race-neutral” laws, policies, practices, and lan-
guage. As students of society—and as citizens of a world that grows more racially diverse
every year—we must work to render apparent this pervasive, corrosive, and dehuman-
izing form of domination that infects the health of our society. We must understand
how race works, developing tools to analyze this well-founded fiction responsible for
so many cleavages and inequalities in our world today. This article has attempted to lay
the groundwork necessary to do just that.

Corresponding author : Matthew Desmond, Department of Sociology, University of Wisconsin—
Madison, 8128 William H. Sewell Social Sciences Building, 1180 Observatory Drive, Madison, WI
53706-1393. Email: mdesmond@ssc.wisc.edu

NOTES
1. Race scholars must strive to construct their own object of inquiry rather than allowing

that object to be pre-constructed for them, as it were, by taken-for-granted and com-
monsense understandings or folk knowledge ~Banton 1979!. As Durkheim ~e.g., 1982
@1895# ! often stressed, crafting a scientific definition is among the most effective ways to
exercise epistemological vigilance. We present our own provisional definition of race
here to break with commonsense impressions of the term and, by unpacking it one
element at a time, to arrive at a “social-scientifically” sound understanding of race. By
emphasizing the process of misrecognition ~or naturalization!, our definition differs
from others, which tend to accept as given the existence of natural physical differences
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that are, through the process of racialization, ascribed social importance or meaning.
Since Weber, sociologists have defined race as a form of social classification based on
“obvious physical differences” ~1978 @1922# , p. 385; e.g., Schaefer 2006, p. 7! or “differ-
ent types of human bodies” ~Omi and Winant, 1994, p. 55!. In many ~one might say
most! cases, these conditions hold—what becomes known as a “race” is a group set apart
through social classification, practice, and custom by skin tone, hair type, smell, or some
other physical difference—but they prove insufficient in a non-insignificant number of
other contexts, where the process of racialization relies on a set of non-obvious, or even
non-existent, physical attributes ~as in the case of Japan’s Burakamin or even light-
skinned African Americans or Native Americans!. Banton was correct when he said that
people “do not perceive racial differences . . . @but# phenotypical differences of colour,
hair form, underlying bone structure and so on” ~1979, p. 130!. But we can go further
still, acknowledging that processes of racialization actually can demarcate difference
where previously no phenotypic difference ~even at the level of melanin count! existed.
In all cases, the process of racialization relies on the process of misrecognition, whereby
a social creation is mistaken for a natural phenomenon, either in hard form ~as with
scientific racism or the early human taxonomies! or in softer manifestations ~as with
stereotypical comments attributing to certain racial groups a collection of attributes,
positive or negative, as if those attributes were genetically inherited!.

2. Emphatically, this does not mean that refusing to recognize racial groups that were
created through centuries of oppression, colonialism, political discourse, and scientific
manipulation will somehow lead those races ~and racial inequality! to magically disap-
pear. The process of racial misrecognition is found both at the structural and individual
levels and, most important, is a historical process. It follows, then, that the practice of
refusing to recognize the misrecognition, as with France’s aversion to acknowledging
racial categories or the prematurely celebratory declaration of a “color-blind” or “race
free” America usually associated with neoconservative politics, is an ineffective and
wrongheaded response to a world itself not color-blind. In many cases, the refusal to
recognize race—a well-founded fiction—only exacerbates racial inequalities by render-
ing antiracist programs impossible.

3. For critiques of ethnicity-, nation-, and class-oriented theories of race, see Omi and
Winant ~1994!.

4. Recently, an energetic and constructive debate has emerged over the historical construc-
tion of Whiteness in America, its genesis, development, and boundaries. While some
historians have argued that certain European immigrants initially were not considered
White but eventually came to be included under this privileged rubric, others have
suggested that these immigrants were “@W#hite on arrival” ~see Arnesen 2001; Guglielmo
2004; Roediger 1991!.

5. Americans tend to focus on ethnic differences within the White race, while treating
Blacks, Latinos, and Asian Americans as if they had no ethnicity and as if there were no
cultural or historical differences between ~for African Americans! Haitians, Jamaicans,
Ethiopians, Trinidadians, Angolans, or Nigerians, or between ~for Latinos! Puerto Ricans,
Cubans, Mexicans, Peruvians, or Dominicans, or between ~for Asian Americans! Laotians,
Indonesians, Cambodians, Vietnamese, Chinese, and Japanese people ~Waters 1999!.

6. Although ethnic affiliations are often informed by national affiliations, ethnicity also can
transcend national borders. Jewish ethnic affiliation encompasses a wide variety of peo-
ple who vary in terms of nationality, political commitments, languages, and religious
beliefs and practices. Despite these differences—which cut across national and religious
boundaries—many Jews see themselves as bound together in a group, sharing a common
history, culture, and ethnic identity.

7. For an extended discussion, see Desmond and Emirbayer ~2009!.
8. This is why some scholars have observed that, in its popular usage, the term “Hispanic”

is deployed much more often as a racial, not ethnic, classification, while Hispanic
“sub-categories,” such as “Mexican” or “Cuban,” are treated like ethnic markers ~see
Hirschman et al., 2000!.

9. Today, many foreign-born residents still face great barriers when applying for U.S.
citizenship. When we compare U.S. naturalization rates with those of Canada, we
notice that the latter are higher than the former: over the past three decades, Canada
has awarded most of its foreign-born population citizenship, while the U.S. has not
naturalized the majority of its foreign-born population ~Bloemraad 2006; see also Joppke
1999!.
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10. We eschew the misleading antinomy of “racism” and “prejudice”—or, in the words of
Bonilla-Silva ~1997!, “structure” and “ideology”—since the latter term is only an exten-
sion and manifestation of the former; prejudice is in no way qualitatively distinct from
racism and should not be portrayed as such.

11. At the same time, however, we should not assume that non-White gain automatically
necessitates White loss, or vice versa, for racial domination does not function under such
zero-sum conditions. More realistic is the notion that “racism legitimates the squander-
ing and dissipation of an important surplus of societal resources and human talents”
~Feagin et al., 2001, p. 7!.

12. For an ethnographic account of symbolic violence among migrant workers, see Holmes
~2007!.
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林连玉青年公民学程 
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五、谁需要华教？谁做华教运动？ 

（2018年 9 月 1日，星期六，2p.m. – 5p.m.） 

专题讨论会读本 

I. 柯嘉逊，1999，马来西亚华教奋斗史，董教总教育中心，页 32-136。 

II. Wan Saiful (2016) Vernacular Schools not the problem. The Star Online. 

III. Syed Saddiq (2016) Vernacular Schools and national unity. Malaysiakini. 

IV. **Della Porta, D., & Diani, M 著、苗延威译，2002，社会运动概论，台北：巨流图书有限公司。（第四章：集体行动与认同） 

讨论重点 

• 什么是社会运动（social movement）？社会运动的要件是什么？ 

• 马来西亚华教运动如何持续至今？华教运动中的集体行动与认同如何被形塑？ 

• 如何评价当前华教运动的困境与挑战？马来学者、政治人物的评价又如何？ 

*试利用课堂的理论概念分组完成 

Week1 - Ethnic Identity and Narrativization  

Week2 - Racial Formation, Racialization, and Racial Project 

Week3 - Becoming (anti)Racist and Multiculturalism 

Week4 - Institutional Racism and Racial Domination   
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马来西亚华教奋斗史的分析 

 华教运动的历史脉络（事件、制度、论述等） 华教运动的对策 评价与理论分析 

（成败、困境、对当代运动的影响） 
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"······iE § firs<J�i-!X�;&ftU�lO�**�::f7H��, ��
x!§�::t7'J�§t-•1r, 53-�mx7'J�•ws<J�;&��z�s<J�
Ne� 1J\, FffJ a17'J w ��-g- § -ru-11m, 1f JJ'J -=r-q:i oo �jJ, 1E!.JJ.1f J!ll
t�s<J�*�JxlJit!§l*.J�B"li**Ztl�I1t, �11ti� o " (18)

«*�**�»�«E�**�»s<J.lL��%�M.lLB"J, 1W
*���*�s<J$x�ff��, *��TI��.l[�*�oo�•m
�i6�-�s<J, �1R*�1�W:

" · · · · · · 1f 1PI m � * � 0 � :m WJ-f� :eJZ rJj f� m x s<J �i iu ·11 i&
�, (�) ::f Fi���-�-ot'* B"J pf :ljt � -OE* 00 � [Jj � lll f�:li� !'BJ §.ffl
TMo" (19) 

«*�**�»&*-WffiW�*�$X�ff��m{ftEB"J
fi�, *���-g-���, ��::f�&W��;&-$x1�ffs<J�
Jl!U�1f1*J\.r£M� o TIJF-Oti-Wl&Jf-f:k�i���x-f$;&s<Jif!M o

$;& --�ffi $ 8. 72 

(p;& $ 55. 84 
�*§ft;&-- $ 67.88 

�;& $ 187.88 
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-1'-t�JJIJ���T 1951 ��i[, ��JfJi ((E.}�jf*.�.:p;)) �

«��ffl�.:p;»o �Yi�*��Tfl�ffi���m���mfi� 

��xnft�-fr� "OO���"�&z$�o ������� 

�*�7«E�ffl��» �m�, WR£�� tt���«��ffl 

��» �,J,ifiHt�!Ji!.o 

ttiff�:il'Ht� «1952 �ftffr!4-», t.IB��oo���nmmu, 

re$x��*�x�n•��mx, x�•R*��£$x�� 

*�x������nOO*ftff�&�-�o frOO���m, �

��fl�& 15 361f1PJ������*' J.tPJft-@$x��*�X:

"@��iv�mb (�i!X��) �5tng;5t*if1fi��OO ���o 

�®����-ffi�moo���oo*�h��ffl����oo� 

!MO" (21) 

r!4-� r fu* xm�iJt aJJ r J_g �±-tk�mx�g;iu&;tt)l{��� 

*A �-BJffiftff:

"� � lll � fl fr fr 1!lll :tAfi*1t4-� -=f ftMfJ � �;&h lll 1f * 

�m�a�����£, fr��oo�ftff�m, ���m@�& 

����WHx��mur, ��;µ,J.�:x:-BJ:��!!tt��ff o,, <22) 

1952 ��ff 1t4-:§jfl -1'-hffi £1�11I1ta�� o E� tl::17" � 

� § c�ffi§" (Pupils'Own Language, POL) �1'-ffl�: (23) 

"• 21 �<3): ��*i!n::t���9tfri-B-�oo�,J,�, � 

frm1'-iJJ¥� 1A3±1*�����i-B-o llt5tr, fr. 5 � (subsection) 

�t.!AfJEr, �ll*fl* *�-Y�J? A�3Jt�� 'OOffi' (t�$i!) lll1& 
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*�ffi, ����r:iJIAJfl������M�ffi§, #��fr��
����M*if1i! x o

"(4): ��i!n ::t���9tfri!� oo �,J,�, �frm1'-i*l¥ 
� IA3�1*�����*i!o lit5tr, fr. 5 ��t.IB�r, tffl**
���A�*���� 'OOffi' ��*�ffi, ���;µ,J.PJ�fl�
�����M�ffi§, #��fr������M�ffiX o

"(5): frOO���m, ����&fl+n�fr$i!��*� 
i! l:Jl.1='.f ffi IA] ffi § fi& � � � �& fm ffJ � * *� :>R ��J!M *rlt i!
X, �JJ!U�M*if1i!X£�&::\ft�� o" 

frit1fJ@1�1i +�1-1Umm' �*Slf$WH±�MftMfJ ��ff 1ttl 
&�!Ll�MfmHtili�&@ziru, il�ffJ5'f)i�;ttfm-@�n!fiJ�*
Slf$A, �ftffWB�0�tt�ffiX�B, �%mM���¥t4- o

1952 �, m���m�fi «"��,, (g1ttl)1t�», ��itu� 
*Slf$Afr*OO��*Slfz�§�*tt o mfl$A�ffifr*�ili
�*' -g�*OO�, -���*A�*Slfo i!®$Afr*00�
�-�*A��n, �OO��*�ffi*o

���r!A]�mtl::1$���ffi���m��, ��frffi�� 
������ffi-1'-*#, •£m���JE, �M����, W 
*�*ffl&X�-��, m�ffl*ffl��ff��mt1E o i!x%*
�J4f 7 $�Ji-��tl�Ll

1953 �, <Oil�l�a:M�:tAJffi¥t4-» & «�ffttM£�¥t4-» 
IE AWi�L � Mrm ¥t4-t.m JE?Jrfl 11= n � AA « 19 52 if: �ff ¥t4-» m
m�oo���z��m�, ��-&o 
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1951 if «E.J€!J��45» m:iSll¥1 "OO���,, 1J'!JJix.n ((1952 
if�-��»1¥J••z§, ��$AH�&��1-��1¥Jm�u 
mm��*' �Wl¥J�������TI����*���$Al¥J 
��o �OO__t�1¥JHm�HT���tti¥10A•�, •tt��F 
:mOOZMJ-$��tJl 1¥1�� 

�ff�-������n$Atl�wJ-�±��-o ��� 
a«E.m*�45))��z..§���1¥], ��n��$�1¥J��ho 

�T$Atl�Z..7'�, -@#:m§ E13��±1¥JA±fil&x1«1952 
if�ff��))o r}j{fl:�001¥JwJ�ff ,g,J!{t, r1fi\Wf*3:tf± (Dr. R. 0.

Winstedt) ��Wr�5t1: (H.K. Cheeseman) m:1�iJ:$XtlJ�*/F 
x"ff 3¥-� �JIUJl� o 

fr�*�BA"ff�+�ifM*��l¥J�AA•5t�, fr-��

1� (Straits Times) J!���T�mx•, ttl:W (( E.J€!,!Xt��,t5)) 
n "�ff�i�''o (l){tBZJ'.F��fr 1946 if1¥] Council Paper(ffili

+-fil)__t, ��-��-��m�*X, $X, �*JFX�� 
x 1¥1 � � ,J-1 �-£3:i-! �ff 1¥11ffi � o � r1fi\Wrtft ti± 11=! ff:• �m � :l:IB � 
ff,g,J!{t�, fil�'31fflT 1923 if 5 JJ 28 BtttW�ff%fr��iSl� 
.-tm11: tB 1¥1��: 

" � �� � 1:. B 5t :rL � -£3:i-! 1¥1 ��lli , � ttfu ffl -BJ:i-! ,�,� 1¥1 � �f 
vii�'*, � m1J m ;,� x � � 1¥1 �ff 11r11t1H« f�Hf � a<i O • • • • • • � 1-1::n J.t 
��m�a*��l.t*�l¥1•�����, •��1¥1M����

�1-JL115tffl-BJ:m,�,� o �rffi!Jt1fJE:Pl.t�ff1ttll.tl¥J5C{Ufilwt�M.� 
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�•tt�-tE.��m�&M"ff*m�, ��afil•tt��, -tE. 
1fM��filAl¥J�4 l�Hjl¥JIAHf* o 1953 if 8 13 18 B, «�1-tiw• 
1�)) (Utusan Zaman) 1¥Jtli�wt�-1--Wtlr o 

� «t!JJu�m�1��45» -t- 1952 if 8 13 faJ <t:ttmJE 0:;fff a 1fJj 
��,t-13)�-1¥1��, ��±�*J!���§T������ 
�����ff�m�±�, mttre$x�ff�Aoo*�ff�J.t
£, #H��&M"ff*�ff��oey���mw���m�-o 
1e�To 

���$���0��*����-��*��•-BJ:m� 
ff, #Jtl$Xn'fil1Ji-!Xo (3)$��Yi110�,�,��Jtl:��T-
1-�00$���0��j*�o ey�a���Hl¥JwJ��, �
t�• � � 9:! WJ �� #1 fi ± (Sir Donald Mac Gillivray) {t � p}r"f{ 1¥] 1-t
�' li�$X�ff�::fAJ�t�#JAOO%�ff1ttlJ.tl¥J, �n�m 1948
��*]E•it-1����, $X�::f�ffKiAn'fil1Ji-!Xi¥J o (4)

��, El3-t-�-t-ffl� ttl¥J••w�*��, mm.-t1¥J��m 
11:�,g,*Itz:it!:-zv1¥Jfil9J, �tt, �•ma 1952 � 1 13 raJm:ili 
«$��9i11ffiir�JtiSl45» �, �®••:tm�-t-al9J�i¥J't�� 
��To �1-ir�J!�45mffl*i¥1�fi*#�"ff*��l¥J��, 
����, �W.:f:5�1¥1*�' W����ct�ff:tm1¥Jm�o �1-
ti�H�:1:!B��T•$:tm1¥J��, �Jtl:�����0��-$$ 
1¥15.¥. i!� &X>f O 
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���Fo, ffl��$�--�����To -��oo�m� 

%�����*$�m��*$*����$���0��$� 

--� o ���ffi��*-�$Atl�, �r�����, �* 

T-ffi-��Ja"aA, *aA{tMfJ&M�ff����tm: (5) 

1. �ff§EE£�*�A� o 

2. $AW�fFn�!ilt��x1tff�tE�:�U1'.:±H��*��Ll0

3. �jc1,!§tl���!ilt�$*0

4. $Atl�������§B�ffiX, �ff�X����mffl0

;lt{tM±ffi-tB��OO!i�� ff(x�ff�fi± (S,ir Gerald Templer)
��n����w����tt�o m��ffi���mx,j-�@tt� 

�:f:l�IW, ��{'}!NL

1954 �, �*Sili.$�••���'�'� cm,�,) �r��T O 

tE����, �$0����-�$Atl��llin, WW��� 

tf �$X�ff�Jtz;n o �llt, .si��$0�tE 1952 ��tf �:llt 

*����*B�fil���, @tE�$�-1., w•�*���M

����!R��:1:m o

� - �$Atl��±�ffi�----�,�" m,�" �$ (-==.Jc;tfl 

;ttJ) --��T-����*!il::FI�ff1uJ� o tE 1953 � 4 f3 16 � 

198, ��, ·���$�HTffi=��OOtt�����, �$ 

.si��ffl���n, �WE���ffW*&.$��fiz;j), ;lt�m 

�ffi�!J!IJ�� �lR:Z. o (6) 

��$X�ff*����:(£ 1953 � 8 f3 23 BiE:rt��T o 

E��&M 0952 ��ff��)), ��������fE$A¥� 

���;lt�ffi��*��o -��A�*ffi���·-���� 

ff�fi±�mo �W�ffl����W�: 
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"······�m���ftit�-;rr-±Y-..*oo�ooii�n�*�¥�
��tfh!� 0" (7)

�ff�fi±�*-���$Atl���, �����B��
tt, �-ffW-�B�£*�To �OO!i���ffi�$Atl��
��mffl�:f:IEE�ffiffl*tt�, �n�®:fIEE�B�&M�*�
Htt-fllJ!i!Jc�,e:,J1J-�it�tE�:1Jffi�ffl1!;.l�±-t!r:1f: Cs)

(-) <0952 ��ff��» ftilftEOO �¥���00i! ($X) o
c=) *��mm�ffi�±�z;nn, rm�£¥�, $�R£tE�

-��*Sii'.����tl����-m o 

c -) $x��*�x�m�fftE1J,¥�ff * �•}un�1�H CL=tP
���&��15�¥'.±**���*), fr��iE�ttFo
�t1Jn�1J,�¥�Z.o 

(�) ��$���r��$X�$�X�, ���2��$A
M$�X��lli�fil� ttR��-��ffi� o 

Cn) oom�*oo��:1Jffix, E�£*00���%�:1J§, m

*�r����rm•*�noom&�n�OO$���¥�
fto $X�tt�*��ffl, £���ffi������M�
>7r$1JfZ.i& o �llt, $)(:#1=���1ttt�n�*���:1J1,!
)[, ���-*�n�*�$-��i! o 

CA) �m�¥�fr��ff��R:£ttMW���ffiX�tl�,
rm�� firm x :(6, im mt r �-ii»�, rm� £�*-1.% �� :ff
�i-!X o 

(�) -tt-1., ¥:±�-1.-���A¥A��·��y, �B�
�$•:x:�:Jt�1trffl{tMfJ ��rt£$1J,5c�1J,¥�ff o
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1954 i¥ 3 J1 31 B, itx�ffq:i��Jn�, ,f�*itAH�rtJ

��m¥<�*���Witx�ff���», �*�itAH�M

��ff�4?tf'J�� o

"a.ut�mx1-tz.I f'Fi:t=i, �ff�:ffftr;1t:m::xz.1tin�······ 

*•*W1tx&�x�ffnx�rM�*�A¥i:t=i���•&�

1-t � ::kz.$.. E:P = X 1-tz.IA o 1fl.llt:IJrH'� 7'J (1952 i¥�ff �4? »

PJr**:tr O" (9)

( a) " <�ff� j]IJ � In � tlH�-45 » 1l1-lr i-a X � f5t 7'1 :EJiil. � X 1-t a<J �

�mlil o 1:iJ:tik (1952 i¥�ff�4?» !PfEitf5ti:rJE:ttE. 0 {E/i)T

@�a<J"OO��f5t"£, fE$X�7'1�-�, �*��T�

�f'Fffl, W�M$X�it�x�a<J��&��fl���� 0

3!1'�1�£3:i-a�ffa<JfqJIL ��fli1H\��ff5£ittl't::i:a<JffiU!IJ,

129 �ff B"Ji{:im& mm rHM-AA: t:ta<J�ff O .ut)7r, Jl&JffW:31.

OO��f5t&W��-$f5t(J!®�-���*tik1tAPJr•Ma<J

tJi *) , wend§ {Ei§.111ttt��m o

(b) "&M$X£1:i-a�ffa<J!IEB (l{PJik%JE:tik-1'l:t�:m:�a<Jt±�

���), X£-1'��fil�Plr0�a<J�ff�ffi�ffl��a<J�

B o XJ:iJ��a<J, *JE�m��ffa<J±��n, @tik�f5t�

��£,ua<J��7'J��*X���ffi�a<J�:m:�ffilil 0 �

OO��-�ffiX�£�ATM-�x�a<J-1'ttffl 0

"$AH�M*wt�fl�•tt, �fla�•, &�����

-�*�f±�a<J1l{m:±5l.:trlU7t�±5l.:tr o ft1fJ�f$,R£�
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*f���Wa<JM*, �$Xt'F7'J��*�itA��$-�

*�Aa<Jfi1E�l1h-a o fit;.,.� fir, itf5twt BiJ\!5E��X7'J !JZ\

1tl4° ftff]@�5ji)fij P'l?&W�)H-B-X o ;tt�, ftffJ::k%Jifi�

*��*���•�n�wt£mtt§tiJa�*��fia<J�#

i-!X1t1l�ft o

(c) "$AH�itMfl*��1�f4n�, ��13ft:JJ0-¥1Nt-t��$

)(��*�)(�fqJli:&fqjM!: "-1'�00�-=:f-, ����-¥1J\

��JC, aAi¥��£, ���-�-�x����OO��

�1��x1-t��ffi? ,,

Cd) "${5l�it�x����ffla�, �m{ljR:- 0 m�til!�Jff� 

�gffl�r�-tt::k*m�rrAFo�: '-1'��J!ffe::k� 

fln��±, 1Z\�ey��lffl�J!$.HI:�-;W o ' 

(e) "$)l:{E i:t=i 00:tik�itliftffl �, -�1f�*)(£E:p m a<]:;lt Pli!

�-ff, -&�AmP1a1tx�i:t=ioo�#n�a<J•m, w�

r�ff .. x���m�lz9�, �*�7'1i:t=i00-lrffi����ffi o

i:t=iOO�-lr#n�mAfl:;ltPl�X� o ��i:t=iOO�ffiM&a<J�

�Wffl��ffiXWli@M�*�����, J!�§���- 0

Plff�, �*���-�00±5l.:tr, &�M�m�00±5l.�

�q:iffl��:&� o ffi�:ttE.�JfffEitX��tik*fl�ffi��,

m��i:t=ioo�mm*a�*����ffi���IA, *��

�§�7'1:tikTo

(f) "ffi�±th�Jff�i2J1t�a�4? Xt5tija<J, :tzo*-1'00%£�

Pl l�Ji� �i-a � tu ,8c:!,J!�& flfi::k ��Ne, JJ�wt£ m � a<J � rm

�@��fi�#ffix�ffl o �:tr, *�-#ffi��A, &#

�-5E� Aflffl � � ,8c:!J1L i!B iJ?. rm , ,1) :FJUU ,8c:!Jlt.t �Iii�,

l:t�-i-!X�li�£7'11l:� o
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"�Jtiu,G,JJ.lo ,�J�_tEt-J oo�, ll*�iffi.tta�mmE$l5tll,

mfi�*�*li�Er-J�ffmtio �*�±�m�x, ffix�

•*�x, #����oo�oo�, roa�*liX�����

��?®R�**Mm���mEt-J�•, ooa�*li�fi�

am���$•kEt-J�ff���fi�iffi.Et-J, ��$, �, �

�#mxEt-J��**T), ro�, ��x���*liAEt-J�$

.ft, ��B"]�-���o ���ffi�•±m�Et-J, a*�

*$mEt-J$A����am���$•kEt-J�ff, ���*

ff 1m m Et-J :1:�t 1i� 0 " 

(g) "m'31���&B"J$�f\-�A�*�aA$li*tE:ff�_t��

$�{m{f]B"J�-f-a$1J\jc�lj\$�ff' �1i�0fEr-J 0 ·� 

_t, &�$l5t�$l5t$��a�tt�����, @ff�_tA

$A�BM. 1946 � 11 )1 Et-J 112, ooo ���� 1953 � 7 )1 B"J

257, 781 � o 'Bj:_t-��, $�A$A�-�_tmi���{l\;,

������m�m•*���m•Et-J��, ��x�•�

Er-] 0 

"a� t&Plk �at,� , � 'fX � $l5t , tt � 1� g; � 1m m ii Et-J $ l5t

mw�*ffio Wtl�o 1947 �, �*$l5t�� 78, 250 �Et-J-�

�$�, r 1948 �fl-_t=��Et-J$�R� 55, 681 �, J1JT

���, JJ!U'fX,rF 49, 402 � o fil��®�*$l5t�tEtt.$x�

ltlEt-J*14� �ff, @$�f\-��5¥m��\jjr�IJ�o llP1f�llllt,

��@��J£��*$l5tEr-J1'.83 0"

fil�_t������$x�ff�����Et-J��¥_tB"J, @

�$0�toii�,�,Et-J**M.-Jf��1tat, wt1itiO!B"J��1i*

i,W,B"Jo tt.�o, �$0�fil�tE 1953 � 8 )1*ffB"J$X�ff��

����*_t��ff��3�¥�m��Et-J�*, @3a��$

l5t�YffJ0�lu�yrp,�,���tlk¥it��at, �$tPWT�1et! 0 (11) 
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4. a 19s4 � <*ilfsJ.t�»

«1952 �ftffrt4-» J=iJrJli5lB"JOO ��l5t1i�, �7 �iU$A 
ttfil¥J&xt �jf-, ill rn ri!JJi1i�J=iJrfli m �ttrJJi*®xrt� 
{j\ tE 1953 � 11 )1, EBr�iU�1fl' ��1fl-R��1¥J�o�, JJx�n

il&RltE�m J:mx 1 {Z 7, 500 liJGo (12) 1f�r!lt, JJxnfr�i5l 

fi�ff-��JirJ�M�, :ittfriffd�ftffJf3tfoJN1fo i!��M�tE 
1954 � 10 )1 l'aJm:lI1--BH3�45o 

��a�-:t=5Et-J±�§l¥J�����am�•= tt�*��m 
1rmf�1-B-xftff, tE$ En ��m1r-=f�m xftff, � 111?:ffJ�* 

���m•*l¥100�����o ll&mm��m���l¥1�**3¥
��' R1ftE�frOO��ftff�Nm, �1fey��&���l¥J1f 
xo 

�!lt�at, 3feufilJirEJ,J:i)r1f$�, 45�JA 1955 �tftzf:i, ,J:i)r

1f B�� 7 1953 �ffiir�Jli5l 451¥J�l5t, �g;�ftYffJfiJZ:lt�ft 

�, ll&m���¥}�rfffiiJir�irWio 1955 � 2 J3, il&m¥}Nm 

fr-@�o� "r 1954 �m, tE��ll&mx111¥J��.mJ=iJr:lt�l¥J 
��irWittl¥Jft�" 1¥l*Wtl' i!@ft��JHr1i;lfil���l¥JtlHHm 

5t, A1f Jt*� 1¥Jftl{RM, ft�tDIJ* § � o (13) JA 1955 �Jf tzf:i, 

m��ll&m�t1:�mx�l5t.mm� 25o���x�•km1¥Jm 
�o 

$Atl�¥}��ft���, xti!@mMl¥l*�m:llitt�:ft 
,�,±lt**it3i Wl*: 

"« E,�, f�jfH�-45 » w��¥�Y<$Xftff, 0952 ��ff¥! 
4-» W!U$Xftff�JBJ, 1954 � «ftff a�45» itt1JJJ!IJ£1Ztlffi

Jt�J'C··"00 0" (14)
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ffl¥J$�1¥J��, ll5t�EE�1\1ttE 1953 � 1 J:J 16 Bli��'CB 
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�$X��B'1Jffixz..-!¥J��,@m•�$0�li&ff$1WR 

54 

5. 1 < 195s �tt•j&a=tn
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�1¥JOO��ffMN o �--i'MN�•�A�1¥Jg*��*OO�l¥JX 
�, tt�, �m&��l¥J��, Jtm•a-t-��**��oom, 
�at�1Uf1ta1*M=OO l*J���=*Affi§tax1t1¥J�� 0 " (16) 

�i1, ��ffr!4-ffilm�tttl.00%:fh�����*At1!*£3:m 
�ffl¥J�fL �x:tiur =

"frfi�*rt4-mtt����1¥J-Wtl.h��*at, ��� 
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-��1*�£, a��·�Wftff�-, ��1¥J*@�-��-
0$i}�-mJ� r, �1:¥.HJ.c!ffi:X:£3:1¥J•�*��ff o" (17)

�rm, �--trt4-��T"oo�m*�"�"�mm��"l¥J
�iL: (18)

"'OO�m*�' £f���li�i*fi*�ftff1¥J*�' ��
*�*ffl00m, �ffi, $ffi&�*�*��@mx*�ffM�#
m���ft�•�m, #Haoom��*����ft�W�ml¥J
·ttm. r, OOi-ata�i-aJJ!1J�&H�t4 I§······"

"'timm/J,�' £r�m$m, �*�*��*��ft�•
�*���; a�#��m, oom��m��£ft�•�m, �
��#ffix£�GW§; #Hfr���m, 3$ffi��*�*�
£ft�W�ffiat, R����15��1:�**�ili�*, W�
���:tt:ffYrft���#mx······"

11��•1¥J£, «1951 �ftffrt4-» ���&�*�Jtfmd>
-�-��ffiftff�R, ftJt£���&1*tt�l¥J£3:ffiftff�
&o (19) 

m�$xftffa�--too*ftff�Nmm����maa�1¥J
•�*' mm�m•�1:sa�--tffi��r•4-w�, 3���
��®ffl-�1:M£so��-�atM���W�-ffo

���$�1:�ff***' ��3at$•tt��00�$-0
�tt�*1:�1¥Jpmij&, ft�ffl�••u�m•m�fiL��
'Wtl, @ttfflfetfg�J[ft,�,f��o 
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f4o OOP'JlHi�faJ$�W:JlttT���tn.5f�l!fri;JJo (20) �� 

P%*R1ti:P% 11! r 19571¥1ifftt1ftf!HE:H1, ftMttWi5t: 

"······ft s<J 11-0 �;wrJfft:i�r� s<J 11-$� -�; Ju�w !M� T 

±-tE.OOtnl!Hl, 1�aJl���±-tE.tt'.:t��tnz;JJ!Ll¥J��±-tE.go " (21)

19571:f, Itt,�,�*il&JM�!M$JUJ\�o fAJif, I,�_._ tt,�, 

��$0���-�+liA�m�, ���il&JM�W�ffi�!M$ 

jeq:i�fqJ�o lL�s<J�W��ffl�r J1g1*!J!IJf!ili: (22) 

C -) Ffi ff �1-1-Uw 'f&J!Uli*9Jffr-i! ili � o 

<=) tt9ijjir�@f!�01ff O 

(-) �l5lli$�s<Jtl�IJ16,i1Jl$Hit�Uf o 

CRY) i*l¥��16,i9!t1-&i-$Xq:i�l¥J·timt o 

Cli) $X4'�16,i9!�1i § ESB"J1tJlo 
::': (,\) 1*ffl¥J�l5lfril&@�ffl1*ffi O 

C-t) *"iUJJlff s<JttYijj��o 

:a 19ss if:$x,J\��11��7') oo*tt1f tulls<J-J;f, *�

ffil&m��M��o ��, ��$Xtt1f:*:�:affi1*£H:1fmtt 

f}jJ9l i,S( tk:�: (23) 

(1) �:*:��50&��:sR-rltxMil&JM, if:aaAif:*:�il&ffl�Ju$

)[ 7'J 'g 1J ii})(;

(2) :fiil&M.'!£M=� 'g1Ji!Xft7'1�1J:\9lfr, !J!lji,f�JMl1P�IJJU$X
7'J 'g 1J i! )( 0 

,�,s<J�HJL <0957 iftt1ft:t4r» B�,J\�M-ris<J�:�Uc $

X&�*�X�*tt1f�AOO�tt1f��o �mffl�as<J�, � 

&fff!�<ttP**�»�m�mm&s<JR*ffl�*m��** 
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1960 �, 12Uir!I.JtiI.1
f

gj" B"J�ff�it� m ��it T 0957

��ff��» o �15HlH�·-=t=5J§=**1i1:1lA ((1961 ��ff��)), JArffi

% µx:i,\t 00 8"J �ff ttl 1l O 

an+�������M, ffi���m��L£��A�� 

�iL$>uJ\�, x:Jt£airtt�IR, 1?J. ffl�$Wfw�1f f*1��� 

�mi;IJ, �1tt1J$xq1,J\��fJJµx:-tE:, m £-tJJ�R{$xq1,J\� 

B"JI�•£rn$Att�*�±i9J�*fi, m���m&£•*

®f£ lU �14 rm Bo

�ir���•&•�*�*�n��, �m��iRB"Jmx, 

�ff �x1t��B"Jft:¥FJJ!IJ3f��aJHm1-t o 1956 �, ir:JJn�B"Jim#M 

�, �$x, �x, �*x�•*�x, ••���g�mx, 

�1�UAq11J\�Pft*ffl B"J��-ftMq1 BJfil�l±\=* o Cl) �T�� 

•ftMi?J.*, ������m#M>C, ��-=�ffi�#M>C o

� 1951 �, ffi:JJn�*®*$xtliI.��•sµx:��m�oo

•MB"J��, �•affi���ff�ff9�r, *ffi*M�mB"J�

ff��1}� o

1959 �, fi�,ffi,, �$&JtftB$OO���a�-��*�* 

�f�$>C�ff::k�L, Jffi.ttl?J.r�r}J!m:i5l: (2) 

(-) m1f�M��@�l?J.�M��±���-fto

<=) xtm1f�m�ffttlll@�-f��eo 

66 

<-) �m@�iI.-�rn$�OO���mmJJx:B"J$����m�, 

l?J. �MM�$>C�ff foJ� o

(Im) �m@�P�tl1Jn1-tr�M$xq1�0 

6. 1 1950 4- <tu:��.td&�=tn

• 

<=) JA 1962 � 1 JI 1 B�, �JM@witf!�q1�-M:©:, Rff 

ffl®Ba��oo��q1�8"J��, �m�ffl�ma"J�oo• 

M0 ffl®ffiffla�oo�mq1�8"J�����-�OO*�ff 

��' ffij]Jx;� "39!3!." �� o (ffi 29 :W:ffi 164 f&) 
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(a) liJJ ttlHf-J �ff: 16' �JA Z-1* J&Jf-f Ffi i
C

f 00 �JN.5£ 0 
(b) -t«ti 0957 ��ff�4t-» Jtt1TB:M0
(c) 16,imJt��ff �rfi�tl5£00;itfi5.J�l¥ffl�, B1l'aJ*fot4 § �0
(d) 31� «1956��ff (�t5tJcA$)�19tl»0
(e) -t«tffi�5E00Jl:£1d4: �f5tttM ,�,1\{i�lttilHfW:fZ1* _ti&

�191JOO��OOttM o (ffi 291Jlffi 164 fi)

<[ill) �t 9:l � :£. :f m �JN. 5E � • 1Jn 0 ;it �ii\ , 1El -i1E.1fJ m l2J- § !! • :JJn ° 
(ffi 32 }J[, ffi 186 fi) 

m�9:l���@Rl2J-��mxiliB , ��x��*x, 12J-tt 
rnl&Jf-f±1}12J-$XiliMOO�ii\�, ������0 

�@�i>l 1tf1JOO�l*J�r->tP.aP!P, ±��Wi� «Jt:iLtRi5-t5» 
fil�T«ttP*i5-t5»00��, 1&-�M�0 tt•ziL���� 
���*W���, ���Ga<ttP*i5-t5»00�*l*J�0 � 
B100 �Wfi,� 0961 ��ff�4t-» B1, ;1JttffltittPtE�1HP <Jt:iL 
tli i5 � » z. fi5J 81 &�M=iJl: 

"*W���M*��-ffi�, &�����5Eff:Wffil&• 
!!JtffittlJJt, :eJUt1�a:EJl�001&•�ttlJJt0" (5) 

«ttPtlii5-t5», <1957 ��ff�4t-» 12J-& «�r�3t�» ffi 152

� x , B ti m � 00 �u a]���* A 00 m JC� X 1t tE iJt 00 Ffi � 00 t-t!!

'ill.: 

"······ft00009:l�ttlJJt@�Jl�-,?,ij$;@·tt, tt!lll, :9,l]*$ 

x 9=l ��-t«tffi_ti&�14:ff 11-, JJ�am���:EJ. rn �11it1t1fHK:ffl$
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)(�·�-ftOO······" (6)

tE�2_t, lt=�!&4t-A:&J�OO 0951 �EJ81JRi5-t5» &�Jt 
miF:£00 0952 �ftff��» &�1�ili: (7) 

"R1fJ�a�2�ffi, ���-@�*�*ffl�-�OOMOO 
�*�OOB1, ff:W-��--:fffl�-�Jt�-��, mi�$� 
��Jt-i1E.�•oox��@������M, 12J-m•-�;tt�OO� 
*�X�o"

"�tE-�a�ffl�OO*OOD&•ffiml*J, �-�ool*J•-� 
�•x-tJtx��mxoo�*�:fm��oo o,, c8)

"�-� JL!t3¥-B1�:B-1ifii-B-X, mi•:JJn]j-1ifii-B-X�ii\, 
�@*:f��OO$M, W�������m�•�Jj-�ffiX� 
ii\ oo B1 raJ �JJ� � oo �ft fJE • • • • • • � 1t �am-;E �$l3l � '.£�* 12J-1t 
1noo-BJmiliB00�1A, w�•nn��x�•ftoo�ll\P�? ,, C9) 

��r , < tt P tR i!r 45 » 9=l @* � � f!J:l x iJN. JE l&Jf-f � � 16' ffl 12J
U-�ffiX* ��1A-ft, ���w����re�a�Rm�m 
WHififfiX, t!P�X��*Xo 

§M<tIP*i!r-t5» 0��, �*���nOOftffJ&•B�
�tt��-0 fr 1957 � 11 Y3·tfl�]jjl�*r�B1, m�$AUOO 
m���$•��m�A�*����A*m$��$�, mi:f 
�m�$0�, �E�1�*1&1f-f00o *m$��tE 1955 �::k� 
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�, ���M¥W��m��, ���W�*�-�*�&M� 

m�� o ffiffl-�(tg�, 3 1955 ff:*�' .!b*fili:}d��.&J1I�t& 

4$(r-JM���f��B1, &M(r-J���§M��--(r-J��*

i-JtJHLH�5f(r-J o �r��§falffi: (10)

ffi-�(e): "il:�Stit��§�1t�, FIP�i-Jt, �mJJROO� 
�,D��tt�tJf�(tg�� .. m>c1=�>C1t o" 

jE:.�: "&Mi!H�f, ��*1m 1954 ff:&tftfr�i5l�ffii, +

-tr9ii5l�<•#JA 1952 4��), reoo����til31A��stit

��, ��·A�JiJr��(r-J o"

ffili�: "&M�7-J·-�(r-J���-(r-J�*' ��A�& 

�.!b*fili:��(r-JftW�, @��ool*J�mx, ��x .. .!b*x, 

it x � 1:R*�x�-n, � 1ti1Jam (r-Jr -ft ��A� .!b*fili: �Mei': 
'I] " l'/',O 

m+-�= "�f&M�L��•, ••���hft&n� 

11f(r-Jftitr, 5f�M�JiJr�ti�ifM(r-J��, �1tJ1JJiJr��wt JL 

11�!1!� (tglJl�tt�ftff O" 

ft00�£, *ffl$�tt-����&M<tt•�.f[**�» 
(r-]1t§ A, 1miJt�i!t*�li& 7.!b*fili:��ffi 152 �JiJrilJE: 

"ftm�(tgftff**��, ��m<tt�**�», �m•

7 '1tffl' �1'�Hi······�it�ff!�(r-]�15H!t*�JG�1i��� 
��-���aoo���Mc(r-Jmx, ��re�aoo��, f!m� 

@m)( o ��f�, ft�7'J��ffl�**1i�*�aoo��(tg* 

:t:loffHEt'ff* o" (11)
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*ffl$�tt��&mm, ���}E•n�m�&•���oo
l*1 �* x, µ:0 B-t�m�r-rz 1tm z O 

300�-�(1%0ff:ftff��))B-j, 1t��ffl�$�ft�
fflffin:Rfr(r-J:FJEEB, �f$��7-Jftl!.1fJ�t�ffl:W�Jf-f(r-J�ff�JfL (12)

f 1961 if:, �Jf-flt�fflffi�,�'�Jt#��Jt1:(f-Jn:Rfr (€*
&il�ftl!.(r-]0�t0 o @1m#&��iliLVF o ft 1959 if:z.frj, 3
ftl!.ft*��1st�$W�����$0�B1, ftl!.ft�Jf-fm��-�
�A 0 J:iJ �ft 1959 if:fBJ, mflb$0�#&�1UHftifl$Xtt
ffB-t, ftl!.��$Atl�����lb$0�, ftl!.��7-J��m�w
(tg@§�� o 

3(1%1if:�ff��» �•mM�7-J��(r-Jffl-*, *ffl$
�tt��ff=ili � r(r-]ffi§ =

"�*' Cl961 if:�ff��» ��A1:�i, @�ftOO(r-]�11
filf&r+ft, ���ft1fJ� 00 l*1 m� &M� 1'�M(r-J�li*�---ft
m "�li" *1��ft1fJ(r-Jr-1�---1t�J:iJr1��1mm--*�'
ftl!.1fJ��1J<jg1:r+-F � o" (13)

6. 2 (1961 $'1:Jf��) 

(1961 ff:�ff��)) *�7 <tt•�.l[**�» (tg}ti,5l, • ;lt:
"-� § fj" �: 

" 7'J T oo * (lg m � · · · · · · il: �§:. oo * � m B"J � � ttlll ioc 1�� i!
x ��, �lifflf*�»��1:�:i!AOO��oo����'' o <14)
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�:i:lfittff�4r:t£ 1962 � 1 }j 1 B 11��fiffi, JJx:7'1� 1J3!ilir.B"J

�*�B"Jffl-fil�r�ffB"Jir.�X#o�ffl�§�AB"J�-��

£lfl ((1957 �ttff�4{)) p)r��B"Jttff�Jl: 

"�r�*�B"Jttff�Jl, liP <0957 �ttff�4r» 1**Jaa}]

B"J, ��-ir.-��-�OO*W*��*OO*:t±X�, tt�, �

Vt &��.l:B"JttllB"J·m �ttff1ttll.l0" (Hj) 

•�1:, x-tr*m�1::�*Amx�x1tB"Jtt:t?�1Jdt, *tt

ff�4twm•r-@m�£�B"J��= 

"�*�B"Jttff�Jl�:t£-ir.-��7'J��A�-�B"JOO�

ttff 1ttl/.l; �-�,u�-�A�B"J•**O�i!A�:t£x1t, �±�,

�Vf&��.l:B"Jttll, §B"J:t±r��*X1*:7'J*mmm, �B1*

:t?lojJCM=m l*J �!::�*Ai-fr xlox1tB"JttKL" (16) 

��, �ttB"J�ir.$X1t-1����-��M�mC±��:t£

�-��B"J-�r)��a7'J"00��,, ��' �T$X�Z*,

��B"J�§����xtt�o�*, $X�B"JB1���ffl@�&0

�@Bifil�B"Ji,3tt1J], �MB"JOO*ttff�JlRftif$X1J\�ffl

1¥:t±······rmI L ttff�4rB"Jffi 21 � C2), tEiH:tJIJ$1J\B"J1:.itr,

PI�B11tJT*:t±ttff W*¥1t-1: 

"ff1PJ-�B1{1j, R�ttff W*i:A7'1 �-fa] 00 ��,J\� B�

3��7') m �,J\�B1, 1mm�11•itr4r1f���atu7'J m ��

�" (17) 

"00 ��!J\�" (RP71Ufl �!::�*AB"J-Hti-fr7'J ±�tt�9lkm

B"J�M,J\�) B�JJIJ�5l.7'1 ";�U:§�i-fr, $mP,,\t1.&*�m7'1 ±�
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tt�ttlki-frB"J��,J\�"; rm "OO�,J\�" JJ!IJ1� "*ffl00i-fr7'1± 
�tt�ttl:fh-frffl��!J\� "0 

:t£ "00 �,J\�" ll., �l::�*AB"J-HtffiB"Jtt�#��s1n1ttlB"J, 
fil�*ffl�r���#, ���PIH*tt��®-Htffio�m�� 
f4�: (-)�l*J�&1f 15 15�1:.B"J**�*H*; C=) EE3� 
H*tt��®-Htffi�*M*�H�W�PTfifflo 

l!Jt�OO��,J\��$X3!ilir.i:r�B"J1:.itr�, U961 �ttff� 
4r» ffi 21 � (2) ill�ffiJJIE£�MJ-391i:pB"J1:.1¥0 

300�1iHt <0961 �ttff��» B1, ttffW*tL•Jtir.!PiJ?., 
ffi 21 � (2) R�ttx-t�Rt-ir.B"J1J\�, rm��ttMEEllAair.
B"J,J\�o PT �J!®R�:tt§J5i-fr, �7'1��4r��1�iE�4ri:r# 
�1fl!fjXAAAJ!-20 

M�Ctfr.:itiL**�»·��ffi�1fB"J��-$$�1.l, 
m�A1f�*B"J�• tt, H�M$1*:�@�fflttff=im*B"Jmmo 
1£! <0961 �ttff�4r» :(£ 1972 �1�iEB1, J!2B�ffiB"J-Jlfl�
�Itt1�Zo 

$Xi:r�-ftJ9:.l:x-t <0957 �ttff�4r» ��1f-3&B"Jir.tm, 
PT �3 (:itir.1!t*�» t.IB�M 1962 � 1 13 1 B H��w 11:�-=fi:p
�B"JW%��, W&�ffimMm1f•�a�7'J"OO��" ffl�� 
B1' 1m1rJ1¥Jir.tmRPH��z;:IJ1filT O (l8)@:��1i$$X1t-1��-� 
�m B"J� M;t-��1:. 1¥ o 

��, :t£41m$xi:r�zi:r, 1f-¥�.l:B"J��:t£�x� 
ffB"JM�r, -�a�7'J��X7'Jtt�ttlkB"J"OO��,,��' 
Jt:� 14 rJr$X1t-1�JJ!IJteffg-�, rmM 1962 �H��-1[� "3!ilir." 
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��1¥J��*��*m�oo����ffl�1¥J��, �-��

1¥J-�E-��ffi$x���-�*o �ffi, ����*Xfr�

*�fU�&Hif4 o ��, E1fJl¥J��x1t& c FE 1975 :¥�1¥1)

FE-���00$X��*�I����±�l¥J�-���1t, #

*��Rt*i:A o 

�®$x�!k*$�1:., iU €3-�Jc��W.H-t::k� (1980 :¥*f;fl)

����1¥J�N, ����ftOO�JAf*i:A o 
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§ JA 1955 :¥1¥Jffi-?x:iz\;¥�*' $x-BJ:i1t�ff�»!--][
�nliiJ:lfft001¥J�� o frffi.li�Jl, ftffJTMiUfr 1955 :¥::k:iz\;1ru,

�-ffi�����-�&��ft�•1t, �TM$X, �ff&x
�fr��ml¥J�*�m@�l¥J�w o ��L, �-�g$x�ff
�x�@����, wm�m����@�•tr�i:A����
9!1J o 

7.1 1955�� 1964�-� 

li�, 1955 :¥1¥J::k:iz\;5&7F, 31Jt fl� 128 )J �:iz\;�, ;it* 84% 
��*·' 11. 2%�$., 4. 6%� E:P., @$_Aj±�l¥J�:tlf300� 

fil���frJt-BJ:*�ff&X�Lo li�3Bt92��n����
3*, R���0H:iz\;¥, EW�::k�1t?x::k.ffi:iz\;¥o 31Jt 

�T��$·&�·*��0��*' ��7�$�·0�:¥
� 21 57 � r, &���N� o (1)

1955 :¥ 1t Fai ::k:iz\; 1.t ft 00 fJJ ?x � iU t'P •±>l 1¥1#1 '* o 00 * 1t 1¥1

�ii�r 1955 :¥ 1 M 5 Bfr�*�rtl�f:3'tt�m'i�Bt, ttx-t

$A&��Al¥Jili1:.$B���, ffi��*••m•�-�

�� o fmi�: "�ll!JR:ft1fJ����OO*l¥1$A� § jijIJ1:�*A, ft
ffJ•@�JJJh!l!� E:p fflAiU�ll*, JJ51: �i�ftffJ, E:p fflA�ftffJ
1¥Jfr�R5B o " (2)
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"fm (�tt�) 1¥J:w¥!�1lHJt!Lfif11i�'tf�1¥J, Bf!;.l =¥*¥!9-® 

f'f ll�'li l¥J it•¥! o " ( 3) 

1955 �:*�at, lfxM�r$f±�*IOCJ!k.ll.-4** 1¥1-JRjJ 

A, W�ffl��**�$tll¥Jmffl, &����' JfxM"m�� 

.ll."1¥1��, tE�B�:P-B���iAT: 

"-�-��, -�§El31¥lm*, �Tm*l¥1�§, ��� 

*� 1¥1 mi-a······ JfxM &��rXffilffiJ0!$__t1¥J�iA O FL�*�

0�, �itfif1»�:eJZ1i1qJ, ��ittPfm1n*�1¥Ji-a�, x�&xft

1¥J it¥! Ej £*itJl�U o " ( 4)

lfxM&1*�: "iJ:�mxB�������, �n�m�A 

�1}�, �{l§i-a:>e:eJZ:>e{t, w���Z.�?x o " (5) 

£-f-Xm�l¥1.ll.�, JfxM��l¥J52��,t, �51�*W, 

tt�OJMf ,�,��1¥1 79. 6%0 

JfxM�ttm, �ffm��, $tlM<ttP*��»&*�� 

ttlill¥J��, tE 1956 �1¥J't31*JJ1!fflir�*�113c5! o 38"1A 

�*zv�M�A*m$�trW�1¥J������T$·��M� 

1P£3:i-a�1f 1¥1�*' ��$tl�1f T ftll, o tE 1955 �tt@lfxn:x 

�*' fm1=jlfxM11ifc�AM£.!i&�t, :Jt��X1*:te.� o 33:-@l, EB 

r�$0�tE$:>e�ff�B__t*iocT�ml¥1.ll.�, m�*m$� 

tr�ffiffll¥J$��Jfi o J3:����·M�&M� o

t1:�*srr•itnJt.ll.m1± 1959 ��1r1¥Jtnjz:x�*, ��� 

*-��1¥J�t,(9�JcA�JJO o 2, 144,000 ��*' � 56.8%��* 

A, 35. 6%�$A, 7. 4%�fPltA& o. 2%�;ltfmfif1»�, WJliq:$ 

���*·�� B@it�����, � B!I:ic.:eJZ B § q1�� �*Ir 
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lfxM1i�,�,�Lt19�&El3 1955 �1¥1 79. 6%�� 51. 8%0 {§.�,
EB-f-&M���l¥J%tt, lfxM{JHl1i 74 �i5Ul o (6)

1± 1950 � 5 !3��i5lltir�*' •.oo.�m� 1. 5%��z.�
Y&�A�:ittzv�o tE 1961 � 5 J3, EX� 17. 5%Z.�, 1E�l'©i�
IR #t¥iJ:�J!k.ll.A ±*iE�:

"�$A��W�, 33:®&�1¥J�����$·��MlfxM
l¥1$:>e�1f�m�Wijm� o " (7)

$:>e�ff�B:Jt�&mtt••m���, 3Bt��l¥1&M
�, tl�����z.���, ��I��A���Mffi:>e1=j�1f
�m���jA]i¥J.ll.:1:m, Wr 1961 �ff��%ti o 38"1, ���*
A� *'�'Z.1L:l:ml¥JA��, �jA1�$HM:>e1t��l¥1�*0

1961 � 5 J3±tlr1H5l���Bt, A��ffi"LIJ��mi5li/Ht!!l¥J�
I�&���X��A, ��A����X�lt o ���ffl��
tlH± �, tit� 131 � -�� � ·111¥1 iw.! tr, � ijJf JU± �$33:pij � nx � �
Z. fBJ l¥J *� o

£���, H��tE33:��$�*1¥1Bt�, tE��ttl¥J��
����*' IOCfflm�l¥Jtt� o ftX���m����, tf}Jr�
�1¥1 15 �i>lft*, tl��ffl T 14 �i,Jlft o ���, tl�tE*ttfa
�/\ Efl, fil�ffljAJ�l¥J�5f! o (8) tl���IOCffltza�ID'f Al¥J��,
���3�$tl��$0�tE$:>e�ffWBl¥J�lt�.ll.�, B�
�ffiJ�\' ���$0�9&�to
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fiMOO, M�$*��$0��*' �-�00, ttili�li��ft 
�JJ ffOOl*J�$� o (9)��1¥J, �x��J!-#W�1tt£¥!, �� 
�·MJ!�,1)$ft{l¥J, r:tJ £, ·§��frfil$Al±��*IB$XJU� 
�-#�hffiXa-t, �$0�W�N&� o

tE 1964 ���1j�JEi;IJ�, �Jff!¥]$)(ft{¥f�ffl-J[�ftl 
�±·�j't (UDP) ,l±� (SF) ,A�fii;IJj't (PAP) &A�:*�j't (PPP)

�&�1tl¥l�*' -�ffi-�$0�ff§T$ttl¥J�4§� o � 
��±•�1tm••11�:"tt��$�:*fiG·I�£•@ 
l¥J, ���r-�fflWJ!tEJl:1t.W.$JCft{¥f o " (10)

�•1t1¥J����tEffl·����tt����i!MtE.�$ 

)( ft{ff !¥] i[;l:m O 

1965 �, �OO$Al±liHt�:x�tt��*fili:srE$Xl¥J±th1fl1oJ 
IL rAJ*t5�¥_�7isdR o µi]�, �JffJ£� ( tE1J\�,"�ti�1rl¥J) 
��*��� o �F£ifhff*$x��l¥JA�A- o

1. 2 < 1967 ��iff)!IO 

-][�*' $Xft{¥firlm1l��i!Xffit��T�* o 1957 �«·

n�tt» a:E9=] = 

"OOffi16,im£�**", c ·it) "tE�tiLJ5+�wtJ!!A1¥Ja-tra1 
m, oo�•��r��, �ffliltt��&m����hm�m-ar 
{tffl�ffi o " (11)

ffl�, +�15, •m�JffWiL�w��-iLtt•�rn 1%7 
�9�H�, re�*X���-1¥J�hffiX o
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$tlM��w��ilifil�l¥J&$ o �$0��x����$
Attm&$�ft{�0�·��*' �����ffl1¥J�- 0 �@�
$0�x�&µi]a-trAJ��-ff, ���"tE�hffl��, £H�
±th {!ffl $ffi O " ( 12) 

�a-t, �$0��*�•m&���wm•�•�®�m1¥J
��fi��"�OOtEffiX�B�M�irlM" o ffl�!AJ5, �®�
�1¥J�mi!i1t�$0��lor*, :1tw�11Mn "······��$m1¥J
:El�±th1fl&r:tJ § rntEt��M!, im1§-&�fl�1bKffl$m o " (13)

$Attm�ff-��tt•���l¥J�����, rAJ�ffi-¥
-fil���, �**�$x��hffiX���irlMo ��µi]a1,
*m$�H��&tEOO�•••m•�*ttma:M�l¥J�M, �
�ilit$AHm�&-¥Ei o (1 4)

J3-hOO, �*tt�-®A±1*:JJ:T-� "OOmffz;IJ��",
§1¥J����00mt!����*�• o �Wm�m�, �-$A
��#1E$XJ°tl��hmXz-1¥J�*' �1fJ��-0E§JEJ£ffi�
l'J��±�0�t>ll¥J�t!�� o (1 5)

�ff�ff, $tl1¥J��ff����T�fflo §a100�-¥T
«1967 �OOmrt�», �rt�� 3 �J°tl�:
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$0" (16) 

J3:Jgl �� i3 I��* H�$5t A± l¥J s£ ?.!1 m i>l, fm ffJ iA:tJ J3:�� 

�Wtt*£-#"ffffi�*�•$ft"l¥Jff:tJ, #ffi.*M "ili 

��*AfU@ "o O 7) 1tB1fJ�Jt1:ff$J9!�i�Jf$J, #ttJti:r-,t 

��ff$Ji:p��*Ml¥J �� o J3:J9!��$xJEi-f- 1967 � 3 f3 3_ B

tEOO� r: it�iiu o 

J3:������*x£�-1¥Jgnm-X o �ff$����, 

¥i1f1'fi1f:k�*iffX1t (MCE) EXi&M���l5:\X1t (GSC)l¥J�1:¥,J

�mft•*�� o ·*i�m�J3:���, ��$Att�&��H

��mtEOO���-m:k�, ����i:p�l'fJ®* o 

7. 3 1969 �*�

tE 1969 �:k�i:f:l, iftX&*iff-OJ�£±�1¥JJt�i*Hfil, E 

&£:k$fi[,&x,j"j'tl¥Jjt�±�o 

�±ff$J�l¥J��±�£���±1¥JX�, �i:p-@��£: 

(18) 

(-) ���*X7'100%mX, �:tJ:k�A���&��l'fJ�� 

mx, ����$X, �*�x&�x@1fl¥Jgn�N o 

<=) ftWttOO�,ffl����, ii�&l&Jf-fii�i:f:l§m�ffl$ 

X, �*�&�X o 
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(�) 3�M*���±�m-X7'J��&���fr���1JOO�
����ff��, R������ff���*®�X�7'J
±fafEOOx�u1J1G,1!i�mX o 

CE) �m�mx������, ��ff���mx�&�m*i
ffx3t��, ffl�tEW��* tt���, -��-#-�
eyfjg,11 0 

CA) �moo�m���w��m, m�-fil*iA��*�' �
�, ��, i:f:l*&�m�N&�m•m�m�M�n� o 

uu btM--tJc��tlx1-t § m±1�Ail!i�o�rrff*!ix��*®�
x1t, fa�@mf:E16J-ltfix�J!hiii O 

W:�J!h�:k��ffl���,g,&.,g, -f- 1967 ��-€;1�-@1¥1,
§1¥J�7'J$�n�1:•�*��ff, @#Pm�&���wm�
l'fJfoJ».!R; 7'100%iJll��ftA�; �&tEbtJ&OO*x1-ti1��, {lE
�iill�o (19) 

t£ 1969 ���JEZ9J!fl, EIJ�J!R�A���1J�ili l'fJ�Nfil o 

�ffl$A��l¥J:k$5t&M����ffl�h�fiJ3:�I� o �
�, �$�00�-��, -��M�*�-*�$xffl�!ix�E�
�l'fJ�A��"*��-����", ������A�*�*
�1¥J$��0 @1Ei*3�$£m&H���@��:k�, �� �
��fflB, �ilifr�, �m1JJ3:$-�0�"�:k1f�0�"$
ifa:JlJ} 0 
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"OO**����-���tlW�#•�•�, m��� 
� o " (20) 

��**-��*3�m�-��*��••m, -��#
ti�, ��*X, $X, �*$X��xl¥Jtt����-ftz.tt 
ffn&Jio 

fr*�n-�h����*ffi��n&�&�r�rl¥J§�:
(21) 

(-) -�����, W����$X&�*$Xttff���*
A�*o 

<=) ��$X��*$X.ftl¥J�ffi&��ttffx��� 0 

1969 �*���lx-t§ 1955 �l§f{X���*�-111:fX��,:f

�ffl�--�-�m�l¥1h*o �$0�1¥J·��%H�$tlM

;1ti-=s-x�ttffn&ffi1¥J�� 

1+l��hffi, fr,�,� 282 �i5Ul 3 r:p, •mRJMi 162 �It
{ft, IfXfi 47. 95%��0 rrfftE 1959 & 1964 �1¥1*�4', �M!PJt
�1J1Jt!fX 206 � C55. 52%) & 241 � C57. 62%) fMi5l.Jt o 

OO�i5l.Jt��hffi, •mRJMi 104 �i�Jtr:p 1¥J 66 �Jt{ft,

If)(.� 48. 41%��, B%�1Jt1: 1959 �& 1964 �fil{)(. 74 �C51. 78%)

& 89 � (58. 37%) Jt{:V:o (22)
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£��Mfil�*�·�Jt, &X't�1¥J��-�B����� 
-�����=*z=�·�Jto ��-*' �a����ff-
1ta��o tf:'§-=!=�, ��fO!imi3:@��±���·AD�fMJl, 
�$0�*�A����W&, rrff�Mtt�=ffl&&�fl�*� 
�ffl.f[��Jt, ��-��ffl1¥JH�a�, ���TM�, �$ 
0� B���$1±,�, § tp 1¥J{��Hllt� T o 

M[;g 1969 �::k���l0;fffrrff �1:1¥J "1i -=" •iL�1!:f:, 
�����oott�, a�&�mffi�l¥1**�-n, &��oo�

ff��l¥J**�o fr�€�;(JJl¥J·��*tp, a�&�--�a 
���OO*�ffOO�l¥J-ffio M��€, �ffaffi��*ffi�m 
-�§tio r 1969 � 7 J3, �tnm-K*1i�ifJfffH1_@_1f���;ffJ,
���*�' M��-���*�1¥J�x��-�, ffl���� 
*XIfX1�z.o

�;gtf: 1971 �, U�!5'f&AAJ21:=tlH�r45» Jli5l.*±-ti!*�ffl�ffi 
*�0�AD�M, �ffl��#�ffl�IfX�1:, �a�"�tr�
�"1¥J*� 0 �;g, a��-a������±��-�IfX*A 
*�&Jt{m��o

1971 �, OO�imtt53-Jffi:ffl:�1¥J¥t4- «*��*��tsl¥t

4-» 0 ���4-��::k����1:1¥J���Hrrff��l¥J, ey�� 
JU 1979 �, 3¥'t�x,J-Ji*i!tifi�r *UJt-t, :t1.tA1t:!e:iU��� 
ttx,J--HJ:i-=s-�ff 1¥JMi5C ��tt*tliiil r:p tlBI «*� &::k� �tsl�

4-», � 11: �.f[71U§ � �� 00 i-=s-1t Jg ���lfti-=s-1¥J fl.f[*� o 
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�E:f, � 58. 5%��*A, btOO rJ-J�*:o�AD 2i�OO,�,AD bt-W1J

m• o rnr��, ���, *�����*�1:.���ffltt�*

:o�tE�lE,�,Ao�H:-W�: r 1970 �, *����it� 53. 7%�*

�1:., rror 1915 �& 1980 �, �*�1:.�bt-W�ffl�rut•� 11. 3%

,& 73. 3%o (23) 

:affi�m�•r, �*@��ff�N�1:.7����, mm·

�oom��7$�o �T����, fi�r-•*fi 0 
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1969 �!§, $�ffi1::A�A�·�, -JN:iA�J3:�rnr�JM 

3fiut£ 1969 �/§, re����1t,�UA�x���*)(F,Jr5I�� 

Fo :W: o <Yl r *.) 

�fil 1W�X�¥1rt 
1971 337,560 
1972 336, 768 
1973 335,297 
1974 324,576 
1975 313,060 
1976 304,313 
1977 302,449 
1978 300, 753 

�fil 1W�X�tlt �*�tlt $)(�1Jli 

1947-57 11. 20+ 10. 20+ 8.40+ 
1957-67 8.30+ 3.00+ 1. 40+ 
1967-70 5.40+ 1. 00+ 3.80+ 
1971-78 10. 90- 17.95+ 20.58+ 

((-H)f ��at.tll», 198 3 lf- 10 }] 6 El 

$)(�¥frE 

413,270 
435,266 
450,903 
465,541 
480,984 
487;877 
493,809 
498, 311 

�*$�1'1t 

4. 10+
4.60+ 
0.03+ 
0.97� 

-®��X�ff A"J$fi�-8J:lR:J1)1E r3C�A$�, ill -�IE�

��$��1::A�•*A"J�-����- o J3:Bey��ffl��

�, �E:fM2�**��1t��m��x��w�*�tt%x�
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t1:-G+�1\£, •�,e,�n�4tritHP$1J-.fobt�$x�!tt* 

1¥1W&L, �*°�$����, ft�£��$-lli7<�MOO* 

�w�&���»zm, ���������1¥1��£*��� 

Jf-fffl rAJ 1¥J�ff�JQ.2:llP JilJJ,��::k��ff, �3IH�X��£::k�� 

ffit1J&l¥J±����l1h� o

li�t1:-G+�1�£, $1J,1¥J�1:.A�Afi���� �i=l¥J:lffl 

-tL m�&to��l¥JfaJfi!P1i�fflx11¥Jttl:JJa o -W1HmiJL tE 1910 

�� 1973 �zfa], �*IDi�*-Su::tt�J11!9fa]$
a

;J,, {.§1*�1¥1$ 

1J,!P�+faJ*1i=*� o (1) rAJ;tf 1¥], �}iijfilJ6�,m��&l¥JilftI 

11= 0 $1J, J!l2Slffix1trJcz���Yrv f�&, rmx�:itt:fiiE1t1¥Jmi9J*° 

bt�, rmti�®OO 4t *��Yi1Jl¥1$JC7]( f-1RL�1lHl£�0 

$J(!J,�1¥]�:;i(J](ff[£�1¥JfittJl, -@�-=f�®$iJ,�1:.1¥J� 

=*XW&!.16,�lfi�J1Jtll001J,�1:.-tfl¥JJ](f o 12S!Jlt, �11tR�1lt&. 

�*�ff1¥JM���ey��ffl�tfl¥J�M, �-�ftW�m�m 

�Jt�J.i�®�ii$Xl¥Jif *�yrp*°�ic.ilJ$1J,tJt��1J-0 o ,e,1¥1 

=*iJl, �fEJt1¥J$�iiEaJ]�Jf-f£rf,t)7'Jxl$X�ffl¥1 o

�7$X�ff 1*¥£1¥J$t\l�1:.�)7�, ttOO*�ffitlJ�£� 

1tt!/1���&1¥J$Mc�1:.-tE�JJI!EB�ilJ�wii, tt:!miJl, 1979 �1¥1-

lf 19, 362 �5tft*-���:Jj��1:.tt-Wtl£: (2) 

�*A 62. 4% = 12019 A 

$A 33. 5% = 6491 A 

l:fl&A 3. 7% = 111 A 

;lt.fm o. 4% = 81 A 
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A� Afi:l!: (3)

�*A 66. 7% = 13, 857 A 
$A 26. 2% = 5450 A 

E:nflA 6. 1% = 1248 A 

Jtfm 1% = 209 A 

8. 1 (1972 �---iE5t�» 

�Mft00$&�b�*' �&ii$$tE�&��ffil¥JI��
mM�.i:�1¥Jffi�, �®§��&1¥J�b�•*°fi� o -$$x1
$x�ff*°f¥!tt��m1¥J��, ��r��•• o

<tt•��**�»�B���+*°�&·W���&m$
$1¥1 II9't?. m II o 

ey :J!tE 1972 �, -r}Jf ftiE�JLlA 7 «1961 ��ff�+»o �
��<�a**�»4t=*r���$�&-$$1¥Jm� o (�ff
ftiE�+» 1¥Jffi��� 26 �A��: 

"���$�&��ffm�l¥1·$�, ��tt$*��1¥JB
AA, *•m*��l¥J��Mft; Jltm, ••���Wrr��ffW
�Yrv&;lt.{t!tfim' &�W�7'J{tMfJl¥1Jm±, rffiPJr�x1��&��
wm�1¥JigrJI!tz_jJ��16'�lfif. rr1:.�i o " (4)

$ttx1������*�' ��oo�ru�$f¥!x�&���
mi>lo 

�nJa�� �Ii*� m � s 5 I iiEfi��&••mtlKiffltz.n 1¥1��
fi7'1, �����&ff�, �fflffi=*¥���1I9'm, Mffl0�,

87 



3!3t1¥J�ff$*••m�afroo�•���-tt��at�, 
� 7 �iwtamll�im1n l?J-j�, �&1i$$ft;lt1t!r1Jffi1¥Jttn �1* 
ff��o (5)

3 at, ��il&Jff �yrp :tio #f.-ir�itu �YIP �ta �&1i$$�t"J � 
�, fr��L, �&1i$$��1fJl¥J-�o ���Q�Jn�m� 
-a:fl.--i'ffi1¥J�-11&Jff���a*, eP�xit�Yrp1fJ�1-f1JoAffi1¥J 
���lt*El-01�-f*ffi �trl¥J±iMfltDir�, 1tM(J��� !R:ftO�rl¥J 

�&··��Fo�fil&tftljJ��&fffJl��!no ��� 
�, �ff$fil&trm����&1i$�1¥Jtl�, ��Efr�&fi 
il&L, �&r�®�&-�mtrtt�ffil¥J@trttn�tt�o �* 
il&Jff il&w:tt 1:: 1i � i; �, Wtl :tio, � iJR� ilf $ x l¥J & *to 4Hc!IJ $ 
x�mt�&�lt*o 

1971 � 12 fJ 4 B@e�:11t*fil¥J$&�Yrpta�&1i$1*� 
*�Lmtt-���, ���ff$1*M:$&1i$�1¥J�tftljJ,
*��M=�, �&1i$�tr����1*M:�trtln, W�1*ffl$
&1¥Jt�Hi L (6)

&x13tOO�i5lfflfr00�Mittr*1�tt���t§'ili, �;£� <0961 
��ff��»B��tl�ff$*x1#&1f��lIR*1¥J1i$, fff� 
1tMfJl¥Ja:M: (7) �{J(�IJ4f�&1i$�tljJl¥J{fz;jj��ll-�1¥J$, 
1t m it 1oJ oo � tJ 1t � � �m� & tr�t£}]� @111:iffl ttn to tr� �n

tJl¥Jji$o 
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"··· ··· jlj:Jffit§fx1� ··· ··· 3i¥&1i��1*tJ�it oo ��i¥x
11\��, XX�:itJ&�i5l�1*ffi�&1i$$1¥J*�tl, PJ �f,Vl�!P
l1��it······ffi��m 26 � A M-=f$*�x-tttn*t]_tJ�9Xte�
-,t-ji$�1¥J1*;i L" (8)

J3 j�-1fz:&x13ti5lff! fr 00 �Mit1�tt��at, ill ��1§' ili �
&ii$$ft$&1¥Jt;�1¥J�J!±tMfl: 

"ft001¥J$�®�&, �*$x�&9X�*�&-�-�,
E1fJ foJ*·� rn1i$$tgftu1¥J o" (9) 

1913 �, ami¥&1i$1*��tt� "i¥x3i���iEz;b",
#mz;bl?J-IOOh�tJ§�l¥]��JEZ9Jo ����1t���JEZ9J�
ffl�OO���A±1¥J���M:o -��-���OO��b&�tt
1¥J"�:fl.��I��ln�"��1*;:fl.o ������fflfr��ffi
W*, �fi�OO#f.-��' *b�M�&��mz;b, l?J-����
��?k11L 

fr��l2fJI6B*fit¥J-�$X�ffft�*�' mttT*
r���M:�&1i$�, �lt?$X�ff&$1J\±-tMfll¥J�iSlo •
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�������oo�ff�w���, �*fi�W�ff�•oomw 
'tt�, ��ff!�����m!E£: 

\\ 
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"ft�•�a1¥J••*�a��•J3-1'£M, �n���-1' 
#;;5Em:MJ�� 0�f}l.� ...... R�--1'3Effl ,u��J'M #;;$Mf s<J�h 

1¥J#;:5Em�, ;1-r-1i;--1'0�tJ1.:MJ1¥J5E5C,, <23)

#;;'§iAn,"�h"-W@��+�m���m�n° �!It, 

�*����, ���--1'0�m�, w�*���*ffl$xn

���ftm���fl=�'gjjffl:it o �!ltftp,i#.: 
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B"Jt*t? &t*iiEB"J O" (24)

�M=#�#;;11i#.ftp,���*���-��1¥Jlfxn#;;��•• 
7GitJUA «��» 160 * (2) r 0�ffl.:MJB"JMffl¥J�UjPJ, ft!?.i#.: 

"ftiAn, atJn�n#;;�la•a-ff, -Ffifr «1911 �*� 
�*���#;;+»r��l¥1::k�, �-m•�ft#�m, 7G@�

n�ms<JI�, �x�:x�s<J«*#;;»�*fflOO��±rm�s<J 
�Wifi!lWi�ff � C Westminstertype) l¥J �#;;, 'tlH5r.aJ!@ �� 
J3:ff o" (25)

�#;;'gi#., �ft�::k�s<Jm�§�J!rms<Jffi�W7G��� 
��, !JlljHffl� )E�l¥J�itt, �1fJPI*fflI� .. t£1Jf &X�ffi� 
1¥1$*, M*�0AOO*�£::k�ffil¥J�����Ifl=, ��+ 
!It, �#;;-gmm_tw&��m�•�• o 

�•lfxn��s<J��, ��-�����n��$•�-fil 
iiE�, 1�1E!!k::k�'l§"'j5'$'�0 #;;-�fr (('$'iRrt+» � 74 * C4)

r, ����-�1¥J$., rt��5E���::k��0�1¥J$W, 
���&«*#;;»ijB, m�����W�-ili_cW o 

�::kft*$�tt���-�$•8+1¥1fi*fl=ilimMi#., � 
�$WtEfi�_c�ffl�OO, @f�ffi�o ft!?.i#.: ��-�@�fr 
�*��0����·-�-��w�•w_tw�, ;t�rt�$ 
·-���, tf.�M-(]Lr, �����OO-ili$W, W7GPI�

D!k1i�$mo

�-�K&�i#., J3:ffl¥1fi***�&�fl=ffll¥J, ���� 
�*ffi*rt*�oo��, rtafrmm�m•���z���ffi�

�::k��0�$W, �*�!ltijM�M--i'�;t��, ���::k 
fl��lt[W�•ili_cW o 
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J\. +�-RWJ�, $::tfX�1¥J�MJ!£jf!JU��o :tfif�$15t

$i:f=t, �!hir.::k�#��£rtl-1¥JfoJ�, @£, �!h::kl¥J�U!Wi't*!P

£:li51A;Rttl¥J o 1&Jftl¥Jffi1&Jllll1�1F�����tf1:-fJj O 

1980 �' �¥f$�1fitE1t00�$,J\�lT " - M" ttlJJto tE�

1-ttlJJtr, $::t1J\��7$::tf410Jl:;t(i:l*�i:f=t::tl;J_7'�, Jt1tM4

§ •l;J_!b*X�±o

�r9f�1fitE1¥At±�51� 7-�::k!ffii;IJ, ,ftMfJiA�1&HtiE1E

OO�$��Mo •��, $ttOO�&&M�•mtf1��1¥Jm� 0 

tX�, -15Hffl�rmrm£*�*1¥J�l6:srdi1PJ�¥ftmm¥= <1)

�o 

<=) �7!b*::t10�::t, Jt��§l¥J���ft$10�m·��

ffl$)(o 
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1982 �' ·�'�'·¥.-{Jt�;R)({tfi¥f�l63R, !Pfflfi&JfttE 
tfrsi:1:Jt::k�OOittLlr, �Jl$::t1J\�l;J_��*o (2):tf 1980 �� 
1985 �J�fBJ, 1tOO��i$:Wil¥J��itrtA,�1¥JA� Afx, �l5ll'BJ� 
& �Yf!J A;J!J. J:iJ � I� �11 o 

� (11): 1980 � 1985 �1tOO��if !JUi,J\� A� Afi., �l5ll'BJ�
&fiYf!JAfJ. 

�ii 

oo,J\ 
$1J\ 
rJH\ 
,�,� 

��.i: 

1980 
�l5l fiyrp �1:. �l5l 
4,519 51,973 1,353,319 4, 756 

1,312 18, 131 581,696 1,286 

583 3,560 73,958 555 

6,414 73,664 2,008,973 6, 597 

I!] + -- I!] � I J' � ( l!i *-.·i:J,t 1r- )

�+ -- I!] ��1r-j:_,J,� 

�p,J, -- I!] ��5JUfUtj:,J,� 

1985 
�yrp �1:. 

65, 142 1,530, 793 

21,623 585,082 

4,333 76,653 

91,098 2, 192,528 

�5tt*-�= ((Educational Statistics of Malaysia, 1980-1985)), 
.:W- -;i. ' -::!::- .lJ.. 
,<J)I.. FJ �' p Fi->P..., 1986 Jf-, ,;R 1. 4, 2. 1 

:t£1&m1¥Jx1t1&Jl�mr, 1too+n1tm <'E1�iifi,�,) -F 
1983 �itM00%::t1tfciJ�¥}1PJJCw�tm•¥�l63K, *�1&JM0 
f M���!b*Att<J::t1to (3) �l63Ri¥J rJ3 ���;R$X�1f tt<JW 
§"lO-@t;:J£ ff{]�* o (JR.�t3R-) 

��. ·����T-�m�l¥J�W�, *��W&��� 
i:f=trl�+�*tt<J��o �fil�i:p��m*m�T��tt<J-M, * 
�**�M�!hi:f=ttt<J1��1*JJ!IJ&�� o 
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jj T t&•m P3 j�lf ��*��ff :&:�tfl:8H4, �,�, �}'[ T � 

ffliJfJ'i:� ,c., o jAJ(pj, �001!tt� I ff:� ff-tfi& �}'[ T ,J,�il� ff-t filiJf 

J'i:Yrp :8t vii ti foJ � o 1t::klf �i 01§'J w,muE� }'[--'!'���ff ft-* too 

��' 7'.)��$ft1:.-�fJ-�§�·* o

lr�:&:�1!R� tf]��filz;fjft 1984 �::kiJMfltfl�7f o �rm:&: 

�ffiz;IJ§ffi: �-��, -·W*, ili��1:.fl�, l&-:8fM, 

yrp:8fi)ll�it:t1J&����� 0 

��, �-�A•� tttfl$#•:&: o �-�m•��ff�:&: 

ili Ji�� Jifrlf $,J, , fii �,ftMfJ ft �tst•fi & ;ttftB ffiz;IJ _t 816' {Yl ffl 

OOffi o

�r:9i�11ii3 I� T �tstli$fm, �yrp&;lt11t!.001*}'[�tlt3 Jf�f@ 

fii,StJt li-¥.��3/<mi>lo «��3!<» • $ 00 ��,J,�tfltt)gf, 

§ffi��-�ffi, ��, ��-�&fi�_ttfjffi�-�����

tP O (4)

�,�, MIJ ± m; � 1* itu5t 1:. tr� ft �ff W 11' $ �j� fiJ � !J �m 

� o ftBtflfiz;tJ�Wr::k$�tfl�� o �ffWM�t&@��-� 0 

ffi$M�����WT� o �ff����*:&:ili-�J!l�, 

-�Jilrlr�tstftX�ffiz;tJnffi, ��&�OO*X��-Jilr�ilitfl

�� o X�ffiili, *tstffiz;1Jffi�ft��·*OOX�0 

J!�$tfl£, Jilrlf•�ujj "!b*®SlrA" .tflx-ttrm § 8£� 

T!b*Atflo !bA�-�*tsttfl$X*fi•M�ili�ftBIDlflfl 

� O �x!tJEftilJA 1fJ&x1�JfttfJOO*X��··tf�j(_t1Jn¥Eb O 
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����tf��lf����tflffi�,Mff&�1:.�� 0 ��= 

-��W*��ff�Wffi�A��*tst��rtfl��--'!'�§,
Wti��iJFfJt1fJ, A•it t!tfl "-=- M" ittl�r, �P�*Xtfl�*4
fuJN!B·�� T o

*f;tmtTT1rm�JYi.@. (TelukSengat) tfl��-fa]$,J,ft·�
1'���-�jjffiffi�f5t o ft�1'��r, -=-��jAJ����� 
ffi--'!'tst�,W��!b*�tst&RRlr�*OO�tflOO�m, R� 
!b*Atfl��,-�#��£@��� o �tt-ffitflW�m��, 
� � �T Itt i'� JLJ:9i��W tfl i.m� o

ttx1��*tst��m�Htflr�m:�fiz;tJ, s����&� 
lr*��, ft���$�WJilr•tfl�*��� o

�T f�&��, ;lt,ft!r�o� ff-tfi{��, 15-JJIJ�tsttfl±:tl, Wj�

ffiz;IJtfJ%�, ���ffl-�ffi, §�, ����, fi��±�· 
-��o 

1986 � 6 /\Ji �m::k�, $,J,��*jj\'J"*tfl 1'uJ®Ix•• 
ilio jAJ�lilifr�Bli����, ��Jftxa&��ffi*tsttfl� 
)gf, A•i�'t'!tfl�ff��ffi 21 � (2) m�J� o �,�,±m;tt�3J53 tt 
Petr, ����ft-� "�ft�9iJ9itfJ��'' o (6)

ft�Z..ftr, �$0fi,�,fi*�ffJII���, lf�tfl��ffift 
r-M��JitflOOfifi�_t•G& o �±fiz;tJ���**�ff% 
��tfl�11i£�A�m��-tfl o ftB��!b$Mffjj���m� 
�ff��ffi 21 � (2) 0 (7) 
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JA1&5too f�J$� <OO�$):a�� 1986 ��Jt�'§t:ri:r, ftw

ti!*0f�ft1HJt�&f*iiE1f!E;p,J\#ft��-;ff.o �rm, ftff��ffi 

21 �(2) 16�**1tti!!Uo 

1987 � 6 J=l 5 B, lffi��*ftYrli0�i!HI, ftfftfl3*�$* 

:ftLrrx#x�miJ� <0961 �ftff��» ffi 21 � <2) o (8) 

!&JMtE 1987 � 9 J=jFJr�ili�:f1Z,��t��' tEW3�)¥JtJjr*J 

"'tt�·!i���ft:JA!&� 00 �$JJx.!T-!5l:Z.fBJ.fil.fJUtft:fi�-�-lf�* o "(9) 

��¥t!b'*JJ!!1&mi31m « r*Jtffi����» ::k]li!JmM=:fjAJ�JM� 0 

�T lrn{fL$ftA± ('§:ffi*-tSfl=�) 2..)7�, 00� &X't5t®i*rB, ft� 

If'l=�, H�If'l=�&#fa�W·�*�**�*M��ffi 0 

$ftA±**:}'6:rr (i[,gJ, tt�3fJ, B::iJ!!tttt ± (ft,g,) &*4=5 

1t�W*1tt!l�JJii;tJltft:fi�'t!�&�M-OO*���� o (lo) M.�:*$ 

����:f�����i:p, m��ili$a�@�M�:*�$#� 

�1HL 

• fJK:f if$ x � � Kl:j � yrpfir1.t1f!,J\ $f4tt$H i:r :rHt i3 I�

�it o E13 -f-if!,1):f'ti$X��Yrli��nfnJft#ft�Jpi&:f'ti$iB-�� 

*1:jMJI��nfnJ#ft��ff!&, **1n�lltff�&xt o (11)

;1J ft KH xt 11t $14�� :f �W£�1m 1n � IITT 11, fE! m �it�1m 

m•tt��#ft�o iiftA�-f-9J=]14B������JMftff$ 

i1Jtfl3*L"BtJtfJt�o 
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�-f'f*ffi /,� J=j f'l=�lJ\�JJj O i3:J9l'§�ll}J.l5l�$1±�:f� 0 l:j
lltjAJIJ1' !b$0�&1JE�3�:gtffi��i3:J9l{R:J£, l?J.1*iiE$1j\�
�J.9fo (12) 

#S#l���ffit!l, i3:�•IITT$#£E13-�ax�r�*
lffiSir��ti�·li�?trfflili*� o (13)�-m, i3:B�l:j00�Jt�
W t:f�ittrm!Jt!! o 

10 J=l 4 B, ftfftfl3*�$w�, tlff-���$Xftff�*l:jM
w���:f�, �t:rfR:��(i:i]"!&mlli�"��,

�-�, iiftA�n�m�tt��-i:r$::k���ff::k�,
�fR:@�ijD*tt+lrn�r*JfifR:, ft�l:j**��ff-���ff
i9J o ��-�7C�{Btf.:�OO���ff o tE�A�, �$0�, �
1&5t,ffi;tJ5tl:j$HOO�®i*rBWili�::k-�,m�!&JM��*� o

l:jllt�B1,ftA��-��&tEi3:�ffi9Ji:p��, t?J.�m��� o

(14) 

iift,g,+ 10 J=l 6 B (i:i]ft*�¥��3l<, ffi:i,fftfftffix-f$,J\
$#��w��, #:m�&x-tffi9J£ttx-t•:rt-�a, fflx-t�*�
·�*30

"R�£$x�*���, �-��-£*�--��Mc,
ftfn•���o" (15) 

10 J=l 8 B, EB�OO+li$00 ('PJJ!iift,g,), !b$0�, �!&
�H��ffi9J5l:fflJJx�-�ffi9J�.!T-!�, a��-i:r$::k��
�-���i:p��,m�m�*����ffi9JfffR:�& o
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Jt&�±fi�Jt��, �ili�Tfr�����g$fi�m�*• 
�o AtlJt&tl�Jt&��*��c�•�*mM, �JtR£�

�Jc�·�=!�H}�!§;*�) 

�L, m�JtWS§W�--, F§��*fr10�14BZ 
iwWJJE£M�$1J\�yrp}lft-fuJ&, �*���n!lf-=-��i14Uf� o

*�&illtt� rit��= (16 )

(-) &xtJiJr� 1t:001f$1J\�rn�1&Jl o

<=) 3t�$WrtJ�ff$������0 
(-) ��JtW�Mm�, ���@-�fi�����OOttm� 

fi��%iL 
CRY) ��-�fi����lHJJ*tt�fffffiiEfrJtHf{�i& «1961 

��ff��)) ��fri]o 

� $0�;1J�*� �Jti:filfr� LF§, �o *$1J\ it6JUHJ14� 
�M�, ��-��fffm�fm*-� o �A��m��--�£ 
�iiJ �tftJIXJJ!u��, $1J\:,:14�1tliri�wrnHt:!t��1t&lirpjJf� 
�:f.W.-�IL (17)

�-hffi, �*tl�&illtt�**•' ttxt�•*-�ff$ 
*�:l:m!:!£JE o fr�tmJ��;Jt!R :tm£ • T n a ��Jt�J&*��,
iii� �$0�0�&.l&JM o 1t!?.1fllt�Jlft��JwHl5t-=f��miSl1r
�&� A1t:001!$X]Jx;�'filhi!Xo (18)

OO�&xtJt��**��frl0�12B�OO��ili·���, 
i;fi,t�Jl$)(·� �YfplJfiJtd7r �$1j\ � fuj &o 83 T�i)llJfV\� t-r 
�����, �£: �£-�"�JE�&, �0AA±�*&• 
�", 1t!?.�$iw�tlP�JH�riSl!miSl*ffl:m, i!£ffl3�m�o (19 )  

122 

�i!l!iw �, �ff:tmm,Jtm*:m $ �*0�£�xtx�$tl�,
filft!?.�il$tl��-�i!l!, 12Slft!?.�f�,l;'fr�Ji£Z1WM�i!1'-1oJ&o

�*0�m,Jli�*��t:ll1ltw:±&frOO��m1m��:1:m, *��:rJ?.
fr��iw�g�t�iliM�h� o (20) fAJ��, �i&Jt±�*•**i!&
���*�@���ff$ -2�faJ o

��nA� 1iJ1J\tll� ��]Jx;�, �ff:�3±f!!�14f*1fi!tdft-��
�z�, �Wfi��-�-J}�����AAH!fil o �W, frffl�
� --=f�$�A±�����W, ��ltftit Am§::�olf9�$1J\ o

�±fi�Jt�-=f�-�ffl�Wfi�, �JEfilili -�fi���
�o �;tl]�***�t$%�, ]lx;��1iJ1J\t1l�9'!!�£ "m��''o

��= "��L�M��£: ��$X���£N�-�3 
$1J\B"Hrl&A�; Wfm**�£�JfiA, !P�]Jx;ffl¥�i!1-$f4�
ff!&• 0 �:Jt:�£M�1oJ&, :Jt:�ft!?.11'J£ �$'tW��ftT o "

M�-�ff��M�B���ffl�W, ey£3�ffi�-=-��
��*iU� Li!l!o 

�ff�WB��ffl, XW�$**•�£ffl�&B*1t���
liJ1J\tll�M��]lx;M, �m-O}f?(�JEittu, fr 10 � 18 BJti:ff*
tJMl���, �rtJ$tlJ&�1t!?.1fJ��§:: o �11&$*�3��-*
��£ey�w��' ey£3��&����-m�*-�o

10�168, �OO+n$W•��*X����WW�ffl*
•�, 129$tl�mitff�£§tfr�ltf1$� �1tm, ���11ae.1m�
���0ff�Jt��***���m��ffl·����-m-�,
��-�ROO�#����W��m o
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1m iJt "Ii&JM:€�ff A1f $ x � � B'-1 ��$ Jdf:$1J\ �Jm, ff 
$1:W:ffi-�:sz:1�, l2J-iiERJJ$HB"lmi5l. ff$J£��#»�·r.tB"l o" <22) 

�W•��£�**•� o -AW$JttB"Jffl�&"li-=$ 
1tj:ffi £ffl,, .. "reirJ�tE$ AB"Jlfn.��,, �� �tE�:1:�11um O <23) 
00 l*J ��00-f*fil�JtWfllf Il&JMX't�Wlil B"JW$J·l1:ff :R*� ff$J, - PT 
£3�3G$)-f-�o 

�ff$K�$*��AA=tE10�198��, 3�-ft�A$
x����B"J��ffi�&�o ����l*JOO�ffl����-ffiffi 
�ffffUB'-11:R:� o 1mm1H�-$1J\�K&ffII&A�, :€M=�*l?Jffi�
¥1JFmxtf1o

3�1lfrifilil&JM=tE 1987 � 10 � 27 B �* "¥�fr$J ", tU1ifl

T�TI���-�ffl�B"JA±§, ��•�ttB'-11*&@��
�o 001*J=**ffifilfr��¥�ff$)�-�mo g��#��� 
tJt £ �t tP $ 1J\ m i5l. fr $1 rJT '31 � B'-1 o rm � 1--oo �i m 1* ftu * #. oo �i
(Amnesty International) !J!IJ1f l::t$Jt�iJ1.B'-1:ff¥t:

"x��W, ��*B"JW�H�, fr���m�, ffl®·� 
fflB"JA±**9�#��*�B'-1-*M�, &rm£00�Il&JMB"J� 
ffiA&�-�T*�B'-1��, ��K�l2J-*tE*�H��B"JII&m 
NJir»�•*'tl�IHL" (24)

�*®�ffi-ff�ffl*��Wtt��-tt�lfn.B"Jffiili��� 
mB"l*� o �m: "��OOX't%R, �ffl�llfrifil��-ffitE�& 
��ffl¥m��, M*�ttxt¥*���m 0 �#���-B"J$
#·����*�rt�, ®���xt���, �ffir�o tE�# 
��B"Jm�r, �R�ttili-�ffl&ffl���� o OO*�mf£ 
·��W*, l2J-WM������•*xtm-1--®���A-$
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A 0 ®�E·B"J�--�OO*B"J��, ffl�:RW���*�fr�
�}ti? " (25) 

�oo��tE<l*JW��rt+»B"l��r= ��-�B'-1*••
ttm, �ili B"lt:r�*•tutm, $1J\$1tj:•jjij1t, �tt, EM�tE
3 � �a�$ 1J\ FJT 1f £�JU; 1ft i* ffi � A$ X � �� B'-1 ·tt � r M
�o 

lir& <0961 �fiW¥!+» tEJ\. +�1�� JiA B�ili*1��, m
£�Ah+��B"J��, ��:ff*��-���

o 
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t1:11i:�H!f�1L $AB"JA 1]1f 500 �li A c 1) , § wr=rr 1, 200

�Jifr�?f�B"J$J(!J\¥, 60 Jifr�1}8"]$j(�9uti:r¥&1f�tl$X

l4 § B"JW3Jifr�1}i@i�¥lm o �u I 1io*flt1f1re11i*®SIE.$)(��

8"J J)M� lliJ 195 7 if:�!R.ll at 8"J � (JC. rt$x-ilt I flt ff] iii�� lf � 1Hlt:k

8"J )tr Ji{ 0 

1957 2,300,000 1,342 86 

1997 5,263,000 1,281 60 

)£: * 1957 lf-���15l�JlJ!i�i"ffJ�-f £& 0 

f-# � �: Saw Swee Hock, (( l!i � i"ffJ ��A. o � ifti)), -H}f :ho Jfk.

SUPl 988 Jf-: 5 O; ((J!i�i"ffJ ��lf �J,%-)), 19 38 .if-.f- 1967

Jf-, �lf �' -i-a-�ili� 1968 Jf-, � 24 .f_ 27; ((£

�;ti El ;}jl)), 19 9 6 .if- 11 J] 2 5 El 

tt�.1L�if:,�ffi�-B"Ji:pj(*¥*�*¥Bt1:l1i*SIE.�1}

�*' B�$JCi:p¥*��H�¥±�� o �at�E�����

��11i*SIE.��nB"ltll.��%, ¥$iJ:B"J$AA1JR1f 230 li O 

(2) 

tE 1958 if:, -!f!.-!f!.tE¥$i, �lf A+ 1\Jifrl'aJ �$X��¥tclk

B"Ji:p¥, X9l 53m���m?f�B"l$xi:r¥, 33m��.l[$x

i:p¥ o C3) �-=f ,J\¥1rffiL �lf 1, 342 JiJr$x1J\¥, Xi:p 943 Jifr

��?f!Jli!i�, rffi 399 JiJrmLl�ll.lLB"lo (4) 

126 

$XftffBtE11i*®SlE.HtET-s�� o fr00%�.ll�+�
J§ B"l �?(, 11i * ® SIE. 8"J $ Xft� �ffi �flt ffJ�N-=ff 8"J o 

§ 19 tttta$x¥f5tErJ1}�*' 'tffJmc-1I�1iMi��R:B"J
H�x�o �#x��-�$f5t�H���B"J&�m�B"J�- o

���J1'f)JJ;;(fjTpijrlJirt�*·' f!P «1961 �ft�$�» � 21 *
ffl2.ffiffl26*A, $t5t���H7r*o �W3�¥t�*·1[
��Jr)};f$x1J\¥fo�*�x,J\¥B"l�H o cs)

ffi)JJ;;(fjB"J «1996 �ftffrt�» MOO l*J$x¥t5tB"JttM��3c
*'�B"l 0 fltffJ�RrXff�±!P.iJ:Hi�1-foJ� o Y3�!U�, �H�
B"lmlI}JffiH�J:-��fiftffB"J��-�-�$f5t�Hr*B"l o 

�lirH�x�El3 1, 281 m$x,J\¥, 60 m$xi:p¥, mmi@i�¥
lmffi-�&ft�B"J����&X�x�m�B"JHtE��ili*o 

.,�,���§1ltr�"Jlf!IQm 116 A, ft,�,mu=rr 30 A o .,�,�
ft�*·��*®SIE.•*B"Jpij1-��m� o �W31-ffi�-��
�, ••tt��ffi�$X�.ll9l¥*���ili�- o ��"�
��" §1ltr�llkiA�:i!Attt�-e-±-tf!*¥B"l1t%��0 .,�, 1997
�jlJi$t,�,�Mi:U 600 7Jl1i7G o (6)

1:#AH��j[-�±if!� 00 �ftffrlli$tffim01'-II}J�, ,�,W!�� 
&$tili*, m��-�$t5t�•��ffif:#t5tHtE��, ��mx

��� �lb ffi 10 1Zicit8'-J o 

EBr.1-H���m��R:B"J��X�, 1b*®SIE.$AB"J�
fiftff����r*o ��lfA�, 1b*®SIE.B"Jf:#Xftff�m•

127 



"ffl��m"�, @�Am��, ��ffl����ffl� 0 ��� 

*®�ffi�, �����T�*��W�, �-��*�ff��

jJfp,t�,�a� o

$Af±��T l;J.tl:1t&�Itb*��x1�*�ff�5l�l�t>'r, !ffJ 

��*�ff�����, ��-��l;J.W�� o $X�ff��ffi 

� � d> *. f A 1fJ � tf � �ii �ff rra ffi tt lt � tM !k 1591 � � lfi1 � JJ 

�, ��frBffl�Mm��-ff o ���ff�#���-��� 

*11i31���1§f, tlUH-tl!tlMTJ!;¥91�Fili�m�ffif$; J!��§�: 

��, R�li�����5l�,�*®�$X�ff�n�� 

�Jta]�o

�����--�����a•���M���OONMT� 

JE'ti1f:J�, �*®��$f3l���1:_#}lj4'-:;K�o fr&X'J ((1961 

!rf�ff�4'-»�ffi;iJ� .. fr 1972 !rf1�HJ!J91�4'-�$14�,fr 1987 

!rf$1J"�IIRJJ14l;J.& <0995 !rf�ff��» $14�, J!®tJt�x1$ 

��Ji�·ti, if�� T tB* o

J!®!rf*, *�•$�1;J.&noo����••�, fr•�� 

xt���-ft�9�00, ��IDM*m��ffl� 0 

fil���' ����(1�6��ff�4())�������� 

�fil��·$��#ft, rrff���*�tt����mg�*·� 

Tu_ $1i�ir�#tEo 

128 

��l;J.n, $tJl�JHr-�:m�tJH,R, F!P$tJltJl�fi:, �iL 

T�irfi: 0 J!��X�-��Mf$X�tJl����:m�m� o

Ca) 

ili!rf*, ftffJlfiU, EBf�OO��£$±t!!f:flB�-�, $ii� 

rrffM*M"�m�"o ���W, rnf�*®�$AHfi:*�±t!! 

�fi:���-��B��ffi�ff, m1;J.M+Afil�1;J.*, �*®

�$X�ff�i;iJ���� o fr·��ffi�ff���M��, $X

�ff�����filWAtt��4·��ffl o

w�oo�*fi:�0�$ffe�, �m�ff�-��•tt�, M
�: (9) 

• ((1948 !rffilW AttW1§f));
• 1951 !rf �ir oo �ff l4� &x 1-ttllrR * f fr �ff� 1tm * »�

m (vernacular) � fi:i,5{;

• <0966 !rf*-f0�ttftl!5��ttfU�OO�j0�"J));

• <0966 !rf*-ft£$ .. Hfi:&x1-tttftl�00ftj0�"J»;

e <0979 if*-f@lt!I:ifJ\!.fU��y��Jj�fo]��1J"rn�mfi: 

t�JJIJtR�)); 
• 1982 !rf C�®m:m) x1-t��filW*fi:;

• <0996 if c E��JJ�) ffi1§fttfUfilW1f.1§f»o

�®*fi:�0�-�T�filWC§M�*®�fr�)d>�� 

»��ii�lf �m5l.�liili

129 



3 ft ffJ Ii�� @OO �j 0t1 �& � �� l¥J 00 * l¥J JC 1-til&JfiX 14

Bt, M�*fi�T��Xit±�OO�re*Q o ffiBt��*m�ffl

OO�tt�m��ff�&��tt�il&Jfi�OO��Xit±� 0 

��tt*tt����oor��*' s����•�m§aoo

m�xit�ffl o ftffJm�JA���OOfflA,���A,��±A,

�m�A, �**�•'*�±���--ili�Hl¥J���, fi

ftJ�*ipM!� o 

�m£��ftffJ�m�--�OOM�ffiWOOIA, &£*n

�oiROOMJit31¥J��Ylft o 

��, ��Bl¥Jfil�£, �{til&Jfi��B£fi�mOO o �ffl

�*illl��-ili�� «at�»Jfd�»oo��at, ��&fflili�ff

OO�ito C10)

"«Bt1�» JfdflJ: 1�Milii3tii, �*ir �{t*it1»�1¥J1f�:Jt��

�j, :Et�£ast£ffl:1¥Jatf1�T O 

"�*ill!: �n1¥Jm�£, �T����*W�A, A�

���s ?tz. sl¥J�*A o ft11'J:EJil�ifKi:A, �£--t-�:5t*ir•oo

oo * 0 ft m@ �re;t:JHI�*, rm� £,�11-�reft m z raJ oo �, liij JG

���1¥ 0 ft1fJ3G���1*$AY3'f&WWT�; ft1fJ&�Wft1fJOO

�Wr**�m!, '1$11'J��,�1J-�slniflA�t&�1*1(1]' 0" 

�A�MOO£, ffi�ff��:Jt��&��#H�OO��Xit

±�o 

130 

§ JA 1951 :¥�ff��mii�*' D&m1¥J�ffil&Jfiflx,t�*
W � �p; =*A 1¥J�i��ff � �-Jc 00 ,OOZWJ, o JA1\ +:¥{�1L�JL + 
:¥�, �*®�$)(�ff����il&����*·ffl��-00ffi_ 
21 � (2) fllffi 26 � A o 

� 1979 :¥, �3Bt�fffffH���*illl���±Jt00r'-JliJt@:it 
���' ���ffli:¥m�rm¥�ff*�� o �fil*���
�PWff���-�����rn�@��*11-00��o�ITO, ffi 
OO�ff���ff JAA +:¥{��1JHfH�f:1�1lt, !P1IitJ 1990 :¥;t 
mJEo 

3 1990 :¥Jc�eP¥-t=*11aiz.�j, �filffil¥J 1990 :¥�1f��s 
m�, �atmm�OO�M� o �rffi, �fil������r&-� 
•�m�1!1¥J�M, m��y·�-*�mmo

-��militt�, #�3�m¥-filW�OO���, ���
M���ffsXmili OOtfr.i:X.o iiJ:*7'C tEJc�eP¥-t=*11aizJj, rn 
A�l¥JM�x,tOO�il&m��, ����fl����To 

�:r_w�1f���Jf Tli:¥o tE 1995 :¥:*�1¥Jj!;�1JHaJ, � 
-t-tA��tE:*�Ylfr-_t �*irtir� iti*iiE, rt m¥-tm ili-fil �� � 
�A�n:x.1¥1�ff5X00ffi�1f��o rnr{tili�®t*iiE, �&3Btt2 
m%�-�**' OO������rffi��:*tto 

J3�-:¥JI��ii�, x�-filfJrOO�ff��m3t:ItJOO�ri:x. 
�0 �fil��l¥Jr'-JW3Bt�rffi�W, ail&mr'-Jl¥J$�il&�&�� 
J!K�r'-JW, ��1!!'L!'�if51'§1ffJ1W����o 3�:r_m��� 
rmili*l¥1atf�, �*rt�*_t��_t-fil <099o :¥�ff��» 

131 



tE 1995 if: 12 Ji, -tj($1aJrtJ�ffmHt¥-fil*r ((1995 if: 

�ff��» s<J���, Jiu�����T't:ffJ�rs<J�m= c11) 

(- ) ffi�4-&fftfJl�P�:;�Odi<J£3:m�ff, 't:�:f:tla ((1957 if: 

�ff�4-» s<Jo ((1957 if:�ff�4-)) tE11�**�7'J00ml¥J 

jA]flt, ��JJ�lt? "00 l*J ���*Aa<Jm1L)(fts<Jttn{''o � 
-�ffi,"OO��ff��" l¥Jffi�5(R�iJJ�*m�"��,

� 00 iJJi])Zj:t jAJ �it 1¥1 .± � Ylftm "o ( 12) ffH@ffi 1¥1 �ff�
4-, £3:m�ff:f��*OO���*As<J ''tVtU", rmR�tE�
ff ®tE:s<JVll� rt1tErrff Bo

c=) oo�m$x���oo�m�*�x��s<J��:f��, � 
7'Jm11 ���="00m��oo��ff���mlf�ffm� 

s<J±���Ylkm, mff�Mm2s�*bs<JOO�m��� 

�������ff®*��rm:f��-���*1¥1�ffm 
�,WIJ)'r o" 

�tEffl28���="�M*�4-1¥J��, �fftmtE:m*bOO 
���ta 00 �m��' *��u�����o" 

�tr:� "oo �m" ��r�X, 11Amr&lf�M ((1996 if: 
�ff�4-»ffl28�ffbl¥JOO�m����T��, �-�*' 
x-t�t11¥J mlfoo�m����T��o 

c-) �4-M+�ff®-�tIU�ffl�tx��tr-Jtxn, 1mm1;JJttffi�ff 
m����tr-Jttffl, m�m�••��&���ffm�� 

�tf-J�*o �s<J*�tt��fil:f���o ��fftxn�� 
jAJ 00 �lli!1J\�lD$XJ!ltfL��ff *1¥J�,W1J o (� 58 ��� 62 

132 

�; ffl 67 ��ffl 69 �; ffl 75 ��ffl 77 �; ffl 85 �; ffl 
126 �) 

([9) �:ffi:�1¥1�, ���!ltffHiiLl�ff®tE:s<Jta�, NJJ!Ll!ltffJ�
:f�$ff JAffi��Bt1��*�P�ffl¥J § E13 o �Mffi�ff�
4-ffl 67 �taffl 77 �, ����ff WK�mlffi�4-ffl 143 �
tlrtft�, NJJ!IJ�*®SIE$X�!Rir�� ($X�!.k�) :f��*
fi§Bs<J�-��' &:f�jAJ�-��.:tbm��*®SIE
$�m$!fx,fr�,�'� (ji,�,) ff P!r!fx*o �ii&J:it�-Wtl�
r:iifm�-ro �§���*1��M��Ma······ 

Cli) ttM�*1fftR��ffm�&�m$�8�ttffl�Mfflttffl: 
�1¥J txn,u�m��ff§a��cffl19�, ffls4�, ffl 
100 �, ffl 114 �) o JJtjr, *��Wf¥F¥�iJJ�-rJi7'1T 

&mttffl�*1m�*�rm�llis<JJ:W, �ii&-ft�M� 
iJ\!��W�-Wtl l¥J Cffl 121 � �ffl 129 �) o ttffl ,�,*1 El firff 
ttn tE & lf ilf m iiE s<J 'tt {)Lr, 11 § JttA � �:1:m ±-ti!, rm U 961 
if:�ff�4-»�&ffMr��txnl¥Jo ��ttn��*� 
�Elfirl¥1�*®SIE�{5r.ffl�@l¥J, �:f�*��li+if:� 

" I� ,a, n ,f-..p. ::*= -H=I �-±' r.t"; nJ., 
� ,15, 1J\J�,11·J:1J.a}�n'J a 

((1961 if:�ff�4-» RiJ\!�fr1�7'J�B7G� ffi, rmffis<J ((1996 

if:�ff�4-»m��l¥1-ro����ffi�jctt, m��s<J��l'J
if:, M°if:&liif::f�o 

lfA*�*®srt�mm-�ffls<J3(Ji*�jAJ�ff�m��fi 
fflttm: 3(JitHtl:t!ltffJtr-J�ff��, 3(Ji��!J11JlHt "��" 

133 



B<J;ttlffmtE:; tEh�ir1llH1�Jjs<JH11�, �iv:Jt:iffi.W�ff-¥n4$ 
$HHf o 

ey£, �ey��£m�"-�"B<Jffi;ttlf$-lE:Lffs<JH1., 
'tft5(.����p�? 

**•��, j;J7�rr�*®������m;ttlfm��B<J 
�0fx1ffl:, ffi;ttlf¥t:4t16,�9Htrro «1*t�3t¥t:» � 1s2 �M-=f 
� m B<J �i-ft;ttlf ttfLl &:, �m ·��, &:,�m tE 1t n i1 B<J ;ttlf ¥t:4t 9=l {� iu 
&aJc o ·tt1f��, �1fJB<J�m;ttlf 1**:t"�H1-E�*' JiXJrkrtil5R 0 

�w•n¥t:�x1��*�•#�mro�s<J��, @£�l!l.�
ff��,�,tE:�fLl. J. ��i�B<J � r�1'-±*�3t¥t:�1f B<JMflf1* 

i4:�3t¥t:B<J�:J<, £ffiffl�*®�J.}tas<J: 03)

"-ffiM�**ts<lttW¥t:•ey���¥t:L����ffls<Ji4: 
�W�j;J-*$��*M o -ffi3t¥t:£����1fftrgfi3t¥t:
B<J A ±:tzo 1PJ�1r to �ff , tt; � �:2. tl ii 1J, ·�Ji mt±-IB� � B<J 3tr! � £ !io
11:t o !zrt���3tr!B<JA£1f�Ji!.lDrr1iifit�B<JA, !��ftMfJ#J��

• 1E 5tfLl ffl 1f m� B<J 3t rt. o :tzo * fm 1fJ tljR: z. �Yi!.&� iftx , !� � £ �

1f 3tr! ey �Jjf WJ33: 1'-00 * B<J

"-1'-a*eyas<J��£, �����B<J��w��*B<J• 
•*wM3trt.��, ��x1���B<J*�1fm�£���, �w 
3tr!�x�������-��*��mffl��@Mffiili�B<J� 
»!trHJE�o 

"�*re 'ttW¥t:•' ��-1'-00�M-=f�B<J0�B<J��, 
ro�-#�� o rr�7'1�A£A�B<J-5t�, m��A�•W1f 
�*Att, #�nffW3t¥t:�& o 'ttWrt.•' #� '�-=f' �

134 

"��, x,f-ffi 'tt��-, @��-�H1f§B<JB<J��, 
-�m� 'M�¥t:�', m� '*®·��WA, WM��m�
�A' o ¥t:���3t¥t:, �@��tr:l*®a�, W@��Dir�

�0��•*�*¥t:m��B<JttW, #H@���•w��� 

l!l. 0 
" 

rr�=+-fil���*��H1•, �*®��$x��*� 
B�-¥*fi�¥ o ���*�M�-;tt�� Bffl�tE�*ttfi"*
M;ttlf ''o c 14)

�:BJ<1ts<JfilJ¥. rrtEttnrm�;ttlf B<J�m, EJ �tEriJ11�� 
1fJB<JJL3C@H**B<Jffit:JE�: ffi�;ttlf�JLifj;J *Jt), *=ffl:f!.g�

B<Ji*fi, tft��Jj@s<]i)ll�i, #fJE:itt��B<J�rnf �tE:, 1t���)t 
9�tt, X1fAX����#B<J��o 

��-�, -�m�B-4t���M�$Att�M���, W 
���mmua:��i:i\o �*®�$x�!l!�9=1�1f-lrp-4t Al!ltt� 
��, ffl·£��#�R��-#��, ����#��, �� 
JJa�JE-�� (�Jf.�) ,fOi&JMfJJ*�JE�� (PMR) ��*®�;ttlfx 
1t�� (SPM) ���;ttlfX1t�� (STPM) o ��' tE33:-��!R 
*�' ��LLf- ( �*X) L�Jf.�iJJ¥, rlf-JJ11J ( ��*X) LfJJ

*�JE����*®�;ttlfx1t��B<Ji*�o x1rtl�B<J��*
�, ���£-#T��B<J�-, ey£•"�m;ttff"ffi�, �
Hr rto ffl: 1t :1: o

135 



�ffAD�����ffl*�*�*' �m��ft�ffi�$�

��*' �W§frrm�$�m����mm�Pm�&o *�A

��, !l:w:Hi��mftff�t{Uf�±��f��o tEPJT�$�m, *� A

�fflctli+�A���, !l:���ffl�o 

$��*AA�tE���m��&o �!l:�m����*®�

$x����*�x������x����A�m�����

m���o �*$x��*��mLl���w���ffiWffl, m

mtx1M1Jt$x,J,�»r11�m*��'rnJJ o tE 1996 �, ftfftmi1Jtm*

�!i, $x,J,�tlffe:z 2,500 � 3,ooo !6ftYi11o (15)

�*®�$x���m�&¥�M&*ft��ffi�����

ffJ�±�, fiftYi1J����Jc.,�•mk�r¥¥�-=f��'*�*o �

��hr�ft��r���N�, £•$��$f±�7��-�

���iz:Ll'J��oox1�-J9!jj��o 

136 

R��*®�$A�*£�-f±J:mftff, �-f±J:mftff��ftff 
������•, ��t1:•��AA�£t1:�•��AA, m�m�

�, #tE�ff������&¥�m�, ffl��*®�$xftff 
�frr ft!l:�lf� 

ttmAffi�-T�Z�, �*®�$XftffW*����
rmm�ff�, Jj�Jwt!l:�*{t&ftff��' 11 (1957 �ftff��)) 
� fij fl¥ ffi Ll 't��L 

=+-fil2mm*�ftffm•£��mtmLl@M**�ffitt 
��ffiffl*���o �·��ft�' **���-$���Llffi 
��ll�ffi��Jk .If���, #=tE�ftfl'J-=f}I;ti��Aftff �$ 
�1t-rmt���1titt 

�fr§, ftfl'J���-f±J:fg-ftff �*xtftfl'Jf±�B�X1t!J!Jf=�ffi: 
i*1k, 16' {9! ft itl fJl ff �m � ittiA, Jwt 1i ft 1l'J � � *X>t ft 00 Ah � ffi:
�-�0 ili�r�*®�$���*®�A, �B��r��, 
�YL :t±�R.x1t®I�o 

137 



Vernacular schools not the problem 

Wan Saiful Wan Jan 

Tuesday, 27 Sep 2016 

 

AMONG those opposing vernacular schools, you can detect one umbrella argument 

that is continuously used by many parties. They say that the existence of vernacular 

schools is a threat to national identity and a hindrance to unity. Their fear is that this 

student segregation will lead to a fracturing of our society. 

I disagree with this view. I think they confuse the purpose of education and there is 

also a lot of hypocrisy going on. 

Let us firstly look at the concept of schooling. Historically, the entity known as a 

school has its origin in Prussia in the early 1800s. 

At that time, Prussians were looking at methods to produce citizens who would 

loyally work and fight for causes determined by their rulers. So they devised a 

system where, from a very young age, their citizens were trained to live a regimented 

life. 

It did not matter what your abilities and interests were. As long as you were of the 

same age, you would be grouped together and forced to learn subjects determined 

by the elites. 

Like the military, there was heavy emphasis on leadership by head teachers and 

teachers, while students were mere recipients of what was taught to them. That 

regimentation remains as the nature of modern schools. 

After two centuries of bureaucratic evolution, schools these days are not about 

providing holistic education to support the child’s individual growth anymore. Instead 

it is about producing cohorts of citizens who can be easily grouped and 

compartmentalised. 

Every one of us who went through the modern school system has been 

compartmentalised into groups based on our exam results. 

And that is also why it has become the norm for those in power to use the school as 

a tool for social engineering. From day one, since Prussian times, the purpose of a 

school has always been about social engineering. Yet the vast majority of people 

today confuse schools with education. 

In reality, you can still get an education without going to what have become our 

traditional schools. Education can be obtained from home, or in informal groups that 

come together for what is today known as “home-schooling”. 

More interestingly, there is also a global interest in concepts such as unschooling, 

Sudbury schools, and democratic schools. 



Those who oppose vernacular schools usually do not argue about the quality of 

education received by the students. They are not driven by the desire to catalyse 

social mobility by ensuring everyone has access to quality education. But they are 

driven by their desire to produce a society moulded in a way that they approve of. 

The elites have a concept of what they feel society should be like and they want to 

use the Prussian factory-like model of schools to produce underlings who behave 

according to their pre-determined mould. To legitimise their mould, they label it as 

unity. 

Note that their desire for unity has nothing to do with education. Their focus is on 

schooling. And this is where the hypocrisy creeps in. 

Many of the people who want to promote their mould of unity have never attended 

any of our government schools. They don’t even send their own kids to our schools. 

They step into our schools perhaps for a few hours a year for hyped-up visits, yet 

they speak as if they really know. More amazingly, they speak as if they actually 

have faith in our school system when their actions show otherwise. 

In reality, these elites campaign for something that will never affect them. When it 

comes to their own families, they send their children for a “better” education 

elsewhere. 

They want to limit our choices on schools because they know that they can always 

pay their way out and send their own children to a school of their choice. 

This is the tragedy of some of the privileged. Instead of looking for ways to make 

sure everyone can afford school choices like them, they want to kill choice for 

everyone who cannot afford to pay. 

Let me pose a rhetorical question. 

If unity can only be achieved by making students from different backgrounds come 

together in one school, then why do they just want to close vernacular schools? 

To be specific, data shows that Chinese schools have higher ethnic diversity than 

other schools. I can think of many non-Chinese schools that are completely mono-

ethnic. If we are objective, it is not the Chinese schools that need to be closed down. 

This is why I say that there is a lot of hypocrisy in the debate. Worse, that hypocrisy 

is clouded by confusion about whether we want to educate or we just want to have 

factory-like schooling. 

The vernacular school debate is a debate of the elite. For us common people, our 

sole desire is to be able to provide our kids with quality education. 

It is possible to provide school choices for the commoners, such as by using school 

vouchers so that choice is provided but schools are still free for the students. 



Of course, it will take time to move towards this choice-based system. Until we get 

there, I beg the elites to stop trying to kill what few choices remain for us poorer 

citizens of this country. 

Wan Saiful Wan Jan is chief executive of the Institute for Democracy and Economic 

Affairs (www.ideas.org.my). The views expressed here are entirely the writer’s own. 
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Vernacular schools and national unity 

Syed Saddiq Syed Abdul Rahman   

16 Apr 2016 

I was once racist , a by-product of a system which celebrates the segregation of race 

during one’s formative years. I lived in my own echo chamber, free from the 

liberating influence of racial diversity. 

This radically changed when I enrolled myself into the Royal Military College, 

Malaysia’s most diverse boarding school. 

Division is a seed best planted in earliest years. After the turn of the millennium, it 

was reported that more than 25 percent of Malaysian students are enrolled into 

vernacular schools. These schools were part of a system that allows parents to decide 

that race defines their children’s education. 

In a country where racial segregation happens in numerous levels, vernacular schools 

have become dearly held and gleefully internalised. Granted, racial unity is not only 

formed in school; however, it plays a critical role in the formation of one’s identity 

and beliefs. Often social circles are created at schools, if for no other reason than the 

sheer amount of time spent there. 

The more diverse schools are, the more likely that these social circles will reflect that 

diversity. 

One reason some people believe we should not oppose vernacular schools is 

because they perform well. I find this argument problematic in that it presumes the 

teaching of particular languages and cultures lead to a superior level of thinking. 

Does this also mean that all the UiTM’s across Malaysia are substandard due to its 

espousal of Malay culture? These universities also educate a small number of non-

Malay bumiputra, similar to how vernacular schools host a fragment of Malays. If we 

are against the existence of universities like UiTM, then why are we not also against 

vernacular schools? 

These two examples may be looking at different levels of education but I feel that 

they are both structured on race-based models. 

http://www.malaysiakini.com/columns/321821


If we are to truly combat a race-based education model, the best place to start is at 

school - a place which incubates a person’s moral compass which will then be carried 

forward to the years in university. But our education system is broken and every 

single stream has its own gaping discrepancies. 

My opposition of vernacular schools is not an unwavering endorsement of national 

schools by any means. Instead it actually places immense pressure on the 

government to better the unified school system since all parties are affected. It 

becomes a national issue, and one no longer divided along racial lines. 

A matter of making a better curriculum 

Another reason people believe in vernacular schools is in learning of languages. I 

personally do not understand why we need exclusive schools to acquire proficient 

level of one or more languages. It is a matter of making a better curriculum and 

offering those options in national schools. 

I feel it is critical that Malaysians from all races have an opportunity to master the 

national language as one to unite us all. 

The intersectionality of races is what sets our country apart from others. However, 

the ability to choose what elements of a race one wishes to have and what elements 

of other races one wishes to acquire is what would make us multicultural. Boxing our 

dreams in schools only drifts us apart. 

Thirdly, people also believe they ought to protect vernacular schools because it 

protects a certain culture. Malaysia needs to extend more opportunity for learning 

about all of the cultures and realise that we are not just about one or three races. 

To some extent, all of these identities must influence the Malaysian identity. There 

needs to be stronger institutions. The institutions need to be empowered and funded 

in ways to ensure that history, progress, elements of non-Malay, such as the Chinese 

and Indian cultures, continue to be spread. 

These are some of the oldest and richest cultures in the world and the whole nation 

needs to learn about them. There is no reason to restrict such priorities to particular 

schools. 

According to the Malaysia Education Blueprint (MEB), bumiputera students now 

make up 94 percent of enrollment in national primary schools. This means that 



national schools are no longer ‘national’. A wall has been created to separate our 

children by race. 

I find it hypocritical of those who advocate against race-based politics to oppose a 

non-race based education system. Similarly, I find it hypocritical for those who 

advocate against vernacular schools to champion Malay-exclusive schools or 

religious schools. A compromise must be made by both sides. 

Politics can be a divisive force, but that division is constructed and incubated by an 

education system which divides us from young. Once you move beyond the claims 

we have gotten used to making because we have gotten used to conforming and 

making do with substandard political gamesmanship; you realise that the alternative 

is perhaps in a new system. 

I hope that this system is one that we have to voice out for and that will provide 

STEM education in English. One to inspire our children to learn and not cram and 

that will prepare Malaysians for the world stage. One that will make us all 

multilingual, multicultural and proud Malaysians. 

There is a wall separating our children today and we need to tear down this wall. 
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�U�·�•�ttmnzM���tt*·��*�•u��m��� 
��*·•m��U&fi¥-&��M-�·��-�-���MW 
G�WJ[ 0 tt�ffi�Mm·����ff����������ttfi�· 

fif fm��7 ¥tim�ffitFs��NtLls"JJ-'���3¥:tD�ff.5tl� · im�tlli*fflfi 
�f�tJ��s"Jf�f4= · ���;[":ff PJtJJl4fllifr�ffr-i$:B"J�ifJ�mf�� · 
J:iWJiU�uil�EI"J��fi� ( Melucci 1984a; Rupp and Taylor 1987;

Johnston 1991 b; Mueller 1994) 0 

5£����li�*M19r}J�g · �f*mfJ�tt*ffl±�EI"J�;xJ: · tJ& 
¥tkM*J�*s"Jffr±*t!Uf , J!#4ZtD�iLlfflAs"Jt�-�J: 0 fflAtt�tl 
������ffif·��Elc�0,Uffi���%��·��7�Rtt 
¥Jii��'[i ' @ § '¥1it !RB_¢Ftf@ l tf1$1ip"tJJJ�cp O {±foJffetw,£'m!iJBJ!JJ 
�t5fi;X · %Bwro&1 l-�:¥YJJifflAs"J�$�*�*���-fflfi�*� 
--

� 
0 �rm, tN�EI"JtiJf�i�g�, �tlm��{�trr•�� (McAdam

1988; Diani 1995a; Whittier 1995 and 1997; Klandermans 1997: % 4
* ) ' BX*fflfi�� 1 �� J ia'WU ( Thompson 1963; Gould 1995 ) ' �

�s1�FJ'li��-tiE1��*1fl1¥t'li · 1'.GNP • �1;;%™ifgJ��s1l.. · 
t�t�?iiJ;zm:$:ffil�Er��� 0 

fi�!Rl�lE%�ffitrsis1�*1'[i · @�����5£��-���819 · 
J!�����·JJWJ:·fi������·��m����m tt� 0

ttJlt · 1 �*l'liJ pJr��s1, -W��-fflA�tip"�JC*&*!Ui�$� go 

�1:f�·tt-fflffi�m�cp���ffl���o���fm§·�ffif�fil 
�IUJ · ��:y�s19f@JAJJf4=W*fflJJf4= , tt!lt1I��1!H� 7�*5 ° �-WU 
*�·��±����-fflfi���*�·�fil���fflA�tip"�CfJ
s19-fflf1Ur.!H!Ht O -JL-f::0:q:.f�s19R:*tUf�:ld1ilf5trEI19 El 1' C della

Porta 1990) }];tWJ[�7�!6: ttg��cp��YAfiE�±f�*Il-*iWs1•
iJ&fit� · ff�i!JJtt�rJ� 0 g� , tt�m-wu-=r-w , fi�1:f�WIExrtH 
•lliffl7-ffl�k��·��·�RM�R��OOJ:�ffl*·JJW
J: · ����1h�fftt��-=ffil*l'[iEI15L* · 'WLl�Dl�����IE��u 
�>f�WffiEtBEI"Jffr±.�f�EI"JIWJ• 0 Jlt'.>7� ' �ut&�Mli�1*J�7��s1• 
ifflfi�¥t,11 , 'eH3i@if�l.!�'§� , tJ&r-'t� c fo,ts;Jl�t�) mrnu� 



m:Jl:1i�-�t�� Jtl;Jj����t}]Jr� 0 

§5-]jjffi ' •fflfi!JJB"Jffi:-@tfi*�� , 3hl<':{t:f§'§tif_§I �J: , 'M�{� 

�7¥�m�*�G�ffi� 0 *W�·-00Aft��7M��OOAM 

�z�··���A,ffln�ttB�ffi�-ffl�!JJ·��·OOA�ffl 

G7������1ID·��tttt��tJJffi�*�M•H� 0
���

�ft�Jtl;,fti5rFPJrrnlt,xiW�U , ���1*H1*iUf�A�if!05f�rt:u , i?V

A•fflfi!JJ���·fuH��-��$����m,��Bm��� 

ffl�o 

ft*f!z�!}Jfl ' ftfrjfu ��f��10,B1f�� ( Robbins 1988: ffi 3 

*; Snow et al. 1980; Wilson 1982; Wallis and Bruce 1986) 0 
7 Jlt'.9� , � 

��I�M·����fug�lli7· r�� J i&����h�U&* 

fflfi!JJm�B1�Fffu'[1W��'[1 ° ftie�,�Ji7f)fl�B1fil*-ct:f=i , �:fj5(�if!{ 

�W/���ffim·�fflttlliffi*�rtM·§M�����M•H� 

91 ffl* , .L-)&fEt!I:Ui§tB1'li�§li?�H1* , ::ft�fflrffiB1*f!zieM�Z¥ , �x

�00ffiHB115Ur O *f!z51i?�mf:tt7-f�!U� , ffl.L-)tl�-tS-m�Blffr±• 

H1* , §1tffr±�W�ta�H1* 0 ��[l]fflt-liis1����m � , l=lPf� 

� ' fu1!1!&\���rffi § cBlffr±M�� , ffiJft��B1'lli5Gt:f=i*IID ( Bew

et al. 1979; McAllister 1983; O'Sullivan See 1986; Maguire 1993) 0 =+ 

fil*-cR*fUs1if!<:121�t�rt�� Tw.if�:±�s1if!<:121�*!c , l=lP , :k:±f!zW 

ffri*±R C Ginsborg 1990) -!Rl?!(2fr�B1llif��l�flftfpJ� J:ixJJU 

1t O ffufr5tlPX7�*fUAiE!<:121§li?�s1�� , �!I:t�:B-55UEt3J:f!z1it�� 

1JD1i:Wi&.*¥1¥55UffufrJB1§E�:Ycgf O ft�tts1ijlli*-ez� , t§,x:fj��w.i 

fi:±ifiE,�Ji�t�{�m , it�DI* , ::st1tffr±[l)W0P]�;!tffuJ!Uis11�� 

W5E� ' i�-R13L'5��B1'3f:s O -l[iU-1LtOif1�z�u , ��*� 

7. a�-tE.::f .�J;tlHHD!lt ' 17��[1 Albert Melucci -fL/\.0.if{i;tE*filpfrf�tr-JliJfJE�t
•amw,a�Arrq��•ffiffi�ft�·lt�::f•��mm��tr-JNW
( Diani 1984, 1986) 0 

� � -&G � l--t. l1 
����������

0 :k:±ftWM*:±B��OOfilW,���ffitt 

* 0 f;f�cp-�ffiU§s-21, 1H=r�o,tJ;,Vi�§ff&@2j{Tgf�As1ffri**� 

�· §13*��� 0 £1�2��ift121ffli& , PJrjg•iiff��ey��m , �

zffiJ*�mm�-m•����,���®A�ffl�����m@a 

Bl�*IDt{:ij� 0 8

IBt�g?2,��-fiffrr.*i&!fi , fffi;JFffri*fi!JJ�s1¥fi&'[i ' ��� ' 

PX�����[l]ffl�MB�W���,@A���$���-ttW� 

�-'11B1§1i?�P , tJJiJt��AB1¥1¥�£ , fuf��rjg&\iJU����miRI!. 

Ms1�fj O ��z' g£�i-¥-f�§ §ft5?2,�W'.>7H��5E�DB1�fj O fi!}j� 

���§ft��Bl�i� , JJflJ: , t�mWJ�it�fi!JJ� C '§13i&Jff�tl' 

�ffi���[l]ffl,W�Wmffl)�®���$ffiliMa 0

���m•��fu'§�7-����m@ftftfilW�ffim,-m 

fEN55UA �pJr���Bl!ffl� ( Melucci 1982; Calhoun l 994a) 0 *fflfi!JJ�

��ft·��ffe�-@����,��W��,UIDffi�ffifflttITT£ 92

� 
0 ::f i&! , w !I:t � � ' r-s= 5ffc � � � �g ,R * § ft 151� '11 ( s e 1 f -

legitimacy) ' ��§ftB1¥fi{:ijf� ' �&,iJf�Uf'.9�it�fifjJ�Jt:±fflITT 

�$t:f=itt��� 0 ��z,[1Jffl�§ft�B��;!tffufi!JJ��filW6 

ffiA�£ 0 Ui�ttfi!JJ�lit§1*g?i?s1Hlli*-eT 'ffri*fij�tc&-IB�ffr±• 

8. �jl!t!=t��Ji*8,fu ��{.l:,I_B"]fj[� 0 ���lr.� ' Koestler ( 1969) B"1¥��-�l:�f;lqli}f 
JE · m���m��t&5�tr-J�5tmtn ° 



IUJf��oJ�gffft ( Simmel 1955; Touraine 1981), �qF�D!lt , J\::EBfi 
j}JllJfflw::tfcfilB"J § tt�5E , § ftg?Z,fq]B"J§3 , or�g*1#%*7'.JU&1tlDYfil 
fJrdts"Jrfn� 0 

�±·�j}Js"Jt��' �ffijiQ�IUJ�JJJt��DjaJzf?�!sfi§ftJB*, M?: 
_§JHm�re lllfflit tilt*rm&* :±_ffli@'fi s;rt&$ 0 EB Rn*�*s"l�J'.IpJT � 
±B"J�fffm1� , NP�-@'WU� 0 R��*B"J�§2_���� , *£ffiJ� 

• *s1JE�1t�f:vJ5H5f�J'.Izfi, ��it I Rn*J BB§lo I R�J x1ts1 
ui§E-, rnJtU,'GJ£�x1ts1[q]ff'fi · ��[q]1t±�JE�m�zrnJ* , itlll 
#%�*�±�mts"J�JCR�X1t�f:1tiUffr��*B"JJB��cp O ftffr�R 
��*���l�mtll3z1�� §*IB"J¥-t5Effi±•lllffl , �IJ#%��B1X 1tf!*lc 
T f)J�::g1t�II · ff�Z��§2_9JJEr1Ji O 'WU�D · ��i!�R�gE,[q]s"J� 
tl , �±�pgs1tHiBIWrfo::fJU:t!ms1x1t::fm1i��1tT , ffiJ_§Jmti 
5E���um���il•B"Jgffl,Wffi�J'.IB"J$�����ffiffl�B"J� 
*flfJHi�i::f A ( Beer 1977, 1980; Safran 1989; Canciani and De La

Pierre 1993 ) 0 

�Jf L , tR���::g1t�®llJfflgE,[q]B"J�g1J · iE�ffi±�¥%UB"Ji?jg 
��tu O �-@��1tB"JllJfflpJr7*�B"JflfHIDnot�.��Ji� ' NPf�f�::f 
L®� , BPtiw±•*Jµ.ff��mffi , �J¥: , Mzor�gm:2rz.0�Wriffil[s1§ti , 
�15x��It::foJ�g)l[WflJ!t&®fris1§3�Ji7B* , ffiJ_§_*fflfiliJB"Ji}J�gfut§ 
���� 

0 ®frH[¥�oJ�g·�fJHNJtH�§cff��:±ffl, J!�tlfB¥ll3z� 
93 ®ffr±trlllffl*�B"J0 R*I O �®Aft§it�D�R1&@ RZ�JiB"J��lllffl 

B"J��fD*,mor�•ti�lllffls"J*fflfij}J�jJ�*�®�·o·� 
��m�fflz�mor�m::f�il•��WliliJ�ffl·U&�mlllffl± 
$B17B� ' m� , EB��)l�*W��mmz;tffeUWWw±•�4*Jl��N*tEB 
*fl�@lllffl�� · *5:W:tttt&ffiJ�§Jiilliilrx �#mtoOOt El 1=U§*�
B"JoJ�g,[i · NPf��·*��� , iQ milit�R� C Wacquant 1994) 0 

� 6
� · EB1�fmpgB"J�::g1t�l� · JHif�1���lllffl�i!��tB�£r.i�B"J§

:=£512,f� ' fu�NtUT*fflfii}JB"JoJ�gt1 ° �iftl'll¥5r.fu�±ft I ft'li J � 

L'ftA�m*������il•±mB"l0�W��OO�·�®B"J� 

t&JD*��t3f�IUJ1�\f.lA�J±� , XffiRilti�g1J���W0��J±�s"J� 

**ff , ��Hrn�TftA ::f �[�Jl1& A*fflfiliJ O �fu*1t��ft�ft 

'li±��liJ�T�glJ�tD±��ft'li�W0��r!B"J�·Z1� 'n�f]i 

�Jctut&W*fu��§tJz- (Zincone 1992; Taylor and Whittier

1995) 0 

li@�j}JB"J�fq]-���·��±������ l §�B"JJ o �

�*fflfi�·@Amffi�mTWgM�@ffi*A±ZM·��u*•, 
rm*�s1 1 §f'& , ¥JHrr'l1 , �w¥11@raqm:-1@-t1s@s:,1H� , rnJ��i

wW:�1J�EB��®irl%�r1&1t-JuimtrPs11lZ!t®@::!--a:1 1 EJr& , &ff! 0 

�D·-OO�*���B"J�miR�±-�ZffiUmm�a�,�� 

�Ji�®it�ti��§2_X'fts"J�5Efi� · �§JBZT · ��-@ 1 ::fJIJ 
Jj�R J ( a 'British subject' ) ::f ��-�lfi!Et�fJ.TB"Jffi� 0 X.�D ' 

ti���A±*m,*fflfiliJ&�T-�lll�1J�B"JOO�·®ftttlll 

*M"J�� , �+��upJr*�B"J O 

�-1500 , ::smftlllfflB"J�iEtlUJJW 1 §�'Ii J C 'naturalness')

s"Js1g)EJ , �� TiE�1tlllfflB"Jii�B1§3, t.l�� · Jt�-@�liJ*m' 

����j}J*��1t�lllffltN1JJWf!�Jcs"J5citm� , tg�fq]fiB"Jm� 

'Ii O �liJ&\;1�g�ti� r *fr J s"Jjc* , rJ�f�tB-fi�J.l!Jn���B"lffr 94

�j}J�*fr�1&� O 'WU�D I ��mft�liJB"J�@�§2_�1&�mt ' �j}J�#%::f{m 

@#%���B"JfiliJffi���uKB"J�§2_f!�·[q]�fum@�tfi§cs"Jffi 

�!*I ( Bianchi and Mormino 1984; Rupp and Taylor 1987; Whittier 1995,

1997) 0 �ilfBttfflA�*fflB"JJi==XL , �E,[q]�1l*,l�·[q]�fJE��� 



tt������m·tt•�itJITTfi�-tg·���filITTffi� 0 -1J 
00, '®1fi•�:t��·, rntett1J�ibrfrEIJ�81§ft���-:@?l�tM 
tl:1*81 , :@!U,ts,��B1 · :@ r ::f §�B1 J O tti.Hilti�itJB11JUr$ , 
1tt#lJ1§"g!�jf�tilff R�::l:.�rnwris1Jr��tiltim±•s1�fPJfrJ�W 
x1�!ffitm , �•*-fil::fjtE�se_s1.�� 0 rmtt�w;z:�i1Ja1,11r5cm , &tt1§" 
•m, W�m;z:'11ZFs�B1;im:@§�B1, @::f�D��McB1���§]6JfD� 
:@§�81 ' pfTtJ�·ili--¥1[�::f� 0 

[z;]�·�il•fiib1§"ffi�JEt11�JE§tt��*m·M-�:@*;E� 
�;£�§�£� ' ��¥Us1l1�l�MI�TrNL&s1ie[IJ O tNtfllt-0 
� ' ffr±.�ibuff9t1§"fz;Jfmrul{i'-@Foi� : g£ioJB1����D1aJ?lfJ.M 
�?:@-��ffi�m*¥ffl�reffl�ffi�ffiITTfflAAm�W�/�fi 
ib1§"�mm���ffi��WITT��?�:@-�Uffl. ttITT����m 
ib�£�B1ElJ��fjO;t? llfUJJ!tt · �ill:@f@l%t¥1¥::f1*B1&im O 

ttl1tlfe�f-\R�::E.RB1'11�� , ::f P Al�t§fi , R�5£1oJtN1JJ� 
N�MB1�5t*-fil·� , tl&�um1��MPfr�.5xt11X1UJ� 0 ¥tt�R�:±. 
Rtt�::tjijijfflt!t*cr::pl�H�JJx�-;fi�5JlJB1�� , 1!1:@Rn*5£fo]pfrti5 I 
ITT��,�N,��W��·illfi�M§��Ma1�se.��·��� 
ttRn.*�*�.5tZ�u (Smith 1981, 1986) 0 �'®Affi!rJg£�, gi'�§q:� 
��/R��itJM��ITT·m�R��ioJ�:@-�mma1��·M-� 
ttmUNJ:. ' ��.5x:B1�fj r::p ' !�PJ tJMglflJ�;fi�t1·11 ° Rn*::£.�� 
f}Jpfr5lffls1Rn*ffi$�3 · ��!�ffrJcz.��B1�5e.�tf (Anderson 1983;

95 Hobsbawm 1991 ) 0 
�- J:. ' ft�� tJ��:@-;f_m r it1.WMcs1Hffl J 

( invention of tradition) ( Hobsbawm and Ranger 1984) 0 

�i ms1ti!iSigJ@ffl "Ji0 � FJfH±gxt1B1��g£ loJ : tt �JGX 1t/ f$*1cB1 
f�W/*1: fJtl!ID�� '�il"JUriJt)�flUi*-1 r �� J 

( symbohc ethmclty ) B1ff;JJx ( Gans 1979) 0 �t1B%£1o]�� , ��F 

£n01� ;£ fiJ m 81 ff 1aJ �se.�x 1t 1$71:. , rm :@!f;( t1n0 � 5tw± • 81 �ttt-s= 

5»Hij���1Jot)JUt ' �JJx-{f�B1fr81**iiffl O 1:t15�' mP]t&i:tf!J±.�

C Rastafarianism) �ib81�fflg£1oJ�1Ui , R �:g�f:a:@tl:1 § nN�JE81X 

1ttl�fD*fjz:fi1rP , �lftz.1� , g!�itJ-tg:@::f ioJff�811lmAPfr11(JEB1

£� , {gftg{ri1:mif;j�Wf§1[l;fiY:1tflfr[*!Hl�w-W:tD�fz;JtJf[j�ffl

fiitJ 0 fz;J�·�-���fiJfflt11�stff•·-tg�UJJx�-ffl r mP]t&

it f [j ::£. � 1§" J ( a 'Ras ta' ) [ if .f!Jc. : � � lf i!-{ 1J _i.. � � 0 f,t_ � 1f /Ju A 1f 

,(; 81 /Ju tJJ �t i� ff t , t>J"" yJ- _1_ ;¥}] f 1J .11- �x. st JiJJ 1:cI..@.fr� _::-Q J:j=-f� 81 -ft°'

�x. ,11 , R fA l�)e, i¥Jl • ti 1t k -ft r R ;}it,� ;ff J ' itrJ ::f 1t r _i.. � J ' Lfil -}t 

-tt-,t {o pq ifu jt ::f .fGJ 5ft, � 4t � x. 1 t 1l Ht. J O 

iliif-*, w±•N�:W-��tist�t�tlfeft!b (Agger 1991; Swidler

and Arditi 1994) , �t��fflfiib81�1§"tt�A���§f�-;fiEIJ�� 

li (Melucci 1989, 1991; Calhoun 1994a; Hunt 1992) 0 t!Pf��g£!o]tlfe� 
_.,.,.. 

�A T�ib[i]ffl81�5e. , tilifJ.%DY:1t�lUJJ , -tg�:@-;fit45»tl181�JR

M� 0 mft��1JOOt11���fflte·fiib1§".�ffimmil•��W�

j:W , 1Jot)1*tf , �f%Ell1*'lj}ilirtJ"1t , mmte�Rt11ffi$�3fD�fr81�

i'B (Swidler and Arditi 1994: 308-10) 0 

""-- �1§", -ffl�rm*i1(81Foi�ttn-$.', t45mEIJ�81§ EBSt�g��ra:i

C Mennell 1994) 0 
�- , g£ioJ81�·'!1�::f@���PM�� r �ft J £ 

�, ��gteJJ! 0 lt�D�, �*g£1oJw�::f:@x������MI · 151�

tXrl�*i� · �§&Jill , f?JRM-@JEtjW1&!l1JrlEf, �;fi{1,J-'�j:Jt�t11�

�·U&ffiJEt11�mmm·���:@�•�*�1oJagmt11fz;J�

( Billig 1995 ) 0 



96 fflt)J£[o] § � ' [q]�iftfl:9� A¥ff�iB"J#U$ ' mm &83<: T�*B"Jif!<:15* 

*1cWiE!<:1€5x1t¥Hi O ��n,*ffla£[o]s"J��, 1tJ3¥Rw1�lE-@fl:� 

A1DB"Jg�!r!i · 1.fNP!E!<:*1MJEB"Jlfj�5 f �Tif!z:15fii}Js"Jlfj� , rm��& 

�* (Lowi 1971) 0 �WJ: 'ffe±1ra!tr�-ft�roJU�JEB"J'[iff�¥1¥fi,76§

a , rmm�JtftM"J'fiff , t h-�
,6_ �JEs"Jif!<:**�*i�•a , ttrms r�*

fi0#i&*B"Jtlj*�� ( Bartholomew and Mayer 1992; Jenson 1995) 0 

-
. 

----

fJLJtzo , £���fi2���Arfr��te*s"Jn*�a£[o]�i}Js%3 , t;t 

��g-*-*�fi2�fii}J�7-fs:�ffiJ8 ° $WJ: , 0#i:t�F�tn,H��Rif!<:

*W�ftR������·a�·�ffl�� r 2� J ��-@[o]ff�

��!IIffl ' rmm�T�[o]s"J2��M · sZD�ffiAfDfl�A , tN7-fs:JEt� 

1�1i!l:tqFm�[q] 0 tE�fi'[1r5tT ' ftfrl6Jt)� ' i&ti5/fiiE!<:#U$&ffo 

1i1:.T;l:t1Et*M"JfrJ�Wfi,72-[o] · 1tffiJ���TEt�wx1u�r� , ffiJ�1:.T 

�itzD r 2���A J �fi*fi\t�B"Jg£[o]Wfii}Jl1Jffl ( Omi and Winant 

1986) 0 [o]tfttg · :(£����� fflJB"Jif!<:*fD!UjjJJrnttt , ftfFJift�Jl

��-@*ffi�� r [o]ffJ�ffm�R� 0 �ffiJ·@tt:t±ffm��� 

�±�tzDiJ:rf53!,HIM� ( the Hebrides) �'§��M� (Shetland) s"JR

� ' ffi��*ftgfFJB"J�Mfi,72-[o]'5t�ff� ( Kinnear 1990) , lJ-ftgfrj*� ,

tzo � ff ti � 1� 1I · � if!<: !ff��� r}J �g Q � iU ff ti lJm 0 !ff� T � 

(Edinburgh) B"-1§3 ' ftgfr��J�l�'[if;t�§�f;�tlj*T O 

:(£53-@��J: ' tzD16JJE�fii}J�s"Ja£[o] · iftruJ1¥iUffr±�tts"J1: 

�if!<:1€5:±5���� 0 H��WJ����iti1ts"Jif!<:1€5**1tz r::f:1 : �WJ:u::� 

1�1E�1�i:t�:B- ' ��i}Jif!z:15�JJls"J�fj ( Tilly 1978; Dalton et al. 

1984) 0 �!ft , �WJ&\�J[5gift § fta£[o] , 11¥JJU*ft : m.� , [q]� x&\ 

�J[fD1�UJt�*fflij£ [o] *U�-JEB"Ji$!l · U f P:�mmhjH1i!J!tfta£ [o]at�i}J

B"JAfFJilgfif�® 0 #JUN1tfi,72-[o]Wft1Ifi,72-[o]zFsi�t£�x* C eleme:rs

of contact) �1����8"1§3 ' �1J�pfr{�J�B"Jt51Jjc* ( elements of

vitality) gt�� ) &z1.f� O 

�:kflJ�ti:t�B"J�±�tt2Hli*l�JJU5gigJJftg±�a£[o] , ffiJ_aJH[5gi?.!1B"J 97 

�r$:±�W:B-�ttt�f1Jt� 'itn�ll:t-JJt®�' ftfr���§fiHt�ftg5gi'[�B"J 

�m*Mff 0 JtW·ft��-JJ��*��*§i&�J:���·iftgt

��·ftgfFJ�ffltE!&�J:�§cW:±�s"J*ffl�[o]�:B-�* 0 :t±�:k 

flJ , :±�s"J*ffl5£[o]7J��n���*&�*f5( , ffiJftgfFJtis fs"J r rl� J MN 

��±fl��ift��ills"J�91J 0 �m����ft���i}Jr::pift�tlj 

m·m.����� o �����:t±£���$•���·•���r::f:1 

���·m.m�m��s"J��·����-N�����n•��§ 

:±'Ii , �� · �tfs"J�±�1:����1tJJx5HI:±� 0 �ll:t , ftg��gp� 

�*¥� r �$ffi�±flJffi�®mm;rtm����w��- tts"J* 

fflg£[q] ( Hechter 1975) ; [o]tfftg ' :Yc*�JfSJ<:AR�*fi!&:±B"Jl_!:% '

fm*5gi� r fiif!<:�${/1t J s"J�flms"-1§3 , iftill::f JEtJmtl�±�:±flfi 

i}J�s%£[o] 0 ��fiffi:%:t±�iJNs"JW�ifii}Jr::pf�� tel� · �ll:t�tn�gp 

��� &\���m:tet�JEs"J±tg±�g£[o] 0 ll:t17� , 1$tltif!<:rta£[o]s"Jm:�ift 

;t§�ruJm , ��tE�fi'[ltRT , fHgp�*m , W;!tftgif!z:15fii}J�s"JM 

1¥' �T���Z5� , ������X:�B"Ji:t�Jt ( Biorcio 1992; Diani 

1996) 0 

�D*ftfr1t*lfJtJJ:s"JIDUrt.� , ��lbs"J�£[o]ff��-fi�fj · f;t&\�][ 

��-@m�s"J�a:�[q]s"J��w••�u��n�ilgfi�?�® 

n�filffiT��i;¥DflJ]!s"J�� O �� > lE�MHIJrfr�B"JnA:kfHJ�f� 

::fr:iJ�§s"JfftE · ��ftfFJill r:i11�te£'=f £7-fs:J]{�rJ O 
9 05'c , -@�i}J

s'�*fflg£[o]s15ttift, n������r�n� r -IB�AJ �it-'=fs"Jfi�ti 

9. mlm-lfs:�ffEt-Ji-t� · �i�f5H!�m- John Lofland ( 1995: l 92ff) ttm-�ihITTXfl:Jf
J:tpfrft&Et-15HJT O 



it ( models of behaviour) ' M)i%':Zk���11,J$™-:aBJtfi�t:7- 0 
� 

i@¥li���mli\t-e, BJHiFf�B"J'.N1§c, tJEz./��W�A��B"Jfi��� 
iiJ

�
Wrrm)..±1�iJ�JJ?.@cs"JW��foJ O 1tt11� , ���tf��-�* 

s 1tf* C �c�) , l-J %f. , �;,,± "J�itU�.� 0 ��i�f!:f::'E1
t3 : �� (identifiers) ' til-Jffiii¥1¥iil¥{���B"J�W� ( WU 

98 �omt�l!ilG�B<Jlill:�:t:��iltll!ZE':'3¥iJWrtEl..BcAi¥.JR�rjJ) ; �*'4Q .
• fi�cpfil�i@m���·��������$�m*�m 

C characters) ; Afr�iitJm�����Ez.��$ftB1!! , �¥1¥iil�5ffJ� 
�f*s"J� C artifacts), 'E1t3�ffi�ffrW,Jl§c� ; tJEz. , ���JJKN5ti 
,�,MJB"J�;§x�li ( events and places) 0 §3-@m�&rJ�����Z 
FsiifrE.B"J�1l� C stories) , � @�J$�@&83<: T ®�s"JfilWW , �§£ 
1tT��B"J<M�h O ��{'*, �@�J$tfl-J-fi�JJKEl"l8BB3K��, 
5'� A�iq:;c��i!T�� 0 

��-��mm�����JE�•rt o -�� 

B , -��-tiZ45ti��s"J�rt , �i@Ji\t-e1tWfixfU , �, , -�
t:B�fflfi��!UJ;fj1fr±tf!U.11*B"Jifl.,�, ( Whuntnow 1987) ' �5JrJ�'E1'2i" 
T-����Yriu,,1ts"Jl�J¥= , iiitt•tt��B"JfilWW, m�£7-tB"J
��r-fil,� , tJEz.J]Hl�iiJ,liB"JZ-S:ti, ( Sassoon l 984a, l 984b) 0 12frrn�
�fl}JJJ1§£1t8£foJ , l-J&�ffls"Jreilti� , foJ� , ��iU���W�1�tJ'§
i�§cs"J·fil� 0 

mrt1ts"JW�t , o1iJm*mJJ?.&ft���j:cp���J*,�,�s1$ 
�

0 ��D·�i@tEli-����-A�����·�I��W��� 
��@mM@c·foJ��mMUtf�������ffl� 0 filWcpX� 
ttt�1J\mtjs"J�tJJ�t�ttm�•1!:f::s"J*c� a tfilgfi�� : fjf���A 
�ifl���ffi!1EBiz}g1Jf ± ( Martin Luther King) fD�ffl:l:).: ( Malcolm X)

��rj ' !IJ$�.ttfflt�X ( Chernobyl nuclear accident) , l'J�� 1969

if. ' ti��*fU�$'1rffr-�a"J*ri1ii'.R'f�;ey;;ey;*c� 8 ° NPf�tt�� 

'!.--1 \ � F. �fflfiitJW�[q) 115

� \'sJ€ . 
E'Jf<Jsfj)(.!iJ , l!HlHfJJZ13t , �JJ'%.MF�£� 0 17li�D · �iJ':B<Ji.ti�_i'j'i 
$rE!2:lfftt�ifi$)Ji±� ( Champs de Mars) *c� 1 ffr ,;\Jffi! J ( new man) B"J 
�� , �7CtUB'Jitrz=§WrrE!2:ifl&IJti�mffi5tMfi,�B"J��*§tfi��rE!2:ifl�*i 
T�5RB"Ji@� 0 

�i@ , mrt1ts"JW�t��g1u1tumwl7L�*2�t1�s"J0oo��m 
�offi����ffl-���m••����-�-rt�OO�·®H� 99 

mt*lf:x�Fm1:xiu,11lomii,11s"J�JJt11� 0 7f5�s1�rt , 0feX05ms"J1J T J , 
;i;I'.; -ffiW�1'.&.t1<JJ11n1n , ;!l,=3:'. ,.UiEEfEt!ll:i! , �1%t1@ :nt;zt,.:1¥.J� tl1 :rr$ , � H 
tlifj!IHlgM"J��f-e'.9�!$8� 0 [zs]ll:t , &t���mtt��t�ri5tlffU±Wr� 

A �
iu , tJIDt:B)jt��g11'.R'f s"JJ2}!Hi� 0 �tts"J , �;��� , "E�� / ��� ,_ � \J
��� , tJEz.wif.�iJJ, �TrE!zii=i��Z'.9� , i:!I/��tt�ftfi�Jntilcp 
�AT����fil 0 ���i@mrt@Mm1•m�N���·��� 
=&JET-m�mtJWJE��rr±tffi�s"Jm&u O .tt�oIDt: , �i@0fffl�JJt11 
�h�M�·����� ttmu��*2����wm����·M 
���§�B"J*ii O 

�®•rt����m��tt�$·B��*000,@m�wm 
� 

O WU�D ' fE�)ZJfr��:tJOA��*JJ*iB"Jl�ff , mmt*lf:x-liJjEB"J 
I illii@mrt J ( rites of passage) ( van Gennep 1983; Sassoon l 984a,

1984b) 0 ��Z, �li1JDAffrfJl*is"Jt��, �§�liNJ:��D@A.A.f-e 
��� , 7t�tt3Fl���W , �titl¥JLJ!1JD�� ( Berger and

Ludemann 1966) 0 ltt'.9� , tEffi-tiM�*mi��z cp , ��irPJ tJ� 
m¥���ff��l¥=·R�-���mtJftm��A�N���M� 

J:��:tJoffi-tJ�fiZM , tt11&\iJl5tJ�i@ff , g{ 
0

-:

,,_

-:

,,_ 

: •• , x i

�� tt���ffffi�I 0 ��ff��JET-@���=&fflffl�ffi,� 
=&,a -=±:. m, ����FJ± ·� , IE - , ,. ( della Porta 1990) 0 ttf_N:g,� 
111:±��fflcp , fi�iirt�rJ3zmT,�JIJlM�fi�' tJEz.@A�Am 



ffru! ( Taylor and Whittier 1995) 0 

ftfflRM•$·M•�ih��ffl·�m���-@��fiibffi�
100 �gJJ , w:�tfi¥Ikx1lft§581 , A� J O �11:t , ttnfri*�mr�ff��fo:JW

W:�'i581g,�fo:J O Y� A¥±l�dUfiiiJtf pJr� A81tu1f�**1c , tJi!lm�T
-f��Jf · 1-ff!P · �ihlllfflfD�ib��ZFs��g£fo:JW,%1,�;!tJf ���
m'lit-e O &:ffilftJ!IOJ1n*�H£foJff!W.�fi-�&:� 7 @�81�ifflIJ!Jf O 10 

�fffi·ID�®�ihiffl�fo:J��·*ffl��foJ;!tWffi:P�ffl��rS"
81fo:Jffg£fo:J O 

11 1§� , EB1n§£fo:J�-f�ffr±•�l� , fffi��mfflli818
tt·��fo:J$ff��lllfflW:*fflMS��fffifu��ib81J 0 U��-�
n:i:t*�ffi�fo:JB1J�·ft1rJ��u7m,�fo:J��mm�7-@��
81 1 *ffl81ft1rJ J ( collective we) ( Lemert 1994; Billig 1995) 0

� 

f@J�ib���*�5t�7-�*� tt���ttnw;��MWA�ffl
� m81 �Jt ff� ru ;!t ttn 81 lllfflw:�ib 1: 0 ft ¥J: k 81 m1ui � , *fflfitn 
81 �•,11� � w � ¥J: 55U 5! r.i� w:� � 81 mw � � , f!P �jt 1�tii f�., /,

., _.:. ., .
( Melucci l 984a; Diani l 995a) 0 Jf�J: ' 3:�81§£fo]f_&y�g1��!5Pfr · • 
�;!tttn8%£fo:J O tt�m �81� , §£fo:J�IJ!te-fi�trH/81#tflli , rm�F · ,. � -
�t&tu11� 0 

12 ®ii�15J'55i�§£fo:J81�'i5W�g�g3 , ftfri111.t•m�

10. �M'�!� ' Craig Calhoun ( l 994a: 26) :rntt 7-fl 'pq11Jffl¥1*�1::� J ( in

group essentialism ) 0 

11. tf�llt-fffl!�l¥Jffi3gl!.:tltf!J 'g!Je. Touraine ( 1981) ; Melucci ( 1982, 1989,

1996) 0 

12. FfflM'::::ffol�::Xl¥J!'2fol · Stoecker C 1995) tll:B71Ht1¥Ji1�: ®IA, ifi±m, ii;JJ

W*JHtt.tl¥Jt'2fol

7�m§£fo:J81m�'[1 ( Calhoun 1994a) 0 

ft �fi§£ foJ iJHtl Z Fsi PfT ff� 81 �Ith 11 · mt� tl:fEJ! 81 �@ J5 U�j{,%1Ji'�
�ibtJ!*!t11�W� · tJ&tJU!81 1 

'§n J JB*-1.ff!P · lllffl@if83Pfr
��811B*-ZFs�81tu1f� 0 Jf�J: , f�A�W�ib81�ftih�WWJ
1� , .ttts�ibmte81™1i , 1.Ff!P;!t1:��ibtrPJr1¥§£81ielll*™ , -
������

0 M�����WT�ibmm�����·����§
c81ffiii"*Wtu1tl�tx�� 0 'WU�D , Melucci �Aft-1LJ\0�1-"ttiJf9E
�*��tt·�U���fo:J�n��ffi§c��Wfiih:�®Att� �fro-�
�m1��81&:�, �®AJrn1t�mff�5'�ft81��; �®A�m1Y�lllfflil � "''J to,
itilm , :1t;!t:ll!:&Ht:1JW11'f�iz,;J* , im;!tfi!tA.llU�1M!l:!.Ulrli<JJJA31<:i}, � f � 
��!i'I-Ja:��: ��

ianchi and Mo
nni

n
� 

1984
: 

0 llPH�¥i\Hilffi¥J ';�
"-

J Z 1
�fo:J·fu�&�xff7����'�*W���3:� 0 

� ial 
!liZ31<:IDl , tE @lJU}J!�W�ilW ;:'.:Jsi �lru 1ifs1! , tfJ, i'iJ J;_JJHU!ffi1J;( , l) 1 i2J l � 

:&w:��#17C81f§fo:J�1M O -nrm 'tJH�EHlftJJNi{i§�pJrJB� ti� �� �t
��Ka�fF��f@]�i}J81�ffl§£fo] 0 §5-nrm ' ��fi.-tJH!8%£
foJ , fu�fo:J[eyW;!tti81�ihMfflff���;11=m C Taylor 1989) 0 A1r1 � .1,,J/f)

( ,,, J\. 
ZPfTtJu:dfo:J*ml '��R����JltU§ftmw�tn-f��*81�ffl:n{ fi� t( 
£ , im _§_ -f:IJ,:ll!:� J lll J:)J,Ji:�-@¥.tl'!Ki¥J , El ±li<J-151-Y O �DJ!t-31<: ' l 1 '7J .flu
ttn1rJ�;torng�g£fo:Jt0�rutt��Jf81fo*M�fl81*mi�:i:tJ: , rm� R � ft� 
ft)J��ib��zrsi,�J!!�B1�FIE�tu]f�*�*e O Pfr§;81 I �i)Jg£[o] J � 

( movement identity) ' �-f@]�'[l:81::gf� ' '2Jf�J:pfrf�B17J�-fi
��81*ili� , �f!P , ���@fiihtf Wtiit!Pfr�£81*ffl�� , f&ll:t
��PfT� 0 :&� , f!Pf��1J\l1Jffl-tg � tJ ffl.�¥U11�fi�ih§£fo:J¥-J:�81J�
m'[it-e ( Melucci l 984a) 0 

f1U�D , ft*rli , tuJtn I m��J!tlll� J *1t�815ttfr , ��7�fi
lH�ft'[iJ:¥iJf m�£7-t5�jJ ( Bianchi and Mormino 1984) 0 �-@
�JJpfT�5t�� , tJ*M•� §t!81fi� · tJ&��IOJ1J\lllfflP'J�BB1Jfi



� ; m=ffl5[jJ�lj�ruJ:tY� · �r$'[l�W!ll*M1fi� , l,)J?z.� J�;E:;( 

Afrnnww*�tis1fi� 0 ��1tff€�ffl��s%2�JERffif, ��ts1= 

�fi��mmm��c:p����mruJm 0 $•L·�-®��i:M� 

!llffl · fD:;c�;:t-!llffl · sit�ruJ{/>7�tEB1@:W · fffiWi1J51·[t�Wpgg�,li 

ffi�fi�00� 0 �-nOO·W*lllfflIDW®�:;c ttW�lli����!II 

ffl · �iJtE��Ns1m::.xL�fi>1�g�+ffi · tJ ft�!Etk�it:t51:;c'[1�D�iW 

w*�g1Js1mff� , rmtt:��Mit1,5�g�+ms1!11fflz c:p , �s15tim1lll*li 

B1'liffiJJx15t , 11Ll�D��f�ffiffe±M C squatter communes) c:ps1:;c·fi±R 

•a ' �B1�1JruJ{1,�DfoJ�[t!l:;c'[iB1ffe±ff �!J! ' �f3*��fi::_xtJEot1t

��Ji�n00B1�;!ffi (Bianchi and Mormino 1984: 147) 0 

�����ffl·fflA������·������tt����ffl� 

102 *�s1MmzT O $JLc, A�PJtJ�Jti1JE1eJ�:��c:p�-=:t-, rm 

V �ffit��JEfiH���JH�B1WH� · J!�mm�ffifiiffit 1 f1i*�J £�BJ!

�d �s1@ 0 �o�M��tt*�11e;gs1Mf:�ffif , J'6��1Jo•wr�� , �t
,u 
! 

• J. .. 

� 
i 

Jt 
¥ 
» 

RtJ��lli-��ffi��ffi�W§ffl��Jl·fffi�g���JEffln� 

*�F O -JiJ�fffi 8 , �o��fri�:r�lliB1 , )JEI�H���r.$C!J , E'XEJ�:@:"

f�IE7Iff±�B1m¥W�fl�I��B1m¥Zrsis1IUH� (Pizzorno

et al. 1978) 0 I!ri�l�7*frB11--t��� ({1U�DI!riff�), �OJJt-

* ' NP1�ij�1JDA-fW*!ciff ' �I��PJtJ��WI�s1•wr O ftili 

���c:p '�*Ifflll*li�� · 1��13-IffB1*1ll±�{At�B1�t�, 

tEI�Zc:p�ffi�* 0 ��·��tt����a�·������� 

��·�I�ti�§Iff�M·��ff�N��lli3K 0 ��¥ffl�I 

��s"JtiH9C5tffrfu::szJ� 7 �ffltff€!� : ttii��rc:iBlffifM , 1�¥1J5!1t� 

tl:1!�•12s1•ffllll*li · fffiqFf1¥-iJEiff!¥Jg?JfoJ ( Fantasia 1988) 0 

tt*®'lli5tW · �����*Jl*���lli3KB1.fflg?J� , PJ�gff W 

�filig?J�s1¥*1]{�1Jrnt�Mi , iu�o , :;c·fi±R���11!:r�lli , tt:fW*!c 

I�ffln·���� 1 ffi��JW·:;cA��tE�-��ffi 0

�-� 

�&8$1:7-ffl!J!* · v'.GNP · fi��B10mg?J�zrs� , 1-¥tE�i��iJB1::Y 

�
0 B�tt��IDI�Z�·ii�PJJ;Jfflffi�� 1 �*��Jffi�3K 

El !iJ�m · {§_@frnlJ*f��*���g?J�s1roi;!fflffif , �ifi�im7 ° tt* 

ftW*����OO�lli��W·fi��OO�TM���H·��·fili 

�1NH��filig?J�3Kimt�i;-A5if.i�B1*f�/*Mg?JfnJ O .tt�om ' �ffl 

tU:ZAB1$:�Rn*±�,ts,��� , �flii.Jffl&fU2s1¥*f��1� , :�� 

1i*���gtn*�:;c'fi1NHttfi*��ffif , �trfg?'J§ cB1'[1551Jg?J�fl 103 

f.1[ ( Calhoun l 994a; v'.f � J! Fantasia and Hirsch 1995 ) 0 

4.4 ��� ' !t�{j!JJ!fiUi�1ff ( Free Riding) 

��7ffiiA���-��A·fflfi��ff�-�· 1 ��J� 

ffl1NtN*{§_ �;t;¥;¥�'[1B1ff!Jt� 0 El fjfnQ�W , Mancur Olson

( 1963) $5tmllitu1�•fflfi�s1�P-'-'liOO�Z1& , ;t§ruJB'�1�Hff€EJ� 

�*17 = +0� 0 ftfrtR:tJ�ffl�{D§!*r�fi'- Olson Jl°�AJDB1tff€ 

�
0 fili�����tE��·fflfi�JER�Mff!llffl�7*ffl��fffiD 

lliB1m¥fi� 0 ZPfTtJ�*fflffrjff[[[ , n����tff€1155Ufith�B1�ffl 

�m�W·R��-Mff!llffl�JJx§ffl·-ffl·��·ffl·��fi� 

�W�Ffi�� ' i:i�PJ ��-¥-s¥:JwfUB1�· 0 �ffifili@ I ffe±ff!llffl J � 

ti! Tt�JE�±�s1A , f1Ll�Dfilijj·fis1ffif5ji'.JJI*lpjz)jjfilii@��filiffe±�s1� 

!lii&;.z 1& , �±ili@R�tff€�:;§Jt����m , t�PJ tJ-¥-s¥:¥1J , �1,



��J�-ffl�� 0 ���ffl 1 hl.�fflJ�ffl���£��k�� 
� , fJU�D;c[it9J��:m�lfJ�J}JZfl , ffiUrfa0053U;cfi��*W7�t� 
liJ , �t!ft�PJ �3t¥Lll1:t-ifllU O rffi�D�±ili�M*�yf���r}J±tMJEft!E!zJfft� 
TEJl 'c���filiB'J:*�x� ' ffijpfr�B'JM**�'g=§if�·}llU 'g;t� 

1' � 
:� *DD�Y�-� 0 1�=l[ffit'!i�}t:Y�:axw _� •mffi�ffw:B'J'[i�i1ck7*ffl

-r ff? 1�!Jli¥.J�F:'i'E O �aL · � 7�i§��Wilf1J · i�.5llJ1T!Jl�1'iB'l.l'§U 
¥ \ . 'L:' :1J ' x 1� iii&_* WI. �1=\ffl • lm j;!� 1'G 6H[ft .':±:\ i¥J A , jjpc,J t)� ¥;It

'J � , IBt��D�t , $�&sf� 2> JfH;fiiiJatr) , t.raztswIPEf J:� 1 I!'fi J
� 

lz;Jll:t , � 7�-fflfi liJ�� , �liJtJl�&\�][�g�5{€i§��� :tfi 
104 liJ · �=§m1:tt�tf'fi�lz;J C selective incentives) , 1fflP , �*DD*ffl 

fi1tJs1filiJ=§�g�'aJtt-miA1t1� J!�lU1nt O foJtts1rpi�tQ3@1ffl�*� 
ffl-�=§§>l · i@ffl �f1��:::f [z;!ffl J3U �� s11i te W�rffi ��-ffl�ji:�
��ffl 0 ft:*��fflW·�ffl[z;J���TliJ���-:��·A•* 
� ' ftH-J�IDsJ ; �� · §i�D�� , �fWZ�jzJ1i�ft1J\�fflcp�fflt11Wr± 
·�lz;J·W���ffl��:*rm���:t��� tt 0 

Olson J5Jrmtetrfa!� · ��5 f mTix?.-�::ffoJB'J&H! 0 13 ���=§� 
�T�m tt�lz;J�a�·���Wffl����fflS���fr� 0

�� 

Yx.PJtJ�5t�� , 5'�ft�t!'fi�lz;Jffifl O 5'�ft�t!'fi�lz;J , �t%1� 
Ati���ffl�Mffi;J!��*§>l•frOOffi*ffl��������� 
��U '�1����ffl��ftgffr±*filfJ=§PJtJ�fflB1ffl���� 0 �ft 
�t!'fi�lz;JJW�t%7-�tlftLl · 1�.l)fJE1�fflA�r*fflfi!JJ¥-t�s1t� 
ie11fi · �1kcr1�¥U-ft�fts11mJE�{,':11emm.� c opp 1989: s8-

9) o ffl•���=§ti�@A*W�m��� ·�*w=§m�m��

r �t!'f:1�� J � · 111lrns1��fflt11111][fffiW�*Ef · rm�l=-roJtlH� 
13. ���fflfiJ.btf-J r �tl J rciIH! ' � J! DeNardo ( 1985) � Chong ( 1991 ) B%1

�We O Hargreaves Heap � A ( 1992) (B�f'F�IJfr*BT!!'fi��l'.B!!�fe o 

�·fflfilfJIH:i�[z;!B'Jto/lifflfJfm ( Marwell and Ames 1979; Walsh and

Warland 1983; Oliver 1984; Opp 1988, 1989) 0 

�rm·�m•w��[z;J•�Amm tt��El'J•�·�*�� 
Olson ��;g�7�feyra,roJNt11rp,m O Olson tifa!�ir�:tn-fifr�fey 
ra,�f'l=fflE8fY.&W*��I!'fi O �rm · •t1fiiJJ�-ffi�feyB'J�*li&!f¥ , 
����ft�ffi�lfJ§ffl������-��fey,���� o [z;j�,
ft�m·���iJJ��WWfflS�� 0 �Eoo·•W=§-�·�A¥ 
MW�·rmHm��ME8�� 0 �-EOO·�:ln�*E8���tt·� 
fflA*m•ffl*RUttW�MEl'J��·rffiH§fflB'J�}Jx���mft* 
kZ. 0 oJ�, JJJf�BA , .fflg£foJE81¥ftJEtJJlij��®�R O �Ji 10s 

¥U§cfflma:tn-1����foj§fflB1�ffl, jfz�ffiAB'JflJ��fllfr*ffl
}i::)::�twjJE ' rffi::ffmf*�fflAJi�El'JFpim ' W�ffiA�fm����Nlru 
E8f1tBW�� , £�1=�Dl1:t , �{tffflA�Mmt:*flJ� E8fi'l§r*,�'�E8 
g3 'f��f_Nft§lll�§>lEl'J (Pizzorno 1978, 1983, 1986) 0 

�-EOO·�·ft�ftmJOO mi&!�··ffl��El'J�g,���� 
?ift: �cp�tJl:ftgt1 · &i&!*�J5if¥UfiiJJ=§E8f¥g , �U1Rtlr5lrffi� 0 

� 

11:t , -1�1U!itE11rP,mft:tn , �£foJE11't1iff��tJ&tlofoJ��TfiiJJ=§E11 
fii}J�� o � ®·=§��'�ffi� ·ffl �fojffi�-El'J�� tt 
(inclusiveness) Wlffl1i5tli ( o enness) �fjfl! ' tJ&�iJJEl'JiJJ�igjJ 
zoo·�mlli-m tE81U!�· '�®�•��u-m•mttE11ft� 
( an all-inclusive we) *�fiiJJ� · · · · · ·�fJEl'J�'E:i"�ff(R�� [i ftfr'Ln
�JJx7-Mffiffl E8�-, rffi��-ffi?lfrB'J.fflfiiJJ�······&z' • 
fflfii}Jpfrr*lf�B'J����El'J�li J ( Garnson 1992b: 85) 0 

�alz;J�ft:fn:fr¥ffl�foJffi��E8Mffl·U&����[z;Jrffi� 
liJ�B15i:f�M�z ra, , ft�tlDfoJigw:t�¥U-f�� A?'m�B'JSJZftifli O 

14 

14. Marwell W Oliver C 1993: 157-79) itti��fne�Et-J&:ff!tlfi · mt:BT�$ Creach)

fa�� ( selectivity) B"lfillt! 0 



• 

--re '<'x tf1 
� 

�}�� 
M!UE'[i13"J , !f�T�'lis"J�fflg£foJ , �it.L'J9!1rm�g�ffluitili�51U�ffl _, ., � 
fflw��l3"J#U� ' � a z ' �fi'[1Jfl3"J�fflg£[o]�rt�iliht0�¥U¥-f 5E 
13'-Jffr±tr�ffl '¥-J�l13"J��IDfi.� '�m�m�x1tt!fii� 0 ::f�tlD11t- � 
3R · �1gt�ilfTilihfiih�W1!�tti!tW.zFs�B"1Milli , .L'J&�tft�fttU' 
1tW!&¥Ej@i!��as"J§gjJ O 

�-nffij ' -ftm�MtM1��B"J�fflg£[o]::f (!, -�
fElj§i�tili:W-5E7ilih13"JlUtiitrfrtE , tEffi1�17�tEi!t:W-� · -tg1:t�j§i�il ( 

iJJ13"Jml1r'[i , ?&ffiJ�-tgfoJ�tt,t§gj�tJt#tfiiJJ��fi�� C �m'[i) 
B"J � [z;] · TIE tE ii iJJ � lfil cp � ui tili 5E � fi iJJ � & � �-¥ 13;7 % fit 
( Friedman and McAdam 1992 ) 0 

::f�·ft��ffl7fi�·iliJJ�W�����OO����B"J� 
* · TIE�Ffii1J�IJJ.L'J�19ij1*�8"J O 

�� , 00.A tr�U����fD1*:ff�i:
foJf-Hlftl3''.1�ffi · ffiJ ft -tgfi'.iftr��IU�fflii:-foJ13"Jfi� · � a z · ��
ffl�fi11J�m�JJB"J$� 0 fEl�foJ•m�B"l·���m�B"l�·�M 

106 �ffHtirf * B"J {Ai� W �ffl�c't! ' rffi ��ill1Jfil1J ��B�ffiU 13"1 ffB 
� · � fi:iJr5r. · ��B"Jffd: -frfii!J� CWUtlD9�ffl · � � Gitlin  1980;

Gamson and Wolfsfeld 1993; van Zoonen 1996) ' -tg§g�f)'-A¥-f5E�ffl 
§! ftID�B"J���li O 

11t17� , 11J�lW�l-J&l1JJUJUl�rJ!R *����ZFs�B"l�JsU · -tgf:g[ 
1{ffitt ( Oliver and Marwell 1992) 0 

�
-
::::����

��
���� 

B"l�®J ' rnrnq b ttw�J�llfilitJ �f!Jb;;�rffiL( Diani and Donati 1996) 0 

ill11*fl�B"Jiflmtl1J�ffl� · �fflrf*If�frJH!cs"Jfiffi-¥rt · fJUtlDlUi�� 
t!Htf:�fii!JJ} ( McFarland 1984; Donati 1996; Jordan and Maloney

1997) o !i!H:���*iSW § ftfti«<�.ta� " c;J1,c;f 1,1-7_n-,,6...11:.:t;.,..........al,if-Y: o:g 11:.:t;.fifr !il.1±,.";1.B.�i=iH,c.,1.I1.Iifi::r:.J!5!1'1'l'�'aRii ' .v.A1'1° IS 1'J'J1:..J:J1-t:J-rAi-1'T� ' 

::f�ttm�����OOA�fflffi�ffis"Jffl�·�����ffl���� 
�'lis"J C Snow et al. 1980) 0 [z;]Jlt ' t!'Hl*,!ft'�g£[o]B"Jfiih11J� ' l:t � 
���*�¥U-�:kxi1Er-J[qJ'l'l O &z ' 5$��5EX1tWJ&rfjg£[o]B"Jil 

B�L�W�ffilli7*���-��m�•fflfiiJJB"JOO� tt·rffi 
ft tgff.!�l'.i�F�Jf�[zg , fElillfJJ�-,1�'fi±�81,FeHUJ� 0 �ftM1 
Uwr�iJJ���Uft!lHJ�t�f*WiB1�JUt ' -tg}Ft�m ' fllifMJH� ' .L')� 

li r}J 5f rJ If� roJ 131 flm A fi iJJ tl � * ft ffi � iffl fi i1J , � tN � r0i � B"1 

( Fireman and Gamson 1979· Marx Ferree 1992; Melucci 1989) 0 tBqF� ' 
--

��[zg�gf[o][zg* , ff��H�fii1Jl3"Jt9'.���$B"J#U� , ZPfr .L')�'hs-
, , roJ1¥.&W*�m�13"1£7-tffl� , :;t 107

��r�ttfiih% J B"lffl�·[z;]rffi��fiiJJ��W1rs"JOOffl·ffl•@ 
AB1gHWt9'.�¥��Jtt$�tfr , §gi�ttit:§rfiiJJt5rng�rJ[;zcp ' itxlli-5 
f*s1�ti 

g£5EU wrfiiJJ�*-'-�wr lli n1'�'fi!JJ( �urnffriJJ , �@�� -¥�'[113"1 
ffl§� 0 1§7'c , §q::§r��t�ffilli , �F�'[i[z;]*�D'fi*l ' 'll�;fD�i:� 
�, iE,W[5[�fiiJJl31�fi (Melucci 1989; Flam 1990; Marx Ferree

1992; Taylor and Whittier 1995; Scheff 1994a, 1994b; Jasper and Paulsen 

1995; Jasper 1997) 0 5Et�lft-gifH!M"J��g£� , �'[i±�W!MtBJil:J 
��n1'��B"J���$ 0 ��fiiJJB"J�tt�ID·:Jt�:fE-ft�O� 
f� , ±��� 7ttt#IJJ}J§ggifHftffr±wr�iJJl3"J�liJJ:t: , [z;l�J}J�ggifHftJ[roJ 
1t: tB � iJJ �I 1t ¥U qF � '[i ITT� :EJ! , x � -fi ffr± wr i&I lfil m: � -r 131 £ � 

( Taylor and Whittier 1995: 179-80) 0 �rffi ' ill!t::f�� ' �'[i;fO'[i*l 

Zfs���i!*�M2:�13"J ( Turner and Killian 1987) 0 

tlt'i'U�l'iH�t±l · JJ,,J1:tfijll!!'.1i:RZII\H-fl�F�Ji' : ffd:f1fil!J�ir,Jfi � f{ ;/ �
�W1R*' 7:J���tE f�W�fllifiifF,g·m1ttm�IMJ511H��;zr;p O 

� c)tt .
Jf�L, f�A�WfiiJJB"liR5E, W�ft�tllifiih%131WH�' ���A [t tf

f vJ t 



1* 0 fftt: r��1r1�*81im:1J , �mw�J5Jr&81H•�1&�&�tuJ , rmlist 
�N:fj�ifi:1JWffr±.JiiJj815t@c�firfJtlf ( Marx Ferree 1992) 0 

-Elu1Fi 
7 �4 iLl , NP f� � t� iM ff ih fu st �N 15� ff iJJ � 81 A� tuJ 1*' W tJ! i8 *� *e
( White 1988; DiMaggio and Powell 1991; Granovetter 1985 ) ' g;t·� 
fJ! ' �D*1�f!'lifiih81fi3l!DKMtfr*fflfJ!*81§5 , 81ui*�Foi� 0 

�WJ: , fiih�T"5Ef�{;,��*81frJ� , 3IftJFt�i��fz;J��Pfrig 
i�twr ' �:£ fir± 7 §5-1� Foi� ( Fireman and Gamson 1979: 23-7) 0 t� 
f�AfU�W*fflfrJ�t§tJH1ti�81iE�'li , fJJ��:x'5Z , fz;J�W*fflih� 
if§tuJ81?&-=f I ff� J C goods) , :Afz.;JF xEB¥-}5Eifr±.�fflpJr�� , rm� 
m�t�*fflfiihrnH=FtE O iu�o , tE*fflfiih�±z�u , T-•terJ?.*ffl 
g£roJ815!1l�fE , fuT-.�±�7-fs:*lmRJH�iLl81JJ�Jti;�Wftm�,JJB1 

10s ft'[ipJrffl.!W�iLl81flAW0�±$�1l O �Jtl;�f��ffih�fi81��, 
�D*fiih*��± , t=:�g!T-oJigl¥-fJ! 0 @A�=&!Ji,�,� 7�Jtl;�f� 
rmMtB·�-@T-�@J�t11�ft��·rmft�?&�Mff�Wfiih�� 
81ihtl81§5 , g;t&,il[�� Olson 81f!i�W!r!5 , tJEdiliJt�0�fU�81 

fit& , f!'li::l::iMj�t11fi1&-1�fflg9: , 3'.GNP , @Ai�5EffiJJW=& 
81�ff*atJH!� -5E81ti5E'li , 1� -IffuT-j@ffl:fj�*fflfiih818iff O 

� 

�*fflfiihx�E(*-@B=B=rsi!M1i�5E, iu�o���W*-;X7F�, 
JJ���U@oJigmf�im O {§_� , *fflfiihtH!�NB=B=Fsi��81�fE , fz;J 
11:t , � I �fiih81iht! , tt&mtt81fiihtuJ'f'.I , ttfiih�81tuJ1*Hlli*e$ 
T-!Wr'3tiLl1�iE , rffi�=&*lli��W81t�5E , fuT-ffi±tf1rjJ�J1Jr O f5Ji5L , gf 
§.Jifffimti(ISJ,!1HUtEfJHiJ.We'Jll;/jo� �T1£.l1Ut \liiJf,jjk;'.I!;J, lliliff f &� 

' ' ' . 
�.£ 

1990; Fantasia 1988) ' fu:: a= ' ' :Afz.T-�72-�Pfr§ tl5E�ff* flt11 fl T
fnu!!ili�g�)4'iflHt!fiilJ O 

(?, !J
&!fm i§ L ' tf I_!!!_·f'EfiiJJB<Ji!U!'i :±l �81*55'! , il'IL't T -.fl=F W'IU� 

� 
(! � 

81fiiJJiffi , !t*ig�IJliLlfiiJJ81ihf=J!�fE , fu��7g£roJJJ�-1�grJ 
@81�fE O l1:t1� , t*fflfJ.'li{iU!81IDl!6 , @,�,J�±iMJH�TfrJ�PfrIBil 
81fi3ts : fiiJJ�:¢::%35NWiTIW1-rzi'.i;hgfr"3i<£D:=t7U:r@ rffi�rxR 
��7�$�mfi*�fz;J��Wmfflfiiht11A 0 B�·ffi���Wffl 
ie'li�[z;]fu�A11:t-tj�81*a* , x���N� 1$7 , �[z;J J mt� , &. 
rffi�i!z-ll���f! ( Fireman and Gamson 1979) 0 

�oo*��-��TH•fi�m@ffi�·fz;J�tt*fflfiihm�t11 
HJK *e ti , ft� Jr tt T- t::. oJ ig t� tB -1� ** 'Ei" � 15 ,�, Je, 81 :tfr � z �
( Cohen 1985) 0 fJ.'[i�t!f!i�81::s[t��ttrnJftg£roJt��81ttt#US=B= , � 
f�tB@J� , x��ftg�§iVi�:B-ttrfiih�ttmH81xlituJ1*t1811ft 109 

�·�rm�iET��t11M1Ifiih�®�·:Afz.��tB-��W'Ei"W�t11 
fii}Jiffi ( Marwell and Oliver 1993; Gould 1993; Opp and Gem 1993;

Oberschall and Kim 1996; Heckathorn 1996) 0 

�*fflfi�$·��t11mmn�-ffl¥7-fs:t11�IB 0 ��m�A� 
�81fiih�ig1'oJt�l3c�JJX:�*lifU�, 11fg1W����811J\�� 
-��¥:t51�Jtl;�*rffi51�witB*81Mffl O ttlillt11�fE$ , g£roJ1� 
U�� 0 �Jtl;����:§:lftWttg�tifflWt115Eftt11��:ffi�roJ� 
�fiih�*Jtl;��¥-}!i81 1 ��fJ?. J , :rrP��*t1z15atli81 , iuj§ J , 

ft5£�0...cPJr��81ffiffi� : tJ& , ti�::s[mg£roJmtl�fE81�1�x 
� 

0 11:t'.9� ' JEU��g£�5Eft810A1�1� ' -tg���;?_f�£81ftf11ft O 

ffif 8�:Afz.T-&,���tjFttg'fi O &.z , fiih�t��·�g£roJ-Jtl;tt 
?&-=f¥7-ti1�_1:1r±�:B-�xt11T-roJmffl O :B-ttr*fflffihB=B= , -@11Ht1�' 

81F0i�tt� , urn��D15J£ffr�tl4§-fi�iJJg£foJZFsi81�5ituJ1*' 0 ft 



fi , g;t�flHl�*fflfi001ff��JJi:E]l[tifi� · �ft1ritt�4§1*fflfiOOJB':J 

��·��ill�ID���-
t

t��� 0 ffi�A��·*ffl���mT 

1=!t5EB':J1U�t)Jfilfi001s':Jcp , ft:fit�RW*�fHFoi� 0 �j@ , �HliE.� 

m�Affl*·�m��-�ffl*���- 0

��������·�� 

��T���m�wm���·�������*•
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tw�m tt·� 
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