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GALARZA, ERNESTO
1905-1984

Ernesto Galarza was born August 15, 1905, in Jalcocotan,
Nayarit, a small state on the central Pacific coast of Mex-
ico. When he was eight years old, his family migrated to
the United States. His family, like thousands of others, was
motivated to migrate because of the social and economic
instability brought about by the Mexican Revolution
(1910-1917). These migrants were drawn to the United
States by the need for cheap labor in agriculture and other
U.S. industries. In his autobiography, Barrio Boy (1971),
Galarza describes the difficulties on the trek north to
California, his cultural assimilation, and his early experi-
ences working in the fields. Despite these difficulties,
however, Galarza excelled in school and eventually earned
a Ph.D. in history at Columbia University in 1944.

Galarza distinguished himself as an activist and
scholar in the areas of labor, community development,
and education. Before becoming a labor organizer, he
served for eight years as director of the Office of Labor
and Education at the Pan American Union (PAU) in
Washington, D.C. During that time, he wrote about a
dozen short studies on topics ranging from educational
conditions to militarism in Latin America. In 1948 he left
the PAU to become an organizer in California for the
National Farm Labor Union (NFLU), which was later
renamed the National Agricultural Workers Union
(NAWU). He focused his efforts on organizing agricul-
tural workers and defending their civil rights. After partic-
ipating in more than a dozen strikes, he came to realize
that one of the major obstacles to unionizing farmworkers
was the 1942 Mexican Farm Labor Program Agreement.

Known as the Bracero Program, this agreement granted
Mexican laborers (braceros) temporary work contracts in
U.S. agriculture. In 1956, after conducting meticulous
research on the living and working conditions of braceros,
he published Strangers in Our Fields, which turned public
opinion against the Bracero Program and led to its even-
tual termination in 1964. His book Merchants of Labor,
published in 1964, is a seminal study of the bracero labor
system; it exposed the collusion between growers and the
government in exploiting braceros.

After withdrawing from labor organizing in 1960,
Galarza shifted his attention to urban issues confronting
the Mexican community. In doing so, he devoted himself
to defending the civil rights of Mexicans and played a key
role in creating community organizations. He was also
involved in a very important mobilization to prevent the
destruction of Alviso, a barrio north of San Jose, Cali-
fornia. However, although the community struggled to
prevent the city of San Jose from annexing Alviso, the
city prevailed. In 1968 Galarza established the Southwest
Council of La Raza, which he initially envisioned as a
grassroots organization for community development.
Eventually, it evolved into the National Council of La
Raza (NCLR), which in the early twenty-first century is
the most important organization advocating civil rights
and socioeconomic advancement for Latinos.

In the early 1970s, Galarza founded and directed the
Studio Laboratory, a resource center for bilingual education
teachers in San Jose. The goals of the center were to change
the curriculum, train teachers, and encourage parent
involvement. He organized parents to demand quality
bilingual education for their children and was a pioneer
in the development of bilingual/bicultural materials. He
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wrote more than a dozen books for bilingual children,
emphasizing Mexican cultural values and nature. In 1971,
for example, he published Historia Verdadera de una Gota
de Miel (The True Story of a Drop of Honey). Galarza died in
San Jose in 1984.

SEE ALSO Braceros, Repatriation, and Seasonal Workers;
Chavez, César Estrada; Day Laborers, Latino;
Farmworkers; United Farm Workers Union.
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GALTON, FRANCIS
1822-1911

Francis Galton was born in Birmingham, England, on
February 16, 1822 and he died in Surrey, England, on
January 17, 1911. He was a founding figure in the field of
mental testing and intelligence and in the pseudoscience of
“proving” class and racial inferiorities. He also helped
develop the racist theories of social Darwinism that led to
nineteenth and twendeth century eugenics programs in
Europe and North America. He is recognized in the disci-
pline of psychology as a pioneer of standardized intelligence
testing and of original anthropometric and sociological
methods used to demonstrate the importance of heredity
in human differences. In this area, he also helped develop an
experimental research laboratory that led to the develop-
ment of the subfield of experimental psychology.

Sir Francis Galton was influenced by his cousin
Charles Darwin’s evolutionary theories, which led him
to explore the relationship between intelligence and the
evolution of humans. Following Darwin’s ideas about
biological evolution of species, he added the social to
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the biological and developed a hierarchy of ranked races,
nations, and classes. Through a simple rendering of evo-
lutionary ideas into a social theory—known as “social
Darwinism”—Galton held that biological differences
were predestined by genetics, with limited effects possible
from environmental influence. Individual differences, he
argued, are the result of two principle factors, environ-
ment and heredity, with heredity being by far the more
important. It was a simple step from Galton’s social
Darwinist theories to the eugenics movements of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries that advocated the
unnatural selection of the “fittest” individuals and groups
to reproduce, while social engineering programs were
established to discourage or prohibit “inferior” individ-
uals from reproducing. It is an irony of history that
Francis Galton—whose racist analysis has since been
discredited—was knighted by the English crown in
1909 for his contributions, while Charles Darwin—
whose works remain influential in the early twenty-first
century—was not.

Galton’s Hereditary Genius (1869) is his classic work
and represents a milestone in the history of racialist schol-
arship. Like Arthur Gobineau, whose Essai sur ['inégalité
des races humaines (Essay on the Inequality of the Human
Races) was published in four volumes from 1853 to 1855,
Galton used racism as a major framework in asserting that
there are higher and lower races. Galton graded men on a
scale of genius from “A” to “G”, with “G” being the
highest grade. He found the greatest majority of humans
were in the “mediocre classes”—represented by the bulge
in the “bell curve” he developed in relation to intelligence
testing—while there were only a small number of men of
great ability and an equally small number of mental
defectives. Thus, he posited that the rarity of genius and
the vast abundance of mediocrity was no accident, but due
to natural, hereditary forces. Further, those at the “gen-
ius” level were not found randomly among all humans,
but instead concentrated in the upper classes of northern
Europeans.

According to Galton, classical Greece and the Eng-
land of his day possessed the highest percentage of per
capita geniuses of the first class, while the Negro race had
failed to produce any man of genius in all of history
(1869, pp. 325-337). For Galton, genius clustered in
families, and no matter how rich the social and cultural
environment, a genius could never be created out of a
mediocre man. Indeed, he held that the success of some
English families over generations proved his hypothesis
that intelligence is inherited. Although Hereditary Genius
represented unsound science with an a priori bias that
intelligence is hereditary, it was a useful political tool for
many, and the book was reprinted many times and was
an inspiration to proponents of eugenics and social Dar-
winism well into the twentieth century.

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RACE AND RACISM



Added to Galton’s testing and analysis of hereditary
difference was his fear that the lower races and poorer
classes were breeding at a faster rate than the upper classes
and higher races. Fearing a “dysgenic” trend of future
genetic inferiority, he coined the term eugenics, meaning
“science of the well-born,” and advocated eugenic pro-
grams that would limit the number of individuals from
“defective,” and “inferior” races and classes. Galton’s
ideas are linked to the origins of the eugenics movement,
which sought to improve the racial stock of humans
through selective mating. Indeed, some eugenics groups
called themselves “Galton Societies.” Thus, Galton’s
Hereditary Genius lies at the base of much of the liter-
ature that makes a false correlation among race, class, and
intelligence.

Galton introduced to science the idea of the “bell
curve,” around which human intelligence can be meas-
ured and interpreted along a “normal distribution.” For
Galton, human intelligence varied by individuals (from
geniuses to the “feebleminded” and retarded) and by
groups (from the highest genius [English noblemen] to
the dullest [Negroes]) along a predictable bell curve of
frequency distribution. It is noteworthy that the contro-
versial 1994 work The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class
Structure in American Life, by Richard J. Herrnstein and
Charles Murray, was a revival of the theories of Galton.
The book opens with a reverent bow to Galton, and the
authors restate Galton’s idea that some people are smar-
ter, positing the novel racist idea that East Asians (Japa-
nese and Chinese) are more intelligent than whites.

Galton made a number of methodological contribu-
tions to the discipline of psychology, including pioneering
the development, application, and analysis of tests dem-
onstrating hereditary differences in ability. He assumed
that human intelligence is innate and can be objectively
measured though the administration of tests. His intelli-
gence tests were mainly devoted to measurement of the
acuity of the senses, and they were developed and admin-
istered at the anthropometric laboratory at his South
Kensington Museum, where he tested his hypotheses
regarding the influence of heredity on the characteristics
of related persons, particularly parents and children,
twins, and brothers and sisters. From his results, he per-
suaded a number of educational institutions in England to
keep systematic anthropometric records on their students,
thus establishing the precedent for the public application
of racialist data in education. By these methods, Galton
created the first systematic body of data on individual
differences.

Galton devised simple tests for his anthropometric lab,
many of which are still in use, some in their original forms.
Examples include the “Galton bar” for measuring visual
discrimination of length, the “Galton whistle” for deter-
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mining the ability to hear the highest audible pitch, and a
test measuring muscular strength using graduated weights
in order to determine kinesthetic ability. Galton believed
that sensory skill is a measure of intellect. He noted, for
example, that extreme mental retardates tend to be defec-
tive in their ability to discriminate cold, heat, and pain. His
association of reaction time with intelligence was estab-
lished with the g-factor in IQ tests. In the 1890s, Galton’s
reaction-time test was applied by R. Meade Bache to three
groups by race: Caucasians, American Indians, and
Negroes. Bache found that Caucasians had the slowest
reaction times, American Indians had the fastest, and that
Negroes were in between the two. However, with science
having become thoroughly racialized, Bache’s analysis
interpreted that rapid reaction time is inversely related to
intelligence, so the slower Caucasians were actually deemed
to be smarter.

Galton innovated the study of twins, believing that
observing differences between fraternal and identical
twins demonstrates the significance of heredity. Biolog-
ically identical twins are destined to be alike, even if they
are reared apart, whereas fraternal twins are not necessa-
rily similar even if they are reared together. The conclu-
sion from twins and other Galtonian studies was that
heredity is more important than environment. In this
respect, he influenced the racialist work of Sir Cyril Burt
(1883-1971) and Edward Lee Thorndike (1874-1949),
both of whom have since been discredited. Challengers of
Galton, including Franz Boas (1858-1942), have empha-
sized the role of environmental factors, focusing the
debate about race and intelligence around the relative
importance of heredity and environment.

The mental tests that succeeded Galton’s reaction-
time tests were originally developed by the French psy-
chologist Alfred Binet (1857-1911), whose nonracialist
interest in ability testing represented a stark contrast to
Galton. Binet was unable to define or accurately measure
what he called “general intelligence.” His more complex
view of intelligence was more in tune with modern
psychology, but he died before his view prevailed. His
tests were grossly oversimplified by others and made into
the first standardized intelligence tests, which were then
graded according to an “intelligence quotient,” or “IQ.”
“Mental age” was divided by the chronological age and
multiplied by 100, with the net result being the intelli-
gence quotient. This type of testing rested upon two basic
premises: (1) intelligence can be measured objectively by
tests yielding an Intelligence Quotient, or “IQ,” and (2)
IQ is largely inherited, (Galton asserted that heredity
accounted for 80% of performance; 60% has been
alleged by Herrnstein and Murray in The Bell Curve).

Galton pioneered the application of the rating-scale
and questionnaire methods, as well as “free association
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tests.” He developed statistical methods for the analysis of
individual differences, adapting techniques previously
used only by mathematicians (such as the correlation
coefficient analyzing the relationship between two varia-
bles). Thus, Galton was a founder of quantitative methods
in psychology. The chair in eugenics at the University of
London was first held by his protégé Karl Pearson (1857-
1936), who also founded the university’s Department of
Applied Statistics, reflecting the influence of his mentor.

Galton’s role in pioneering tests of ability and intelli-
gence s still highly regarded in the field of educational and
psychological testing, while his class-biased and racially
motivated interpretations have yet to be thoroughly cri-
tiqued. Since the beginning of intelligence testing, calculat-
ing and ranking differences by race has been a key feature of
this enterprise. It remains so to this day, along with other
measures of academic potential, such as the common meas-
ure of scholastic achievement in the United States, the SATs.

SEE ALSO Eugenics, History of.
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GANDHI, MOHANDAS

KARAMCHAND
1869-1948

Born on October 2, 1869, in the coastal town of Porban-
dar in the Gujarati-speaking Kathiawar region of western
India, Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi died in 1948, five
and a half months after achieving his goal of India’s free-
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dom from British rule. Though less successful in attaining
two other aims of his, Hindu-Muslim amity and justice
for India’s “untouchables,” Gandhi (a Hindu, like a
majority of his compatriots) saw to it that independent
India assured equal rights to its Muslim and other reli-
gious minorities, and to “untouchables.” He claimed that
his efforts in India were relevant for “an aching, storm-
tossed and hungry world” (Collected Works, vol. 98, pp.
218-220), and the participation of thousands of men and
women in the nonviolent campaigns he led, first in South
Africa and then in India, inspired nonviolent struggles on
different continents.

In the 1960s, Martin Luther King Jr. would
acknowledge the debt he and the American civil rights
movement owed to Gandhi, and there have been similar
expressions from Cesar Chavez (1927-1993), the North
American farmworkers’ leader; from Abdul Ghaffar
Khan (1890-1988), who in the 1930s raised a nonvio-
lent army of Pashtuns not far from the Afghan—Pakistan
border; from Benigno Aquino (1932-1983), the chief
opponent of Marcos’s military regime in the Philippines;
from His Holiness the Dalai Lama of Tibet (1935-); and
from Aung San Suu Kyi (1945-), the leading fighter for
democratic rights in her country of Burma (Myanmar);
and others.

Though the Gandhis belonged to the “bania,” or
trader, caste (third in the hierarchy of Hindu castes, but a
“high” caste still), Mohandas’s father, Karamchand, was
not a trader or businessman. He was a public official, the
“first minister” to the ruler of Porbandar state, which
included the town of Porbandar. The British governed
much of India directly and the rest indirectly, through
chieftains or princes. Porbandar was one of over 500
princely states in India. Karamchand’s father, Ota Gan-
dhi, had also been Porbandar’s “first minister,” as were
Ota’s father and grandfather.

When Mohandas was seven, Karamchand moved to
Rajkot, another princely state in Kathiawar, serving there
also as first minister. He and his wife, Putlibai, were
liberal by the standards of their time, but their children
were enjoined not to touch “untouchables” or Muslims
or to eat meat. At thirteen Mohandas was married to
Kasturbai Kapadia, who was a few months older and
from the same bania caste—virtually all marriages
occurred within a caste and when the bride and groom
were thirteen or younger.

The boy Mohandas had a rebellious side (he secretly
ate meat) and also a prickly conscience (he confessed petty
thefts in a note he handed to his ailing father). After
Karamchand’s death, Mohandas persuaded his mother
and other relatives to send him to London to study law,
but he was required before departure to promise that he
would avoid liquor, meat, and women in England.
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IDENTITY IN LONDON

Leaving behind his wife and a newborn son, Mohandas
arrived in England in the summer of 1888, enrolled at
the Inner Temple (one of London’s Inns of Court, a law
school), and sought to fashion himself as an “English
gentleman,” wearing “proper” clothes and learning ball-
room dancing, elocution, and the violin. But his bid to
find a British identity lasted only a few months. Engaged
in London with political and religious questions, and
evidently keeping to his three pledges, Gandhi learned
public campaigning from England’s vegetarian move-
ment, of which he became an active member. In 1891
he returned to India as a barrister who sought Indians’
equality with whites but not secession from the British
Empire, and he believed that all souls had equal worth,
irrespective of skin color or religious views.

In Bombay, western India’s biggest city, Gandhi
formed a friendship with Rajchandra, a jeweler who was
also a scholar of the Hindu, Jaina, and Buddhist reli-
gions. Success in the law seemed to elude him, however,
and in early 1893 he collided in Rajkot against colonial
arrogance. Charles Ollivant, the British officer supervis-
ing all princely states in Kathiawar and someone Gandhi
had met in England, was examining a charge of impro-
priety against Gandhi’s brother Laxmidas, who pressed
his younger brother to intercede. Against his better judg-
ment Gandhi called on his acquaintance, who ordered a
servant to remove the young barrister from his office.
When the ejected Gandhi threatened a lawsuit, Ollivant
dared him to do his worst. Told by India’s leading lawyer
of the day, Pherozeshah Mehta, that he would invite ruin
by suing Ollivant, Gandhi pocketed the affront. But the
descendant of “first ministers” fumed and looked for a
life outside Kathiawar.

FINDING A PURPOSE
Gandhi did not have to wait for long: A South Africa—based

firm with origins in Porbandar asked him if he would assist
for a year with a legal case in Pretoria, and Gandhi grabbed
the opening. He was twenty-three when, in May 1893, he
landed in Port Durban. The three weeks that followed saw
more incidents of ejection or attempts at ejection: from a
courtroom in Durban, from a train at Pietermaritzburg
station, from a stagecoach in Pardekoph in the Transvaal,
and from a hotel in Johannesburg. During the Pardekoph
incident he was soundly thrashed as well. By the time he
reached Pretoria in the first week of June, he was a different
man: resolute, realistic, and ready to fight for South Africa’s
persecuted Indian minority, which had come from all parts
of India. He had found a purpose, and now realized how
India’s “untouchables’ felt.

In Pretoria he read Leo Tolstoy’s The Kingdom of
God Is Within You and six volumes on an 1857 revolt in
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Gandhi, 1903. Mohandas Gandhi spent twenty years working
as an attorney in South Africa and developing his strategy of
nonviolent fighting. KEYSTONE/GETTY IMAGES.

India crushed by the British. He conversed with Chris-
tians keen to convert him and exchanged letters with
Rajchandra. Christianity was not embraced but thoughts
of hate and violence were yielded, as well as “pride of
birth and education” (Doke 1909, p. 45). The following
year (1894), Gandhi founded a political party, the Natal
Indian Congress, and in 1906 he felt he had found a
special way to fight. Coining a phrase, he called it satya-
graha, which combined two Indian words, satya (truth)
and agraba (firmness). Gandhi translated the phrase var-
iously as “truth-force,” “soul-force,” or “love-force,” and
he insisted on nonviolent fighting. When people oppos-
ing an unjust law refuse to kill but are ready to be killed,
their satyagraha could win, claimed Gandhi.

One year in South Africa turned out to be a period of
twenty years, during which Gandhi made money as a
lawyer, gave large sums to South Africa’s Indian commun-
ity, simplified his life and the lives of his wife and four
sons, took vows of celibacy and poverty for the rest of his
life, launched a journal, /ndian Opinion, and started two
centers for community living and training in satyagraba,
one in Phoenix near Durban in Natal and the other in
Lawley near Johannesburg in the Transvaal.

Several whites backed Gandhi in South Africa and

worked at his side, including Christians and Jews,
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clergymen, journalists, secretaries, and housewives.
Henry Polak (a Jewish journalist born in Britain), Her-
mann Kallenbach (a German Jew trained in architecture),
and Joseph Doke (a Baptist minister) were among them.
While Polak edited Indian Opinion for several years,
Kallenbach placed at Gandhi’s disposal the 1,000 acres
that housed the Lawley center, which was named Tolstoy
Farm in honor of the Russian novelist and thinker whose
views had influenced Gandhi, and who, shortly before
dying, expressed great satisfaction at Gandhi’s battles in
South Africa. In 1909 Joseph Doke published (in Eng-
land) the first Gandhi biography. Scores of others would

follow.

GANDHI AND AFRICANS

Gandhi’s interaction with Africans was more limited. His
aim of Indian equality with whites in South Africa was
different from a fight for African rights. Moreover, for
some time Gandhi seemed to share a general Indian sense
of superiority vis-a-vis Africans. In 1908, however, he
envisioned a day when “all the different races [of South
Africa] commingle and produce a civilization that per-
haps the world has not yet seen” (Collected Works, vol. 8,
p- 323). That year Jan Smuts, a future prime minister of
South Africa, warned that the Indian defiance initiated
by Gandhi could lead one day to African defiance (Nayar
1989, vol. 4, p. 168), a possibility Gandhi recognized

and welcomed.

Later, after returning to India, Gandhi would speak
in his weekly, Young India, of political conversations with
Africans in South Africa (March 28, 1929), but the
discussions are not recorded. John Dube, a founder of
the African National Congress, was one of the leaders
Gandhi had met; Dube’s Ohlange center in Phoenix
predated Gandhi’s center in the same place. In 1914
Dube spoke of the impact made on him by the bravery
of nonviolent Indians whom Gandhi had inspired but
added that he could not see Africans fighting that way;
they were likely, Dube thought, to invite a massacre by
hitting back at whites (Patel 1990, pp. 216-217). While
not joining the Indian defiance, Africans silently

applauded and blessed it.
Led by Gandhi, hundreds of Indians of different

religions and castes, mostly from the Transvaal, peace-
fully broke discriminatory laws from 1908 to 1910 and
incurred imprisonment; and in 1913 thousands of Indi-
ans working in Natal’s coal mines, sugar plantations, the
railways, hotels, and restaurants disobeyed laws and
marched for rights. Many women joined the disobedi-
ence. Repression from the South African government
was brutal, and over two dozen Indians were killed, but
strong reactions in India, Britain, and South Africa forced
the government to modify its laws. Claiming victory, a
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forty-five-year-old Gandhi returned in January 1915 to
India, where people called him “Mahatma” (great soul).

STRATEGY FOR INDIA

Bridsh control over India seemed permanent in 1915.
Peasants, the bulk of the population, appeared grateful for
stability; the Bridsh policy of divide and rule had separated
Hindus from Muslims; leaders of the “untouchables” pre-
ferred alien rule to an independence dominated by “high”
castes; and India’s princes relied on British officials to
prevent uprisings by subjects. These facts shaped Gandhi’s
strategy: He would aim to enlist the peasants, unite Hindus
and Muslims, convince caste Hindus of the folly of
untouchability, and ask the princes to find safety in their
subjects’ goodwill. And he would present the weapon of
satyagraha to his people.

His years in South Africa had familiarized Gandhi
with Indians of all kinds and from all regions. Although
establishing a base in Ahmedabad, the largest city in
Gujarati-speaking India, he traveled to almost every part
of the land, sharing his vision, challenging and encourag-
ing his audiences, recruiting allies, and probing issues
where satyagraha could be employed. In 1917 satyagraha
was successfully used in defense of indigo-raising peasants
in Bihar in eastern India; in 1918 it was conducted on
behalf of peasants in rural Gujarat and textile workers in
Ahmedabad; and April 1919 saw the first all-India dem-
onstration in the country’s entire history, when place
after place responded to Gandhi’s call for a nonviolent
protest against new curbs on free speech.

A massacre occurred on April 13, 1919, in Amritsar,
the Sikhs holy city: At least 389 Indians—Hindus, Mus-
lims, and Sikhs—were gunned down in less than ten
minutes by troops commanded by a British general,
Reginald Dyer. The following year Gandhi launched a
joint Hindu-Muslim struggle for Indian independence
and in support of Muslim control over Islam’s holy

places in the Middle East.

In this program of “nonviolent noncooperation,”
tens of thousands were arrested, including some women;
lawyers quit British-run courtrooms, students left British-
run colleges, and a host of distinguished Indians returned
British honors and titles. Muslims were invited to Hindu
homes, and vice versa; and the removal of untouchability
was made a central plank of the Indian National
Congtress (INC), the country’s principal political organ-
ization (founded in 1885), which accepted Gandhi as its
guide. India was experiencing both a new spirit and a
new unity.

Fearing uncontrollable unrest, and also acknowledg-
ing his commitment to nonviolence, the British refrained
from arresting Gandhi. In February 1922, however, after
a demonstrating mob killed twenty-two policemen in
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Chauri Chaura in northern India, Gandhi called off
the movement, saying he did not want a foundation of
murder for a free India. The suspension demoralized the
public, and the British felt they could safely arrest Gan-
dhi. He was taken prisoner in March 1922, the first of
his six incarcerations in India. In South Africa he had
been jailed three times; altogether he spent ten years in
prison.

SALT MARCHES

Hindu-Muslim recrimination followed the 1922 suspen-
sion. Released after two years, Gandhi gradually rebuilt
his nonviolent forces, but it was not until 1930 that he
launched another all-India struggle. The issue he chose
this time was the British monopoly of the salt trade and
the tax on salt. Collecting the salt left by the sea was illegal,
as was selling or buying untaxed salt. Gandhi asked Indi-
ans on the coast to scoop up their own salt, and Indians
elsewhere to buy or sell contraband salt. Since the salt tax
hurt every Indian, and the poorest the most, a satyagraha
against it was an issue on which all united: Hindus and
Muslims, caste Hindus, and “untouchables.”

Spectacular salt marches made news worldwide,
American reporters sent home accounts of police brutal-
ities on violators of salt laws who remained nonviolent,
and tens of thousands filled India’s jails. A year later, the
British viceroy, Lord Irwin, admitted that underestimat-
ing a national movement’s power was a profound mistake
and released Gandhi and his political colleagues of the
Indian National Congress. A Gandhi-Irwin accord that
followed made coastal salt collection legal, and Gandhi
agreed to attend a political conference in London in the

fall of 1931, though he did not expect much from it.

Also invited to the London conference, Gandhi’s
political opponents in India claimed that he did not speak
for India’s princes, Muslims, or “untouchables.” Saying
that Indians had to agree among themselves before
demanding self-government, British leaders announced
the conference’s failure, but outside the conference Gan-
dhi made friends with the British people. Based in Lon-
don’s downscale East End, he traveled widely, including
to Manchester, where he met textile workers hurt by
boycotts in India. The suffering of India’s poor was even
worse than theirs, Gandhi told them. He was given a
warm, understanding response. At England’s elite school,
Eton, Gandhi told its students: “It can be no pride to you
that your nation is ruling over ours. No one chained
a slave without chaining himself” (Collected Works, vol.
54, p. 82).

AFRICAN AMERICANS

Two years earlier, invited by W. E. B. Du Bois to send a
message for African Americans through Du Bois’s jour-
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Gandbhi, 1930. Mohandas Gandhi leads a Salt March in protest
of the British monopoly of the salt trade and tax on salt. The
spectacular marches made news worldwide. CENTRAL PRESS/
GETTY IMAGES.

nal, The Crisis, Gandhi had expressed a similar thought:
“Let not the twelve million Negroes be ashamed of the
fact that they are the grandchildren of slaves. There is no
dishonor in being slaves. There is dishonor in being
slave-owners.” In a note printed next to Gandhi’s mes-
sage, the journal called him “the greatest colored man in
the world, and perhaps the greatest man in the world”
(The Crisis, July 1929).

In 1936, two African American couples visiting
India, Howard and Sue Bailey Thurman and Edward and
Phenola Carroll, asked Gandhi why he did not speak of
“love” instead of “nonviolence.” Admitting his attraction to
“love in the Pauline sense,” Gandhi added that “love” did
not always connote struggle, whereas “nonviolence” did.
Mahadev Desai, Gandhi’s secretary from 1917, told the
Thurmans and the Carrolls that the warmth in Gandhi’s
welcome to them was unprecedented (Kapur 1992, p. 88). It
derived from Gandhi’s view that untouchability and slavery
were similar evils and that India’s fight against imperialism
paralleled black America’s struggle against racism.

Gandhi asked his visitors “persistent, pragmatic
questions about American Negroes, about the course of
slavery, and how we had survived it” (Kapur 1992, p.
88). Was color prejudice growing or dying? Did Amer-
ican law recognize marriages between blacks and whites?
And so forth. It was during this 1936 conversation (in
Bardoli, Gujarat) that Gandhi made the prophetic
remark: “Well, if it comes true it may be through the
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Negroes that the unadulterated message of non-violence
will be delivered to the world” (Collected Works, vol. 68,
pp. 237-238).

South Africa remained on Gandhi’s mind. In 1926 he
said in Young India (July 22) that he could not imagine
“justice being rendered to [South Africa’s] Indians, if
none is rendered to the natives of the soil.” Two years
later he reiterated the necessity of African-Indian cooper-
ation: “[Indians] cannot exist in South Africa for any
length of time without the active sympathy and friendship

of the Africans” (Young India, April 5, 1928).

India’s natives gained a slice of power in 1937. While
the center remained firmly under British control, elected
legislatures could form governments in provinces. Following
Gandhi’s advice, the INC contested elections and formed
ministries in a majority of the provinces. But in 1939, when
World War II started, the British clipped provincial powers,
citing the war’s requirements. When London refused to
assure Indian independence at the end of the war, the INC
broke with the British, its sympathy for the Allied cause
notwithstanding, and its ministries resigned.

QUIT INDIA

With popular opinion turning increasingly anti-British,
the British encouraging anti-INC elements, especially
the Muslim League (ML), which in 1940 demanded
secession from India of Muslim-majority areas, and other
separatist movements gaining strength, Gandhi asked the
INC, in August 1942, to issue a call to the British to quit
India. There was a nationwide eruption, which in some
places took a violent form. It was the greatest defiance the
British had faced in India. It was eventually suppressed,
and Gandhi and all INC leaders and tens of thousands of
others were quickly put behind bars, yet two outcomes
now became certain: India would be free after the war,
and the INC would inherit the power left by the depart-
ing British.

The INC’s leaders—]Jawaharlal Nehru (1889-1964),
who would be India’s prime minister from 1947 to 1964,
Vallabhbhai Patel (1875-1950), Abul Kalam Azad (1890-
1958), Chakravarti Rajagopalachari (1878-1972), and
Rajendra Prasad (1883-1962), among others—were more
than political colleagues to Gandhi, and he more than a
mentor to them. They had struggled and suffered together.

Released in the summer of 1944, and striving again for a
Hindu-Muslim alliance through an agreement between the
INC and the ML, Gandhi held fourteen talks in September
1944 with the ML’s president, Muhammad Ali Jinnah. But
the talks failed. In the summer of 1945 the INC leaders were
released. The two years that followed saw intense negotiations
involving the British, the INC, and the Muslim League; they
also saw the INC leaders separating from Gandhi.

ISOLATION

These leaders felt that agreeing to the division demanded by
the ML and Jinnah would put an end to Hindu-Muslim
violence. Gandhi thought it would increase the violence.
They envisioned India as a militarized, industrial power;
Gandhi saw India as a land of peace and he championed
rural India. An increasingly isolated Gandhi spent much of
1946 and 1947 in areas that had seen Hindu-Muslim
violence, restoring peace and instilling courage in victims.

A London announcement in February 1947 that
within months the British would definitely leave India,
transferring power to one or more governments, produced
a scramble for leverage that heightened the Hindu-
Muslim tension, especially in northern India’s large Pun-
jab province, which contained areas passionately claimed
by both Muslims and non-Muslims (Hindus and Sikhs).
As a possible solution, Gandhi asked the INC leaders and
Lord Mountbatten, the last British viceroy, to invite Jin-
nah to head a new government, but the viceroy as well as

the INC leaders rejected the proposal.

Gandhi was excluded from the negotiations of April,
May, and June 1947 that led to an agreement on independ-
ence and India’s division into a Hindu-majority India and a
Muslim-majority Pakistan. On August 14 Pakistan came
into being. The next day independent India emerged. But
violence exploded. About half a million were killed, mostly
in the Punjab, in August and September 1947. Almost
twelve million moved. Half of them, Muslims, trudged
westward to Pakistan, and the other half, Hindus and Sikhs,
in the opposite direction. On the other hand, Gandhi’s
1946-1947 interventions in eastern India probably saved
many lives.

EMPOWERING THE WEAK

Close to the day of Indian independence, Gandhi
answered, in the city of Calcutta (now Kolkata), a ques-
tion on coping with doubts:

I will give you a talisman. Whenever you are in
doubt, or when the self becomes too much with
you, apply the following test. Recall the face of
the poorest and the weakest man whom you may
have seen, and ask yourself if the step you con-
template is going to be of any use to him. Will he
gain anything by it? Will it restore him to a
control over his own life and destiny? ... Then
you will find your doubts and yourself melting
away. (Tendulkar 1951-1958, vol. 8, facsimile
facing p. 89)

Though INC leaders turned down several of Gandhi’s
proposals, he supported India’s new government led by
Nehru and Patel (who became deputy prime minister).
Gandhi’s view that an “untouchable” should become
India’s first head of state, occupying the mansion where
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the British Empire’s viceroys had lived, was not endorsed,
but, following Gandhi’s advice, Nehru and Patel embraced
Bhimraro Ramji Ambedkar (1891-1956), the brilliant
leader of the “untouchables” who for years had criticized
Gandhi and the INC as not being radical enough over
caste. Chairing the committee that drafted the Indian con-
stitution, Ambedkar played a crucial role in independent
India’s evolution.

On January 30, 1948, while walking to a prayer
meeting in New Delhi, Gandhi was killed by Nathuram
Godse, who planted himself about four feet in front of
Gandhi and fired three bullets into his chest and stom-
ach. Godse was part of a group of high-caste Hindus who
alleged that Gandhi had emasculated India’s Hindus with
his nonviolence and friendship with Muslims. Gandhi’s
wife, Kasturbai, had died four years earlier while the
two were prisoners of the British. The Gandhis had four
sons, Harilal, Manilal, Ramdas, and Devadas, and fifteen

grandchildren.

Gandhi wrote two books (both in the mid-1920s),
an autobiography entitled 7he Story of My Experiments
with Truth, and A History of Satyagraha in South Africa; a
tract called Hind Swaraj (Indian Home Rule), published
in 1910; a translation (in the 1920s) of the Hindu
religious text, the Bhagavad Gita; and innumerable
articles in his journals, Indian Opinion, Young India,
and Harijan. The 100 volumes of the Collected Works of
Mabatma Gandhi contain almost all that he wrote,
including letters, and most of his speeches.

SEE ALSO Anti-Apartheid Movement; Muslims.
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Rajmoban Gandhi

GANGS AND YOUTH
VIOLENCE

Gangs are primarily made up of groups of male adoles-
cents and youths who have grown up together as children,
usually as cohorts in a low-income neighborhood of a city.
Oftentimes, the gang is a multiple-aged peer group, with
older members in their late teens or early twenties acting
as role models for younger members. According to several
researchers (Morales 1982, Short 1996, Vigil 2002), only
about 10 percent of the youths in most low-income
neighborhoods join gangs. Further, gangs are an out-
growth of the strains and stresses that immigrant and
historically marginalized populations experience in urban
settings, a phenomenon that can be traced back to the
nineteenth century. These populations typically face
problems with jobs, living conditions, isolation and seg-
regation from mainstream society, and abrasive interac-
tions with public institutions. These situations and
conditions tend to be especially persistent when the immi-
grants are defined as a distinct race from the dominant
society based on physical rather than simply behavioral
differences.

THE ROOTS OF URBAN GANGS

There are various factors involved in understanding gangs,
such as racism and its repercussions in other realms, includ-
ing socioeconomic segregation, breakdowns in social con-
trol, education difficulties, and antagonistic interactions
with law enforcement. Los Angeles is a major city marked
by these dynamics, and it will serve as the major muld-
ethnic focus here to highlight broader gang issues. Toward
this end, long-term racism and persistent poverty have
lingering effects on how life is structured and organized,
including basic family dynamics. For example, schooling
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for minority youth and relations with law enforcement
both affect family life, particularly because poor people
often receive short shrift from authorities in these major
public institutions. Schooling problems, in particular, have
plagued the lives and careers of blacks and Latinos (and in
some cases, Asians) in the United States. These groups have
a long and well-documented history of exclusion from or
isolation within public schools, along with other forms of
unfair and unequal scholastic treatment, such as the racism
that affects testing and “tracked” learning programs. In
tandem with institutional racist barriers, this has worked
to historically establish an oppositional attitude and lack-
adaisical approach to the dominant culture’s education
routines. Remarkably, most families in these communities
have been able to weather these conditions and maintain a
semblance of stability.

Most of the ethnic (i.e., Chicano, African American,
Vietnamese, Puerto Rican, and Salvadoran) communities
examined here are made up of members who are, for the
most part, physically distinguishable from dominant
whites. They have all also faced race-based discrimina-
tion, though the impact of race and racism on each group
varies. Race, racism, and the attitudes of prejudice that
have devalued and disparaged each group, and the
groups’ subsequent segregation and isolation into ethnic
enclaves, are central to understanding the emergence and
perpetuation of gangs. Race and class are both heavily
implicated in the marginalization of each of these ethnic
groups, and in the resultant social and cultural repercus-
sions that have led to street socialization. Nevertheless,
each group has unique aspects. Race has been a more
overtly dominant issue for African Americans, among
whom it is more pervasive and salient in all aspects of
life. The dual nature of Chicanos’ relationship with
dominant society—as natives and immigrants—is simi-
larly distinctive, as is the dual relationship of Puerto
Rico’s status vis-a-vis the United States.

The entry into the United States of both Salvadorans
and Vietnamese entailed global, cold-war political ramifi-
cations. Marginalization for many in these communities
began before they entered the country. Importantly, similar
processes are unfolding in other regions of the globe, as
witnessed by the appearance of transnational gangs in
places such as Europe and Latin America, where immigra-
tion has brought different peoples to urban settings. (In the
U.S. context, transnational gangs typically refer to organ-
ized networks of peer groups that are connected to one
another and operate across national borders.) In addition,
the processes of globalization have led to human migration
and the marginalization of many families and children.

The street gang dominates the lives of untethered
youth in these minority communities because other insti-
tutions have become undermined, fragmented, fragile,
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and largely ineffective. Some of the Los Angeles gangs
can be traced as far back as the 1930s, and social neglect,
ostracism, economic marginalization, and cultural repres-
sion are largely responsible for the endurance of the
subculture. Members of these communities have often
faced inadequate living conditions, stressful personal and
family changes, and racism and cultural repression in
schools.

FAMILY LIFE AND GANG
MEMBERSHIP

Families do not exist in a vacuum. Even in the oppressive
environment generated by the combination of racial preju-
dice and economic marginalization, most families succeed
in raising socially productive children, but a significant
number of families cannot. These stressed and overwhelmed
families, stripped of their coping skills, often end up in
attenuated family arrangements that can include separation,
divorce, and single-parent households—which also tend to
be low-income houscholds. Home life in poor households
or in households undergoing change can be stressful, with
parents less able to adequately care for and supervise their
children. Street socialization of children emerges in the
context of such strained family situations and conditions.
Significantly, many of the male children in these situations
are raised in a female-centered household, and when they
reach adolescence they must learn to contend with the male-
dominated street culture. Much of the homophophic nature
and organization of the gang stems from the adjustment
males make in reconciling these ambivalent experiences and
feelings. Most often, they emphasize a hyper-masculinity to
compensate for this emotional strain, wiping out any vestige
of femininity.

THE GHETTOIZATION OF CHICANO
AND AFRICAN-AMERICAN
POPULATIONS

Chicanos were initially spread all over the Southwest in little
colonias (Mexican housing projects or neighborhoods) near
where they labored in mining, ranching, and agriculture. In
the early twenty-first century they are predominantly found
in urban areas, where many work in the low-paid service
economy. Historically, their children have been compelled
to attend schools where instruction was only in English and
where speaking Spanish was punished. While children from
the more stable households managed to acquire English and
a modicum of the “three R’s,” despite the handicaps they
faced, others could cope only by sitting in the back of the
classroom, ignoring their books, ditching school in a show
of resistance, and sometimes joining other similarly harassed
Chicanos and Chicanas in “race riots” at Anglo-majority
schools. Dropping out is the ultimate show of defiance,
nurtured by school officials’ practice of encouraging their
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departure or expelling students. Early on, education for Mex-
icans was referred to as an “Americanization” program—with
the aim of providing the children with a more “appropriate
culture”—but schools were typically kept separate and
unequal.

In the case of African Americans, despite the prevalent
racism of the 1920s, the black community in Los Angeles
displayed unity and relative economic prosperity—more
than one-third of the families owned their own homes.
The proliferation of neighborhoods with housing cove-
nants and restrictions, however, was an even more extreme
attempt at “keeping them in their place.” For this com-
munity the problem of street gangs surfaced during the
Great Depression and accelerated in the aftermath of
World War II, when there was a high rate of immigration
from the South. As a result, the problem of ghettoization—
of poverty and neighborhood deterioration—soon wors-
ened. Children in overcrowded neighborhoods without
sufficient public recreation facilities had no place to play
safely. Indeed, only limited opportunities existed for Afri-
can American youth in organizations such as the Boy
Scouts or the YMCA. In the summer, the municipal swim-
ming pools only admitted African Americans and Latinos
on special days, after which the pools were drained and then
refilled. Knowledge of this historical racism goes a long way
in understanding the emergence of gang activity and the
state of the African American community in the early
2000s.

Ironically, public housing was introduced to counter
the effects of racism by providing decent, affordable hous-
ing, but the results only complicated the initial difficulties
associated with racism. Living in the “projects” has
become a synonym for living in the most destitute, under-
served neighborhoods in the city. Most residents are peo-
ple of color, with only a few public developments of
mixed racial groups.

Along with family life being undermined by these
patterns of exclusion and isolation, the schools, by incor-
porating racist assumptions into their teaching and testing
procedures, have continually failed to accommodate black
and brown youth. The criminal justice system has been an
even worse offender, ensuring continued stresses and
strains on these communities. Police, courts, and prisons
have historically practiced an unofficial type of racism
when dealing with racial minority communities, who have
harsher treatment, an uneven application of the law, and
higher incarceration rates. Los Angeles has been one of the
leading centers of this institutionalized legal inequality.
This is evident from a recitation of only the best-publicized
outbreaks of police-community hostility: the Zoot Suit
Riots in 1943, the Watts revolt of 1965, the Black Panther
shoot-out in 1968, the Eula Love killing in 1979, and the
Rodney King riots of 1992. Statistical data also reveal the
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disparately high proportion of ethnic minorities arrested,
convicted, and imprisoned. Gang members similarly make
up a disproportionate number of the imprisoned popula-
tion. Rather than addressing the roots of gang life, Amer-
ican society has instead attempted to resolve problems
associated with gangs by suppression alone. In sum, racism
and prejudice in the pre-civil rights decades segregated
and isolated most blacks in overcrowded areas of the
city, and Mexicans and the new migrants in their neighbor-
hoods all underwent a marginalization process that is still
playing out.

NEWER IMMIGRANT POPULATIONS

In contrast, the Salvadoran and Vietnamese populations
in Los Angeles (and in the United States) share a more
recent migratory background, in both cases from home-
lands wracked by civil war. Most of the Vietnamese
immigrants and a large proportion of those from El
Salvador arrived in the United States as political refugees,
beginning in the 1970s. The unraveling of social control
actually began for both groups in their home countries,
where the United States played a prominent role in
volatile military situations. Thus, geopolitical considera-
tions are paramount for both groups.

The Central American populations in Los Angeles are
relatively new. These groups had to find their way to the
United States during a time of economic instability and an
intense anti-immigrant social and political climate. The
Salvadorans carry the burden of having had to leave their
homeland in the midst of a highly charged civil war, with
death threats propelling hundreds of thousands out of the
country. In Los Angeles, they settled into neighborhoods
with high concentrations of Latinos—mostly Chicanos—
and pre-existing neighborhood gangs.

Along similar lines, the Vietnamese are best exam-
ined within the context of a war-torn homeland and an
especially strife-ridden journey to the United States.
Most found their way to the United States as members
of a second wave of refugees known as the “boat people.”
What they encountered in the United States was racism
from both the white population and racial-ethnic minor-
ities. While many entrepreneurial families prospered in
their new community, despite the ethnic hostility that
greeted them, many of the youth were drawn into loose-
knit gangs formed at school to offer mutual support in
the face of racial-ethnic hostility. Like the Chicanos
before them, they often encountered language difficulties
and racist assumptions in school.

Investigations conducted over several years by grad-
uate students at the University of California, Irvine have
shown that relations with police were also difficult. Gang
members noted that they received high levels of attention
from police. In a recent study of Little Saigon, many
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informants complained that they have been unjustifiably
harassed and even beaten by police on several occasions
(Vigil, Yun, and Chang 2004). One twenty-year-old
explained: “Sometimes when I drive a fixed-up car, they
stop us for nothing. Just because we’re young and Viet-
namese. We're driving normally, like everybody else is,
but they just pull us over. They be searching us, search
the car, and we don’t have anything. They treated us like
shit” (p. 212). African Americans and Chicanos under-
stand this experience all too well, often referring to it as
being stopped for DWB, or “driving while black (or

brown).”

GANGS AS SOCIAL SUPPORT

Racism and other adjustment issues in the educational
context have only fueled the sense of hopelessness and
alienation that many children in these minority commun-
ities have already experienced. In the face of unpredictable
forces and inadequate support structures, the gang comes
to be perceived as a bastion of dependability for children
with inadequate nurturing in the home and an inability to
overcome the barriers they encounter in school. In the eyes
of similarly situated children facing an incredible array of
challenges, the gang comes to hold appeal as a provider of
affiliation, material well-being, protection, and guidance.
For many, it is an all-too-scarce source of security and
comfort.

The costs that the gang imposes for providing a
secure self-identity and sense of belonging, however, can
be very high, not only for the individual youth but also
for the entire community. While many activities that
gang youth engage in together are no different that those
pursued by others their age, the alienation to society
engendered and nurtured by street socialization also pro-
vokes gang activity that has violent consequences for gang
members and others. No matter how understandable the
motivation for engaging in such “gangbanging” is, the
collateral costs to neighborhoods and families are lost on
these tough, young gang members. In this self-centered
scenario, communities are decaying from the inside out.
While larger forces of racism and poverty provide the
impetus for such transformations, the gang members
themselves unleash great damage on the community,
and their violence exacerbates the other problems the
community faces.

SEE ALSO Central Americans; Criminal Justice System;
Cultural Deficiency; Latinos.
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GARNET, HENRY

HIGHLAND
1815-1882

Henry Highland Garnet was an orator, preacher, educa-
tor, nationalist, and abolitionist. Believed to be a descend-
ant of the Mandingo kings of West Africa, Garnet began
life in a slave cabin, and by the time he died in 1882, he
had become one of the most significant African American
leaders of the nineteenth century. Known for his radical
abolitionism, Garnet urged African Americans to resort to
militant means to secure their rights.

Garnet was born into slavery in 1815 on the William
Spencer plantation near New Market, Maryland. In 1824,
Garnet’s parents, George and Henrietta Trusty, took their
children, escaped through Delaware, and arrived in New
York City the following year. Once in New York, George
changed the family’s surname—a common practice among
fugitives—to Garnet. In 1827, when legal slavery ended in
New York State, the fugitive Garnets no longer had to fear
slave catchers.

Garnet’s father believed in education and instilled that
value into his son. Shortly after escape from slavery, Garnet
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immersed himself in schooling. In 1826, he entered New
York African Free School. It was here that he began to
sharpen the focus of his antslavery struggle. His heart
“ached for the children of Africa,” he confided, adding that
he had nightmares over the “clanking of the chains” and
“the voices of the groans.” At the school he had the
opportunity to reflect on the deeper meaning of freedom.
But after graduation, there was little improvement in his
life. Racism excluded him from many job opportunities. In
1831, he entered the High School for Colored Youth in
New York City. There he studied poetry, Latin, and Greek
philosophers. He also met and cultivated lifetime friend-
ships with people such as Alexander Crummell, who was to
become famous in his own right as a minister and black
leader. In 1835 Garnet enrolled at the Noyes Academy in
Canaan, New Hampshire. The Noyes Academy was an
awakening for him. Three hundred racists destroyed the
school rather than have blacks study there. Even though his
stay at the Noyes Academy was short-lived, the impact of
Noyes on him was unmistakable. He began to see that
violence was needed to fend off racist attacks.

In 1836, Garnet entered Oneida Theological Insti-
tute near Utica, New York, a seminary where he studied
theology for three years. It was an important move for
him, for the seminary had a symbolic significance: It is
generally believed that here students had formed the first
antislavery society in New York. Garnet studied hard. He
graduated in 1840, settled in Troy, New York, married
in 1842, and was ordained in 1843 as a Presbyterian
minister.

By 1840 Garnet was ready to take the public stage
with his abolitionist message. Speaking during the anni-
versary meeting of the American Anti-slavery Society,
Garnet implored Christians to eradicate slavery. He ques-
tioned America’s commitment to democratic practices,
referring to American democracy as a sham. The nation
suffered from a deeply rooted moral failure, Garnet
intoned. His speech was praised by many, including
William Lloyd Garrison, and became a dress rehearsal
for the one he gave three years later.

In 1843, speaking at the National Negro Convention
in Buffalo, New York, Garnet broke from the tactic of
moral suasion to end slavery. Slavery was a cruel and
vicious system, he said. Tracing the origins of slavery
from Africa, Garnet called on blacks to secure their own
freedom. Repeatedly, he invoked the names of nationalists
such as Toussaint-Louverture, Nat Turner, and Denmark
Vesey to illustrate his point. “Rather die freemen than live
life as a slave. Remember that you are FOUR million,” he
thundered. “Heaven, as with a voice of thunder, calls on
you to arise from the dust. Let your motto be RESIST-
ANCE! RESISTANCE! RESISTANCE! No oppressed

people have ever secured their Liberty without resistance,”

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RACE AND RACISM

Garnet, Henry Highland

he added (Garnet 1848, p. 96). Garnet’s speech was in
support of a motion that the convention published in
David Walker’s 1829 Appeal calling on slaves physically
to revolt. Garnet had made his most important point, but
the convention delegates voted 19 to 18 against publish-
ing this document, which had caused consternation
throughout the South fourteen years earlier.

In 1850 Garnet was a delegate to the World Peace
Congtess in Frankfurt, Germany. In 1851 he gave several
antislavery speeches in Europe. Between 1853 and 1856,
he served as a pastor in Jamaica. Following his return to
the United States, he became pastor of the Shiloh Pres-
byterian Church in New York City.

After the passage of the Fugitive Act in 1850, which
placed the nation off limits for runaway slaves, and the
announcement of the Dred Scott decision declaring that
blacks, slave or free, had no legal rights in America, Garnet
concluded that racial equality in the United States was
never to be. With the silent assistance of the white New
York Colonization Society, he cofounded the new African
Civilization Society to support black emigration to Africa
and other parts of the world. However, colonization did
not gain much support among African Americans.

In 1861, when the Civil War broke out, Garnet
joined Frederick Douglass and other blacks in actively
encouraging black enlistment. In 1864 Garnet moved his
ministry to Washington, D.C. On February 12, 1865, he
became the first African American to preach in the House
of Representatives, encouraging congressional representa-
tives to “to Emancipate, Enfranchise, Educate and give
the blessings of the Gospel to every American citizen.”
On December 18, 1865, the Thirteenth Amendment
became part of the U.S. Constitution. While delighted
to see slavery outlawed, Garnet was disappointed by the
government’s failure to redistribute abandoned planta-
tions to ex-slaves whose work made them possible.

Late in life Garnet remained prominent in religious
circles. In 1881 President Garfield appointed him as
minister to Liberia, but his stay in Africa was short-lived:
In February 1882 he died and was buried in Liberia.

SEE ALSO Abolition Movement.
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GARRISON, WILLIAM

LLOYD
1805-1879

Born in Newburyport, Massachusetts, on December 12,
1805, William Lloyd Garrison would eventually become
the leading white radical abolitionist and critic of racial
prejudice of the antebellum era. Garrison was the
founder and editor of the Liberator, an abolitionist news-
paper that he published weekly, without fail, from 1831
until the ratification of the Thirteenth Amendment in
1865, which abolished slavery. Garrison also co-founded
the American Anti-Slavery Society (AAS) in 1833, which
he led for many years. Both the Liberator and the AAS
were dedicated to the eradication of racial prejudice and
the immediate emancipation of slaves.

THE MAKING OF A RADICAL
ABOLITIONIST

Born the third and youngest child of a devout evangelical
Baptist mother and mariner father, the young Garrison
grew up in a region economically devastated by the 1807
Jeffersonian Embargo against trade with Europe. Unable to
find work and ultimately turning to drink, Garrison’s father
abandoned his wife and children, and the family struggled
to make ends meet. After receiving a common school edu-
cation, the young Garrison struggled unsuccessfully with a
series of apprenticeships and clerkships in both Massachu-
setts and Maryland when the editor of the Federalist New-
buryport Herald, Ephraim Allen, agreed to take him under
his wing at the age of thirteen. Garrison discovered that he
possessed an insatiable appetite for the books on hand at
Allen’s press, from the Bible to the works of William
Shakespeare, John Milton, Hannah More, Sir Walter Scott,
and Lord Byron. Possessed of his mother’s evangelical piety,
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his era’s Romantic sensibility, and his newfound skills as a
printer, Garrison set out to make his mark.

In 1826 Garrison moved to Boston where he fell in
with a group of young evangelical reformers who found
meaning above the muck and mire of partisan politics by
endeavoring to remake the world through their benevolent
and philanthropic enterprises. Steering clear of drink,
which had enslaved both his father and elder brother,
Garrison began editing the National Philanthropist, a tem-
perance newspaper that he infused with the sort of intem-
perate language and sense of urgency that raised hackles
among an older generation of genteel reformers. It was at
this point that Garrison met a tireless and unassuming
Quaker saddlemaker by the name of Benjamin Lundy
who was in Boston to raise money for his Baltimore-based
newspaper, the Genius of Universal Emancipation, a one-
man outfit dedicated to the gradual abolition of slavery. In
1829, upon Lundy’s invitation, Garrison left Boston for

Baltimore to help edit the Quaker’s antislavery paper.

As the new co-editor of the Genius, Garrison pushed
the newspaper in a more radical direction. While Lundy’s
editorials continued to endorse the notion of gradual
emancipation and financial compensation for slavehold-
ers, Garrison increasingly promoted the “immediatism”
most fully articulated by the English Quaker abolitionist
Elizabeth Heyrick and shared by many of the young
printer’s free African American neighbors in Baltimore.
Garrison and other radicals demanded an immediate
end to slavery and refused to make any deals with slave-
holders, whom they considered both unjust and sinful.

In 1830 Garrison’s uncompromising stance and unre-
lenting critique both landed him in prison for libel and
threatened the financial stability of the Genius, but the
month and a half he spent in jail only steeled his resolve
and during this time he began to style himself a prophet
and martyr for the emerging radical abolitionist cause.
While the relationship between Lundy and his younger
partner remained cordial, Garrison returned to Boston
where he founded his own antislavery newspaper, the Lib-
erator, which was dedicated to attacking slavery and racial
prejudice, and whose principal financial backer at the time
was James Forten, a successful black sailmaker and civic
leader in Philadelphia. In his inaugural issue on January 1,
1831, Garrison audaciously proclaimed: “I am in earnest—
I will not equivocate—I will not excuse—I will not retreat a
single inch—AND I WILL BE HEARD.” Most of his
subscribers were blacks, but copies were passed from hand
to hand among both races throughout the East Coast. True
to his word, Garrison never ceased issuing the weekly news-
paper until he witnessed the ratification of the Thirteenth
Amendment abolishing slavery on December 18, 1865.
Eleven days later, Garrison published the final issue of the
Liberator, number 1820.
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CONDEMNING THE RACIAL POLITICS
OF COLONIZATION

In order to unleash the transforming power of radical
abolitionism, Garrison believed that he first needed to
debunk the dominant but misguided black “coloniza-
tion” program that had won the support of many of
the nation’s leading politicians, ministers, and philan-
thropists. Deportation of free blacks was promoted
through the American Colonization Society (ACS) with
chapters in the North and South. Blacks in Baltimore,
the erudite William Watkins among them, convinced
Garrison of the impracticality, the immorality, and most
significantly, the racial prejudice of colonization. Garri-
son pointed out that free black emigration would leave
the remaining slave population bereft of their closest
allies. Most importantly, colonization plans rested upon
the premise that America could not absorb free blacks. In
short, despite the antislavery motives of some coloniza-
tionists, Garrison argued that their program was func-
tionally proslavery. In his lengthy pamphlet, Thoughts on
African Colonization (1832), Garrison also reprinted the
speeches and resolutions of free blacks who had con-
demned the racial prejudice implicit in the ACS pro-
gram, thereby providing blacks with a larger audience
for their views.

AN ABOLITIONIST CAREER

As a founder of the New England Anti-Slavery Society in
1832, and the larger American Anti-Slavery Society
(AAS) the following year, Garrison embraced what might
be called a politics of moral suasion. He believed that a
radical transformation in public opinion regarding slav-
ery and racial prejudice was necessary before politicians
and their parties could be convinced to act justly. Garri-
son lambasted not only the rabidly anti-black prejudice
of most working-class Democrats, but also the racial
politics of the members of the Free Soil and Republican
Parties, who not only sought to keep the Western terri-
tories free of slavery, but of blacks as well.

Garrison advocated not only for equality among the
races, but for equality among the sexes as well, a position
that ultimately led to a split in the abolitionist move-
ment. Garrison’s support of women’s rights prompted
more cautious abolitionists, including the evangelical
New York philanthropists Arthur and Lewis Tappan
and the antislavery presidential aspirant James G. Birney,
to organize a breakaway organization called the American

and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society (AFAS) in 1840.

In the 1840s and 1850s Garrison came to see the U.S.
Constitution as profoundly proslavery, going so far as to
call it a “covenant with death,” and burning the document
before a large crowd. Thinking of government as inherently
authoritarian, he publicly advocated a philosophy of “non-
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resistance,” or non-participation in the institutional aspects
of politics, which also meant a rejection of voting. He also
preferred disunion to a continued union with slaveholding
Southerners. But as the Civil War came, he worked to
transform the bloody conflict between the states into a
struggle for the liberation of enslaved African Americans.

POST-EMANCIPATION CAREER

In 1865 Garrison resigned from the presidency of the
AAS, and called for the dissolution of the antislavery
organization. He parted company with the organization,
but continued to devote himself to the promotion of
black civil rights, women’s suffrage, and temperance.
Garrison died in 1879, three years after the death of his
wife, and was survived by his five children.

SEE ALSO Abolition Movement.
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GARVEY, MARCUS
1887-1940

Marcus Mosiah Garvey was born on August 17, 1887 in
St. Ann’s Bay, Jamaica. He founded the Universal Negro
Improvement Association (UNIA) in Jamaica in 1914,
after four years of travel in Latin America, the Caribbean,
and Europe. In 1916 Garvey immigrated to the United
States, where he quickly reconstituted the UNIA, with
new headquarters in Harlem, New York. By the mid-
1920s the UNIA had expanded to more than forty coun-
tries and almost forty U.S. states, making it the largest
Pan-African movement of all time.

As a youth, Garvey excelled in the printing trade and
became Jamaica’s youngest foreman printer. He studied
oratory, became a pioneer trade-union leader, dabbled in
journalism, and served on the executive committee of the
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National Club, an early Jamaican anticolonial organiza-
tion. He also became an avid reader, with a special
interest in Pan-African history. His travels, beginning in
1910, brought him face to face with the universal suffer-
ing of Africans. He published newspapers and became a
community agitator in Costa Rica and Panama. In Lon-
don he worked and wrote for the Africa Times and Orient
Review, the leading Pan-African journal of the period.

His decision to found a race-uplift organization
received its final impetus after he read Booker T. Wash-
ington’s autobiography, Up From Slavery, in 1914. Wash-
ington was the principal of the most African-American
educational institution, Tuskegee Institute in Alabama.
He was politically conservative but a strong advocate of
racial uplift and self-reliance, both of which appealed to
Garvey. Inspired by the harsh observations of his travels
and the promise inherent in Washington’s success, Garvey
famously asked, in his Philosophy and Opinions of Marcus
Garvey, “Where is the black man’s Government? Where is
his King and his Kingdom? Where is his President, his
country, and his ambassador, his army, his navy, his men
of big affairs?” “I could not find them,” Garvey said, “and
then I declared, ‘T will help to make them. ”

The question of race dominated the UNIA from its
beginnings. The initial objects sought “To establish a
Universal Confraternity among the race; To promote
the spirit of race pride and love; To reclaim the fallen
of the race” [and] “To establish Commissionaries or
Agencies in the principal countries of the world for the
protection of all Negroes, irrespective of nationality.”
The centrality of race was reflected in the UNIA’s slogan,
“Africa for the Africans, those at home and those
abroad,” and in its motto, “One God, One Aim, One
Destiny.” Its main guiding principles were “race first,” self-
reliance, and nationhood (political self-determination).
Only people of African descent could join the organization,
and it mostly eschewed financial help from outside the race.
The UNIA was organized around branches called “divi-
sions” and “chapters.” There were around 1,200 branches
worldwide with more than 700 of them in the United
States. Branches existed in Central America and the Car-
ibbean, Canada, South America, Africa, Europe and Aus-
tralia. The New York City branch had an estimated 35,000
to 40,000 members. Louisiana, with more than seventy
(possibly more than eighty) branches, had a heavier UNIA
presence than anywhere else in the world. Estimates of
world membership range from one million to more than
ten million. Financing came mostly from members and the
UNIA’s business ventures.

By 1918 Garvey had made his decision to remain in
the United States, and the UNIA thereafter underwent a
rapid expansion. It spawned the Negro World (1918), the

most widely circulated African newspaper in the world, the
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Black Star Line Shipping Corporation, and the Negro
Factories Corporation, which owned a number of small
businesses. It also acquired schools and bought huge
amounts of real estate. The Negro World employed some
of the best journalistic talent in African America, including
Thomas Fortune, John Edward Bruce, and Amy Jacques
Garvey, Garvey’s second wife. It provided wide coverage of
African American and Pan-African affairs and doubled as a
major literary journal in the era of the cultural movement
known as the Harlem Renaissance.

In 1920 Garvey attracted 25,000 people to his First
International Convention of the Negro Peoples of the
World. Success, however, brought entanglements with a
variety of adversaries, including European governments,
integrationist organizations such as the NAACP (which
was largely led and financed by whites), the Communist
International (which espoused “class first” over “race first”)
and dishonest or disaffected elements within the UNIA. The
U.S. government, ever protective of its status quo against
any manifestations of radicalism, began plotting his depor-
tation from at least 1919. They infiltrated the UNIA and
brought Garvey into court on a variety of charges, culminat-
ing in a conviction for alleged mail fraud in connection with
the eventual failure of the Black Star Line. Garvey served
almost three years of a five-year sentence until President
Calvin Coolidge commuted his sentence late in 1927.
Immediate deportation to Jamaica followed.

After returning to Jamaica, Garvey published news-
papers, founded the Peoples Political Party, was elected
to the principal local government body (the Kingston
and St. Andrew Corporation Council), and was impris-
oned by the British authorities. Garvey spent his last five
years (1935-1940) in London, where he continued to
lead his now-reduced organization.

Garvey’s emphasis on race was due to a careful analysis
of the situation around him. “The world has made being
black a crime,” he said, “and I have felt it in common with
men who suffer like me, and instead of making it a crime I
hope to make it a virtue” (Martin 1986 [1976]). He was
born into a world of pseudo-scientific racism. Nineteenth-
century thinkers such as American Thomas Jefferson
(1743-1826), American German Georg Hegel (1770—
1831) and Englishman James Anthony Froude (1818-
1894) all espoused notions of African inferiority, and they
were all challenged by Pan-African intellectuals. As early as
1829 African-American David Walker (1785-1830) lam-
basted Jefferson’s allegations of African genetic inferiority
in the seminal David Walker’s Appeal. In 1889, two years
after Garvey’s birth, his Trinidadian compatriot John Jacob
Thomas (1841-1889) challenged Froude’s views in his
polemic Froudacizy. Haitian Anténor Firmin (1850-1911)
challenged Frenchman Joseph Arthur Comte de Gobi-

neauw’s (1816-1882) white supremacist treatise Essai sur
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linégalité des races humaines (Essay on the inequality of the
human race) in his 1885 response On the Equality of

Human Races.

Garvey was aware of the widely disseminated
pseudo-scientific racist ideas. He read such Pan-African
challengers to these views as Edward Blyden (1832-
1912) of Liberia and W. E. B. Du Bois (1868-1963)
of the United States. He said in 1923, “White philoso-
phers, Darwin, Locke, Newton and the rest ... forgot
that the monkey would change to a man, his tail would

drop off and he would demand his share.”

Every aspect of the UNIA was therefore ultimately
designed to demonstrate that Africans could—self-reliantly
and through the power of organization—help themselves
to a position of equality with other races. Garveyites
sought to uplift the race through an activist literature
and through revisionist historical writing. In the process,
they helped usher in the period of literary and cultural
flowering known as the Harlem Renaissance. Garvey per-
sonally took issue with American anthropologists Franz
Boas (1858-1942) and Clark Wissler (1870-1947) for
their inconsistent definitions of race. “The custom of these
anthropologists,” Garvey lamented in The Philosophy and
Opinions of Marcus Garvey, is “whenever a black man ...
accomplishes anything of importance, he is no longer a
negro.”

Garveyites portrayed God as black, even while
acknowledging that God was a spirit without color. They
tried to employ their own and to provide insurance
against sickness and death. They hoped to establish a
beachhead in Liberia, from where the task of rehabilitat-
ing the race might be expedited. Garveyites accepted past
miscegenation as an unfortunate fzit accompli induced by
slavery, and they welcomed racially mixed persons who
acknowledged their African ancestry. They nevertheless
frowned on new miscegenation, which they saw as an
acknowledgement of inferiority.

Garvey’s ideology of “race first” was, in essence, a
reformulation of the perennial ideas of black nationalism
that have infused other Pan-African mass movements.
His influence was transmitted directly to Malcolm X,
Elijah Muhammad of the Nation of Islam, the Rastafar-
ian movement, and nationalist movements of the African
diaspora. He died on June 10, 1940, in London.

SEE ALSO African Diaspora; American Colonization
Society and the Founding of Liberia; Boas, Franz;
Firmin, Anténor; Pan-Africanism; Walker, David;
Washington, Booker T.
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GAY MEN

The images, experiences, and histories of gay men are
multifaceted. Social-science research has shown that gay
men come from all racial and ethnic experiences and
include men from all socioeconomic backgrounds. Sill,
some of the most persistent and dominant conceptions of
gay men describe them as being white, middle-class, and
well-educated. While these characteristics may very well
apply to some gay men, there are others, particulatly of
different racial and ethnic backgrounds, who continue to
challenge these stereotypical constructs. Other social forces
besides race also shape our understandings of gay men.
These include heterosexism and homophobia, which, in
and of themselves, can be detrimental to the existence of
gay men in general, but when viewed in conjunction with
racial and ethnic stereotyping can also limit the ways in
which people come to know and understand gay men.

Because the term gay does not always resonate with
some racial or ethnic groups, different names have been
used to describe same-sex sexual contact between men,
reflecting linguistic conventions and offering oppositional,
or alternative, forms of self-identification. For instance, in
many Latino cultures, men who have sex with men often
describe themselves as either activo (active) or pasivo (pas-
sive), highlighting the behavioral aspects of homosexuality.
For many blacks, meanwhile, the term same gender loving is
employed in order to denote same-sex sexuality. Such terms
do not necessarily exclude lesbians, bisexuals, or transgen-
der people. For example, the term rwo-spirit is often used in
Native American populations to refer to homosexual peo-
ple in general. This is similar to the use of gueer for many
white and Asian groups.
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Gay Men

The study of gay men has a long and vast history, yet its
links to other social forces, such as nationality, religion, pop-
ular culture, and race, has only recently been explored by
researchers, theorists, and others. Twentieth-century investi-
gations of the intersections of race and homosexuality have
been fueled by numerous forces, such as feminist inquiry, the
U.S. Civil Rights struggles of the 1950s and 1960s, identity
politics, and research on HIV and AIDS. Still, forces such as
homophobia (the fear of homosexuals and homosexuality,
often accompanied by negative thoughts, feelings, and actions
against this group) and heterosexism (the belief that hetero-
sexuality is the basis of all social interaction, and that same-sex
families, unions, and interactions should not be allowed)
continue to shape the ways in which gay men live their lives
and are represented by others.

Embedded in discussions and examinations of homo-
sexuality are the arguments that link it to nature and to various
social forces. Does nature dictate beliefs about homosexuality
(the essentialist view), or is homosexuality a product of socially
constructed norms and behaviors (the social constructivist
view)? This is one of the most salient dichotomies present in
the study of sexuality in general. Throughout history,
attempts have been made to link homosexuality to nature,
to the environment, to the psyche, to race, and to policy.

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
Karl Heinrich Ulrichs (1825-1895), Magnus Hirschfeld
(1868-1935), and Havelock Ellis (1859-1939) were all
influential pioneers in sexology—the scientific study of
sexuality—and they argued for the decriminalization of
homosexuality by using a nature-based argument. In fact,
Ellis defined homosexuals as “inverts”—people who had
the body of one sex and the soul of the other sex. One of the
main goals for these early sexologists was to document the
various kinds of sexualities present in their time.

More recently, social scientists in the United States have
attempted to continue the work of early sexologists, but these
researchers also acknowledge that sexuality reveals as much
about social forces as it does about nature. Two works by
researcher Alfred Kinsey (1894-1956) and his research
team—Sexual Behavior in the Human Male (1948) and the
subsequent Sexual Behavior in the Human Female (1953)—
were influential because they showed how sexuality was fluid.
This development was important because it destabilized the
categories of “heterosexual” and “homosexual” and intro-
duced fluidity to the understanding of sexuality in general.
Similarly, in The Social Organization of Sexuality: Sexual
Practices in the United States (1994), the sociologist Edward
O. Laumann (b. 1938) and his colleagues emphasized that
sexuality is largely organized by other social forces, such as
the state, gender, race, and place of birth.

In addition, in The History of Sexuality: An Introduc-
tion (Vol. 1, 1978), the philosopher Michel Foucault
(1926-1984) directly challenged the belief that contem-
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porary societies are plagued by the silences of sexuality
that dominated the Victorian era. Further, Foucault
argued that sexuality has been regulated by the power-
knowledge effect—the extent to which those in power
and those who possess (or have access to) knowledge use
these forces to either reproduce inequality or to sustain
the status quo. Clearly, Foucault’s theory of sexuality is
located in the social constructivist camp, and his work
continues to influence much of the research on homo-
sexuality today.

According to historical and personal accounts around
the world, gay men have developed various strategies in
order to develop a community of like-minded men and in
order to combat the stigma attached to being gay or
homosexual. Such strategies include specific dress codes
and linguistic references, ultimately resulting in the estab-
lishment of safe spaces in which to congregate. Many gay
men have also achieved worldwide recognition for various
successes in the arts, politics, sports, and entertainment.
Some examples of these include, but are in no way limited
to, the writers Reinaldo Arenas (1943-1990) and James
Baldwin (1924-1987); the French politician Bertrand
Delanoe (b. 1950), the German politician Klaus Wowereit
(b. 1953), and the U.S. politician Barney Frank (b. 1940);
the athletes Bill Tilden (1893-1953) and Greg Louganis
(b. 1960); and the entertainers Elton John (b. 1947) and
Nathan Lane (b. 1956). Still, state-sponsored homophobia
and heterosexism—which often take the form of legally
sanctioned vice patrols, as well as other forms of legislation
that overtly targets gay men specifically and homosexuality
in general—often contribute to the ways in which gay men
have been oppressed and continue to be punished on the
basis of their sexual identities and desires. Globally, gay
men have been the targets of legal and extralegal stoning,
imprisonment, castration, honor killing, disenfranchise-
ment, and other forms of execution and discrimination.

The work of scholars in the field of sexuality studies
has also accounted for the ways in which race continues
to be an important factor in the lives of people of color.
In fact, intersectionality—a framework used to under-
stand the ways in which multiple forms of oppression
affect people differently—has become an important fea-
ture in the broad fields of race and sexuality studies.
Noted feminist scholars such as Audre Lorde (1934—
1992), Kimberle Crenshaw (b. 1959), and Patricia Hill
Collins (b. 1948) all helped to develop the concept of
intersectionality, which attempts to analyze individual-
and group-level dynamics where there is more than one
oppressed identity present. Ostensibly, gay men of color
often face discrimination based on their sexual and racial
identities. This is complicated by other social forces they
may face, such as unemployment or insufficient health
care. Similarly, researchers interested in racial stigma have
called attention to a phenomenon known as secondary
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Black Gay Pride Parade, 2002. Two men participate in
Atlanta’s second annual Stand Up and Represent National Black
Gay Pride march. Gay men of color often face discrimination
based on their sexual and racial identities. AP IMAGES.

marginalization, the process through which a marginal-
ized group is regulated by more privileged members
within their very group. Within the larger population
of gay men, stereotypical racial hierarchies and dynamics
exist, mimicking the presence of racism that many con-
tinue to document within the larger society.

In an essay titled “How Gay Stays White and What
Kind of White It Stays” (2001), Allan Berube documents
how the category gay is often assumed to be white, and
how this in turn voids all other kinds of racialized, gay
existences. Such work is important because it demon-
strates how racism and homophobia, while different,
coexist and reinforce each other. An examination of one
without the other, therefore, would result in lopsided
analyses. This is similar to what many feminists of color
have written about in terms of employing an intersection-
ist perspective—which would account for the ways in
which multiple forms of oppression affect people differ-
ently. Berube’s work also underscores how whiteness
becomes the default for many socially constructed catego-
ries, including gay. This becomes complicated when one
considers the various political strategies that gay men have
employed in order to advocate for rights. For instance,
early gay male liberationist battles in the United States
rested on a mostly white agenda that included fighting for
the end of vice patrols in the bars and clubs where homo-
sexual men came together. On the other hand, race-
specific research on gay men in the United States has
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revealed at least three layers of racism and homophobia:
in the general population, in homosexual communities,
and in their own respective racial or ethnic communities.
Awareness of these levels of discrimination and oppres-
sion, coupled with an understanding that same-sex sex-
uality is present in all racial or ethnic communities, makes
for a more accurate picture of gay men.

SEE ALSO Baldwin, James; Heterosexism and
Homophobia; Lesbians; Sexuality.
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GENDER IDEOLOGY

Like race, masculinity and femininity are socially con-
structed concepts that convey values and social status.
Gender ideology works in two ways. First, it prescribes
proper behavior and demeanor for boys and girls, men
and women. There are different prescriptions for mascu-
linity and femininity in societies that are racially and eth-
nically diverse, and the gendered behavior and demeanor of
some of the members of less valued groups may violate the
dominant group’s ideas of what is proper. Thus, boys and
girls and women and men who adopt different ideas of how

19



Gender Ideology

to behave, look, walk, dress, and relate to others may be
doing what is tabooed by the dominant group’s gender
ideology, justifying their devaluation and discrimination
against them. Second, these negative responses are rein-
forced by demeaning stereotypes about women and men
of different racial and ethnic groups, which usually do not
represent the behavior of most of the members of these
groups.

The mixture of stereotypes and behavior often produ-
ces contradictory racial imagery of masculinity and femini-
nity. In the United States in the nineteenth century,
African-American enslaved men were considered sexually
dangerous for Southern white women, who were suppos-
edly sexually pure and physically vulnerable. Yet the
enslaved men had no status as full-fledged men; they were
“boys” and were expected to be deferential to any white
person. Enslaved African-American women were all
“body”—sexually vulnerable breeders and wet nurses in
service of their white masters or physically strong field
hands—not “women.” The racial and gender contradic-
tions of the time were aptly summed up in Sojourner
Truth’s famous speech, “Ain’t I a Woman?” She was an
African-American former slave and preacher who made the
speech at a women’s rights convention in Akron, Ohio, in
1851. Challenging the stereotypical view of women as
helpless and dependent, which was proper behavior for
upper- and middle-class white women, she said:

That man over there says that women need to be
helped into carriages, and lifted over ditches, and
to have the best place everywhere. Nobody ever
helps me into carriages, or over mud-puddles, or
gives me any best place! And ain’t I a woman?
Look at me! Look at my arm! I have ploughed
and planted, and gathered into barns, and no
man could head me! And ain’t I a woman? I
could work as much and eat as much as a
man—when I could get it—and bear the lash as
well! And ain’t I a woman? I have borne thirteen
children, and seen most all sold off to slavery,
and when I cried out with my mother’s grief,
none but Jesus heard me! And ain’t I a woman?
(Internet Modern History Sourcebook)

Late twentieth and twenty-first century views of
masculinity and femininity in the United States are
equally complicated by racial differences and produce
similar contradictions of what it is to be a man or
woman. In popular views and the mass media, diversity
of behavior within the group is often ignored, and a
stereotypical imagery of masculinity and femininity pre-
dominates. The stereotypes reflect beliefs about the group
and justify their oppression and subordinate status, even
when only a small percentage of the group has gendered
cultural patterns that differ from middle-class whites, the
dominant group in the United States. In addition to
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African Americans, gender ideologies reinforce racial ster-
eotypes for Latinos, Asians, Arabs, and other nondomi-
nant groups. The bulk of the research on institutionalized
racism, however, is on black-white relations.

BLACK MASCULINITY

Machismo, first used to describe the masculinity of Lat-
inos, has become a generalized term for “doing masculin-
ity.” Black macho is a phrase that is the essence of the
gender ideology surrounding black masculinity. It depicts
a young, swaggering, defiant, bold, cool competitor for
physical space and the upper hand—for respect, most of
all. He is sexually attractive and physically adept, but there
is an undertone of repressed violence that can emerge in
fights, rapes, and homicides. He is street-smart rather than
book-learned, and somewhat contemptuous of black col-
lege graduates working in corporations or professions,
whose demeanor is likely to mirror white middle-class
manners. The physical strengths and aggressive compet-
itiveness are valued by sports recruiters and team owners,
especially for football, basketball, and boxing, and may
lead to upward mobility and even great wealth and adu-
lation for a few successful professional athletes.

Aspects of the gender ideology of black masculinity
include sexual prowess with many women and fathering
several children, but not long-term relationships or emo-
tional closeness with children. In actuality, many black
men are hard-working, responsible fathers. Leonard Pitts
Jr., a Miami Herald journalist who interviewed African-
American men about their troubled relationships with
their fathers, says that for him and others there were
always role models: “fathers, black men, family men who
came up on hard streets, sired by disappointing dads, yet
get up every morning and do the hard work of raising and
supporting their children” (1999, p. 198).

The machismo or cool pose of young African-American
men is a form of defiance against their subordinate posi-
tion in the U.S. stratification system, which disadvantages
them economically and educationally. The pose enables
them to establish a confident masculine identity but may
also prevent them from full participation in a racist society
that sees their swaggering as hostile and dangerous. White
boys may admire and adopt their style of dress, music,
walk, and attitude, but to adult white men they defy
proper middle-class demeanor. Thus the masculinity that
may command respect on the street limits the chances for
upward mobility in the white-controlled work world,
except through the venues of sports and music. Move-
ments such as the Promise Keepers have tried to shift
the ideology of black masculine identity from personal
aggrandizement to valorizing the husbands and fathers
who take on the commitment of life-long emotional and
financial support of their children and their children’s
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mothers. Even under slavery, black family life was strong;
but gender ideology has not been supportive of family
men as an image of black masculinity.

BLACK FEMININITY
Gender ideology depicts black women through a variety

of contradictory femininities—sexy Jezebels, nurturant
mothers, domestics, welfare recipients, and domineering
matriarchs. Each of these is one-dimensional and objec-
tifies and demeans black women who, like black men, are
diverse in social class, education, family status, and
occupation.

The imagery of the sexually available black woman and
the loving mammy, nursemaid, nurse, and general caregiver
is both positive and negative. Stereotypes of black beauty
place value on elements of sexual attractiveness, especially
large breasts and buttocks, but devalue black facial features
and hair. The conventional ideal of black feminine beauty
is lush curves, thin lips and noses, light skin, and straight-
ened hair or elaborate cornrows. For black women, achiev-
ing these standards may mean intensive dieting, cosmetic

surgery, and long, painful hours at the beauty salon.

The imagery of sexual attractiveness and availability,
with early pregnancy or sex work as a possible outcome,
has been countered by black parents who urge daughters
to put off sexual activity and concentrate on their school-
work. Like adolescent gitls in many other racial ethnic
groups, young black women face an either-or dilemma:
either to remain aloof or to seek emotional relationships
that will render them vulnerable to sexual pressure. The
conventional gender ideology does not offer positive
images of educated black women in prestigious occupa-
tions and professions; rather, such women are accused of
emasculating black men.

The most contradictory racialized gender ideology
surrounds motherhood. Under slavery, black women with
qualities valued by masters—good health and strength—
were encouraged to breed with black men; they were also
raped by white owners and their sons and overseers. None
of the children they bore belonged to them. After slavery,
many black mothers left their children with kin to obtain
work in white homes as maids and nannies for white
children. Poverty and men’s relocation for jobs made it
difficult to keep families intact, and many mothers cared
for their own and others’ children. After a fight to obtain
welfare benefits, black women who used that means of
support to stay home with their children were condemned
as lazy and shiftless, and welfare reforms have mandated
work requirements to keep receiving benefits. Black
mothers who work and those on welfare are both blamed
for sons not doing well in school and getting in trouble
with drugs and crime, daughters getting pregnant, and
black men’s low self-esteem. Yet many of these same
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mothers join together in grassroots fights for better local
social conditions for their families.

The conventional gender ideology of black femininity is
blind to black women’s successful efforts at raising daughters
and sons who stay in school, go on to college, and are
upwardly mobile. It does not acknowledge black women
who have stable marriages, raise well-adjusted children, and
hold middle-class jobs throughout their lives, or competent
single mothers who are heads of households for extended
families and often are grassroots activists. Yet these women
are the Sojourner Truths of the early twenty-first century—
strong, self-reliant, political, and assertive role models for their
sons and daughters.

SEE ALSO Feminism and Race; Sexuality.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Collins, Patricia Hill. 2000. Black Feminist Thought: Knowledge,

Consciousness, and the Politics of Empowerment, rev. ed.
New York: Routledge.

Connell, R'W. 2005. Masculinities, 2nd ed. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Hobson, Janell. 2005. Venus in the Dark: Blackness and Beauty in
Popular Culture. New York: Routledge.

Kimmel, Michael S. 2006. Manhood in America: A Cultural
History, 2nd ed. New York: Oxford University Press.

Landry, Bart. 2000. Black Working Wives: Pioneers of the American
Family Revolution. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Majors, Richard, and Janet Mancini Billson. 1992. Cool Pose: The
Dilemmas of Black Manhood in America. New York: Lexington
Books.

Melhuus, Marit, and Kristi Anne Stelen, eds. 1997. Machos,
Mistresses, Madonnas: Contesting the Power of Latin American
Gender Imagery. New York and London: Verso.

Messner, Michael A. 1992. Power at Play: Sports and the Problem
of Masculinity. Boston: Beacon Press.

Naples, Nancy A. 1998. Grassroots Warriors: Activist Mothering,
Community Work, and the War on Poversy. New York: Routledge.

Pitts, Leonard Jr. 1999. Becoming Dad: Black Men and the
Journey to Fatherhood. Atlanta: Longstreet.

Truth, Sojourner. “Ain’t I a Woman?” Internet Modern History
Sourcebook. Available from http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/
mod/sojtruth-woman.html.

Wallace, Michele. 1990. Black Macho and the Myth of the

Superwoman. London: Verso.

Judith Lorber

GENE POOL

The division of the human species into races implies that
there are separate breeding populations that are genetically
differentiated from each other in many inherited traits. It
is assumed that while there may be some matings between
individuals belonging to different races, the small amount
of such cross-racial interbreeding has been insufficient to
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eliminate the group differences that are said to characterize
the races. This view of well-defined separate breeding
populations of individuals with an occasional migrant
between them is typical of the extremely simplified models
of population structure that characterized population
genetics in the early and mid-twentieth-century. An ele-
ment in these models is a metaphor for the collection of
genes in a population, the gene pool.

Since the early 1900s, scientists have known that there
is a great deal of genetic variation in any assemblage of
individuals in any species. More recent work characterizing
proteins and DNA from many individuals has shown that
essentially every gene has some variation within a popula-
tion. For some genes, nearly every individual in any species,
including humans, is genetically identical, though there are
rare variant forms of these genes. For about one-third of the
genes in a sexually reproducing population, however, there
is considerable variation, with two or more relatively com-
mon alternative forms (alleles). The “gene pool” of a pop-
ulation is a metaphor for the collection of all the different
variants of all the genes in proportion to the relative fre-
quencies of the alleles. Imagine that all the females in a
population deposited their eggs in one container and all the
males deposited their sperm in another. If the males and
females in the population mate with each other at random,
the offspring generation that results is equivalent to pro-
ducing the offspring by drawing, over and over again, one
sperm and one egg from the containers. The contents of the
containers together constitute the gene pool of the popula-
tion, from which offspring are said to be drawn. The
complete specification of the makeup of that gene pool is
then taken as the genetic description of the population.

No description of the complete gene pool of any real
population has ever been attempted, but a sample of differ-
ent genes in a reasonably large sample of individuals from
different populations in a variety of species has provided a
fairly accurate characterization of the genetic variation
within and between populations. In humans, for example,
about 85 percent of the genetic variation in the species as a
whole can be found within the gene pool of a local pop-
ulation, defined geographically and linguistically.

The concept of a gene pool from which individuals in
a population are drawn and which distinguishes one pop-
ulation from another depends on an idealized and simpli-
fied model of populations. The model is that of a
Mendelian population, a collection of individuals clearly
bounded off from other such populations, within which
offspring are produced by the random pairing of males and
females. Matings with individuals from other populations
are either nonexistent or sufficiently rare that their effect
can be modeled as the introduction into the population of
an occasional genetic variant, equivalent to the occurrence
of a mutation. The pool, then, is a well-defined collection
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of genes into which an occasional gene is imported from
other pools. The consequence is that different gene pools
will be distinguishable by the frequency and kind of genetic
variants they contain, and despite an occasional imported
variant, each will maintain a genetic distance from other
such gene pools.

The reality is more complex, however, making the
metaphor of the “pool” inappropriate. First, individuals
belonging to a species are not generally broken up into
separate geographical populations with clear boundaries
between them and random mating within them. The prob-
abilities of an individual mating with other individuals varies
continuously with geographical distance, even within a
region that is separated from other regions by uninhabited
territory. Isolated islands are periodically invaded. In sea-
sonal environments, populations that are more or less con-
tinuous during the favorable part of the year (when
population densities are high) break up into isolated dis-
continuous pockets during the unfavorable season. Thus,
the history of human populations has been marked by
massive migrations and invasions followed by interbreeding.

Second, the probabilities of mating within well-
defined geographical limits vary continuously with the
characteristics of individuals. In human populations, var-
iables such as social class, religion, and socially defined
race and ethnicity do not act as absolute population
boundaries, but rather as probabilistic determinants of
mating (with historical changes in the probabilities). The
realization of these complexities has led to an abandon-
ment of the concept of gene pool as an analytic device in
the literature of population genetics.

SEE ALSO Genetic Variation among Populﬂtz’om.
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GENES AND
GENEALOGIES

When the “one drop rule” was implemented in the United
States during the period of slavery to designate all people
with African ancestry as “Negroes,” the question of descent
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often became a matter of life or death. People with even one
African ancestor and no documents of “manumission,”
which freed an ancestor from slavery, could be returned
to slave status, frequently by means of a public auction.
Before the Civil War, free blacks were in constant danger of
being kidnapped, deprived of their documents, carried to
another city, and sold back into slavery. On one notorious
occasion, Black Seminoles on their way to Indian Territory
under protection of a treaty were lined up in New Orleans
and inspected, with darker-skinned people sold into slavery
and the profits going to the U.S. government. Even after the
war, the “one drop rule” was directed against people of
color—blacks, Native Americans, and Asians—most nota-
bly in the 1924 Virginia Racial Integrity Act, the most

vicious of the “Jim Crow” laws.

Another aspect of this genealogical approach to
ancestry is represented in the idea of blood fraction. As
the African slave trade developed in the seventeenth
century, there was increased mating between black and
white, and one’s worth as a slave depended on the frac-
tion of white as opposed to black ancestry. A vocabulary
was developed to describe ancestry in a genealogical
manner. One could be half white (mulatto), one-fourth
white (quadroon), or one-eighth white (octoroon), and
other terms were invented to describe a nearly white
appearance such as “High Yellow,” a designation applied
especially to the mistresses of white aristocrats in south-
ern cities, including the Texas woman memorialized in
the song “The Yellow Rose of Texas.” One’s role in slave
society, then, depended largely on color, so that lighter-
colored slaves were expected to perform household work
and skilled trades, while darker-colored slaves were field
hands and manual laborers who performed more
exhausting and dangerous work.

The genealogical idiom, then, incorporates at least
two mistaken ideas: (1) that each person is equally
descended from each parent and (2) that a person can retain
an indelible marker of racial origin, characterized in this
context as “one drop of blood.” This idiom becomes even
more complicated, and more mistaken, in the calculation
of “blood quantum” among Native Americans.

HISTORY OF THE GENEALOGICAL
METHOD

Genealogy has been the most traditional method of
describing ancestry, with people recounting the identity
of their parents, their parents’ parents, and so on back in
time as far as they could go. Before writing was invented,
about 3000 BCE, people had to rely on memory to recall
their ancestors, often appointing special persons to
remember everyone’s ancestry. Native Hawaiian society,
for example, is notable for maintaining a class of histor-
ians who could recite genealogies reaching hundreds of
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years into the past. Many societies in Africa and South
America supported similar specialists. Without some spe-
cial effort of this kind, “genealogical amnesia” usually sets
in, so that most people even now cannot recall the names
of all eight of their great-grandparents without help—and
those ancestors are only three generations back.

Within “clan” or “unilineal” societies, which preceded
complex societies around the world and are still maintained
by hundreds of “tribal” or small-scale societies, these geneal-
ogies have been crucial in determining access to property,
political office, and religious roles. In some “unilineal” soci-
eties, it was necessary to remember only the male or the female
line, since property or privileges only passed through one line
or the other. But in “bilateral” societies such as existed in
Europe, tracing ancestry through both males and females was
more common, and much more difficult, since in every
ascending generation there were twice as many ancestors to
remember. This takes the form of a geometric progression so
that in a bilateral society, after five generations there are 2 +
4 + 8 + 16 + 32 = 62 ancestors in the family tree to be
remembered. But after 300 years, or twelve generations, a
person has an estimated 8,190 ancestors. Inverting the geneal-
ogy, and estimating that each person has two children, asingle
person emigrating to America in 1700, black or white, would
have had an estimated 8,190 descendants by the year 2000.

While many people’s ancestors have been completely
forgotten by history, the descendants of celebrated people
often have their names recorded, or they constitute spe-
cial clubs or societies of some sort, providing some
notion of how extensive a person’s genealogy might be.
For example, the names of Pocahontas’s descendants,
since about 1614, are presently exhibited in three official
volumes, comprising more than 30,000 people. At a
more serious, religious level, the descendants of the
Prophet Muhammad are said to constitute more than
30 million people, often designated by distinctive dress
or title, although these figures are disputed among the
various sects of Islam. King Edward of England is said to
be the ancestor of 80 percent of living English people,
while 90 percent of the people who lived before 1100 are
said to be the ancestors of everyone now living, while the
other 10 percent have died without issue (Olson 2002).

In the large genealogical picture, then, everyone is
descended from everyone in the past thousand years, and
applying the “one drop rule” to the human species means
that everyone belongs to all races. Everyone has at least
one ancestor among every ‘‘race” that has ever existed. If
all humans are not literally brothers and sisters to one
another, they are at least cousins—at least fortieth cousins
to be exact. The genealogical method, then, does not
provide a very good tool for differentiating among human
beings or for tracing their migrations and histories.
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GENES

The discovery of genes in the early twentieth century
dramatically contradicted these notions of fractional
ancestry and what was called at the time “descent by
blood.” But to consider the advantages of genetic theory,
we need to begin with a consideration of the difference
between genes and alleles, a distinction that is frequently
lost in popular and journalistic descriptions of modern
genetics. Simply put, a gene is a location on a chromo-
some whose DNA transcribes the sequence of amino
acids to build proteins that may, for example, relate to
eye shape or color. An allele is one of the alternative
sequences of DNA that then codes for a different color.
That is, to simplify an example, the gene is for eye color,
but the allele might be for black, brown, green, or blue
eyes. Gene refers to the location; allele refers to the color.
One cannot have a gene for blue eyes, but one might
have an allele for blue eyes.

All humans have the same set of chromosomes and
genes. Surprisingly, most of the alleles (the form of the
genes) are also identical. However, each person is slightly
unique in his or her alleles. Cavalli-Sforza, Menozzi, and
Piazza’s (1994) massive survey of research in human
genetics shows the worldwide distribution of alleles as
known to him and his associates in 1994. Many more
examples have been examined since then, but the general
conclusion is the same—that all human societies on every
continent comprise essentially the same genes, although
the alleles of a gene might have a slightly different fre-
quency in different populations.

From the fractional, genealogical perspective, biolog-
ical information is in different packages, corresponding to
one’s ancestors. If one is one-fourth from a grandmother,
then one should have one-fourth of her biological charac-
teristics. But genetic studies show that this is not the way
it works. Although the genes are in different “packages,”
the packages are chromosomes, each of which contains a
string of thousands of genes. All of the genes on one
chromosome are inherited together from parent to child,
but the number of packages inherited from a single ances-
tor can be highly variant, beginning in the second gener-
ation. In the first generation a child inherits twenty-three
chromosomes from each parent. But in the next gener-
ation it is possible, although only slightly, that a grand-
child could inherit no chromosomes at all from a
grandparent, receiving all its chromosomes from the other
three grandparents. Although the genealogical method
would designate all four grandparents as providing one-
quarter ancestry, in fact one grandparent could provide
from zero to twenty-three chromosomes. That is, a grand-
parent could provide from none to half the genetic mate-
rial represented in a grandchild.
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Concerning the “one drop rule,” a particular per-
son’s genetic contribution to a lineage might be wiped
out after only two generations, in defiance of the asser-
tion that a particular ancestor has a permanent biological
effect on all descendants. In sum, the one drop rule and
the notion of fractional ancestry were both invented for
social, economic, and political purposes and are only
approximately related to human biology.

SEE ALSO Blood Quantum.
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GENESIS AND
POLYGENESIS

For those Europeans who wanted to justify slavery and the
colonial system in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
nothing was sacred, not even the Bible. Christian ideas
about equality under God and the brotherhood of man
had to be abandoned, or at least modified, if slavery was to
be accommodated to Christian ideology. To accomplish
this, leading clerics and other intellectuals selected and
distorted particular passages in the Old Testament, and
they took an arithmetic approach to Biblical chronology
to develop four arguments for racism that were widely
disseminated by the end of the eighteenth century.

REVISING BIBLICAL HISTORY

The new, pseudoscientific chronology of Bible history
was created by applying the Julian Calendar to the sacred
events of the Book of Genesis, so that according to the
Venerable Bede, a British cleric of the 8th century AD, the
world was created in 710 (by the Julian calendar), or
3952 BC (according to the BC/AD notation invented by
Bede himself). In 1650, Bishop James Ussher, another
British cleric, revised Bede’s date for creation to 4004 BC,
adding that it occurred on Sunday, October 23. He also
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gave the date for the end of the Biblical Flood as Wed-
nesday, May 5, 2348 BcC. Both Bede and Ussher used
some very questionable demographic assumptions about
life span and the age of reproduction to do their calcu-
lations, but their opinions soon began to carry the weight

of legal authority within the Church.

Bede, Ussher, and their followers went far beyond
the actual facts as stated in the Bible, and their elabo-
rations of scriptural accounts at first created significant
problems for their colleagues in theology and history who
were trying to justify slavery, racism, and even genocide.
First of all, their version of creation did not leave much
time for the development of diverse languages, tribes, and
races for the peopling of the Earth, as described in
scripture, and their date of creation was quite close to
the beginnings of secular Mediterranean history, which at
that time was thought to be about 500 BCE (or BC), the
time of Herodotus. Worse than that, as far as the slavery
of Africans and American Indians was concerned, their
theory of monogenesis—that all humans were descended
from Adam and Eve, and descended again from Noah
and his sons following the Flood—implied that all
humans were kin to one another. Consequently, the
slavery of humans by humans was the enslavement of
cousins by cousins, a moral dilemma for Christians.

JUSTIFYING SLAVERY

To overcome this dilemma, four solutions were proposed
that had the power to excuse the practice of slavery, upon
which an increasing portion of the European economy
depended in the so-called Age of Discovery.

One solution was to argue that American Indians
and Africans were not humans at all, and that they had
no souls. Thus, enslaving or killing them was not a
mortal sin as far as Christians were concerned. Two other
solutions were polygenetic in nature and alleged that
although the “primitive races” or “savages” of the Earth
were human, they were either “pre-Adamites,” meaning
they were created long before Adam and Eve, or “post-
Adamites,” created after Adam and Eve were driven from
the Garden of Eden. In either case these were people
engendered by “separate creations,” and thus were not
proper objects for the application of Christian morality.

Another powerful theory offered by Christian apol-
ogists for slavery concerned the unequal distribution of
sinfulness among the sons of Noah. This involved an
ingenious reading of the story of the aftermath of the
Flood, during which it was said that Ham, the alleged
ancestor of Africans, had abused his drunken father
(some interpreters said he raped him, others that he
castrated him), while Shem, the ancestor of Asians and
American Indians, had watched but did not interfere, and
it was only Japheth, the ancestor of Europeans (including
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Jews), who had the decency to “cover his father’s naked-
ness.” According to Genesis 9:24-25 (in the King James
version): “‘Noah awoke from his wine and knew what his
younger son had done unto him. And he said, Cursed be
Canaan; a servant of servants shall he be unto his breth-
ren.” That is, he cursed Ham’s son, whose name was
Canaan. According to this interpretation (known as the
curse of Ham, or the curse of Canaan), Ham and his
descendants, exiled to Africa, were to be servants for the
descendants of Noah’s other sons; that is, they were to be
slaves. The various allegations of heinous sexual viola-
tions attributed to Ham in the most sacred literature of
Christianity thus supplied a convenient rationale for
European slave raiders, slave traders, and slave owners
even though Genesis says nothing about the pigmenta-
tion of Africans.

A subsequent verse of Genesis, which addressed the
situations of both Africans and Native Americans (the
sons of Shem) seemed exactly appropriate for English
colonists in New England and Virginia in the early
seventeenth century. Genesis 9:27 states: “God shall
enlarge Japheth, and he shall dwell in the tents of Shem;
and Canaan shall be his servant.” Colonial Virginians
took this to mean that God knew they would some day
outgrow their homeland (the British Isles), and that they
would at that point have divine approval to come to
Virginia and take the houses and farmlands of local
Indians (“the tents of Shem”), whom they were at liberty
to massacre, after which they could import African slaves
to do the work. Their importation of Africans came after
a period in which they experimented unsuccessfully with
Indian slavery. In New England, the preference was to
sell Indian captives to Jamaica or exchange them for
African slaves.

A bizarre footnote was added to the racist account of
the origins of “Hamites” by J. B. Stoner, the editor in the
1960s of the Thunderbolt, a publication of the National
States’ Rights Party, and the man convicted of bombing a
black church in Alabama in 1958. Inspired by the French
racist Jean-Joseph Virey, Stoner asserted that not only
were modern Africans the descendants of Ham’s accursed
son Canaan, but they were also the result of unions
between “Hamites and Great Apes,” thereby making
them only half human. This assertion served to justify
the next episode of moral atrocities against the Bible, the
Trial in Valladolid, in Spain, which in the sixteenth
century was part of the Holy Roman Empire.

THE DEBATE IN VALLADOLID

For the first twenty years in their “New World” of the
Americas, Spanish conquistadores could kill or enslave
Indians with impunity, because they were regarded as
“black dogs” without souls. But in 1512 the Laws of
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Burgos were promulgated, stating that Indians were
humans, had souls, and could be converted to Christian-
ity. The Catholic world then became divided on the issue
of whether Indians were “natural slaves,” born into a
naturally servile condition, or whether they had the same
rights as other citizens. To settle this issue, Emperor
Charles V convened a panel of distinguished scholars in
1550-1551, for the trial in Valladolid. Arguing for the
status of Indians as “natural slaves” was Juan Sepulveda,
who took the “colonialist” position, while Bartolomé de
Las Casas took the “indigenist” position, defending the
Indians. Both sides drew heavily on the writings of
Aristotle and St. Thomas Aquinas concerning natural
slavery and the notion of the “just war,” whereby cap-
tured enemies could be enslaved.

Although no “winner” of the debate was ever
announced, it resulted in an improvement for the situa-
tion of Indians, especially with the General Ordinance of
1573, which specified that before the population of an
Indian pueblo could be enslaved, someone had to
announce to them that the village was about to be
attacked, and that the consequences would be death or
enslavement. In practice, this might mean that a soldier
could sneak up to the outskirts of a village at night and
yell out (or whisper) the prescribed warning in Spanish or
Latin, followed quickly by the attack.

The situation of Indians in North America, under
assault by French and English colonial forces, was no
better, and perhaps worse. The English goal was not so
much to enslave Indians, but to kill or expel them and take
their land. Both the French and English considered Indi-
ans to be cannibals and Satanists who could be killed at
will by Europeans. During his 1577 search for a North-
west Passage around North America, Martin Frobisher
hiked up the skirts of an Indian woman to see if she had
cloven hooves. After the Pequot Massacre of hundreds of
Indian women and children in Masssachusetts in 1637,
the English leader John Underhill announced: “Some-
times the Scripture declareth women and children must
perish with their parents. ... We had sufficient light from
the word of God for our proceedings.” The writings of
John Smith and other Virginia colonists express the same
sentiments, as did some Canadian priests, such as Paul Le
Jeune in his contributions to the Jesuit Relations.

POLYGENETIC JUSTIFICATION

Two of the four theories listed above are “polygenetic” in
nature, arguing that the “lower races” were created sep-
arately, either before or after the creation of white people
during the events recounted in the Book of Genesis. Both
theories were based on anthropological evidence that had
been accumulating in the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies. In Europe, primitive tools called “thunderstones”
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and ape-like human skulls had begun to accumulate in
museums, which indicated that some kind of “ape-man”
or “cave-man” had existed in Europe for hundreds of
thousands, or perhaps millions, of years. In the mean-
time, geologists such as Charles Lyell, a Southern Con-
federacy sympathizer, were arguing persuasively that the
Earth was millions of years old.

Proponents of polygenesis accommodated this new
evidence by explaining that these bones and tools repre-
sented some early experiments in human creation, before
God “got it right” with the creation of white people in the
events described in Genesis. It was argued further that these
early fossils were the ancestors of the “primitive people”
discovered around the world by European explorers. That
is, modern “primitives” or “savages” were supposed to be
the descendants of God’s “failed attempts” to create perfect
humans “in his own image.”

Those polygeneticists who argued that Africans and
others were post-Adamites, created after rather than before
the events of Genesis, relied more on Biblical texts than on
anthropological evidence. They argued that, in the Bible,
husbands and wives of the descendants of Adam and Eve
came from foreign countries unaccounted for in Biblical
narrative. Therefore, there must have been other creations,
which they say included those of the “inferior races.”

A more modern advocate of polygenesis was Catleton
Coon, a Harvard-trained anthropologist who hypothesized
in the 1950s that there were five separate lines of human
ancestry, corresponding to the five races of humankind,
each of which crossed the human “threshold” separately.
Thus, European people had been human longer than Afri-
cans, and thus were more “advanced.” Although Coon
admitted that Africa was the “cradle of mankind,” he wrote
in The Origin of Races (1962) that the continent was “only
an indifferent kindergarten,” as compared to Europe, the

“cradle of civilization” (p. 656).

Even in the early twenty-first century, the theory of
creation as an instantaneous event leaves the door open for
theories of polygenesis, theories that have always operated
to the detriment of nonwhites. Darwinian theories, like the
fundamentalist monogenetic theories celebrated by most
Christians, argue for a common ancestry for all humans,
and thus for the “brotherhood of man.” All present evi-
dence indicates, contrary to what Carleton Coon argued,
that human beings have developed and evolved through
history not as separate races, but as a single species, con-
stantly sharing their genes, languages, and cultures as they
developed and migrated around the world.
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John H. Moore

GENETIC DISTANCE

Genetic distance refers to the mathematical reduction of
multidimensional genetic differences to one-dimensional
lengths, which can then be easily compared. While math-
ematical precedents existed, the use of genetic distance
flowered in the 1960s with the conjunction of two bio-
logical programs: (1) racial serology, which had been
amassing genetic data on differences across populations
but was quantitatively unsophisticated; and (2) numerical
taxonomy, which was developing a radical post-Linnaean
approach to biological systematics and was mathemati-
cally sophisticated but philosophically unpersuasive.

Racial serology, the study of human diversity using
immunological reactions of the blood, began during World
War I. As the collection and analysis expanded, it became
clear that different blood markers showed different patterns
of diversity across the human gene pool. For example,
diverse populations, such as Navajos and Estonians, might
have very different allele frequencies for the ABO blood
group, but very similar allele frequencies for the MN blood
group. With many populations and many blood group
markers, these data quickly become unwieldy.

Numerical taxonomy sought to replace the verbal
impressionistic taxonomy of earlier generations with a
rigorous, mathematical approach to scientific classifica-
tion. Its focus was on establishing patterns of relation-
ships, based on quantifiable similarity, among groups of
objects, which came to be called operational taxonomic
units, or OTUs. The goal of numerical taxonomy was to
create a tree-like structure, or dendrogram, a statistical
digestion summarizing the similarities of OTUs.
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The techniques of numerical taxonomy lent them-
selves well to the analysis of data from many genetic loci
across many human populations. Unfortunately, their
formalism tended to obscure layers of subjectivity. At
the most fundamental level, different statistical algo-
rithms can produce different trees from the same data.
Moreover, the trees are generated regardless of whether or
not the OTUs are comparable. Thus, if the African gene
pool subsumes the European gene pool, then they cannot
be intelligibly contrasted against one another (although
the computer programs will mindlessly do so). Likewise,
the computer will produce relationships among groups
defined geographically, linguistically, politically, ethni-
cally, and racially in the same study, in spite of the fact
that such comparisons may be largely meaningless.

Further, the meaning of a relatively small genetic
difference may be problematic. Above the species level,
it likely indicates a close phylogenetic relationship (a
recent divergence time between the species being com-
pared). Below the species level, however, it may indicate
both phylogenetic proximity and complex patterns of
genetic contact (gene flow).

Consequently, the greatest success of genetic distance
studies has come above the species level. In 1967, Vincent
Sarich and Allan Wilson were able to show that (1)
measurable rates of genetic change appear to be roughly
constant; (2) the genetic distance between human and
chimpanzee seem to correspond to a divergence time of
3 to 5 million years; and therefore (3) the fossils called
Ramapithecus, dated to 14 million years ago, could not be
on the uniquely human evolutionary line, because that line
was not established for nearly another 10 million years.

Meanwhile, direct DNA sequence comparisons were
facilitated technologically in the 1980s and 1990s. The
most fundamental problem faced by these comparisons is
the relationship between the amount of difference
observed and the amount of evolution inferred. Where
DNA sequence changes are rare, the number of differences
observed between two species will approximate the num-
ber of evolutionary changes that actually occurred to the
DNA. The sample size of those changes is small, however.
In contrast, where DNA sequence differences between two
species are copious, the sample of evolutionary changes is
high. Regardless, the number of observed differences will
underestimate the actual number of mutations that have
occurred, because a single observed difference may repre-
sent multiple changes (“hits”) at the same nucleotide site.

Thus, rapidly evolving mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA)
may be valuable for estimating reliable and precise genetic
distances among human populations over a span of thou-
sands of years. It is less valuable for the distances among
ape species over millions of years, where unacceptably high
levels of homoplasy (parallel mutations in different lineages)
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may create a disjuncture between the genetic distances
measured and the evolutionary patterns inferred from them.

Mitochondrial DNA comparisons do suggest that
human beings are about forty to fifty times more similar
to each another than any human is to a chimpanzee. The
detectable mtDNA distance between human and Nean-
derthal appears to be comparable to that between chim-
panzee subspecies.
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Jonathan Marks

GENETIC MARKER

A genetic marker is a trait transmitted from parent to
child, thus potentially permitting the reconstruction of
patterns of descent on the basis of its distribution among
population members. Genetic markers are thus estimators
of biological relatedness, and when they are shared by
individuals they are interpreted as evidence of a “natural”
link between them. Genetic markers have been used to
establish paternity, to identify the origin of a biological
sample at a crime scene, to create maps of disease-causing
genes, and to link people who have never met one another
into new networks of kinship relations. The reliability of
the inferences derived from any genetic marker is a func-
tion of three properties: (1) mode of inheritance, (2)
stability, and (3) rarity.

The mode of inheritance of a genetic marker may be
quite variable. Surnames in many societies are inherited in
a fashion that mimics a Y chromosome (that is, a father
and son are very highly correlated), and thus can serve as a
noninvasive estimator of relatedness. (The method of
tracking genetic inbreeding in a population through sur-
name distribution is called isonymy.) By contrast, chro-
mosomes from the cell’s nucleus are transmitted to
offspring biologically. However, because each parent passes
on only one member of each pair of chromosomes, a child
ordinarily has only a 50 percent chance of matching a
parent’s (or sibling’s) corresponding genetic marker. There
are exceptions to this rule:. Most of the Y chromosome is
transmitted intact from father to son, so that the Y chro-
mosomes of a father and son should be nearly identical.
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Likewise, the DNA of the mitochondria, which exist in the
cell but outside the nucleus, is transmitted intact from
mother to offspring, so that there should be a perfect
match between a mother and child (and the father is
paradoxically unrelated to the child with this marker).

Stable genetic markers are preferred for comparisons
because they enable tracking over many generations. Phys-
ical features with multifactorial or polygenic causes, such as
features of the bones and teeth, may appear to blend away
over generations from intermarriage, or they may have their
expression altered by the environmental conditions in
which the organism grows and develops. Very rapidly
mutating segments of DNA may be just as compromised
for use as genetic markers, if their rate and mode of change
preclude a secure match between related individuals.

A common genetic marker is less valuable than a rare
one, for the simple reason that a match between two
samples is more likely to be due to chance, rather than
to familial descent, if the genetic marker is a common
one. Because type O blood is the most ubiquitous blood
type among all human populations, two people who are
not close relatives are nevertheless very likely to exhibit
this genetic marker. It would consequently be a genetic
match, but not a very informative one.

Even before the development of the science of genet-
ics, however, similarities of the language, skeleton, and
teeth were being understood as crude genetic markers.
Certain traits (ranging from diseases or deformities to
simple quirks) were recognized to run in families, and
thus to attest to close kinship among the bearers of such
traits. In the early part of the twentieth century, serolo-
gists developed blood tests to detect biochemical differ-
ences among people, which were very close to direct
products of the genes, if not the genes themselves. The
most immediate value of these differences was in pater-
nity exclusion, but they were also quickly adopted to
study racial relationships. This proved to be a very frus-
trating exercise because groups of humans identified
serologically corresponded very poorly to common con-
cepts of “races” (see Marks 1995).

In modern forensic contexts, in order to connect a
suspect to a sample (and to rule out the possibility of such
a match coming at random), genetic markers need to be
both highly variable and individually uncommon. Short,
localized repetitive DNA sequences, in which the number
of tandem repetitions of the specific DNA sequence varies
strikingly from person to person, have proven to be most
effective for this purpose. In gene-mapping studies, DNA
markers are commonly differences of a single base among
individuals in a population (such differences are called
single nucleotide polymorphisms, or SNPs). A linear ser-
ies of these genetic markers, usually transmitted as a single

block of DNA, is called a haplotype.
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Genetic ancestry services principally use markers derived
from Y chromosome DNA and mitochondrial DNA to
establish matches between samples of presumptive relatives.
Others use nuclear DNA markers from small samples of
diverse peoples as a baseline to establish a customer’s “racial”
affiliation, which simply expresses an overall pattern of sim-
ilarity to one or more of these standard samples.
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GENETIC VARIATION
AMONG POPULATIONS

Questions regarding the usefulness of the concept of
“race” to the study of human genetic diversity must
ultimately be answered with reference to the degree and
patterning of genetic variation. Specifically, three ques-
tions must be addressed. First, how much variation exists
among populations, relative to the amount of variation
within populations? Second, what is the pattern of
genetic variation among populations? That is, are all
populations equally related—and if not, what are the
geographic and historical factors that have influenced
the genetic relationship among populations? Third, do
studies of the degree and pattern of human genetic
variation provide any answers to questions regarding the
utility of the “race” concept?

THE APPORTIONMENT
OF VARIATION

One of the main interests in studies of genetic variation is
the question of how variation is apportioned both within
and among populations. In other words, if a species is
considered as made up of a number of different popula-
tions, how much of the total variation in the species exists
within each population, and how much variation exists
among all the populations? Although it is most conven-
ient to define and discuss these concepts in mathematical
terms, an intuitive approach is taken here in order to
provide an understanding of the basic principles behind
the apportionment of diversity.

The amount of variation within a population refers
to the differences that exist between the members of that
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population. If, for example, a population consisted
entirely of clones, then everyone in the population would
be genetically the same, and there would be no variation
within the population. The more different the individu-
als are from each other genetically, the greater the level of
variation within the population. The exact level of this
variation can be measured in different ways, depending on
the specific measure or estimate of genetic variation at
which one is looking. Variation among populations refers
to the level of differences between two or more populations.
If two populations were genetically the same, then there
would be no variation among the populations. The more
different the populations are from each other, the greater
the level of variation among the populations.

A simple example of how these concepts work uses
an analogy based on sorting out shapes. So, if one has ten
squares and ten triangles, what are the different ways
these twenty objects can be placed into two buckets, with
each containing half of the objects? Three different cases
are illustrated in Figure 1. In case number one, the first
bucket contains ten squares and the second bucket con-
tains ten triangles. Because all of the objects in the first
bucket are squares, they are by definition all the same, so
there is no variation within that bucket. The same result
applies to the second bucket: each of the ten objects is a
triangle, so there is no variation within that bucket. In
both cases, the amount of variation within buckets is
zero. Now, consider the amount of variation that exists
among the buckets. This is by considering the frequency
of squares and triangles in each bucket. The first bucket
is made up of 100 percent squares and 0 percent trian-
gles, whereas the second bucket has 0 percent squares and
100 percent triangles. In other words, the composition of
the two buckets is completely different. When apportion-
ing diversity, the amount of within-group variation plus
the amount of among-group variation adds up to
100 percent. In this example, all of the variation exists
among the two buckets, so that we could state that the
amount of variation among groups is 100 percent and
the amount of variation within groups is 0 percent.

The second case in Figure 1 shows the opposite pat-
tern. There are still ten squares and ten triangles, but they
are apportioned differently between the two buckets. Each
bucket contains five squares and five triangles. Thus, there
is variation within each bucket, because there are the two
different shapes in each. However, there is no difference in
the relative frequency of squares and triangles among the
two buckets, as each bucket consists of 50 percent squares
and 50 percent triangles. Because the two frequencies are
the same, there is no difference among the buckets, and
therefore the level of among-group variation is zero. In this
case, all of the variation is within the buckets, meaning that
the among-group variation is 0 percent and the within-
group variation is 100 percent.
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Principles of Apportionment of Diversity

Bucket # 1
Case # 1 ‘
Case # 2 ‘
Case #3 ‘

Bucket # 2

SOURCE: Reprinted from Relethford, J. (2002) “Apportionment of Global Human Genetic Diversity
Based on Craniometrics and Skin Color,” American Journal of Physical Anthropology, 118 (4).

All of the variation is
among the buckets

All of the variation is
within the buckets

Most of the variation is
within the buckets, and
a small amount of the

variation is among the
buckets

Figure 1. An example of the principles of apportionment of diversity. The three cases represent
three different ways in which twenty objects (ten squares and ten triangles) can be divided into two

buckets.

The third case in Figure 1 has the first bucket con-
taining six squares and four triangles and the second
bucket containing four squares and six triangles. Thus,
some variation exists within each bucket and, because the
proportions of squares and triangles in the two buckets
are not quite the same, some variation exists among the
buckets as well.

What does all of this have to do with genetics and
populations? The same principles of apportionment of var-
fation apply to genetic data. Completing the analogy, con-
sider the squares and triangles as equivalent to different
forms of a gene and the buckets as equivalent to populations.
In genetics, we refer to different forms of a gene as alleles.
When looking at biochemical and molecular data, such as
blood groups and DNA markers, there are standard methods
for measuring the levels of within-group and among-group
variation based on the relative frequency of alleles.

VARIATION AMONG
POPULATIONS (Fs7)

In population genetics, researchers are interested in the
relative amount of variation that exists among populations,
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a term known by a number of symbols and names, but
most often labeled Fgy. Fgr is the proportion of total
variation that is due to variation among populations. The
value of Fg7 can range from 0.0 to 1.0 (or, in terms of
percentages, from 0 percent to 100 percent). Considering
the objects in Figure 1 as equivalent to alleles, the first case
would have an Fg; equal to 1.0, meaning that the two
populations are completely different in their allele frequen-
cies and that everyone within the groups is genetically the
same. In the second case in Figure 1, Fs7 is equal to 0.0,
meaning that the two populations have the same allele
frequencies and that all of the genetic variation in the
species occurs within the populations. The solution for
Fgr in the third case is not intuitively obvious but can be
computed using a standard population genetics formula,
which results in Fg7being 0.04 in this example. This value
means that 4 percent of the total variation exists among the
two populations, leaving the remainder (96%) of the var-
iation existing within the populations.

In reality, what is desired is not a reliance on only one
gene for these estimates, but instead an average across as
many genes as possible. There are several reasons for this.
First, using numerous genes where possible minimizes
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sampling error. Second, natural selection can lead to dif-
ferences in Fs7 above or below what would be expected on
average. If, for example, one were looking at a gene where
different alleles were selected for in different populations,
then the genetic difference between the populations would
be greater than expected for genes not affected by differ-
ences in adaptation (neutral genes). Overall, Fg7is affected
by the balance between gene flow (and mutation) and
genetic drift. Gene flow and mutation lower the average
Fg7and genetic drift increases average Fsr:

ESTIMATES OF Fg;FOR GEOGRAPHIC
RACES

Given this background, the discussion can now return to
the question of the amount of genetic variation that exists
between races. This problem was first tackled quantitatively
by Richard Lewontin in 1972 by using allele frequencies
from across the world for a number of genetic markers
based on red blood cells. Lewontin then subdivided the
world into seven geographic “races” (although noting the
difficulty in doing so): “Caucasians,” “Black Africans,”
“Mongoloids,” “South Asian Aborigines,” “Amerinds,”
“Oceanians,” and “Australian Aborigines.” Within each
of the seven races, he collated genetic data for a number
of different local populations. For example, within the
“Caucasian” race, he collected data on Belgians, Greeks,
Italians, Iranians, Indians, and other populations in
Europe, the Middle East, and South Asia. By looking at
data at the level of race and local population, Lewontin was
able to extend the principle of apportionment by breaking
down the “within-race” component into: (1) variation
among local populations within race, and (2) variation
within local populations. He found that 6.3 percent of
the total variation existed among races, 8.3 percent existed
among local populations within races, and 85.4 percent
existed within local populations. Lewontin concluded
“human races and populations are remarkably similar to
each other, with the largest part by far of human variation
being accounted for by the differences between individuals”

(Lewontin 1972, p. 397).

Since Lewontin’s original work, additional data have
been collected for red blood cell and other genetic
markers for many more populations. Different research-
ers, realizing the arbitrary nature of enumerating and
categorizing different geographic races, have tried differ-
ent clusterings of local populations that make up each
race. Overall, the results are consistent: approximately
10 percent of the genetic variation in the human species
is among races (geographic regions), 5 percent is among
local populations within races, and 85 percent is within
local populations. The same pattern was also found in a
comprehensive analysis of newer DNA markers by Guido
Barbujani and colleagues (1997): 11 percent among geo-
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graphic regions, 5 percent among local populations
within geographic regions, and 84 percent within local
populations. Another study by Lynn Jorde and colleagues
(2000) showed that although some genetic traits, such as
mitochondrial DNA, have higher levels of variation
among geographic regions, the majority of variation is
still within local populations (roughly 70%).

The principles of apportionment of diversity have also
been extended to complex physical traits, such as cranial
length. Even though such traits are affected by nongenetic
as well as genetic factors, it is possible to obtain a rough
estimate of the percentage of variation among and within
groups. John Relethford (2002) examined a global sample
of cranial measures and found results very similar to those
from genetic markers: 13 percent among geographic
regions, 6 percent among populations within geographic
regions, and 81 percent within local populations.

The major inference from these studies is that if the
world is divided into a set of races, then the overwhelm-
ing amount of human genetic diversity exists within races
(and most of that further exists within the local popula-
tion), and consequently that race explains a relatively
small fraction of the species’ diversity. This finding runs
counter to views on race that emphasize group differences
while minimizing variation within races.

To put it another way, the relatively low levels of
variation among geographic races means that there is a
great deal of overlap in the distributions of most traits,
including blood cell markers, DNA markers, and cranial
measures. Thus, the idea of discrete races that are easily
identifiable from one another based on allele frequencies
(or measures of metric traits) does not hold up well.
There is certainly variation in most traits, as well as a
geographic patterning to such variation, because human
populations in different parts of the world tend to differ
somewhat from each other. However, the level of these
differences, as estimated by Fs7 and related statistics, is
rather low.

SKIN COLOR, RACIAL CLASSIFICATION,
AND Fyr

Not all traits, genetic or physical, show low levels of
among-group variation. In some cases, there is a high
level of variation among geographic races. However,
these exceptions to the general rule do not provide evi-
dence of the existence of discrete human races, but
instead point to the action of natural selection operating
on some traits to inflate the level of among-group varia-
tion. One example that is particularly relevant to the
question of racial classification is skin color, a trait that
is measured in human populations using a reflectance
spectrophotometer, a device that measures the percentage
of light reflected back from the skin at given wavelengths.
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John Relethford examined the apportionment of diver-
sity using a global compilation of skin reflectance data
and found that skin color showed the opposite pattern
from that revealed by genetic markers and cranial meas-
ures. For skin color, the vast majority of variation was
found to exist among geographic races (88%), with only
3 percent among local populations within geographic
races, and 9 percent within local populations. These
results are expected and intuitively obvious. For example,
even though there is variation in skin color among indig-
enous Scots or indigenous Ethiopians, it is clear that the
former have very light skin and the latter have very dark
skin. Indeed, the large and easily noticeable difference in
skin color across the globe is a reason that skin color
factors into virtually every racial classification scheme

that has been proposed.

However, the finding of a large level of among-
group variation for skin color does not provide support
for the existence of discrete races whose very definition
was linked to skin color in the first place. If such discrete
groups are so readily identifiable based on one trait, they
should also be found based on other traits, but this is not
the case. What needs to be explained is why skin color is
so atypical when compared to all of the other genetic and
physical traits that show low levels of among-group
variation.

The answer is that skin color is affected differentially
by natural selection across geographic space. Skin color
shows a very strong correlation with latitude, so that
indigenous populations near or at the equator tend to be
the darkest, while populations farther away from the
equator (north or south) tend to be lighter. This correla-
tion has been linked to levels of ultraviolet radiation,
which also varies by latitude—ultraviolet radiation levels
are highest at or near the equator and lower farther away
from the equator. A traditional explanation of the evolu-
tion of human skin color differences is as follows. In
human species’ past, darker skin was selected for in pop-
ulations that lived in areas of high ultraviolet radiation,
because the darker skin is less prone to damage such as
sunburn, skin cancer, and the photodestruction of folate,
a needed nutrient. As human ancestors dispersed out of
Africa, they moved into areas of lower ultraviolet radia-
tion. For these groups, the problem of survival changed
from danger due to too much ultraviolet radiation to
danger from too little, such as lower levels of vitamin-D
synthesis (ultraviolet radiation provided the major source
of vitamin D in most human populations prior to modern
times). It appears that, in this situation, lower levels of
ultraviolet radiation selected for lighter skin in human
populations. Although there is some debate over the exact
factors responsible for changes in human skin color, there
is little argument that natural selection has shaped the
range of human skin color variation. The result has been
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the evolution of extreme levels of pigmentation in differ-
ent environments geographically far apart, thus leading to
an increased level of among-group variation.

Even if one ignores data showing low levels of racial
differences and focuses on skin color, a closer examination
shows that the geographic pattern of human skin-color
variation does not fit a model of discrete racial groupings.
Quite simply, skin color does not come in a finite number
of shades, despite the repeated use of classificatory words
such as “black,” “white,” and “brown.” Instead, the dis-
tribution of human skin color shows a gradient that is
correlated with latitude. To put this in a nonstatistical
frame of reference, imagine someone starting at the equa-
tor and walking north. As that person starts walking, the
indigenous people he or she sees will tend to be very
darkly pigmented. With continued walking, the average
skin color will tend to become lighter and lighter. In other
words, the walker will see one level of pigmentation blend
into the next, with no apparent discontinuities, a pattern
that is at odds with a discontinuous and discrete definition
of race.

GEOGRAPHIC DISTANCE AND THE
PATTERN OF GENETIC VARIATION

The majority of genetic variation in the human species
exists within local populations, and a smaller fraction
(typically about 10 to 15%) is found among geographic
races. It is also important to consider the pattern of
among-group variation as well as the magnitude. Human
genetic variation typically follows a pattern known as
“isolation by distance.” This means that the farther two
populations are from one another geographically, the
more genetically different they will be from one another.
To test this model, genetic data is used to derive meas-
ures of genetic distance between pairs of populations, and
these values are plotted as a function of the geographic
distance between each pair of populations. Figure 2
shows an example of the relationship between genetic
distance and geographic distance on a global scale using
the genetic distances given by L. Luca Cavalli-Sforza and
colleagues (1994). The figure clearly shows how the
genetic differences between human populations are
smallest among those populations that live close to each
other, and how they increase among populations that are
located farther away from each other. Similar results have
been found for a variety of genetic data and cranial
measures (Relethford 2004).

This pattern of isolation by distance is frequently found
among populations in a small region, such as villages within a
country, and it typically reflects the limiting effect of geo-
graphic distance on the movement of people, and hence on
the movement of genes. Throughout human history and
prehistory, the highest frequency of mating took place close
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Figure 2. The farther human populations are from one another geographically, the greater the genetic difference between them. Genetic
distances are from Cavalli-Sforza et al. (1994) and grouped into different geographic distance classes as described by Releshford (2003).

The solid line represents the best fitting curve to the observed data.

to home, such that populations close to each other in space
have tended to share more genes, all other things being equal.
It is easy to see how geographic distance can limit movement,
and this was particularly true in earlier times. It is less clear,
however, if the global pattern of isolation by distance is
completely due to the limiting impact of geographic distance.
It is also quite likely that the human species’ origins played a
role in structuring the geographic correlation of genetic diver-
sity. Most anthropologists agree that modern human popu-
lations appeared first in sub-Saharan Africa somewhere
between 130,000 and 195,000 years ago, followed by dis-
persion throughout the rest of the world. Although there is
continuing debate over whether modern humans replaced or
mixed with pre-existing humans outside of Africa (such as the
Neandertals of Europe), the general finding of an African
origin and dispersal is supported by both genetic and fossil
evidence. Therefore, the correlation seen in the early twenty-
first century between geographic distance and genetic distance
may be a reflection of this dispersal.

Regardless of the relative impact of migration and
population history, the important point here is that
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human genetic variation is geographically structured.
The genetic differences that exist among human popula-
tions in distant parts of the planet have often been
considered representative of racial differences, but the
actual pattern of geographic variation is continuous and
does not fit a model of discrete races.

An analysis of the pattern of genetic variation among
living human populations does not provide support for a
rigid application of the biological race concept to the
human species. First, the amount of variation that exists
among geographic races is relatively low, indicating a
great deal of overlap in allele frequencies and measures
of physical traits. Second, those traits that do show higher
levels of racial differences, such as skin color, are atypical
in this respect and reflect the evolutionary history of the
trait. Third, the pattern of genetic differences among
human populations is a reflection of geographic distance
and migration history, and thus does not conform to a
model of discrete and non-overlapping races.

It is also clear, that denying an application of a strict
definition of biological race does not mean that human
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genetic variation is nonexistent or that all human pop-
ulations are genetically the same. A refutation of the race
concept does not equate to a denial of variation. It is clear
that there is genetic variation in the human species and
that it is geographically structured. What continues to be
debated in the “race question” is the best way to describe
this variation and how well the race concept, other than
as a first-order approximation, serves a descriptive func-
tion. An application of the concept of race is only a crude
attempt to describe continuous variation in terms of
discrete clusters, much as people attempt to reduce socio-
economic variation into “classes” or political orientation
into “liberals” and “conservatives.” Imposing discrete
labels on continuous variation is not necessarily bad, as
long as one is careful not to reify those labels, and as long
as there is some justification for its use over analyses that
focus on local populations as the unit of evolution and
analysis. In terms of analyzing human biological varia-
tion, it has long been known that subdividing the human
species into races is at best an exercise in classification,
but one that obscures the fine details of variation and
explains little about the underlying causes of variation.

SEE ALSO Clines and Continuous Variation; Forensic
Anthropology and Race; Gene Pool; Genetic Distance;
Genetic Marker; Genetics, History of; Human and
Primate Evolution; Human Genetics; “Out of Africa”
Hypothesis; Racial Hierarchy; Skin Color; UNESCO
Statements on Race.
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GENETICS, HISTORY OF

Genetics is the study of the biological process of heredity.
Although human beings have been interested in
heredicy—of both themselves and domesticated animals
and plants—for thousands of years, genetics as a science
was only formally born at the beginning of the twentieth
century. At this time, the breeding experiments of Gregor
Mendel, an Augustinian monk in Briinn, Austria, origi-
nally published in 1866, were rediscovered. The term
genetics was introduced in 1906 by the British biologist
William Bateson and was meant to distinguish Mendel’s
experimental approach from older, speculative theories.

The history of genetics from 1900 onward can be
divided conveniently into two periods. During the first, or
“classical,” period (1900-1950), the focus was on the
extension and modification of Mendel’s original hypoth-
eses to a wide variety of animals and plants (including
humans), and to establishing the physical basis for heredity
in cell structures known as chromosomes. The second
period, that of “molecular” genetics (1950—present), has
been dominated by the search for the molecular and
biochemical basis of gene structure and function. This
period began with experiments showing that the molecule
that carried information from parent to offspring is deoxy-
ribonucleic acid (DNA). The working out of DNA’s
detailed molecular structure as a double helix was accom-

plished by James D. Watson and Francis Crick in 1953.

A major assumption throughout both periods has
been that the hereditary process is basically the same in
all organisms, and genetics thus served as a major unify-
ing principle for biology in the twentieth century. By the
end of the century, with completion of the Human
Genome Project (which sequenced the DNA of all the
functional regions of the human chromosomes, and that
of five other species for comparison) and the rise of the
computer-based field of genomics (which studies DNA
sequences among different individuals and groups of
organisms) genetics came to dominate biology both con-
ceptually and commercially. In both periods, genetics has
also been used in attempts to elucidate human “races”
and the biological basis of racial differences.
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THE PERIOD OF CLASSICAL
GENETICS (1900-1950)

Mendel’s hybridization experiments between 1856 and
1865 with the common garden pea, Pisa sativum, laid the
groundwork for the development of classical genetics.
Mendel had crossed pea plants that differed by one or
two observable traits, such as height (either tall or dwarf),
or pod color (yellow or green), which led him to put
forward several hypotheses, particularly those of dominance
and recessiveness. Mendel noted that when he crossed a
pure-bred tall plant with a pure-bred short (dwarf) plant, all
the offspring of the first generation (called the F;) were tall;
thus he proposed that tallness was “dominant” over short-
ness, and, conversely, that shortness was “recessive” to tall-
ness. However, when he crossed members of the F,
generaton he found that the offspring showed a ratio of
roughly three tall plants to one short, and that the one short
plant was on average as short as the original short parent.

To explain these results, Mendel hypothesized that
each parent contained two “factors” (the term gene was
introduced in 1909 by the Danish plant breeder Wilhelm
Johannsen) for any trait (in this case height), and that
these factors segregated in the formation of the egg or
pollen cells (the gametes, or egg and sperm in animals).
Using capital letters for dominant traits, and small-case
letters for recessives, Mendel represented his original,
pure-bred parental plants as 7 (in the early twenty-first
century 77 is used, representing a pure or homozygous
tall) and # (currently # is used, representing a pure or
homozygous dwarf). During segregation, the two 77s
would be separated from each other and would end up
in a separate egg or pollen cell; the same would be true of
the two #s. The offspring of the F; would thus all be 77
and would appear tall. When these were crossed with
each other, the second generation (F,) could have one of
three possible gene combinations: 77, 7% and #. Since T’
was dominant over # both 77 and 7% types would appear
tall, and only # would appear short. This would explain
the 3:1 ratio in the F, (one 77, two 7%, and one #).
Furthermore, when he went on to observe two traits at a
time, such as height and pod color, he got all possible
combinations—tall-yellow, tall, green, short yellow and
short green, and in predictable ratios (9:3:3:1, respec-
tively). These observations suggested to Mendel that
various traits in an organism were inherited independ-
ently of each other (what became known as the principle
of independent assortment).

Mendel’s work also showed that there was a clear-cut
theoretical basis for the distinction between what came to
be known as an organism’s phenorype (its appearance, as
in tall or short) and its genotype (what genes it can pass on
to its offspring, as in 7 or #). Thus Mendel’s F tall plants
all had the same phenotype, but they did not all have the
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same genotype. Mendel’s experimental and mathemartical
approach provided the basis for a new research program
that included the search for the physical and chemical
nature of the gene itself.

Finding a generally applicable theory of heredity was
of great importance in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. For centuries, agricultural breeders
had been trying to develop some understanding of how
to improve their stocks in an efficient and systematic
way. Mendel provided some hope that the process could
be made more scientific, and thus more predictable. In
addition, one of the major problems Darwin had left
unsolved in The Origin of Species and other evolutionary
writings was the nature of heredity: Were the variations
on which natural selection acted large and discontinuous,
or small and continuous? Which variations were inher-
ited and which were not? How could the reappearance of
traits that had skipped one or more generations be
explained? And finally, because Mendel’s work appeared
to apply to humans as well as other organisms (by 1910 a
number of human traits, such as eye color, color blind-
ness, hemophilia, the ABO blood groups, and Hunting-
ton’s disease had been shown to follow basic Mendelian
rules), it was hoped that knowledge of the inheritance
patterns, especially of pathological traits, would provide
an important way to control human reproduction and
eliminate inherited diseases.

The Chromosome Theory of Heredity. The hypothetical
nature of Mendel’s “factors” were a major stumbling block
in the general acceptance of Mendelian theory. It was
Thomas Hunt Morgan and his group, working with fruit
flies (Drosophila melanogaster) at Columbia University from
1910 onward, that established the physical basis for Men-
delian genetics. Using a combination of breeding experi-
ments and cytological study (microscopical examination of
the chromosomes found in the cell nucleus), Morgan and
his group were able to establish that genes were discrete
units arranged linearly on the chromosomes. Starting from
the observation that some traits do not appear to segregate
randomly, but are rather inherited together (they are said to
be “linked”), Morgan and his group established that in
Drosophilia there were four linkage groups, corresponding
to the four sets of paired chromosomes characteristic for the
species. Moreover, Morgan and his group devised a
method, using the process of breakage and recombination
that occasionally occurs between members of a chromo-
some pair, to map the position of genes on the chromo-
somes. It was the combination of Mendelian breeding
experiments with cytological observations that led to what
became known as the Mendelian chromosome theory of
heredity (MCTH). For this work, Morgan received the
Nobel Prize for Physiology or Medicine in 1933, the first
such award to be given in genetics.
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ELABORATION OF THE MENDELIAN
CHROMOSOME THEORY
OF HEREDITY

Almost as soon as biologists and breeders adopted the
MCTH they began to encounter exceptions to Mendel’s
original formulation. One was linkage, but it was
accounted for by the chromosome theory. Another was
incomplete dominance, in which the offspring showed a
form of the trait intermediate between that of the two
parents (as in pink flowers from a cross between white-
and red-flowered parents). Another was epistasis, in
which genes interact with each other to produce an effect
that neither produced on its own. The converse of epis-
tasis was pleiotropy, in which it came to be recognized
that every gene has multiple effects, meaning each one
influences more than one trait. Still another exception
was what became known as quantitative inheritance, in
which genes for a trait could exist in different doses, so
that a continuous series of phenotypes (from light red to
dark red, for example) could be generated simply by
breeding for different dosages of a pigment gene. Last
of all, it was observed that changes in environmental
conditions during development of the organism could
alter the expression of genes. Drosophila larvae of one
genotype, when raised at a slightly higher-than-normal
temperature, produced adult flies that looked like
another genotype (these were called phenocopies). Ironi-
cally, most geneticists were so focused on the gene itself
that they failed to understand the importance of pheno-
copies for investigating how genes might function during
embryonic development. The few who tried to emphasize
the plasticity of the gene, such as Richard Goldschmidt

of Germany, were strongly attacked.

EUGENICS

During the classical period, genetics was used as scientific
backing for the eugenics movement in many countries of
North and South America, Europe, and Asia. The term
eugenics was coined in 1883 by Darwin’s cousin, the
geographer and statistician Francis Galton, to refer to
the right to be “purely, or truly born” (in a biological
sense). In Inquiries into Human Faculty and Irs Develop-
ment, Galton wrote that “Eugenics takes cognisance of all
the influences that tend in however remote a degree to
give the more suitable races or strains of blood a better
chance of prevailing over the less suitable than they
otherwise would have had” (pp. 24-25). Galton, along
with eugenicists in the United States and Europe,
thought that a large number of social and mental traits
(e.g., alcoholism, feeblemindedness, schizophrenia, crim-
inality, “nomadism,” pauperism, even a sense of fair
play), were all determined by a few Mendelian genes.
Especially in the United States (and later in Germany
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and Scandinavia), eugenicists wanted to apply genetic
theories to the guidance of social policy. Prevention of
the “unfic” from reproducing was one of the major goals
of the eugenics movement. Eugenicists were convinced
that “defectives” had a much higher birth rate than
normal or “high-grade” people, and that if various meth-
ods to reduce this rate were not undertaken, high quality
human lines would be “swamped” by those of low qual-
ity, causing the population as a whole to degenerate. By
appealing to these fears, eugenicists were able to influence
more than thirty states to pass compulsory sterilization
laws that could be applied to institutionalized individu-
als, such as those in prisons or state mental hospitals. The
U.S. sterilization laws formed the basis for similar laws
passed in the late 1920s in the Scandinavian countries,
Canada, and, after the Nazis came to power, in Germany
in 1933. Sweden and the United States, for example,
each forcibly sterilized more than 65,000 people, while
Germany, under the Nazis, sterilized 400,000.

Eugenicists were also concerned about what they con-
sidered to be the deleterious effects of race-crossing (which
at the time also meant crossing between ethnic groups). It
was thought that, in such mixtures, whatever good qualities
existed in either group would tend to get lost. One writer,
the mammalian geneticist William E. Castle at Harvard
argued that crosses between a Negro and a white person
could produce individuals that were out of proportion.
Another, Madison Grant, a wealthy New York lawyer and
self-styled anthropologist, wrote in The Passing of the Great
Race that race-crossing always produces offspring that revert
to the lower type: “Whether we like to admit it or not, the
result of the mixture of the two races, in the long run, gives
us a race reverting to the more ancient, generalized and
lower type. ... The cross between a white man and a negro
is a negro, and a cross between any of the three European
races and a Jew is a Jew” (pp. 15-16). Thus, eugenicists
supported strengthening existing antimiscegenation laws.

A further area of social concern for eugenicists was
immigration, particularly in the United States, where the
influx from eastern and southern Europe, the Balkans, and
Russia had exploded in the 1880s. Claiming that these
non-Aryan groups were genetically inferior to northern
and western Europeans, eugenicists lobbied successfully for
immigration restriction. The Reed-Johnson Act (Immigra-
tion Restriction Act), passed in 1924, limited immigration
from the regions eugenicists claimed harbored inferior
genes.

BIOCHEMICAL AND MOLECULAR
GENETICS

Biochemical genetics deals with the way in which genes
act to influence biochemical processes leading to one or
another form of a trait, without trying to determine the
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chemical structure of the gene itself. Molecular genetics,
explicitly aims at elucidating the three-dimensional struc-
ture of the gene and showing how that structure relates to
its function. During much of the classical phase of genet-
ics, it was not even clear what the molecular components
of the gene were. The two most likely candidates were
proteins and nucleic acids, because chemical analysis of
chromosomes had shown they contained both substances.

Proteins versus Nucleic Acid as the Molecule of Heredity.
Several lines of evidence initially suggested that proteins
might be the genetic material. Proteins are composed of
subunits known as amino acids, of which there are some
twenty known types. These can be strung together in any
sequence, giving an infinite number of different possible
protein “words.” Nucleic acids, on the other hand, are
made up of only four kinds of subunits (known as nucleo-
tides), and so they appeared to have less potential for
carrying the large amount of genetic information thought
to be required to “code” for all the traits in an organism. It
was the work of Oswald T. Avery, Maclyn McCarty and
Colin MacLeod in 1944, and of A.D. Hershey and Martha
Chase in 1952, that showed decisively that nucleic acid,
most notably the form known as deoxyribonucleic acid
(DNA) was the “stuff” of which genes were made.

X-RAY CRYSTALLOGRAPHY AND THE
THREE-DIMENSIONAL STRUCTURE
OF DNA

In a separate line of work, the newly introduced technol-
ogy of X-ray crystallography was applied to determining
the three-dimensional structure of molecules such as
proteins and nucleic acids. Much of this work was carried
out in England by John Desmond Bernal, Max Perutz,
John Kendrew, Maurice Wilkins, and Rosalind Franklin.
When a beam of electrons is passed through a crystal
made up of a pure sample of a given molecule, the
scattered rays can be recorded on a photographic plate;
the position and intensity of the dots provides the means
for inferring molecular structure. Perutz and Kendrew
had already used X-ray crystallography to devise models
of the oxygen-carrying molecules myoglobin and hemo-
globin, while Wilkins and Franklin were using it in the
early 1950s to study DNA. In 1951 a young postdoctoral
student, James D. Watson, from the United States, came
to work in the Cambridge Laboratory where another
young investigator, Francis Crick, a former physicist,
was also working. They teamed up to work out a model
for the structure of DNA that would account for its
ability to replicate itself and to direct the development
of adult phenotypes.

X-ray data suggested the DNA molecule was helical
in shape (like a spiral staircase), but it was not clear
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James Watson. Geneticists James Watson (pictured) and Francis
Crick determined that the genetic structure of DNA was a double
helix. ANDREAS FEININGER/TIME LIFE PICTURES/GETTY
IMAGES.

whether it was one helix (as in parts of some proteins)
or multiple intertwined helices. It was only after visiting
Rosalind Franklin’s laboratory and seeing her outstand-
ing x-ray diffraction photographs that Watson and Crick
were able to decide on the correctness of a double-helix
model. Their model showed that DNA consisted of two
intertwined helices, each composed of a linear sequence
of the nucleotide bases, adenine (A), thymine (T), gua-
nine (G) and cytosine (C). Each base on one of the
helices was paired by weak chemical bonds (hydrogen
bonds) to a base on the other helix, such that A always
paired with T, and C always paired with G (these were
known as “base pairs”).

Watson and Crick recognized that this model had
implications for how DNA replicated, and for how it
controlled cell reactions to eventually produce the adult
phenotype. To replicate, the two helices separate, each one
serving as a template to make its partner. It was also clear
that DNA could carry genetic information in the sequence
of its nucleotides along each helix. What was less clear at
first was how that information was translated into pheno-
types. However, one line of evidence going back to the
early decades of the twentieth century had shown that the
direct product of gene action was the production of a
specific protein. In 1941, George Beadle and E. L. Tatum
had shown that genes produce enzymes (virtually all
enzymes are proteins), which in turn catalyze steps in
metabolic reactions, such as those leading to a particular
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eye color. Mutations in the gene resulted in imperfect
proteins, and thus altered phenotype. The Watson-Crick
model suggested that the helical strands of DNA were read
as a linear sequence in such a way as to determine the
amino acid sequence of a specific protein. Mutations were
alterations in the sequence of bases on DNA, and they
could lead to altered amino acid sequences in the protein
product. How all this worked was not clear at first, but it
quickly became the focus of the molecular genetics
research program of the 1960s and 1970s.

The Genetic Code and Protein Synthesis. A major prob-
lem for molecular geneticists was how the sequence of
bases in DNA was organized to contain information, as
well as how that information was “read.” The first ques-
tion was that of the “genetic code,” and the second that
of translation of that code into specific protein molecules.
It was first hypothesized that the minimum number of
base sequences on DNA that could code for the twenty-
one known amino acids was three (with only four bases,
combined into threes there could be sixty-four possible
combinations, more than enough for each of the twenty
amino acids to have its own code. By a variety of both
genetic and biochemical experiments, Crick and his col-
leagues in England, and Marshall Nirenberg and Severo
Ochoa in the United States, determined that the genetic
code was indeed composed of three nucleotides (the code
was a triplet one, such that TTT coded for the amino
acid phenylalanine and AGC for serine). Thus, wherever
a specific triplet appeared in the DNA molecule, the
amino acid for which it coded would appear at that point
in the protein chain. There was thus colinearity between
the sequence of triplets in DNA and the amino acids in
the corresponding protein for which it coded. Further
work showed that the first step in protein synthesis
involved transcription of the DNA sequence onto
another kind of nucleic acid molecule, called messenger
ribonucleic acid (mRNA), which was single-stranded and
complementary to the DNA strand that gave rise to it.
Further, mRNA met up with other kinds of RNA mol-
ecules, known as transfer RNA (tRNA) with each type
specific for a given amino acid. The site of this interac-
tion was a small cell structure, the ribosome, and the
amino acids brought to the ribosome were joined up in
the sequence specified by the mRNA to form the protein.

GENETIC TECHNOLOGY, RACE,
AND THE HUMAN GENOME
INITIATIVE

The new technology associated with molecular genetics had
many applications regarding issues of human evolution and
the nature of race. One of the earliest applications of the
new knowledge of DNA was its use in reconstructing and
verifying existing phylogenies of all sorts of organisms,
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including humans. In the 1980s, DNA from cell organelles
known as mitochondria (which have their own DNA inher-
ited strictly from the mother) was used to trace human
migrations. Mitochondrial DNA does not undergo a
crossing-over and exchange of segments between mater-
nal and paternal genomes (as does nuclear DNA), and
it mutates slowly, making it extremely useful for recon-
structing lineages and following migration patterns.
Applied to human evolution, mitochondrial DNA evi-
dence showed that the human species evolved from
ancestors of the twenty-first century’s great apes some-
where between 5 and 6 million years ago in Africa,
migrated to other major continents such as Europe and
Asia, about 100 to 150 thousand years ago, and differ-
entiated in these regions into separate populations.

DNA and Racial Differences. Biologically, the term race
has come to be synonymous with what taxonomists call
subspecies, that is, somewhat separate and distinct pop-
ulations within a species that are capable of interbreed-
ing. When applied to the human species (Homo sapiens),
the term has a much less precise biological meaning,
because human populations have been so mobile for so
long a period of time, and have thus always experienced
gene mixing, or gene flow. Most geneticists and anthro-
pologists in the early twenty-first century argue that
human racial groups are socially constructed, that racial
divisions have been made in particular historical contexts
and are based on social, rather than significant biological,
distinctions. Thus, when Europeans first came into con-
tact with the people in Africa, Asia, and the Americas,
racial classifications arose to support social and political
agendas (e.g., the expropriation of land or wealth, or the
slave trade). By the later eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies, most biologists and anthropologists agreed that
the indigenous people of Africa or the New World were
the same species as Europeans, but they divided humans
into three common subspecies, or “races,” arranged in a
hierarchical order: Caucasians were at the top, Asians in
the middle, and Negroids (Africans) were at the bottom.
These divisions, and the exploitation they justified, were
based on a few superficial traits, such as skin color, hair
form, shape of the nose, and body proportions. To vary-
ing degrees, these divisions have persisted in the social
sphere down to the present day. Modern genetic evi-
dence, however, does not support any such divisions as
having a significant biological reality. For example, one
could group fruits by color (green cucumbers and limes;
yellow lemons and bananas; and red cherries and pep-
pers), but biologically these groups would share few other
common properties. Applied to the human racial group-
ings the few traits used to make the distinction do not
necessarily predict what other genes an individual will have.
This does not mean, of course, that skin color and hair
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form are not genetic traits. For the classification of humans
into the three traditional racial groups to be biologically
significant, correlations between skin color, hair form, and
a wide variety of other traits would be necessary.

There are several reasons why the concept of race in
human beings is not biologically meaningful. One of the
problems is that the boundaries between the various racial
groupings is far more difficult to draw in humans than in
many other animal species. In the twentieth century alone,
the number of supposed “racial groups” has been as few as
three (Caucasian, Negroid, and Asian) or as great as seven-
teen or eighteen, including such separate “races” as Irish,
Mediterranean, Alpine, Nordic, Anglo-Saxon, and Slavic.
For such classifications to be meaningful in a genetic sense,
it would be necessary to assume that each group maintained
a relatively closed inbreeding system, and that it had done
so for hundreds or even thousands of generations. But
because of extensive gene flow, few populations of humans
have remained isolated for very long. This means that
mixing of genes from populations of humans has occurred
to such a degree over long historical periods, that there has
come to be a greater range of variability within any one
geographic group (e.g., Africans and Europeans) than there
is between them. While some relatively isolated groups (the
Australian Aborigines, for example) have maintained more
of a common gene pool than others, such inbreeding is
quite rare in humans. For “race,” in its usual social sense, to
have any biological meaning would require that the pres-
ence of gene A in the group would also correlate with the
presence of gene B, C, D, and a host of others. But such
correlations do not in fact exist. For example, people often
speak of “Africans” (or “African-Americans”) as if all peo-
ple so identified shared one common genetic background.
But North Africans are very different from sub-Saharan or
southern Africans, while East Africans are very different
from West Africans. For instance, the claim that an African
American is more likely to have the gene for sickle-cell
anemia (a severe blood disorder in the homozygous mutant
state) is an overstatement. It would depend on what part of
Africa the individual’s ancestry came from (the sickle-cell
gene is rare in Ethiopia or southern Africa, but much more
common in central and West Africa).

From a biological and genetic point of view, the only
meaningful groupings of human beings are geographic
populations. Thus, people who come from a given geo-
graphic locality are indeed likely to share more genes in
common than those who come from more distant local-
ities, but these differences do not make races in the com-
mon social use of the term. Genetically differentiated
populations, with a profile of certain gene frequencies,
can be identified and described, but they do not map onto
the conventional notions of race. It has thus been argued
that, biologically speaking, humans comprise one large,

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RACE AND RACISM

Genetics, History of

global species whose local differentiations are minor com-
pared to those found in many other animal species.

It is clear that modern genetics, especially molecular
genetics, has seriously undermined the sociological notion
of race as it persisted throughout the nineteenth and twen-
tieth centuries. Human “races,” as any kind of clearly
differentiated, taxonomically significant groups, simply do
not exist. This does not mean that the social concept of race
has therefore lost its significance. Concepts of racial differ-
ences and hierarchies do not disappear simply because
biology says they have no meaning, but because people
struggle in the social arena to combat the racism and
ethnocentrism that has for too long been accepted because
of its purported (but nonexistent) biological basis.

SEE ALSO Eugenics, History of; Galton, Francis; Gene Pool;
Genetic Distance; Genetic Variation among
Populations; Human and Primate Evolution; Human
Genetics.
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Garland E. Allen

GENETICS AND ATHLETIC
PERFORMANCE

The correlation between genetics and athletic perform-
ance has long been a general topic of discussion among
scientists, athletes, coaches, sports fans, and the general
public, particularly in light of the success of African and
African-American athletes in certain sports. The notion
of racial differences in athletic performance has been
connected by some scientists to the amount of fast-twitch
and slow-twitch muscles possessed by different “racial”
groups. This raises the question of whether a specific
racial group might be inherently better at certain athletic
events. To answer this question in the affirmative would
mean that the members of a racial group share some
genetically transmitted traits.

Many experts have come to view “race” as a socially
constructed phenomenon, with racial categories often
based on physical attributes, skin color, and other iden-
tifiable physical characteristics, not on genetic differences.
This system of categorizing groups is not recognized by
social scientists as a valid method of defining humans.
Indeed, modern genetic science has found little genetic
variation between the so-called races. In addition, in
attempting to distinguish groups by race, many tend to
ignore important socioeconomic variables, including eco-
nomic, political, cultural, and social factors.

ATHLETICS AND RACE

The analysis of race as a factor in athletic performance
has launched a spate of social and biomedical studies, and
several factors have been examined to see if they contrib-
ute to the making of an elite athlete. This question takes
on a particular fascination when certain ethnic groups
show signs of dominating in certain sports. In particular,
the success of African Americans in basketball, of East
Africans in middle- and long-distance running, and of
individuals of West African descent in sprinting have
fueled speculation about racial and genetic differences.
However, some genetic research scholars have utilized
genotype as a founding principle towards the inherited
fundamental metabolic racial differences theory.

On one side of the debate is the author Jon Entine. In
his book 7uboo (2000), Entine states that the scientific
evidence for black athletic superiority is overwhelming.
His theoretical framework is based on the belief that racial
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populations have evolved functional biomechanical and
physiological differences that can and do determine the
outcome of elite athletic competition Likewise, John
Hoberman, a professor of Germanic studies at the Univer-
sity of Texas at Austin, contends it is possible that there is a
population of West African origin that is endowed with an
unusual proportion of fast-twitch muscle fibers. He also
states that it is “likely that there are East Africans whose
resistance to fatigue, for both genetic and cultural reasons,
exceeds that of other racial groups” (1997) Attempting to
understand the biological and sociological implications
associated with these notions could have a major impact
on the multiple discourses concerning genetics and athletic
performance.

On the other side of the debate is the sociologist Harry
Edwards. According to Edwards, “The argument that
blacks are physically superior to whites is merely a racist
ideology camouflaged to appeal to the ignorant, the
unthinking and the unaware” (Burfoot 1992). Dr. Edwards
challenged the notion of racial categories by questioning
what portion or percentage of being black constitutes or
supports the physical superiority debate. The ideology of
biological determinism contends that genetic differences
can be used to explain complex linked genetic traits asso-
ciated with athletic success. The publication of Richard
Herrnstein and Charles Murray’s The Bell Curve (1996)
signaled an important debate regarding race and IQ and
further fueled the discussion regarding race, sport and
genetics. Hoberman, Burfoot, and Entine infer that
research suggests that different phenotypes are encoded in
the genes, conferring genotypic differences that may result
in an advantage in certain sports.

RESEARCH ON RACE AND ATHLETIC
PERFORMANCE

In the 1990s, Bengt Saltin, the head of the Copenhagen
Muscle Research Centre in Denmark, conducted research
on the physiology of Kenyan and Swedish distance run-
ners. His findings indicate there are differences in the
cross-sectional area of the muscle of the two groups, but
no significant differences in the muscle fibers or in phys-
iological variables related to fatigue (Hoberman 1997).

In the years since the Saltin study, other scientists
have ruled out most explanations for Kenyans’ dominance
in long-distance running. Many had speculated that Ken-
ya’s altitude was a factor, but no difference has been found
between Kenyans and Scandinavians in their capacity to
consume oxygen. The speculation that Kenyans have
larger lung capacities has also been examined. The fact
that many of these runners were training at higher altitude
levels may have contributed to the capacity to expend as
well as process oxygen. Researchers observed greater per-
centages of combined effects skeletal muscle oxidative
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Boston Marathon Winners, 2006. Robert Cheruiyot and Rita
Jeptoo, both of Kenya, won the 2006 Boston Marathon. Several
factors have been examined in an effort to determine if race plays
a role in athletic performance. AP IMAGES.

capacity and the percentage of type 1 fibers accounts for
72 percent of the variance in the body oxygen consump-
tion. The final determination was that a range of factors
contribute to the dominance of East African runners to
include environmental, social, psychological, and physio-
logical variables. One significant finding is that Kenyans
can resist fatigue longer than athletes from other nations.
Specifically, the lactate generated by tired, oxygen-
deprived muscles accumulates more slowly in their blood.
Comparisons of lactate levels have suggested that Kenyan
runners squeeze about 10 percent more oxygen from the
same intake as Europeans. J. E. Lindsay Carter, a professor
emeritus in the Department of Exercise and Nutritional
Sciences at San Diego State University, has conducted
several studies of Olympic athletes, and he has observed
that the biomechanical demands of a particular sport limit
the range of physiques that can satisfy these demands.
Optimal performance in certain activities involving
endurance activities are partially dependent on skeletal
muscle characteristics. This would include activities such
as swimming, long distance running, and long distance
cycling. A larger amount of type 1 fibers in the primary
muscles of the lower limbs is directly associated with
increased performance outcomes in association with aero-
bic energy. Thus body type and skeletal make up factors

into athletic performance and type of activity.

Claude Bouchard, the director of the Pennington Bio-
medical Research Center at Louisiana State University, is
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considered one of the world’s most renowned researchers
and sport geneticists. His research on human obesity shows
that the degree of fat deposition in humans is largely deter-
mined by heredity. From these findings he has determined
the hereditability of some human traits, including some that
have a direct relationship to athletic performance. For exam-
ple, his findings indicate that anaerobic power is from 44
percent to 92 percent inherited. That a trait is inherited does
not mean that it is inherent to a “race.”

MUSCLE FIBER AND RACE

Bouchard has also examined physiological differences
between white French Canadians and black West Afri-
cans, particularly comparing muscle-fiber percentages.
He found that the West Africans had significantly more
fast-twitch fibers and anaerobic enzymes than the whites.
Many sport physiologists believe that fast-twitch muscle
fibers create explosiveness, which can be channeled into
distinct advantages during competition, specifically in
sprinting and other short-duration events.

Briefly, skeletal muscles are divided into two groups
based on their contractile speed: type I, or slow-twitch
muscles, and type 1I, or fast-twitch muscles. Endurance
runners, in general, have more type I fibers, which tend
to have denser capillary networks and are packed with
more mitochondria. Sprinters, on the other end of the
spectrum, have more type II fibers, which tend to hold
more significant amounts of sugar and certain enzymes
that can burn fuel in lieu of oxygen. It has been suggested
that there is a difference in the types of muscle fibers that
predominate in certain racial groups. Bouchard’s findings
seem to support this view. Bouchard took biopsies from
the thigh muscles of white Canadians and West African
students. He concluded that Africans averaged signifi-
cantly more fast twitch muscle fibers (67.5) than the
Canadians (59). The study suggests that in West Africa
there may be a larger pool of people with elevated levels
of oxygen uptake. The challenge to this research comes in
the form of many sociologists that contend the basic
hypothesis of superior athleticism associated with race is
fundamentally meaningless. It is the actual social values
associated with the discussion of speed, strength and
endurance in relationship to race that should be of con-
cern. St. Louis (2003) argues that the appropriation of
scientific method constructs racial athleticism through a
naive inductive approach. Davis (1992) contends that
white male athletes that compete at elite levels in certain
sports are taken as the norm and their performance is not
seen as requiring an explanation as to their dominance.
However, while some point to the dominance of Kenyan
runners, they also question the lack of Africans in other
endurance sports, such as cycling. There are certainly
multiple sporting events that require very high levels of
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endurance, yet only within certain sports do certain
individual ethnic groups tend to dominate. If a specific
group possesses exemplary fast-twitch muscles, why does
that group only dominate in certain sports? The only
answer seems to be that other factors play an equally
important role.

Several debates have stemmed from research on race
and athletic performance. The collision of scientific and
cultural frameworks is sharply divided. Considering
genetic linearity as an absolutism counters the notion of
socialized phenotypes, characteristics, and cultures. Many
scientists now isolate groups based on genotype patterns,
rather than identifying races by facial characteristics or
geography (Brownlee 2005).

Georgia Dunston, the founding director of Howard
University’s National Human Genome Center in Wash-
ington, D.C., studies how the human immune system
distinguishes between a person’s tissues and foreign mate-
rial, such as a bacterium or transplanted organ. According
to Dunston, “We have this thinking in America that there
are some deep differences in biology between whites and
blacks, that tissue in whites is more similar to tissues in
whites than tissue in blacks, but when we look at the
genetics, because of the tremendous variations in all groups,
and especially in the group called black, it is not uncom-
mon at all to find two blacks who could be very different
from each other” (Brownlee 2005). Another perspective is
based on research conducted by Rushton (2000). His find-
ings were that genes play a part in IQ, personality, attitudes
and other behaviors. Trans-racial adoption studies are
where infants of one race are adopted and reared by parents
of a different race. Regression analysis contends that genes
cause races to differ in personality and that only cultural
theory can not fully explain his results.

STEREOTYPE THREAT

The dominance of black athletes in certain sports has also
been attributed to factors such as social Darwinism. In
this view, black dominance is associated with slavery,
genetic selection, and psychological and physiological
adaptations to a person’s physical and social environ-
ment. The theory of stereotype threat is based on the
idea that individuals believe what is postulated about
their racial and genetic makeup, and that these beliefs
are more important than their actual ability. Jeff Stone, a
professor of social psychology at the University of Ari-
zona, gave black and white students a laboratory golf task
intended to measure natural athletic ability, sport intelli-
gence or sport psychology, depending on which test was
given. According to Stone, nothing changed in the test
itself, just the perception of what the test measured. Black
and white students scored equally well on the controlled
psychology test. However, blacks outperformed whites
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when the test was framed as a measure of natural ability,
while the whites outperformed blacks when the test was
framed as a measure of sport intelligence. The concept of
stereotype threat may provide additional frameworks
with which to examine genetic or racial factors in relation
to athletic performance as well as performance in other
areas. The research suggests that beliefs about one’s self-
efficacy and ability can have a large impact on both
individual and group performances.

Similar research has been conducted in the area of
standardized testing. Minorities typically score lower on
such tests than non-Hispanic whites. The social psychol-
ogist Claude Steele has examined the effect of stereotype
threat on standardized intelligence scores. He found that
black students scored as well as white students on stand-
ardized intelligence tests when the tests were framed as
diagnostic tests that did not measure intellectual capaci-
ties. His findings concluded that psychological factors
may perpetuate perceptions that impact one’s self efficacy
to accomplish and complete tasks. The test itself was not
the variable, but the variables surrounding the test. This
included resources available to students, quality of deliv-
ered learning objectives, positive reinforcement, and
diagnostic tools. If one is consistently reinforced that
they are capable of mastering certain skill sets, their
psychological approach to the task will impact the results.
This finding suggests that situational variables, including
cultural, social, and environmental factors, play a role in
the lower scores of some groups.

CHALLENGING RACIAL THEORIES
OF ATHLETIC PERFORMANCE

Thus, while some research indicates there are distinct
differences in the biological make-up of certain ethnic
groups, other research indicates that physical superiority
is not contingent on physical phenomena, but on dem-
ographic and socioeconomic variables. However, theories
of racial factors determining athletic superiority have
been challenged by the emergence of international ath-
letes competing in events that have traditionally been
dominated by African Americans or other groups. For
example, athletes from a number of nations have begun
to emerge and excel in professional basketball, a sport
dominated in recent decades by African Americans. This
suggests that environmental factors play a significant role
in achieving success in this sport. Likewise, in the 2004
Olympics in Athens, Greece, Jeremy Wariner, a white
American from Texas, won the gold medal in the 400-
meter sprint, an event previously dominated by individ-
uals of African ancestry.

Persons of color have also begun to make inroads in
sports usually dominated by whites. In tennis, a sport in
which wealth and class certainly convey a great advantage,
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Tiger Woods. Tiger Woods receives the Green Jacket after
winning the Masters Golf Tournament, on April 14, 2002. The
performance of Tiger Woods in golf which has been long
dominated by whites, may lead to more in-depth analysis of
biological versus sociocultural impacts on athletic performances.
AP IMAGES.

Venus and Serena Williams have made it to the top of the
professional ranks, while James Blake and others have had
success in men’s tennis. The performance of Tiger Woods
in golf, which has also been long dominated by whites,
may lead to more in-depth analysis of biological versus
sociocultural impacts on athletic performances.

Tiger Woods and James Blake are also of interest here
because they are both of mixed descent and ethnicity.
They both compete at the elite level among their peers,
but both are difficult to label or categorize in terms of
racial identification. Indeed, due to the extensive interac-
tions of various cultures, it is becoming more and more
difficult to clearly define a person’s true ethnicity. Thus,
the notion of “race” has taken on multiple dimensions. It
is, in fact, difficult to get most scientists to say the word
“race” when referring to people. In traditional scientific
language, races are synonymous with subspecies, or organ-
isms within the same species that can be interbred but are
nevertheless genetically distinctive.

Races are not clearly defined biological categories.
Attempts to create racial categorizations tend to intersect
ethnically and culturally. Human racial categorization
attempts to construct and determine defined structures
of racial formations. Many times individuals may be a
blend of several ethnicities as well as cultures. This creates
challenges to the traditional mode of categorization of
race and human subjects.

There have been multiple studies conducted relating
to the social, economic, and cultural factors that influ-
ence athletic performance. But regardless of the possible
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existence of physiological findings, or the indications that
sociological factors contribute significantly to the per-
formance of athletes, it is likely that there will always be
multiple discourses at play when discussing these issues.
Research will continue to explore the subject of racial
difference in athletic performance, and physiologists,
sociologists, and scientists will continue to expand, inves-
tigate, and postulate theories concerning this topic.

SEE ALSO Basketball; Track and Field.
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Fritz G. Polite

GENOCIDE

The United Nations Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide states that “genocide
is a crime under international law,” and “that at all periods
of history genocide has inflicted great losses on humanity.”
This contradiction between a specific legal concept defined
by an international convention and an eternal political and
social phenomena characterizes both the global approach to
genocide and the dilemmas it encounters.

DEFINING GENOCIDE

The concept of genocide was first voiced by a Polish Jewish
lawyer, Raphael Lemkin, who worked tirelessly during World
War II and in its immediate aftermath to achieve public
recognition of this hideous crime. The impetus came from
the wide recognition of the heinous crimes of the Nazi regime.
Indeed, Lemkin quoted the British prime minister Winston
Churchill, who described the killing of millions as “a crime
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without a name.” Lemkin responded by formulating the term
genocide. His activism facilitated not only the recognition of the
new concept but also the adoption of the Genocide Conven-
tion. Since then, writing about genocide has been divided
between those who view it as a new phenomenon, largely an
innovation of the Nazis in their extermination of the Jews, and
those who view it as permanent phenomena that describes wars
of extermination and ethnic cleansing throughout history.

The Genocide Convention (approved on December
9, 1948; came into force on January 12, 1951) states that:

Genocide means any of the following acts commit-
ted with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a
national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such:

(a) Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to
members of the group;

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of
life calculated to bring about its physical
destruction in whole or in part;

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births
within the group;

(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to
another group.

This is the only legal definition available, but it is
inadequate. It diverges significantly from the daily use of
the term, which views it as the ultimate crime and alludes to
the Holocaust as the paradigmatic case and as a yardstick.
The Nuremberg Trials of Nazi war criminals marked the
first time the crime of genocide was introduced into an
international proceeding. There was a belief that a new type
of crime had been committed by the Germans, and a new
term was therefore needed. This obviously contradicts
Lemkin’s own view that only the term was new, not the
crime. This tension remains: Does genocide refer to an
exceptional crime, or to a crime that occurs all too fre-
quently, most often during war time? The cry of “Never
Again,” made in reference to the Holocaust, points in the
direction of exceptionalism, but the public discourse points
in the other direction.

On the other end of the spectrum, according to the
Genocide Convention, genocide can take place without any
killing. Indeed, it states that genocide can occur through
the removal of children from a particular group, if this is
done as a way of destroying the future existence of the
group. In Australia, the National Inquiry into the Separa-
tion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Children from
Their Families issued a report in 1995 titled Bringing Them
Home (also known as the “Stolen Children” report). This
report accused the Australian government of genocide not
for killing Aborigines, but for the removal of their children.
While this has been a controversial political issue in
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War Crimes Trial, 1947. Brigadier General Telford Taylor
delivers opening statements during the Nuremberg Trials of Nazi
war criminals. The trials marked the first time the crime of
genocide was introduced into an international proceeding.

AP IMAGES.

Australia, such a definition of genocide diverges from the
idea of mass killing that is generally conveyed by the term.

On the other hand, the definition in the Genocide
Convention can be viewed as too narrow, for it excludes
political motivations as grounds for genocide. In other
words, the killing of members of a political group or
economic class is not defined as genocide. Both the
Soviet and the Chinese regimes killed tens of millions
of people as part of political campaigns. Under the Con-
vention, however, mass murder for political reasons is not
considered genocide.

This dissonance between the popular and political use
of the term and the legal definition of it is important
because it obfuscates the demarcation of the concept itself.
As a category, genocide describes the ultimate victimiza-
tion of the group “as such.” The expansion of the concepts
of “holocaust” and “genocide,” together with “ethnic
cleansing,” to characterize all mass violence has led certain
groups of victims to feel that their suffering—both histor-
ical and contemporary—has not receive adequate attention
if they are not viewed as victims of genocide. Extensive
atrocities have also been characterized as “gross violations
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of human rights” or “war crimes,” but these descriptions
have not been embraced by the affected groups to describe
their own suffering.

The list of those who argue that they are victims of
genocide, and prosecutors’ efforts to indict offenders with
the charge of genocide, make it all the more complicated.
When a prosecutor in Mexico indicted a former president
for ordering an attack on student demonstrators with charges
of genocide, the inclusion in the UN definition of the phrase
“intent to destroy, in whole or in part” argued against such a
charge (the ex-President was cleared of the charges in 20006).
There have been attempts within the United Nations (UN)
(in conjunction with the claimed genocide in Darfur, Sudan)
to rein in the definition by requiring that it include “the
intention to destroy ‘a considerable number of individuals’
or ‘a substantial part,” but the exact demarcation is further
obscured by the introduction of the term eshnic cleansing,
which was popularized during the 1990s, to describe the war
in the former Yugoslavia,

The difficulty with such expansive usage is that it
hinders the significance of the concept—intellectually,
politically, morally, and in every other way. The force
of naming particular crimes and violence as genocide,
and its attractiveness to victims as a designation of their
own case, is that genocide is perceived as the “crime of
crimes.” But if the concept comes to designate every case
of group violence, is it then cheapened or minimized?
And should it therefore carry less severe consequences? In
2004 the UN Secretary General created the office of
Special Advisor on Genocide Prevention. There is little
doubt that the international community shares a consen-
sus that genocide is a horrific crime that deserves special
attention. The world is not as unified, however, on what
should be included under the designation of “genocide.”
In the spirit of Lemkin’s definition, which he illustrated
by referring to occurrences throughout history, modern
writers have listed numerous cases as genocide. Mindful
of these extensive claims, and without attempting to
arbitrate an agreed definition, several controversial
aspects of the use of the term will be discussed here.

THE HOLOCAUST

The Holocaust was the momentous event during World
War II when the Nazis almost succeeded in exterminat-
ing European Jewry and gypsies. The shock of the exter-
mination and the concentration camps, and the view that
the Nazis constituted the ultimate evil, enabled the post-
war international community to agree on the Genocide
Convention. As such, the Holocaust became the ultimate
unique example of this crime. Uniqueness does not work
as a comparative tool, and it is difficult to designate an
event as both unique and a yardstick. And while there
was an agreement that, in principle, there were other
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genocides, the debate over the uniqueness of the Holo-
caust and of evilness of the Nazis coincided with the cold
war, which meant that no mass murders, whether in a
war or otherwise, were designated as genocides over the
next four decades. Under the banner of “Never Again,”
the international community was steadfast in refusing to
label the killings in Bangladesh, Biafra, Cambodia, and
other places as genocide, and they did little to stop the
mass murder itself. Only in the aftermath of the cold war,
when the bipolar international community became both
plural and unipolar, and in the face of the killings in the
former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, did the debate over the
designation of genocide become integral to the interna-
tional discourse.

The uniqueness of the Holocaust stemmed from the
German goal of annihilating all Jewish persons because of
their race. Because Jewishness was deemed to be a racial
category, a Jew could not convert to be saved, and even
those with only Jewish grandparents (and whose parents
converted) were subject to annihilation. Furthermore,
Germany directed significant resources to the destruc-
tion, which involved a vast system of government agen-
cies and personnel, all conducted by a modern state. This
was done in spite of the fact that the Jews did not present
any concrete danger to Germany, even from a German
perspective. The struggle was cosmic and mythological,
aimed at ruling the world. It was fought between the
Nazis and their imagined enemies constructed from anti-
Semitic propaganda. But real Jews were killed. The Hol-
ocaust shocked the world in part because of these bureau-
cratic and modern characteristics, but more so because it
was directed at those who were, essentially, “people like
us.” Europeans and Americans were used to stories of
mass killings of “inferior” races and to mass murder
during war, but the gassing of millions in cold blood
was a novelty. The combination of ferocious racism and
atrocities perpetrated by the common German created an
incomprehensible aura.

In the early twenty-first century, the Holocaust is
both unique and more integrated in world history. It is
unique as the epitome of evil, and all other catastrophes
and mass murders are measured against it. The Holo-
caust is comparable to other cases, because perpetrators of
other genocides also tried to kill all the members of a
specific group. That such a mass killing is irrational (e.g.,
in taking away resources from other goals) is the nature
of genocide, not the exception. But more importantly,
the growing number of studies comparing genocides
teaches that each is different in its own way, and the
question of uniqueness creates the appearance of ranking,
which is bound to ruffle other groups. So the dilemma
remains: While ranking is impossible, the politics of
classifying genocide is crucial for the identity of victims.
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OTHER INSTANCES OF GENOCIDE

The vast destruction of lives of indigenous peoples
around the world as a result of the encounter with
modernity is one of the most vexing in the dilemmas of
designating a mass killing as genocide. On one side is the
incontrovertible fact of the extensive destruction and
death that befell the indigenous peoples. Furthermore,
there is no doubt that racism motivated many of the
policies that led to the devastation, and that the colonists
in many places expected and hoped for the disappearance
of the indigenous peoples. The “vanishing” indigenous
group was a constant trope in descriptions of the frontier
on every continent. However, the question remains
whether the colonists acted “with intent to destroy,” or
whether the violence and racism were separate from the
expectations that the indigenous peoples would die, as a
people, in the future, but not as a result of particular acts.
The question becomes more complicated because of the
tendency to discuss the destruction of indigenous peoples
as a single event, rather than as widely spread phenomena
that might have involved numerous genocides. In addi-
tion, perhaps the worst demographic destruction of
indigenous peoples resulted from epidemics that nobody
controlled. Here the tension between activist-historians
and the legal definition of genocide is wide. This is an
active field of scholarship, and much is changing in
evaluating its history.

Armenia. Hitler famously said “Who remembers the
Armenians?” when he contemplated the extermination
of the Jews. The statement is repeatedly quoted to signal
the crucial role of deterrence in avoiding future geno-
cides, but it is also quoted as proof that the genocide of
the Armenians in Turkey in 1915 was widely seen as the
precedent for (and the first instance of) genocide in the
twentieth century. In order to forget, one has to have
knowledge that can be forgotten. But if the Armenian
massacres were largely forgotten by the 1930s, an even
earlier twentieth-century genocide also went unnoticed
by the world, and it remained so until recently. This was
the genocide perpetrated by German colonialists against
the Herero, of South-West Africa (later known as Nami-
bia). In an effort to capture the Herero’s land, the Ger-
man army tried to annihilate the Herero, killing tens of
thousands and expelling many others to the desert
between 1904 and 1907.

The massacres of Armenians under the Ottoman
Empire go back to the second half of the nineteenth
century. But it was during World War I, against the
background of a disintegrating empire with many Muslim
refugees fleeing to Anatolia (the Asian portion of Turkey),
primarily from the Balkans, that the massacre of a million
Armenians throughout Asia Minor occurred (as well as
that of other Christian minorities, such as the Assyrians
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and Chaldeans, who are rarely mentioned at all). In the
days before the word genocide was invented, the world
press wrote about the massacres, the expulsion, the long
marches through the desert, and even the carnage of the
war, all of which were singled out as constituting horrific
crimes. The survivors attempted to rebuild their lives,
many in the United States and France, but after the war,
with the new Turkish republic flexing its political muscles,
attempted trials of the leaders responsible for the crime
were aborted. Mass ethnic cleansing (or “population
exchange” between Greece and Turkey) overshadowed
any active involvement with the Armenian suffering; the
Armenian suffering was set aside and ceased to be a burn-
ing issue. Only in the last generation has the memory of
the Armenian genocide resurfaced and become a defining
political issue for Turkey. Amid the nation’s efforts to
legitimize itself in Europe as an European Union (EU)
member, the killing of the Armenians has become a symbol
of the difficulties of domestic democratization. In the early
twenty-first century, many around the world accept the
designation of the events as genocide, while official Turkey
sees this as a manifestation of and-Turkish policies. The
civil society in Turkey, meanwhile, views reconciliation
with Armenia and the recognition of historical responsibil-
ity for the destruction of the Armenian community as an
essential step in the democratization of Turkey.

Rwanda and the Former Yugoslavia. During the 1990s,
the genocide in Rwanda and the ethnic cleansing in the
former Yugoslavia gripped public attention. The failure of
the international community to intervene in a timely fash-
ion enabled the Serbs to perpetrate the first genocide in
postwar Europe when seven thousand Muslim males were
murdered in July 1995 in Srebrenica. In this case, the
International Tribunal designated the murder as genocide,
though the war in its totality was not so designated. In
Rwanda, the mass killing of the Tutsis by the Hutus was
stopped only when the Tutsis defeated the Hutus. The
response of the UN was to authorize a tribunal post facto.
Both of these cases were fresh on politicians’ minds when
the Serb expulsion of Kosovars in 1999 was met with a
NATO military response that may well have stopped gen-
ocidal acts. These precedents had little effect in Africa, and
particularly in Sudan’s Darfur region, where in 2004 the
United States determined that genocide was taking place.
The United States did not intervene, however, and a UN
investigation avoided the use of the term genocide because
no “intent” on the part of the perpetrators could be estab-
lished. The report was very specific in clarifying interna-
tional law with regard to genocide, and it expanded the
groups subject to the Genocide Convention beyond named
groups to those with “the self-perception of the members of
each group.” The report attempted to skirt the primacy of
genocide as the “crime of crimes” because, as the Rwanda
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Armenian Genocide. In 2006 French lawmakers debated a
proposal that would make the denial of the Armenian Genocide a
crime. In this photograph, an Armenian expresses his support of
the proposal. AP IMAGES.

tribunal determined, “there is no such hierarchical grada-
tion of crimes.” The report argued that “some categories of
crimes against humanity may be similarly heinous [to
genocide] and carry a similarly grave stigma.” This form
of normalization of genocide, making it comparable to
other grave crimes, may be the wave of the future. This
would be a shift from the special status accorded to geno-
cide by the UN in the Genocide Convention.

The tribunals for Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia
and the new International Criminal Court are all addressing
the crime of genocide, and their determinations will define
the nature of genocide in international law in the future. The
political nature of responding to genocides, and the failure of
the international community to address the crisis in Darfur,
or even to agree upon whether it is genocide or not, has
placed the Genocide Convention under great stress. While
the punishment of genocide through the tribunals has been
extremely expensive and inefficient—few were brought to
justice and a sense of impunity is widespread—the capacity
to prevent genocide is even weaker. Not only is the Con-
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vention vague about prevention (Article VIII enables any
party to bring a case before the UN), the lack of prevention is

viewed as indirectly encouraging more atrocities.

Genocide has become a fixture of modernity, both as the
ultimate crime against a group and as the identity marker of a
group’s victimization. One would like to imagine that “Never
Again” will someday be transformed from a slogan to a
policy. But skepticism is justified. Can memory of genocide
lead to reconciliadon? The recounting of history has been
exploited to provoke conflict, incite war, and inflame geno-
cides, particularly since the end of the Cold War. Can it also
be drawn upon to facilitate reconciliation? The narration of
genocide may be as important as the policies that govern-
ments pursue in determining whether this will be the case.

SEE ALSO Ethnic Cleansing; Genocide and Ethnocide;
Genocide in Rwanda; Genocide in Sudan; Holocaust;
Mayan Genocide in Guatemala.
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Genocide and Ethnocide

GENOCIDE AND
ETHNOCIDE

In its darkest, most virulent form, racism can spark acts
of genocide and ethnocide. The colonization of the
Americas was accompanied by widespread acts of geno-
cide and ethnocide, creating a holocaust on an unprece-
dented scale. Such acts persist in Latin America, where
the extinction of tribes and disappearance of cultures
occurred throughout the twentieth century and continue
into the present. In North America, it is primarily ethno-
cide that stalks surviving Native American communities
and endangers their remaining cultures.

GENOCIDE AND ETHNOCIDE
IN NATIVE NORTH AMERICA

As used here, the term Native American refers to members
of the American Indian tribes, nations, and groups who
inhabited North America before Europeans arrived. They
are part of the world’s indigenous peoples, who are defined
as the non-European populations who resided in lands
colonized by Europeans before the colonists arrived. In
1992, Senator Daniel K. Inouye, chairman of the Senate
Indian Affairs Committee, observed that “in many newly-
established nations that were formerly colonies, while free-
dom for the majority was achieved, the indigenous pop-
ulation was excluded from the body politic. Widespread
cultural and racial genocide was the consequence” (Inouye
1992, p. 6). It is important to confront and better under-
stand acts of genocide and ethnocide, so that these forms
of racism can be recognized and arrested.

When Columbus arrived in the New World, North
America teemed with diverse native civilizations. The
anthropologist Russell Thornton estimates that more
than 72 million indigenous people inhabited the Western
Hemisphere in 1492. This population declined to only
about four million within a few centuries, however, mak-
ing it one of the largest population collapses ever
recorded. In North America, more than five million
American Indians inhabited the area now occupied by
the continental United States in 1492; by 1900, however,
only 250,000 remained, indicating a decline in excess of
one million persons per century.

DEFINITIONS OF GENOCIDE
AND ETHNOCIDE

Genocide is narrowly defined in the United Nation’s
Convention on the Prevention of and Punishment of
the Crime of Genocide (1948) as the deliberate destruc-
tion of members of a national, ethnic, racial, or religious
group. Genocidal acts include: (1) killing members of the
group; (2) causing serious bodily or mental harm to
them; (3) inflicting conditions of life calculated to bring
about a group’s destruction in whole or part; (4) impos-
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ing measures intended to prevent births within the
group; and (5) forcibly transferring children of one group
to another. In Century of Genocide (1997), Robert Hitch-
cock and Tara Twedt explain that genocidal acts do not
usually succeed in killing all members of the targeted
group. However, the survivors are sometimes “raped,
enslaved, deprived of their property, and forcibly moved
to new places” (p. 379). Where indigenous peoples are
concerned, some researchers would add to the definition
of such acts as the “intentional prevention of ethnic
groups from practicing their traditional customs; forced
resettlement; denial of access to food relief, health assur-
ance, and development funds; and destruction of the
habitats utilized by indigenous peoples” (p. 378). Major
causes of genocide among indigenous peoples have been
the conquest and colonization of their lands and, more
recently, the extraction of their natural resources.

Ethnocide (or cultural genocide) is a related concept
that refers to acts that contribute to the disappearance of
a culture, even though its bearers are not physically
destroyed. Acts of ethnocide include denying a group
its right to speak its language, practice its religion, teach
its traditions and customs, create art, maintain social
institutions, or preserve its memories and histories.
“Indigenous populations frequently have been denied
the right to practice their own religions and customs
and to speak their own languages by nation-states, a
process described as ‘cultural genocide’ or ‘ethnocide’™

(Hitchcock and Twedt 1997, p. 373).

Genocide and ethnocide against indigenous peoples arise
for many reasons, including colonization; greed for gold or
other natural resources; nation-building efforts in countries
containing a diverse populace; and religious, racial, tribal, or
ideological differences. In each case, these crimes against
humanity are justified and fueled by racism. Indigenous
peoples are victimized by such crimes partly because they
have been viewed “as ‘primitives, ‘subhuman,’ ‘savages,
‘vermin,’ or ‘nuisances’ ... and other negative stereotypes
for generations.” These stereotypes “reinforce the tendencies
of governments to establish destructive and oppressive racial

policies” (Hitchcock and Twedt 1997, p. 382).

Governmental efforts “to vilify indigenous groups are
frequently preconditions for genocidal action” (Hitchcock
and Twedt 1997). Indeed, racial slurs do accompany acts
of genocide and ethnocide against Native Americans. For
example, in U.S. Supreme Court decisions between 1823
and 1903 that curtailed native rights, the Court commonly
describes American Indians as “inferior,” “ignorant,” “sav-
ages,” “heathens,” and “uncivilized.” In Lone Wolf v.
Hitcheock (1903), for example, the Court ruled that Con-
gress could abrogate an Indian treaty partly because Indi-
ans are “an ignorant and dependent race.” Likewise, in

Johnson v. M’Intosh (1823) the Court ruled that Indian
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tribes do not own legal tite to their land partly because
Indians are “heathens” and “fierce savages.”

Ethnocide is a central feature of Indian—white race
relations in the United States, and the government has at
times resorted to genocidal acts. The threat and reality of
ethnocide continue to cloud the lives of contemporary
Native Americans.

SPANISH GENOCIDE IN THE
AMERICAN COLONIES

Colonialism in the New World was filled with acts of
genocide. More than 12 million Indians died during the
first forty years, as Spaniards killed, tortured, terrorized,
and destroyed each group of native people they encoun-
tered. The depopulation of the Americas was witnessed
by Bartolome de Las Casas (c. 1474-1566), who arrived
in Hispaniola in 1502 and spent more than forty years in
American colonies. He chronicled the death of millions
of Indians killed by the Spaniards and claimed that more
than forty million were killed by 1560. In 1542, Las
Casas reported to King Charles of Spain that mass mur-
der was being committed throughout the Americas. The
report provides horrifying firsthand details, but cautions
that “no tongue would suffice, nor word nor human
efforts, to narrate the frightful deeds by the Spaniards”
(Las Casas 1974, p. 69). The death toll reported by Las

Casas is staggering.

In Hispaniola, almost two million Indians were
killed. In Puerto Rico and Jamaica, Las Casas reported
that more than 600,000 Indians were killed. Between
four and five million people were killed in Guatemala.
In Venezuela, the Spanish sold one million Indians into
slavery. In Nicaragua, they killed between 500,000 and
600,000 Indians and sold more than 500,000 survivors
into slavery. In Honduras and the Yucatan, more than
200,000 were killed. In Peru, the Spaniards “wiped out a
great portion of the human family” by 1542, killing
“more than ten million souls” (Las Casas 1974, p. 129).
At least four million were killed in Mexico, not counting
victims who died from mistreatment under servitude.

In other places, almost all of the Indians were killed.
For example, Cuba was almost “completely depopulated,”
and in the few months Las Casas was there “more than
seventy thousand children, whose fathers and mothers had
been sent to the mines, died of hunger” (Las Casas 1974,
pp- 39, 53). Las Casas warned that “unless the King orders
remedial measures to be taken soon, there will be no
Indians left” in Columbia. No one was spared in the
Bahama Islands. There, more than 500,000 inhabitants
died leaving sixty islands “inhabited by not a single living
creature” (p. 40). Similarly, by 1542, thirty islands sur-
rounding Puerto Rico were largely “depopulated.”

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RACE AND RACISM

Genocide and Ethnocide

The extermination of Indians was justified by leading
Spanish thinkers. Most notably, the theologian Juan de
Sepulveda (1494-1573) argued that killing Indians was
“just” because they are inferior. He divided humanity into
two groups: (1) civilized men with intelligence, sentiments,
emotions, beliefs, and values; and (2) primitive brutes who
lacked these essential human and Christian qualities, and
who by their inherent nature would find it difficul, if not
impossible, to acquire them. Sepulveda reasoned that civi-
lized men were naturally the masters who could conduct
“just” wars against non-Christian primitive brutes that
were, by their very nature, nothing more than slaves. Las
Casas, on the other hand, asked the King to curb the
genocide. Unfortunately, the seeds of genocide were too
firmly planted in the New World, and the laws that were
promulgated in 1542 proved ineffectual.

Spain’s legacy continues in Latin America. In Brazil,
more than eighty tribes were destroyed between 1900 and
1957. The Indian population dropped from a million to
less than 200,000. Spain was not alone. According to the
historian Kirkpatrick Sale, “there is not a single European
nation which, when the opportunity came, did not engage
in practices as vicious and cruel as those of Spain—and in
the case of England, worse—with very much the same sort
of demographic consequences” (Sale 1990, p. 161).

GENOCIDE AND ETHNOCIDE
IN THE UNITED STATES

Scholars have identified various interrelated factors that
led to the depopulation of American Indians in the
United States and the destruction of their cultures. “All
of the reasons stemmed from European contact and
colonization: introduced disease, including alcoholism;
warfare and genocide; geographical removal and reloca-
tion; and destruction of ways of life” (Thornton 1987,
pp- 43—44). These factors fall squarely within definitions

of genocide and ethnocide.

‘Warfare. Between 150,000 and 500,000 Native Ameri-
cans died in forty wars with Americans and Europeans
between 1775 and 1894; in intertribal wars prompted by
European or American involvement in tribal relations; in
warfare between 1492 and 1775; and in conflicts
between Indians and settlers (Thornton 1987, pp. 48—
49). Colonial governments encouraged colonists to kill
Indians by paying bounties. In 1735, for example, the
governor of Massachusetts called upon citizens to kill or
capture all Penobscot Indians. He proclaimed a bounty of
fifty pounds for every male above age twelve (or forty
pounds for their scalps) and twenty-five pounds for every
female or youth under age twelve (or twenty pounds for
their scalps). Blatant acts of genocide occurred in Texas,
where Indians were almost completely exterminated by
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Zachary Taylor’s Tactics Against Seminole Indians. The indigenous people of America faced extensive destruction and death at
the hands of whites. As early Americans began to move west, Native Americans were pushed out of their home territories and resistance
was harshly put down by the military. Some of the brutal tactics used in the face of Native resistance are seen in this illustration

originally published in 1848. THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS.

whites, and in California, where miners and early settlers
killed 230,000. Thousands more died in places such as
Sand Creek, Wounded Knee, Washita River, and Fort
Robinson.

Disease. The germ, however, was the primary agent of
destruction. Virtually every tribe was decimated by Old
World diseases to which Indians had no immunity. Euro-
peans and Africans introduced these diseases, sometimes
intentionally through smallpox-infected blankets and other
means. The diseases include smallpox, measles, bubonic
plague, cholera, typhoid, scarlet fever, diphtheria and
whooping cough. From 1520 to 1900, as many as ninety-
three epidemics and pandemics spread among the Indians.
Thornton states that the destruction of American Indians
was initially “a medical conquest, one that paved the way
for the more well-known and glorified military conquests
and colonizations” (Thornton 1987, p. 47).
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Dispossession, Resettlement and Destruction of Indig-
enous Habitat. From time immemorial, Native Ameri-
cans developed land-based religions, cultures, economies,
and ways of life based upon close relationships with
diverse indigenous habitats. Forced removal under Pres-
ident Andrew Jackson began in 1828, when numerous
eastern tribes were marched to reservations located west
of the Mississippi River. Many died on forced marches or
from starvation, disease, and harsh conditions on new
reservations. Indians were forced to leave behind holy
places, burial grounds, and indigenous habitats where
they had developed their ways of life and special relation-
ships with particular plants and animals.

In the 1880s, laws were enacted to break up reserva-
tion land owned by tribes, allot it to individual Indians,
and allow white settlement on land promised to the tribes.
Millions of acres were lost during this process, and some
tribes became landless. These laws were justified in the
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name of assimilation by proponents who “maintained that
if Indians adopted the habits of civilized life they would
need less land” (Cohen 1982, p. 128).

The appropriation of land was a primary purpose of
colonialism in the New World. As early as 1493, Pope
Alexander VI conferred upon explorers the inherent power
to claim land discovered by them on behalf of their coun-
tries of origin. He issued a Papal Bull declaring, “whereas
Columbus had come upon lands and peoples undiscovered
by others . .. all the lands discovered or to be discovered in
the name of the Spanish Crown in the region legally
belonged to Ferdinand and Isabella.” This doctrine became
the legal basis for acquiring all of the land that is now the
United States. In Johnson v. M Intosh (1823), the Supreme
Court legalized the appropriation of America under the
doctrine of discovery and justified it as follows:

However extravagant the pretension of convert-
ing discovery of an inhabited country into con-
quest may appear, if the principle has been
asserted in the first instance, and afterwards sus-
tained; if a country has been acquired and held
under it; if the property of a great mass of the
community originates under it, it becomes the
law of the land and cannot be questioned.

The destruction of American Indians was also furth-
ered through the deliberate destruction of their indigenous
habitats, as graphically seen in the near extermination of
the immense herds of buffalo upon which the Plains
Indian Tribes depended. It also occurred through wide-
spread destruction of native plant life and its replacement
with foreign vegetation imported from other places. The
ethnobotanist Melvin Gilmore has documented an amaz-
ing number of plant uses among Plains Indians and
decried their replacement by alien plant life more familiar
to American settlers. In addition, the destruction of indig-
enous habitats occurred during the twentieth century
through deforestation in the Pacific Northwest and the
destruction of salmon runs upon which the tribes of that
region depend for their ways of life.

Prohibition of Religion and Language, Assimilation,
and the Taking of Children. In the 1880s, the govern-
ment turned in earnest to the task of assimilating Indians.
Assimilation was a deliberate program to strip Indians of
their religions, cultures, languages, ways of life, and iden-
tities as native people and turn them into white farmers
with Christian values.

The outright government prohibition of tribal reli-
gions began in the 1890s. “Federal troops slaughtered
Indian practitioners of the Ghost Dance religion at
Wounded Knee, and systematically suppressed this tribal
religion on other Indian reservations” and in 1892 and
1904, “federal regulations outlawed the practice of tribal
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religions entirely” (Inouye 1992, pp. 13-14). The gov-
ernment furthered its program by conveying Indian land
to Christian groups to establish religious schools and by
placing missionaries as federal Indian agents in charge of
reservations.

Indian children were taken, sometimes forcibly, and
placed into government boarding schools. Separated from
their parents, families, and communities, they received
haircuts and uniforms and were, in effect, incarcerated
for years at a time in authoritarian institutions that sys-
tematically stripped their identities. Teachers strictly pro-
hibited native students from speaking their language and
taught them to be ashamed of their parents and cultures.
For almost one hundred years the government sought to
“kill the Indian, and save the man.” Several generations of
institutionalized youth lost their language, culture, and
religion, and hundreds of native languages were lost.

Congtess continued its assimilation policy long after
Indian citizenship was granted in 1924. Termination
laws in the 1950s ended federal relationships with many
Indian tribes, sold remaining land on many reservations,
and subjected Indians to state jurisdiction.

The Legacy of Genocide and Ethnocide Professor
Charles Wilkinson has observed that American Indians
hit rock bottom during the 1950s. They lived in abject
poverty in a segregated, racist society intent upon termi-
nating their rights as native people and stamping out their
cultural identity. The human spirit, however, cannot easily
be stamped out. Wilkinson chronicles the rise from that
nadir by modern Indian Nations, as Native Americans
waged a historic movement over the next fifty years to
reclaim their sovereignty, lands, and cultural heritage.

By 2005, the Native American population had
recovered to more than two million people. A growing
appreciation of their contributions to American heritage
and their inherent worth has emerged, as seen in the
opening of the National Museum of the American Indian
in Washington, D.C., in 2004. Genocide is a sleeping
evil, rarely mentioned in schoolbooks. Ethnocide, how-
ever, continues to haunt Native Americans. This is seen
in the English-only laws of twenty-one states; the
ongoing destruction of tribal holy places unprotected by
American law; and the derogatory racial stereotypes used
in Hollywood and the mass media, or in the sporting
world by teams with names such as “Redskins.” Native
Americans fear the federal court system, which has grown
increasingly hostile to protecting their legal rights. In
1992, Senator Inouye warned that as a result of recent
Supreme Court decisions denying Native Americans reli-
gious freedom, “it appears that we are regressing to a
dark period where once again our government is allowing
religious discrimination against our indigenous people to
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go unchecked” (Inouye 1992, p. 14-15). History coun-
sels that society must remain vigilant to safeguard Native
Americans against racism, particularly the destructive and
harmful acts of genocide and ethnocide.

SEE ALSO American Indian Movement (AIM); Forced
Sterilization of Native Americans; Holocaust.
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GENOCIDE IN RWANDA

The African nation of Rwanda has become a metaphor
for political violence, and more particularly for senseless
violence. Two kinds of writings have come to dominate
the literature on the Rwandan genocide. The first is
preponderant in the academy, the second in the world
of journalism.
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Academic writing on Rwanda is dominated by
authors whose intellectual perspective was shaped by
sympathy with the Rwandan Revolution of 1959. They
saw the revolution and the political violence that affected
it as progressive, as ushering in a more popular political
and social order. Unable to see the dark underbelly of the
revolution, and thus to grasp the link between it and the
1994 genocide, these authors portray the genocide as
exclusively or mainly a state project, engineered and
executed by a narrow ruling elite. In doing so, they avoid
the question of popular violence in the genocide. The
singular failing of this view is its inability to come to
terms with the genocide as a social project.

The massacres in the Rwandan genocide were carried
out in the open—roughly 800,000 Tutsi were killed in a
hundred days. The state organized the killings, but the
killers were, by and large, ordinary people. The killing
was done mainly by machete-wielding mobs. People were
killed by their neighbors and workmates, and even by

human rights advocates and spouses.

Unlike Nazi Germany, where the authorities made
every attempt to isolate victims from the general popula-
tion, the Rwandan genocide was both a more public and a
more intimate affair. Street corners, living rooms, and
churches became places of death. It was carried out by
hundreds of thousands of people, and witnessed by mil-
lions. In a private conversation with the author in 1997, a
Rwandan government minister contrasted the two horrors.
“In Germany,” he said, “the Jews were taken out of their
residences, moved to distant far away locations, and killed
there, almost anonymously. In Rwanda, the government
did not kill. It prepared the population, enraged it and
enticed it. Your neighbors killed you” (Mamdani 2001,
p- 6). A few years ago, four Rwandan civilians stood trial
for crimes against humanity in Belgium. Among the four
were two nuns and a physicist. The challenge for academic
writing is to explain the perversely “popular” character of
the violence.

In contrast, journalistic writing focuses precisely on
this aspect of the genocide. Its peculiar characteristic is a
pornography of violence. As in pornography, the nakedness
is of others, not us. The exposure of the other goes along-
side the unstated claim that we are not like them. This is
pornography in which senseless violence is a feature of
other people’s cultures: they are violent, but we are pacific,
and a focus on their debasedness easily turns into another
way of celebrating and confirming our exalted status.

The journalistic writing gives a simple moral world,
where a group of perpetrators face another group of
victims, but where neither history nor motivation are
thinkable because both stand outside history and context.
Though these writers highlight the genocide as a social
project, they fail to understand the forces that shaped the
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agency of the perpetrator. Instead, they looked for a clear
and uncomplicated moral in the story, where the victim
was untainted and the perpetrator evil. In a context where
victims and perpetrators have traded places, they look to
distinguish victim from perpetrator for all times. But
because victims have turned into perpetrators, this
attempt to find an African replay of the Nazi Holocaust
has not worked.

How many perpetrators were victims of yesteryear?
What happens when yesterday’s victims act out of a
determination that they must never again be victimized,
and therefore embrace the conviction that power is the
only guarantee against victimhood, and that the only
dignified alternative to power is death? What happens
when they are convinced that the taking of life is really
noble because it signifies the willingness to risk one’s own
life and is thus, in the final analysis, proof of one’s own
humanity? The German philosopher G. W. F. Hegel
(1770-1831) once said that the difference between
humans and animals is that humans are willing to give
life for a reason considered higher than life. He should
have added that humans are also willing to take life for a
reason considered higher than life.

To address these questions, it is important to under-
stand the humanity of the perpetrator. This is not to
excuse the perpetrator, or the killing, but to make the act
thinkable: so that we can learn something about ourselves
as humans. Which history framed the agency of the
perpetrator, and which institutions reproduced that
agency? Who did the Hutu who did the killing think
they were? And whom did they think they were killing in
the person of the Tutsi?

THE RWANDA GENOCIDE
AND THE HOLOCAUST

Before placing the Rwandan genocide in the context of
Rwandan history, it is helpful to locate it in the history of
modern genocides. In the corpus of Holocaust-writing,
Hannah Arendt stood apart in her insistence on locating
the Holocaust in the history of genocide. The history she
sketched was that of the genocide of native populations
by settler colonial nations. It was the history of imperial-
ism, and specifically of racism in South Africa and
bureaucracy in India and Algeria.

The Germans first attempted mass extermination in
Africa. In 1904, German Southwest Africa—the territory
that would ultimately become Namibia—faced a deep-
ening political crisis. The future of the colony seemed
suddenly precarious; the Herero, an agricultural people
numbering some 80,000, had taken up arms to defend
their land and catte from German settlers. General Lothar
von Trotha, the local German military commander, later
wrote in stark terms of the options he faced:
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Now I have to ask myself how to end the war
with the Herero. The views of the Governor and
also a few old Africa hands on the one hand, and
my views on the other, differ completely. The
first wanted to negotiate for some time already
and regard the Herero nation as necessary labour
material for the future development of the coun-
try. I believe that the nation as such should be
annihilated, or, if this was not possible by tactical
measures, expelled from the country by operative
means and further detailed treatment. This will
be possible if the water-holes ... are occupied.
The constant movement of our troops will enable
us to find the small groups of the nation who
have moved back westwards and destroy them

gradually. (Gewald, p. 173)

Trotha’s arguments carried the day, over the objec-
tions of the “Africa hands” who saw the Herero as
necessary labor and the missionaries who viewed them
as potential converts. As the Herero fled the German
assault, every avenue of escape was blocked, save one:
the southeast route, through the Kalahari Desert. Denied
access to water, their journey across the desert was a death
march, and almost 80 percent of the Herero perished.
This was not an accident, as a gleeful notice in Die
Kampf, the official publication of the German General
Staff, attested:

No efforts, no hardships were spared in order to
deprive the enemy of his last reserves of resist-
ance; like a half-dead animal he was hunted from
water-hole to water-hole until he became a leth-
argic victim of the nature of his own country.
The waterless Omaheke [desert] was to complete
the work of the German arms: the annihilation of
the Herero people. (Dedering 1999).

General Lothar von Trotha had a distinguished
record in the German army and was a veteran of colonial
warfare. Involved in suppressing the Boxer Rebellion in
China in 1900, he was also a veteran of “pacification
campaigns” throughout the colonies that would later
become Rwanda, Burundi, and Tanzania.

The surviving Herero were rounded up and placed
in camps run by missionaries, in conjunction with the
German army. Overworked and hungry, susceptible to
diseases such as typhoid and smallpox, many more
Herero perished in the camps, and Herero women were
taken as sex slaves by German soldiers. When the camps
were closed in 1908, the remaining Herero were distrib-
uted among settlers as laborers. Henceforth, every Herero
over the age of seven was required to wear a metal disc
around the neck, bearing his or her labor registration
number.

The extermination of the Herero was the first geno-
cide of the twentieth century, and its connection to the
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Jewish holocaust is difficult to ignore. When von Trotha
sought to diffuse responsibility for the genocide, he
accused the missions of inciting the Herero with images
“of the bloodcurdling Jewish history of the Old Testa-
ment.” And it was in the Herero concentration camps
that the German geneticist Eugene Fischer first investi-
gated the “science” of race-mixing, experimenting on
both the Herero and the half-German children born to
Herero women. Fischer deduced that the Herero “mulat-
tos” were physically and mentally inferior to their Ger-
man parents. Later, Hitler read his book, 7he Principle of
Human Heredity and Race Hygiene (1921), while in
prison, and he eventually made Fischer rector of the
University of Berlin, where he taught medicine. One of
Fischer’s prominent students was Josef Mengele, who
went on to run the gas chambers at Auschwitz.

Hannah Arendt was right to establish a link between
the genocide of the Herero and the Nazi Holocaust. That
link was “race branding,” whereby it is possible not only
to set a group apart as an enemy, but also to annihilate it
with an easy conscience. To understand the mindset that
conceived the Holocaust, one must remember the polit-
ical identities crafted by modern imperialism, those of
the “settler” and the “native.” Hannah Arendt focused
on the agency of the settler, but not on the agency of the
native. The point is that it is not just the settler, but the
native, too, who is a product of the imperial imagination.
Both identities are framed by a common history. Both
remain postcolonial identities, and unless they are sub-
lated together, they will be reproduced together.

Hannah Arendt sketched half a history: that of set-
tler annihilation of the native. To glimpse how this could
trigger a countertendency leading to the native annihilat-
ing the settler, one has to turn to Frantz Fanon (1925-
1961). It is in Fanon that one finds the premonition of
the native turned perpetrator, of the native who kills not
just to extinguish the humanity of the Other, but to
defend his or her own—and of the moral ambivalence
this must provoke in other human beings. Although the
extermination of colonizers by natives never came to pass,
it hovered on the horizon as a historical possibility. No
one understood the genocidal impulse better than Frantz
Fanon, a Martinican-born psychoanalyst and Algerian
freedom fighter. Native violence, he insisted, was the
violence of yesterday’s victims, the violence of those
who had cast aside their victimhood to become masters
of their own lives: “He of whom they have never stopped
saying that the only language he understands is that of
force, decides to give utterance by force. ... The argu-
ment the native chooses has been furnished by the settler,
and by an ironic turning of the tables it is the native who
now affirms that the colonialist understands nothing but

force” (Fanon 1967, p. 66).
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For Fanon, the proof of the native’s humanity con-
sisted not in the willingness to kill settlers, but in the
willingness to risk his or her own life. “The colonized
man,” he wrote, “finds his freedom in and through vio-
lence.” If the outcome was death—natives killing settlers—
that was still a derivative outcome. “The settler’s work is to
make even dreams of liberty impossible for the native. The
native’s work is to imagine all possible methods for destroy-
ing the setter. ... For the native, life can only spring up
again out of the rotting corpse of the setder. ... For the
colonized people, this violence, because it constitutes their
only work, invests their character with positive and creative

qualides” (Fanon 1967, p. 73).

THE HISTORY OF VIOLENCE
BETWEEN HUTU AND TUTSI

The significance of “native” and “settler” as political iden-
tities, embedded in the history of colonialism, becomes
clear in the light of the history of political violence in
Rwanda. The most striking fact about this history is that
there is no significant violent episode before the 1959
revolution, when battle lines were drawn sharply between
Hutu and Tutsi. That year marked the first significant
episode where the Hutu were pitted against the Tutsi in a
political struggle, so that Hutu and Tutsi became names
identifying political adversaries locked in a violent contest
for power.

This becomes clearer if one contrasts 1959 with the
Nyabingi anticolonial resistance that marked the begin-
ning of the colonial period. Nyabingi was the name of a
spiritual cult, as well as a political movement, in what
became northern Rwanda, a region incorporated into the
expanding Kingdom of Rwanda at the beginning of the
twentieth century. Two facts about this movement are
relevant. First, when the Bakiga fought the alliance of
German imperial power and the Tutsi aristocracy of the
Rwandan Kingdom, they did not fight as Hutu against
Tutsi. They fought the Tutsi who were in power, but in
alliance with the Tutsi who were out of power, under the
leadership of Muhumuza, a former Tutsi queen.

Second, these mountain people did not call them-
selves Hutu, but Bakiga (the people of the mountains).
Only when they were defeated and incorporated into the
Rwanda Kingdom did they cease to be Bakiga and
become Hutu. For “Hutu” was not the identity of a
discrete ethnic group, but the political identity of all
those subjugated to the power of the Rwandan state.

In Rwanda before colonialism, prosperous Hutu
became Tutsi over a period of generations. Even if the
numbers involved were too few to be statistically signifi-
cant, this was a process of great social and ideological
significance. This process of ritual ennoblement, whereby
a Hutu shed his Hutuness, even had a name: Kwibutura.
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Belgian Congo Soldiers Guard Rwandan Prisoners, 1959. Conflict between the Tutsis and Hutus goes back many years before
the genocide that took place in the 1990s. In this 1959 phoro, Belgian Congo soldiers guard a group of prisoners after intervening in a

fight between the Tutsis and Hutus. AP IMAGES.

Its counterpart, whereby an impoverished Tutsi family
lost its status, also had a name: Gucupira.

Belgian colonialism did not invent Tutsi privilege.
What was new with Belgian colonialism was the justifi-
cation for it. For the first time in the history of Rwanda,
the terms “Hutu” and “Tutsi” came to identify two
groups, one branded indigenous, the other exalted as
alien. For the first time, Tutsi privilege claimed to be
the privilege of a group identified as Hamitic, as racially
alien. Only with Belgian colonialism did the degradation
of the Hutu turn into a native degradation, and Tutsi
privilege became a racially alien privilege. As Belgian
authorities issued identity cards to Hutu and Tutsi, the
Tutsi became sealed off from the Hutu. Legally identified
as two biologically distinct races—Tutsi as Hamites and
Hutu as Bantu—Hutu and Tutsi became distinct legal
identities. The language of race functioned to underline
this difference between indigenous and alien groups.

This point becomes clear upon return to the difference
between race and ethnicity in twentieth-century colonial
thought. Only natives were classified as “tribes” in colonial
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Africa, and as “ethnic groups” in postcolonial Africa. Non-
natives, those not considered African, were tagged as
“races.” Tribes were neighbors, but races were aliens. This
contrast underlined the difference between ethnic and racial
violence. Ethnic violence is between neighbors. It is about
transgression across borders, about excess. In the conflict
between neighbors, what is at issue is not the legitimacy of
the presence of others. At issue is an overflow, a trans-
gression. It is only with “race” that the very presence of a
group can come to be considered illegitimate, with its claim
for power considered an outright usurpation. Thus, when
political violence takes the form of a genocide, it is more
likely between races, not between ethnic groups.

Alongside the master race, the law constituted sub-
ject races. While full citizenship in the colony was
reserved for members of the master race, the subject races
were virtual or partial citizens. Though subject to dis-
crimination, they were still considered part of the world
of rights, of civil law, and they were integrated into the
machinery of colonial rule as agents and administrators
in both the public and the private sector. As such, they
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came to be seen as both instruments and beneficiaries of
colonialism, even as civil law codified their second-class
citizenship.

The so-called subject races of colonial Africa were
many. Besides the Asians of East Africa, there were the
Colored of South Africa, the Arabs of Zanzibar, and the
Tutsi of Rwanda and Burundi. Historically and culturally,
these groups had little in common. The Asians obviously
had their origins elsewhere, but the question of what
distinguished other subject races from indigenous people
was more complex. In Zanzibar, “Arab” was a kind of
catchall identity, denoting both those with Arab ancestry
and those with ties to Arab culture. South Africa’s Coloreds
were identified by their mixture, by their ancestral links to
Asia, Africa, and Europe. The Tutsi, on the other hand,
were wholly indigenous to Africa. So the colonial desig-
nation “nonindigenous” needs to be understood as a legal
and political fiction, not a historical or cultural reality.

The racialization of the Tutsi, and of the difference
between Hutu and Tutsi, is key to understanding the
political violence between Hutu and Tutsi. It was the
language of race that defined insiders and outsiders, dis-
tinguishing “indigenous” from “alien.” It set apart neigh-
bors from outsiders and, ultimately, friends from enemies.

Colonial Rwanda was a halfway house, stuck between
direct and indirect rule, with features of both in effect.
“Customary laws” and “native authorities” were estab-
lished alongside civic law and civic authorities. But the
Hutu were ruled by Tutsi rather than Hutu chiefs. The
same reforms established the Tutsi as a distinct race. Unlike
indirect rule elsewhere, the colonial state in Rwanda engen-
dered polarized racial identities among indigenous people,
rather than plural ethnic identities. The colonized popula-
tion was split in two, with the majority, the Hutu, opposed
to both Belgian and Tutsi.

Why was Rwanda different? The answers lie buried
in the recesses of the racist mind. “Africa proper,” Hegel
said, “has remained—for all purposes of connection with
the rest of the world, shut up; it is the gold-land com-
pressed within itself—the land of childhood, which lying
beyond the day of conscious history is enveloped in the

dark mantle of Night” (Hegel 1966, p. 91).

But the more Europeans got to know Africa, the less
tenable was the notion that the Sahara divided barbarism
and civilization. Europeans were increasingly confronted
with—and had to explain—evidence of organized life on
the continent before their arrival. This sometimes came
in the form of ruins, such as the Sudanese pyramids or
the ruin at Great Zimbabwe. It also came in the form of
highly developed African societies such as the Kingdom
of Rwanda, whose political history stretched back several
hundred years. Rwanda belied the racist conviction that
the natives had no civilization of their own.
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The colonialists’ explanation—the “Hamitic hypothe-
sis”—was ingenious: Every sign of “progress” on the
Dark Continent was taken as proof of the civilizing
influence of an alien race. Ancient Egypt, Ethiopia,
Rwanda—all these were the work of an ancient Euro-
pean race, the children of Ham (Noah’s son in the
Hebrew Bible). The Hamites were taken to be black-
skinned Caucasians who had wandered across the African
continent and ruled over their racial inferiors, the black-
skinned blacks. In Rwanda, the Europeans identified the
ruling Tutsi as Hamitic and the Hutu as Bantu—or “real
Africans” who served the Tutsi. In 1870, at the Vatican I
council, a group of cardinals called for a mission to
Central Africa in order to rescue ‘“hapless Hamites
caught amidst Negroes,” to alleviate “the antique mal-
ediction weighing on the shoulders of the misfortunate
Hamites inhabiting the hopeless Nigricy.”

Of course, the Hamitic hypothesis failed to resolve
some glaring contradictions. While the term was intro-
duced by linguists to describe the languages of the Hamitic
peoples, the Tutsi spoke Kinyarwanda, a Bantu language.
And although the notion of a Hamitic race implied a
shared phenotype—tall, thin, with aquiline noses and
coppery skin—most Rwandans were born of mixed
Hutu-Tutsi unions and could not be told apart as distinct
phenotypes. The greatest difficulty, perhaps, was that the
Hamites were supposed to be cattle-herding pastoralists,
unlike the agriculturalist Bantu. But by the second half of
the nineteenth century, many Tutsi lived just like their
Hutu neighbors, without cattle and working the land
under feudal overlords, who were also Tutsi. No wonder
that official identification of Hutu from Tutsi relied on
identity cards that spelled out the racial identity of the
holder. It is also why without the involvement of neigh-
bors and intimates, it would have been difficult to tell
Tutsi apart from Hutu during the genocide.

While numerous African peoples were identified as
Hamites—indeed, three of the precolonial political enti-
ties that became part of Uganda were considered Hamitic
kingdoms—Rwanda was the only colony where Hamitic
ideology came to be the law of the land. The “foreign-
ness” of the Tutsi was institutionalized by a series of
reforms that embedded the Hamitic hypothesis in the
Belgian colonial state. This set the Tutsi apart from other
so-called Hamites in Africa; it also ruptured the link
between race and color in Rwanda.

Between 1926 and 1937, the Belgian authorities
made Tutsi superiority the basis of changes in political,
social, and cultural relations. Key institutions of feudal
Rwanda were dismantled; power was centralized; and
Western-style schools were opened, with admission
largely limited to Tutsi. Tutsis received an assimilationist
education: they were taught in French, in preparation for
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administrative positions in the colonial government.
When Hutu were admitted, they received a separate
curriculum, taught in Kiswahili. (The graduates of the
French language curriculum were called “Hamites.”) The
underlying message was that Hutu were not destined for
citizenship.

In the 1950s, as the struggle for decolonization raged
across the African continent, Rwandan society began to
splinter. While the Tutsi agitated for independence—and
a Tutsi state without Belgian masters—the Hutu made
increasingly strident demands for social reform. Having
been branded with a subject identity, a new political elite
emerged from the ranks of the socially oppressed and
made it a badge of pride expressed in the slogan “Hutu
Power.” The revolution of 1959 was ushered in by
violence that targeted Tutsi and dissolved the middle
ground between Hutu and Tutsi. When Rwanda became
independent in 1960, it was the self-consciously Hutu
counter-elite that came to power.

POLITICAL IDENTITIES AND THE
NATIONALIST REVOLUTION

Thus, colonialism is the genesis of Hutu-Tutsi violence
in Rwanda. But colonialism does not explain why this
violence continued after the revolution. If the origin of
the Hutu-Tutsi problem lies in the racialized political
identities forged by colonialism, then nationalism repro-
duced that problem. Here is the dilemma that must be
confronted: Race-branding was not simply a state ideol-
ogy, it also became a social ideology, reproduced by some
of the same Hurtu and Tutsi that had been branded as
“native” and “alien.”

The Rwandan Revolution of 1959 was heralded as
the “Hutu Revolution.” As the revolutionaries built
Rwanda into a “Hutu nation,” they embarked on a pro-
gram of justice—that is, justice for Hutu, and a reckoning
for Tutsi. In so doing, they confirmed Hutu and Tutsi as
political identities: Hutu as native, Tutsi as alien.

The irony is that instead of transforming the polit-
ical world created by colonialism, the world of natives
and settlers, the revolutionaries confirmed it. Postcolonial
nationalism in Rwanda raises two important questions:
(1) In what ways did nationalism build on the colonial
political edifice, instead of transforming it? (2) When
does the pursuit of justice turn into revenge?

For a political analysis of the genocide in Rwanda,
there are three pivotal moments. The first moment is that
of colonization and the racialization of the state apparatus
by Belgians in the 1920s. The second is that of nation-
alism and the revolution of 1959, a turning of tables that
entrenched colonial political identities in the name of
justice. The third moment is that of the civil war of
1990. The civil war was not borne of a strictly internal
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process; it was an outcome of a regional development,
one that joined the crisis in Rwanda with that in Uganda.

The Tutsi exiles of 1959 found refuge in many
countries, including Uganda. Living on the margins of
society, many joined the guerrilla struggle against the
regime of the Ugandan leader Milton Obote from 1981
to 1985. When the victorious National Resistance Army
(NRA) entered the capital city of Kampala in January
1986, roughly a quarter of the 16,000 guerrillas were
Banyarwanda. (Banyarwanda refers to the people of
Rwanda, those who speak Kinyarwanda, whether they
be Hutu or Tutsi.) Banyarwanda had immigrated to
Uganda throughout the colonial period. In the Luwero
Triangle (the theater of the guerrilla struggle) migrants
were nearly half the population, and the largest group of
migrants was from Rwanda.

Every time the NRA guerrillas liberated a village and
organized an assembly, they confronted a challenge: Who
could participate in an assembly? Who could vote? Who
could run for office? The dilemma sprang from the
colonial political legacy, which linked rights to ancestry.
By defining migrants as not indigenous, it deprived them
of political rights. The NRA’s answer was to redefine the
basis of rights, from ancestry to residence. Simply put,
every adult resident of a village was considered to have
the right of participation in the village assembly. This
new notion of rights was translated into a nationality law
after 1986, so that anyone with a ten-year residence in
the country had the right to be a citizen. The big change
was that the 1959 refugees of the Rwandan Revolution
were now considered Ugandans.

This political inheritance was called into question
with the NRA’s first major political crisis in 1990, which
was triggered by an attempt to honor one of the ten
points in the guerrilla program: the pledge to redistribute
absentee land to pastoralist squatters. When it came to
distributing the land among a population of mobile
pastoralists, the question of who should get the land
naturally arose. Who, in fact, was a citizen?

The opposition mobilized around this question,
aiming to exclude Banyarwanda as noncitizens. The mag-
nitude of the resulting crisis was signified by an extra-
ordinary session of parliament that lasted three days. At
the end of its deliberation, parliament changed the cit-
izenship law from a ten-year residence to a requirement
that to be recognized as a citizen a person must show an
ancestral connection with the land; that is, one had to
show that at least one grandparent was born in the
territory later demarcated as Uganda. In another month,
the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), comprising mainly
of Tutsi refugees seeking to overthrow the Hutu govern-
ment of Rwanda, crossed the border. Thus, 1990 was not
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Mass Grave of Rwandans, 1994. The bodies of Rwandan genocide victims are buried in a mass grave near Goma, Zaire. Over a
period of only 100 days, roughly 800,000 people lost their lives in the genocide and war. AP IMAGES.

simply an armed return to Rwanda; it was also an armed
expulsion from Uganda.

The civil war of 1990-1994 hurled Rwanda back into
the world of Hutu Power and Tutsi Power. Faced with a
possible return of Tutsi Power, it provided Hutu Power, a
marginal tendency in the Second Republic that had in
1972 followed the revolutionary First Republic born of the
1959 Revolution, with its first opportunity to return to the
political center stage as defenders of the revolution. With-
out the civil war, there would have been no genocide.

The Rwandan genocide needs to be located in a
context shaped by three related moments: the global
imperial moment defined by Belgian colonialism and its
racialization of the state; the national moment established
by the 1959 revolution that reinforced racialized identi-
ties in the name of justice; and the postcolonial regional
moment, born of a link between the citizenship crisis in
postrevolutionary Rwanda and its neighbors. The first
lesson of the Rwandan genocide is that it was not a
necessary outcome, but rather a contingent outcome in
a context where nationalism failed to come to terms with
the racialized legacy of colonialism critically.
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The dilemma of postgenocide Rwanda lies in the
chasm that divides the Hutu majority from the Tutsi
minority. The minority demands justice, while the majority
calls for democracy. The two demands seem irreconcilable,
however, because violence has long been motivated by a
mutual fear of victimhood. Every round of perpetrators has
justified the use of violence as the only effective guarantee
against being victimized yet again. The continuing tragedy
of Rwanda is that each round of violence serves only to
create yet another set of victims-turned-perpetrators.

Ultimately, the Rwandan government may need to
recognize that the central conclusion to be drawn from
the history of post-independence Rwanda—that the only
possible peace between Tutsi and Hutu is an armed
peace—is shortsighted. It is currently an article of faith
in Kigali that power is the precondition for survival. But
Rwanda’s Tutsi leadership may have to consider the
opposite possibility: that the prerequisite to cohabitation,
to reconciliation, and to a common political future,
might be to give up the monopoly of power. Like the
Arabs of Zanzibar, or even the whites of South Africa, the
Tutsi of Rwanda may also have to learn that—so long as
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Hutu and Tutsi remain alive as political identities—
relinquishing power may be a surer guarantee of survival
than holding on to it. The first concrete step ought to be
what the Banyarwanda outside Rwanda sought: equal
citizenship rights of all based on a single criterion—
residence, not race.

The genocide weighs heavily on the minds of Tutsi
survivors. And it is true that neither the Arabs of Zanzi-
bar nor the whites of South Africa have suffered such
genocidal violence. To find historical parallels to this
situation, where an imperiled minority fears to come
under the thumb of a guilty majority yet again—even if
the thumbprint reads “democracy”—we must take leave
of Africa. For only in the erstwhile settler colonies of the
New World is there a comparable history of violence—a
history that has rendered the majority guilty in the eyes
of victimized minorities. Such, indeed, has been the
aftermath of genocide and slavery, particularly the geno-
cide of indigenous populations in the Americas, Aus-
tralia, and New Zealand, and the slavery of Africans in
the Americas. If one is to go by these experiences, one has
to admit that the attainment of enlightenment by guilty
majorities has been a painfully slow process.

If the Nazi Holocaust was testimony to the crisis of
the nation-state in Europe, the Rwandan genocide is
testimony to the crisis of citizenship in postcolonial
Africa. But if the Nazi Holocaust breathed life into the
Zionist demand that Jews too must have a political
home, few have argued that the Rwandan genocide war-
rants the establishment of a Tutsi-land in the region.
Indeed, Europe “solved” its political crisis by exporting
it to the Middle East, but Africa has no place to export its
political crisis. Thus, the Tutsi demand for a state of their
own cannot—and should not—be met.

In Rwanda, as elsewhere, a conflict can end only
when the victor reaches out to the vanquished. In
Rwanda, as elsewhere, this process of reconciliation will
begin when both groups relinquish claims to victimhood,
embracing their identity as survivors. In this sense, “sur-
vivor” does not just refer to surviving victims—as it does
in the rhetoric of the Rwandan government. In a Rwanda
that has truly transcended the racial divisions of coloni-
alism, “survivor’” will refer to all those who continue to
be blessed with life in the aftermath of a civil war and a
genocide.

SEE ALSO Genocide and Ethnocide; Holocaust.
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GENOCIDE IN SUDAN

In the early twenty-first century, the tragic and discom-
forting topic of genocide is centered on the grave human-
itarian crisis of death, injury, and dislocation in the
western Sudanese province of Darfur, adjacent to Chad.
The discourse revolves around several questions. Where is
the conflict and why there? What factors precipitated the
conflict? How should the conflict be measured and char-
acterized? How should the legal and humanitarian issues

be addressed? Who is responsible? What can be done?

CAUSES OF THE CONFLICT

Like most cases of human strife, the conflict in Darfur in
this African and Arab nation has many causes, with
specific turning points that sent the various antagonists
to new levels of violence.

Geographical Features. Darfur is physically located on
the Sahelian ecological border between desert to the
north and savanna to the south, with micro-climatic
variation in the central region that creates small streams,
and hillside agriculture in Jebel Marra. The micro-eco-
logical variations result in competition among the various
African and Arab groups that seek to make their livings in
different ways in these different regions. With only sea-
sonal variations, a symbiotic balance can be struck, but
when land competition is exacerbated by southward
desertification of the Sahara, along with intense demo-
graphic pressure, the competition increases.

Another geographical factor is that Darfur straddles a
key east-west trade route from central Sudan west to
Chad. Central Darfur and Egypt are linked by the famed
“forty-day road” (Darb al-Arb2’in). Thus, commerce in
even southern Darfur is networked to the wider world.
Commercial control of these routes is also a factor. The
conflict cannot be reduced to solely geographical factors,
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but decreased rainfall in the last two decades in these
trade and ecological zones do contribute.

Historical and Ethnographic Factors. The conflict is also
fueled by economic rivalries between the Daju kingdom
peoples (controlling trade and resources in southern Dar-
fur), the Tunjur kingdom peoples (controlling east-west
trade and the forty-days road trade), and the Keira dynas-
ties that, from the seventeenth to the twentieth centuries,
dominated trade through central Darfur. Although seem-
ingly marginal to the modern conflict and often mini-
mized, the divisions between the multiple rebel groups in
Darfur stem, in part, from these deeply rooted ethnic
rivalries (e.g., Zaghawa, Fur [both non-Arabic-speaking],
Camel-Arabs, and Cattle-Arabs).

Beyond the internal struggles to rule Darfur as a
sovereign polity or sultanate, Darfur’s history contains
examples of external competitive relationships and other
wider political interests. Depending on the period, the
state of Wadai (now in Chad) was interested in economic
control over Darfur, as were the Arab powers based in the
central Sudan. In medieval times the Funj sultans of
Sennar (1504-1821) and the sultans of Darfur clashed
or cooperated in the middle lands of Kordofan in the
eighteenth century. During the Turkiya (1821-1885) the
slave and ivory trader Zubeir Pasha came to control
Darfur for himself. During the Mahdiya (1885-1989)
Khalifa ‘Abdullahi ruled Sudan and Darfur from
Omdurman and he was himself a Ta’isha Baggara Arab
from Darfur. In 1916, during the Anglo-Egyptian Con-
dominium (1889-1956), the British assassinated the last
sultan of Darfur, ‘Ali Dinar, to complete their military
colonization of the Sudan. In short, the historical record
is replete with precedents of external and internal forces
who tried to protect, rule, take over, or otherwise manip-
ulate Darfur. This dynamic history presages many of the
present conflicts. Simple polarities are not operable.

Religion. Because virtually all of the present antagonists
in Darfur are Sunni Muslims, one might imagine that
religion is not a factor in the conflict. Yet religion is
involved. One may distinguish four forms of Islamic
observance: First, folk and syncretic Islam marries tradi-
tional non-Islamic beliefs and practices with those of
orthodox Islam. Second, Islam is represented by those
who are simply “good” Muslims following their faith as
a matter of their cultural upbringing. Third, there are
followers of politicized Islam, which substantially defines
the government of Sudan, especially during its associa-
tion with the National Islamic Front; one faction of the
Darfur rebels has a similar orientation. Fourth, there are
Muslims in Darfur who want to respect Islam on per-
sonal status matters but prefer a separation between state
and belief in this multi-religious, sectarian, and culturally
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plural nation. Thus, politico-religious issues are part of
this dispute.

Race. Other elements of the conflict revolve around
contentious and complex social constructions of racial
identity that prevail in Sudan in general and in Darfur
in particular. On one level all Sudanese are “black”;
indeed that is what the word sudan means in Arabic for
the entire region of Bilad as-Sudan (Land of the Blacks).
Moreover, all Sudanese are Africans, given that their
nation is on the African continent. Although these points
might seem obvious, they are at the foundation of much
miscommunication, misrepresentation, and misunder-
standing of the present conflict. Nonetheless there cer-
tainly are dimensions of ethnically based conflict between
such groups as the Zaghawa and Camel-Arabs for com-
peting for grazing territory under ecological pressure.
Some Arabs mobilize their identity around revivalist
Islamo-Arabist models and prejudicial terminology such
as Zarqa (blue-black people); in parts of Darfur even the
term kufar (nonbelievers) or ‘abeed (slaves) is sometimes
heard in violent and disparaging contexts. On the other
hand “Africans” such as the Zaghawa, Fur, and Masalit
certainly have formulated angry and negative stereotypes
about Jellaba Arabs and especially about the janjaweed or
fursan (terrible horsemen). Each side has mobilized and
polarized the conflict while “othering” their respective
enemies.

Traditional cases of interethnic conflict in Darfur were
usually resolved by local governance at low levels (especially
over water and grazing rights). During the Jaafar Nimieri
regime (1969-1983), there was an effort to “modernize”
public administration and abolish or transform the tradi-
tional councils. When the current conflict began, in the
wider context of marginalized people, Sudanese class strat-
ification, and wide opposition to military rule, there was
little to stop or buffer the violence from climbing to new

heights.

THE POLITICS OF GENOCIDE

As the violence escalated, beginning in March 2003, the
humanitarian crisis itself became politicized. Some interna-
tional bodies and nations were using the word genocide
either to dramatize the distressing situation, or to put
political pressures on the antagonists to get them to nego-
tiate plans for armed forces separation, peace keeping, and
conflict resolution. The majority of African and Arab
nations and Amnesty International were concerned with
the deepening humanitarian crisis but were broadly reluc-
tant to polarize the situation, and few used the term geno-
cide. Notably, three non-African and non-Arab nations—
England, the United States, and Israel—were the most
interested in applying this term, perhaps because of
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Sudanese Liberation Army Rebels, 2004. Members of the Sudanese Liberation Army (SLA), one of the
Jactions involved in the terrible conflict in Darfur, on patrol. DESIREY MINKOH/AFP/GETTY IMAGES.

domestic pressure or as diversionary efforts. Each of these
states has at various times been at war with Arab or Islamic
states, sometimes acting in concert. The United States does
not have ambassadorial relations with Sudan for a variety of
reasons; Israel is not recognized by Sudan; and England had
formerly conquered the Sudan (1898-1956), not to men-
tion that it overthrew the independent Sultanate of Darfur.
Such historical and political facts were not overlooked by
Sudanese, whether democrats or military governments. In
this context the term genocide itself also became part of the
conflict, as each side sought to project the conflict as much
worse, or much better, than it actually was to address its
own public relations and propaganda concerns.

LEGAL ASPECTS OF GENOCIDE

Aside from these distracting politics of genocide, the
December 1948 First Geneva Accords (UN Convention
on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide) establishes some real tests and raises valid
concerns. The accords call for international action if
crimes against humanity are taking place. In the wake of
the Nuremberg Trials following World War II, the crime
of genocide was specifically defined in article one as
murder “committed with the intent to destroy, in whole
or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group.”
Perpetrators could be convicted for conspiracy to commit
genocide, to incite genocide, to attempt to commit geno-
cide, or otherwise be complicit in genocide. More than
twenty specific crimes and articles were recognized in
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1949, and these conventions were further updated and
expanded in 1977. Sadly, clear violations took place in
such places as Cambodia, Rwanda, and Serbia following
the Geneva Accords. Some prosecutions have slowly taken
place, but some victimizers could not be apprehended, or
died, or were too powerful to be brought before world
courts that they refused to recognize.

Within this substantial legal and historical frame-
work, charges and evidence of genocide can be presented
at the International Criminal Court (ICC). In the case of
Darfur, the United States has identified fifty-one indi-
viduals (representing the government, militias, and rebel
groups), and extensive evidence and testimony has been
collected; but there have been no arrests or prosecutions
because of the ongoing dispute. The unilateral military
actions of the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) and the
Justice for Equality Movement (JEM) against substantial
Sudanese government military targets in Darfur in March
2003 launched the heavy rounds of fighting. Also, many
Darfuri people have long been in the Sudanese army, and
many refugees from Darfur have actually fled to other
cities in Sudan where they might live in poor conditions,
but they are not racially persecuted.

On the other hand, among the janjaweed and regular
government forces, the counterinsurgency strategy has
employed extreme and frightful measures to drive the rural
populations (supporters of the rebels) to IDP (internally
displaced persons) camps, to other Sudanese cities, and
across international borders. An internationally brokered
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effort to reach a peaceful solution between the government
of Sudan and the rebels was achieved in Abuja in 2006 with
the largest rebel faction, while others kept maneuvering and
splintering for more favorable outcomes. The remaining
rebels caused some of the subsequent bloodshed. With
these attacks the Government of Sudan (GoS) resorts to
the right, maintained by any sovereign state, to deploy its
military. These circumstances certainly do not diminish the
horrors. But perhaps they weaken or cast doubt on the legal
case for genocide. In Cambodia, Rwanda, and Serbia, or in
Nazi Germany, 2// members of the targeted groups were at
risk any place under the control of those committing gen-
ocide. This is not the case in Sudan.

Likewise, in Darfur the apparent victims of this crime,
the rebels, certainly initiated, then escalated, this conflict as
an understandable but perhaps misguided political move-
ment seeking a more favorable position vis-a-vis Khartoum
that would be parallel to what they saw was achieved in the
North-South (CPA) accords. The rebel forces failed to
calculate the role of murabaleen militias in that dispute
and did not adequately account for the probability that
Khartoum would likely respond in a similar way in Darfur.
In short, it appears that the legal or criminal aspects of this
conflict, however horrible, were apparently not built on a
plan of extermination or ethnic cleansing of the Darfuri
people from the nation of Sudan, but by a counterinsur-
gency campaign to clear the conflicted zone of civilian
support. Moreover, judging from the fact that most of the
main Darfur rebel parties attended and participated in the
Abuja meetings and that the largest (SLA-Minnawi) signed
the accords, it can be seen that most sought a political and
peaceful solution of the disputes. Some rebels have supple-
mental agendas about the political equation in Khartoum
or even some interest in secession. Such goals are not the
case for genocide in general.

GENDER AND HUMAN RIGHTS

ASPECTS

United Nations Security Council resolution 1593 of March
31, 2005, referred this conflict to the International Criminal
Court. China abstained, while the United States awkwardly
feared that it would itself be judged by this judicial body for
alleged war crimes and Geneva Accord abuses in its “war on
terrorism.” The United States is not a signatory of the ICC,
and it was hesitant to charge Sudanese with war crimes,
especially while working with Sudan on counterterrorism
intelligence and jointly protecting the Comprehensive Peace
Agreement that both value. Former president of the African
Union (AU), Nigerian President Olasegun Obasanjo
bravely proposed creating an African panel for Criminal
Justice and Reconciliation for the Darfur situation. To push
this point, the normal rotation of the AU presidency was
slated to put Sudanese President Omar al-Bashir in this
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position during the AU summit in Khartoum. This became
so problematic that al-Bashir stepped away from this nota-
ble appointment. The ICC continued to investigate human
rights abuses in Eastern Congo and Uganda.

Meanwhile, the United Nations created an Interna-
tional Commission of Inquiry on Darfur to document
the patterns of abuses in that Sudanese province. The
commission concluded that the government of Sudan
and its janjaweed militia were largely responsible for
human rights abuses and other legal violations that could
reach the level of “war crimes” according to the princi-
ples of the Geneva Accords, including rape, gang rape,
and other forms of sexual and criminal violence. The
SLA and JEM factions that existed at that time were also
charged with such violations.

It is clear that, with the breakdown of the civil and
legal order, gender-based abuses occurred because women
and children are highly vulnerable and their own male kin
had often joined with various armed groups. Violence
against women, children, and the elderly in a scorched
earth approach aimed partly to make “free-fire zones” in
the government counterinsurgency strategy for rebel vs.
Jjanjaweed engagements and partly to deny the human
resources base for the rebel groups in Darfur. This rural
depopulation tactic to “break the will” of the rebels back-
fired, only intensifying their anger and resolve to fight on.
International anguish and hand-wringing grew as the zone
of death, destruction, and displacement steadily widened.

The number of cases of violence against women rep-
resented only a small portion of incidents: A larger number
of women were discouraged to report incidents of violence
given the extreme sanctions imposed on the Sudanese
government, the general state of fear of retaliation, cultural
patterns relating to shameful acts, and very few prosecuto-
rial measures that might redress their grievances. For these
reasons a culture of impunity developed. The economic
and practical need for women to move out of the relative
protection of refugee camps to seek firewood and tend
small herds compelled them to be continually vulnerable
to abuse and violence. It now appears that in Darfur and
elsewhere, sexual violence was incorporated as a part of a
psychological warfare program against the insurgents. If
these acts were organized and institutionalized, such a pro-
gram would be in clear violation of some of the legal
principles of the Geneva Accords.

ETHICAL AND MORAL ASPECTS

Certain ethical and moral aspects can be added to the mix of
complex issues. The ethical obligation to engage in conflict
negotiation and resolution and humanitarian concerns
(especially for children and women) are paramount, along
with documenting cases of a possible criminal nature. Ethics
and morality should drive the global community into
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Sudanese Village Following a Raid by Rebels, 2004. The charred remains of Abu Sheik, a village in Darfur, after a raid by rebels.
The inhabitants of this village had either been killed or became refigees. AP IMAGES.

further education and study, as well as nonpartisan advocacy
to bring all combatants to the bargaining table to implement
force separation, compel disarmament, begin conflict reso-
lution with adjudication, and restore security and justice.
Some of these concerns can be addressed with international
and local nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). These
are far from utopian concerns, as the peace accords accepted
for military conflicts in the Southern and Eastern Sudan
were “resolved” during the period of conflict in Darfur.
Respect for the sovereignty of Sudan should also be a prior-
ity, rather than the internationalization of the conflict and
escalation to a greater level that puts even more people at
risk relative to global security and development concerns
about “failed states” in Africa.

DEMOGRAPHY AND SCALE: THE
“NUMBERS DEBATES”

Among the many contentious topics raging around the
Darfur conflict is just how many people have been killed,

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RACE AND RACISM

injured, and displaced by the conflicting parties, and who
is responsible for what. For the Government of Sudan or
the Government of National Unity (GNU), there is a
political tendency to deflate the numbers; among the
rebels, their supporters, and genocide activists there has
been a tendency to inflate the numbers. Serious problems
afflict the methodology and motivation of both, and the
chain of zeroes usually attached to, or subtracted from, the
numbers of casualties suggests the high level of approx-
imation. Without doubt, there are certainly tens of thou-
sands of dead and wounded people, and minimally
hundreds of thousands of people are displaced from the
contested zones in Darfur. Relatively low or high numbers
would serve either to minimize or dramatize the claim of
genocide. In fact, the legal aspects of the Geneva Accords
set no specific requirement for numbers of victims,
because what is central to the charge of genocide is the
motivation and coordination of the alleged act and not if
the “genocidal mission” was achieved.
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Nothing in the numbers game suggests that the
humanitarian crisis is in any sense diminished. There is
little question from any perspective that the situation is
grave and deteriorating. So whether the numbers of dead
are 200,000 or 300,000 or 400,000 is not really the legal
question. Whether the number of displaced persons is
one or two million, it is clear that access, aid, and
protection by NGOs are needed immediately.

There is an urgent “do something” need to return to
negotiation, stop the attacks by all parties on humanitarian
agencies, and start to deescalate the conflict, separate the
warring parties, and prepare for criminal prosecutions
wherever possible. Only then can reconciliation be based
in a just resolution that is already within the present, albeit
incomplete and unimplemented, Darfur Peace Accords.
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Richard A. Lobban Jr.

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT
MOVEMENT

Race and class may be viewed as major predictors of
participation in activities and actions associated with
local undesirable land uses (LULUs). This growing social
problem affects quality of life for many diverse groups,
but especially the poor and people of color.

The Environmental Justice Movement (EJM) fights
against environmental racism and injustices in the allo-
cation and distribution of environmental contaminants
in and around communities of color, the political power-
less, and the economically less fortunate. Since the mid-
1980s, the EJM has become a multicultural grassroots
social movement that aims to seek fairness, and mean-
ingful involvement in the imposition of environmental
poisons on disenfranchised communities of color. It seeks
to promote environmental justice for people who are
most at risk of exposure to toxins. The United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA; 1998) defines
environmental justice as the “fair treatment and mean-
ingful involvement for people of all races, ethnicities,
cultures, national origins and incomes, regarding the
development, implementation, and enforcement of envi-
ronmental laws, regulations and policies” (Government
Code Section 65040.12 and Public Resources Code Sec-
tion 72000).

Fair treatment means that no specific population
group should bear the brunt of a disproportionate share
of environmental problems brought about by industrial
facilities, governmental structures, and policies. Meaning-
ful involvement means that at-risk communities of color
should be participatory agents in the decision-making
process that affects their local communities and thus puts
them at a higher risk for environmental dangers than
other, more affluent segments of our population. Thus,
the environmental justice movement is the vehicle envi-
ronmental justice advocates and grassroots groups use in
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ameliorating many of the environmental disparities
among people of color and the poor communities. The
goal is to provide a safe environment free of environ-
mental stressors so people can work, live, play, learn,
and pray in a nontoxic environment.

HISTORY OF THE MOVEMENT

Several major forces have contributed to the growth of
the environmental justice movement since the 1980s.
These include grassroots activism, an active research
agenda, the environmental justice leadership summit,
establishment of the Office of Environmental Equity,
and the signing of Executive Order 12898. Data show
that one of the earliest grassroots actions occurred in
Memphis, Tennessee, in 1968 when Dr. Martin Luther
King Jr. was scheduled to lead a group of African Amer-
ican sanitation workers in a garbage strike. Unfortu-
nately, King was assassinated on April 4, 1968, before
he could complete the environmental and economic acti-
vism process. Another case can be found in California in
1969, where Ralph Abascal of California Rural Legal
Assistance filed a lawsuit on behalf of several migrant
farm workers. This resulted in the ban of the pesticide
DDT. Following this protest, Linda McLeever Bullard in
1979 filed the Bean v. Southwestern Waste Management,
Inc. lawsuit on behalf of Houston’s Northeast Commun-
ity Action Group, the first civil rights suit challenging the
siting of a waste facility.

Also in 1979, Robert D. Bullard completed his
Houston Waste and Black Community Study for the Bean
v. Southwestern Waste Management, Inc. lawsuit. He
found that waste dumps were not randomly scattered
throughout the city but were disproportionately located
in African American neighborhoods. This was the first
study to examine the causal factors of environmental
racism. Bullard also found that housing discrimination,
lack of zoning, and decisions by public officials over fifty
years produced the environmentally unequal outcomes
(Bullard 2000a, 2005). However, it was not until 1982
that environmental justice received national attention in
the United States. In 1982 African American residents in
Warren County, North Carolina, protested against a
PCB (polychlorinated biphenyl) landfill being placed in
their community, which resulted in over 500 activists
being arrested. This outcry for environmental justice was
the most widely publicized case of collective behavior and
social-movement activism. It galvanized the environmen-
tal justice movement in the United States, prompting the
need for national studies to validate the existence of envi-
ronmental racism. It also sparked the conceptualization of
the concept “environmental racism,” a term coined by
Benjamin Chavis to refer to “racial discrimination in race-
based differential enforcement of environmental rules
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and regulations; the intentional or unintentional targeting
of minority communities for the siting of polluting indus-
tries such as toxic waste disposal; and the exclusion of
people of color from public and private boards, commis-

sions, and regulatory bodies” (Chavis 1992, pp. 4-5).

Two major landmark studies in the 1980s confirmed
the validity of racial differences in the distribution of toxic
sites among local communities. These included the U.S.
General Accounting Office and the United Church of
Christ studies. The U.S. General Accounting Office study
(1983) chronicled eight southern states. The goal was to
determine the impact and correlation of environmental
degradation on communities of color. This study revealed
that three out of four off-site commercial hazardous waste
landfills in the southeastern United States were located
within predominately African American communities.
The national study in 1987 by the United Church of
Christ Commission for Racial Justice found that race
was the most significant factor in determining where waste
facilities were located. Some of the study’s findings
showed that three out of five African Americans and
Hispanic Americans lived in communities with one or
more uncontrolled toxic waste sites, and that 50 percent
of Asian-Pacific Islander Americans and Native Americans
lived in such communities. Scholars continue to docu-
ment environmental concerns faced by minorities and
the poor with respect to environmental contaminants—
showing that health risks from being exposed to such
hazards are higher for minorities than for their white
counterparts.

Research by Bobby Emmett Jones and Shirley
Rainey on perceptions of environmental justice and
awareness and health and justice in the Red River com-
munity found that blacks were more concerned about
environmental issues than whites and that they perceived
environmental exposure as placing them at a higher
health risk than whites (Rainey 2005). They also thought
that environmental racism was the cause of their environ-
mental situation. Bullard asserts that environmental rac-
ism combined with public policies and industry practices
provides benefits for whites while shifting industry costs
to communities of color. It is reinforced by governmen-
tal, legal, economic, political, and military institutions.

Another milestone in the growth of the environmen-
tal justice movement was the First National People of
Color Environmental Leadership Summit in Washing-
ton, DC, in 1991, which led to the identification of
seventeen environmental justice principles as a guide to
address environmental problems. These environmental
justice principles available at www.toxicspot.com, serve
as a guide for grassroots groups:

1. Environmental Justice affirms the sacredness of

Mother Earth, ecological unity and the
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10.

11.

12.
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interdependence of all species, and the right to be
free from ecological destruction.

Environmental Justice demands that public policy be
based on mutual respect and justice for all people,
free from any form of discrimination and bias.

Environmental Justice mandates the right to ethical,
balanced and responsible uses of land and renewable
resources in the interest of a sustainable planet for
humans and other living things.

. Environmental Justice calls for universal protection

from nuclear testing, extraction, production and
disposal of toxic/hazardous wastes and poisons and
nuclear testing that threaten the fundamental right to
clean air, land, water, and food.

. Environmental Justice affirms the fundamental right

to political, economic, cultural and environmental
self-determination of all peoples.

Environmental Justice demands the cessation of
production of all toxins, hazardous wastes and
radioactive materials and that all past and current
producers be held strictly accountable to the people
for detoxification and the containment at the point
of production.

Environmental Justice demands the right to partic-
ipate as equal partners at every level of decision-
making including needs assessment, planning,
implementation, enforcement, and evaluation.

Environmental Justice affirms the right of all workers
to a safe and healthy work environment, without being
forced to choose between an unsafe livelihood and

unemployment. It also affirms the right of those who
work at home to be free from environmental hazards.

Environmental Justice protects the right of victims of
environmental injustices to receive full compensation
and reparations for damages as well as quality health
care.

Environmental Justice considers government acts of
environmental injustice a violation of international
law, the Universal Declaration On Human Rights,
and the UN Convention on Genocide.

Environmental Justice must recognize a special legal
and natural relationship of Native Peoples to the
U.S. government through treaties, agreements,
compacts, and covenants affirming sovereignty and
self-determination.

Environmental Justice affirms the need for urban and
rural ecological policies to clean up and rebuild our
cities and rural areas in balance with nature, honoring
the cultural integrity of all our communities, and pro-
viding fair access for all to the full range of resources.

13. Environmental Justice calls for the strict enforce-
ment of principles of informed consent, and a halt to
the testing of experimental reproductive and medical
procedures and vaccinations on people of color.

14. Environmental Justice opposes the destructive oper-
ations of multi-national corporations.

15. Environmental Justice opposes military occupation,
repression and exploitation of lands, peoples and
cultures, and other life forms.

16. Environmental Justice calls for the education of
present and future generations which emphasizes social
and environmental issues, based on our experience and
an appreciation of our diverse cultural perspectives.

17. Environmental Justice requires that we, as individu-
als, make personal and consumer choices to consume
as little of Mother Earth’s resources and produce as
little waste as possible; and make the conscious
decisions to challenge and reprioritize our lifestyles
to insure the health of the natural world for present
and future generations.

The efforts of the summit led to the establishment in
1992 of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Office of Environmental Equity, later renamed the Office
of Environmental Justice (OEJ). The purpose of the OE]
is to serve as the focal point for environmental justice
concerns within EPA. It provides coordination and over-
sight regarding these concerns to all parts of the agency.
The OE]J engages in public-outreach activities, provides
technical and financial assistance to outside groups inves-
tigating environmental justice issues, and serves as a cen-
tral environmental justice information clearinghouse.

Finally, President Bill Clinton’s 1994 signing of Exec-
utive Order 12898 was another milestone for the environ-
mental justice movement. This Executive Order required
all federal agencies to develop environmental justice strat-
egies and to promote nondiscrimination in federal pro-
grams substantially affecting human health and the
environment and to provide minority and low-income
communities access to public participation in mactters relat-
ing to human health or the environment. These events have
been instrumental in the growth of the environmental
justice movement. Environmental justice advocates con-
tinue to fight against environmental injustices that plague
many people of color and poor communities.

DUMPING GROUND
FOR EXPLOITATION
Many communities of color and economically distressed
communities have become dumping grounds for community
exploitation and environmental racism. This type of environ-
mental injustice can be found throughout the world. In the
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United States, for example, “Cancer Alley”—an eighty-five
mile industrial corridor in Louisiana stretching from Baton
Rouge to New Orleans—is home to 138 of the nation’s
petrochemical production facilities. This industrial corridor
has been described as the “Zone of National Sacrifice”
(Wright 1998; Johnson 2005). There are several environ-
mental problems in the United States that have received local,
national, and international attention. Affected communities
include West Dallas, Texas (lead contamination); North-
wood Manor, Texas (municipal landfill); Institute, West
Virginia (chemical emission); Alsen, Louisiana (hazardous
waste); Tuscon, Arizona (industrial toxic waste site); Emelle,
Alabama (hazardous waste site); southside Chicago (waste
sites); Oak Ridge, Tennessee (toxic chemical plant exposure);
Dickson, Tennessee (well water and landfill); and Nashville,
Tennessee (landfill). Exposure to environmental hazards has
impacted negatively on residents of these communities’

health and quality of life.

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
PROBLEMS

Environmental degradation also poses a threat to eco-
nomically and socially disadvantaged communities glob-
ally. For example, the Bhopal disaster in India in 1984
caused a toxic chemical release of heated methyl isocya-
nate (MIC) gases from Union Carbide, which cata-
strophically killed over 20,000 and injured between
150,000 and 600,000 people. Other examples include
the Niger Delta, Nigeria, where oil resource exploration
and production has taken place and has impacted disas-
trously on the environment and quality of life of the
people of this territory (Douglas et al. 2005; Westra
1998); Puerto Rico has become one of the “world’s most
heavily polluted places” as a consequence of toxic expo-
sure from oil refineries, petrochemical plants, and phar-
maceutical companies (Weintraub 2006); in the Pacific,
islands have been used for nuclear and atomic weapons
testing. Residents” exposure to radiation from this testing
has caused major health problems.

In North America, Native American groups have also
been very active in their efforts to protect and reclaim land,
resources, culture, religion, and all else that belongs to them
from social and environmental exploitation. Environmen-
tal activist Winona LaDuke points out that even though
Native Americans and other indigenous peoples worldwide
have been exploited for economic gain and bear the health
risks from industry and public policies, including the dan-
ger posed by the high number of radioactive sites on Native
American land, they are virulent in their actions to bring
about environmental justice (LaDuke 1999, 2005). Native
Americans are addressing environmental justice initatives
by producing energy for their communities using green
power. The White Earth Reservation is reintroducing stur-
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geon into the headwaters of the Mississippi and Red Rivers,
and the Nez-Perce are returning to the breeding of quality
horses (LaDuke 2005).

Finally, a local environmental justice grassroots move-
ment (made up of women) in Plachimada, the southern
state of Kerala, India, formed to fight against environmental
racism from the Coca-Cola Company. These local resi-
dents, along with national and international leaders such
as Vandana Shiva, protested the unfair treatment of their
water supply and won a victory over the environmental
exploitation by Coca-Cola. The Coca-Cola plant in Plachi-
mada is accused of creating severe water shortages and
pollution by stealing over 1.5 million liters of water
per day to use in production. Pollution is said to come from
the company depositing waste material outside the com-
pany premises on paddy fields, canals, and wells, causing
serious health hazards and deaths. Shiva continues to fight
against pollution, diversion through dams, and privatization
that is killing rivers and water bodies and affecting the health
and quality of life of India’s population. These are only a
few examples of how economic exploitation, racial oppres-
sion, devaluation of human life and the natural environ-
ment, and corporate greed are compromising the quality of
life of communities and cultures around the globe.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL
JUSTICE FUTURE

From its strong civil rights beginnings, the EJM in the
United States has grown from a small number of grass-
roots groups to over 500, not counting grassroots groups
that are developing on a global scale to fight environ-
mental racism. This movement has been led mainly by
local working-class women of color with the aid of schol-
ars, social activists, and policy makers, who have argued
in countless studies, reports, congressional testimonies,
theoretical and popular books and journals—in print and
broadcast media—that environmental racism is a real
problem that must be addressed.

Environmental justice groups started out framing
environmental racism issues around civil rights issues
but have grown to include land rights and sovereignty,
social justice, and sustainable development (Agyeman
et al. 2003; Bullard 2005). These groups have expanded
their grievances from toxic waste to incinerators, smelters,
sewage treatment plants, chemical industries, air pollu-
tion, waste disposal, facility siting, wildlife, pesticides,
lead, asbestos, landfills, water contamination, urban
sprawl, transportation, and sustainability in general. The
EJMs goal is for better living in local communities, with
safe jobs, urban redevelopment, and clean air and water.
The grassroots activism of environmental justice groups is
an ongoing process fueled by unresolved environment
justice issues.
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GREAT CHAIN
OF BEING

From the time of the ancient Greeks, it has been common-
place to think and write about animals as if they were part
of a linear hierarchy. While this view of the natural world
may be related to the basic structure of writing in general,
in that it is an essentially linear mode of communication,
it backgrounds much of pre-Enlightenment thought, and
it became a formal feature of early modern scientific
thought on natural history. The medieval cultural concep-
tion of such a natural hierarchy is known as the “Great
Chain of Being.”

The French anthropologists Emile Durkheim (1858—
1917) and Marcel Mauss (1872-1950) famously observed
that the way people organize nature replicates, in some
fashion, their own social relations; that is, the way in
which they organize themselves. The Great Chain of Being
is an excellent example of this. In a social environment
structured as a rigid linear hierarchy—from the king,
princes, and various ranks of nobles down through vassals,
peasants, and perhaps even slaves, all occupying particular
slots in vertical relation to one another—it is certainly
reasonable to imagine the animal kingdom as similarly
organized.

The Great Chain of Being, then, represented an
imposition of medieval European political relations upon
the natural world. To the extent that the idea was present
in earlier times, it was part of a plurality of speculations
on the relations of animals. Aristotle said that man is the
most perfect animal, and he suggested ranking animals in
terms of their mode of reproduction and body temper-
ature. He did not take this idea very far, however. Pliny
the Elder did not even incorporate it into the framework
of his first-century Natural History. In medieval Christian
Europe, however, it developed into the dominant, if not
exclusive, way of thinking about nature. In Latin, the
Great Chain of Being was called the scala naturae; in
French, echelle des étres.

COMPONENTS OF THE GREAT
CHAIN OF BEING

The Great Chain of Being was conceptualized differently
by scholars at different times. The historian Arthur O.
Lovejoy (1936) identified three basic intellectual compo-
nents of the Great Chain of Being, which he called the
principles of Plenitude, Continuity, and Gradation.

The Principle of Plenitude is derived from the Chris-
tian view of the earth as a vessel for the products of God’s
creation, and as evidence of his bounty. In this view, God
is demonstrating his wisdom and goodness through the
diversity of his species. Since omnipotence and humility
would seem to be incompatible, God is considered to be
showing his creative power by bringing into existence not

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RACE AND RACISM



just a finite sample of life forms, but all possible species.
Consequently, there was no line recognized between real
animal species and imaginary ones; everything from
crows and pigs to mermaids and centaurs must exist
somewhere.

The Principle of Continuity held that there were no
gaps separating different kinds of living beings. The tran-
scendent line on which various species fell was itself
unbroken, and it was an additional manifestation of
God’s wisdom and power that he created species that
blended into one another. Thus, the apes (actually, tail-
less macaques that are technically monkeys) connected
monkeys to people, and the discovery of chimpanzees at
the end of the eighteenth century filled in another seg-
ment between the “apes” and people (Gould 1983).

Finally, the Principle of Gradation incorporated the
assumption about the geometry of the natural order as
essentially a line leading from lowest (or simplest, or least
like us) up to the highest form of life, the most complex
and most intelligent—namely humans. This is the sense
in which the linear rankings replicated the social order on
earth. In some versions of the Great Chain, the human
species was not at the top, but rather in the middle,
below a celestial hierarchy of angels, and archangels,

leading up to God.

The eighteenth century brought a final component
to the Great Chain of Being, the idea of Progress (Bury
1932). In a social universe that saw massive growth in the
intellectual arena through developments in science, and
unprecedented economic growth through the application
of technology, it seemed reasonable to look to the future
with anticipation. As the history of life, via the fossil
record, began concurrently to be understood, it was an
easy step to see progress in the succession of living things
through time, or a “temporalizing” of the Great Chain.

EVOLUTIONARY IMPLICATIONS
OF THE GREAT CHAIN OF BEING

Eighteenth-century scholars of natural history were
increasingly pulled in two directions as they tried to
reconcile their inferences about nature to their interpre-
tations of scripture. The leading social issue of the day
was slavery, which was increasingly being rationalized by
recourse to the supposed inferiority and lesser humanity
of the non-European races (Stanton 1960). Abolitionists
commonly invoked the Bible in support of the unity of
the species, the product of a single creative act by God on
the sixth day. The monogenists (believers in a single
origin of people) were necessarily struck by the diversity
of human form that had been produced from the loins of
Adam and Eve. If Adam and Eve looked like Europeans,
then obviously the facial features of Africans must have
arisen subsequently; or vice-versa. Thus, from the very
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fact of human variation, coupled with a single origin for
the human species as recorded in Genesis, the earliest
theories of microevolution were deduced.

However, science seemed to link the other races to
apes through measurements of the skull and face, at least
according to scholars concerned with justifying the prac-
tice of slavery by dehumanizing Africans. Rejecting Bib-
lical literalism, the polygenists (believers in multiple
origins of people) separated the human races, but in so
doing they drew the entire species closer to the apes and,
by implication, to the rest of life on earth in their
hierarchical framework. Thus, according to Jordan, “To
call the Negro a man and the ape a beast was in effect to
shatter the Great Chain” (1968, p. 230). To be sure, the
relationships among the Great Chain, slavery, and evo-
lution were somewhat nuanced and idiosyncratic (Haller
1970), but there were nevertheless broad correspondences
and rationalizations afforded by relating science and pol-
itics to one another.

Two bitter controversies of early modern biology were
based on interpretations of the Great Chain of Being and
its implications. The first, in the middle of the eighteenth
century, was over classification; the second, at the turn of
the nineteenth century, was over extinction.

The Swedish botanist-physician Carl (Carolus) Lin-
naeus revolutionized biology in the eighteenth century with
his development of formal principles of classification. In his
view, rather than forming a single series, life was hierarchi-
cally organized into nested categories of equal rank: On
earth there were kingdoms of animals, plants, and minerals;
within animals there were classes of fish, reptiles, worms,
insects, mollusks, and mammals; within mammals there
were orders; within orders there were genera; and within
genera there were species. Every species ultimately had its
place within a genus, order, class, and kingdom.

This system lent itself to comparison and diagnosis,
but not easily to a classically linear conception of nature
(see Figure 1). While it took hold quickly and firmly in
the academic community, it met opposition among other
scholars, chief among them the French naturalist Count
de Buffon. Buffon opposed the Linnaean system on three
grounds. First, it was fairly obvious that nature was
organized into higher and lower forms of life, so the
linearity of nature could not be discounted. Second, it
seemed to imply common descent, for what else could it
mean to say that a donkey and a horse should be grouped
together? For that matter, “Once it is admitted that there
are families of plants and animals, that the donkey is
of the horse family, and that it differs only because it
has degenerated, then one could equally say that man
and ape have had a common origin like the horse and
donkey—that each family among the animals and vege-
tables have had but a single stem, and that all animals have
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Figure 1. Lefi, the Grear Chain of Being, a one-dimensional
hierarchy in which animals are ranked in relation to humans,
placed at the top. Right, the Linnacan system, in which animals are
placed in relation ro each other, in nested caregories of equal rank.

emerged from but a single animal which, through the
succession of time, has produced by improvement and
degeneration all the races of animals” (Buffon, Histoire
Naturelle TV, “The Ass” 1753) which of course could
not possibly be true. Lastly, if the Linnaean hierarchy
was not a reflection of common descent, then what pro-
duced it? Linnaeus was not saying, and a serious (i.e., post-
Newtonian) scholar could not merely describe a pattern in
nature, so Buffon felt he was obliged to explain it as well.

Linnaeus and Buffon were both monogenists and cre-
ationists, although Buffon developed a theory of micro-
evolution to account for the obvious biological diversity to
be found within any species. Late in life, Linnaeus back-
pedaled from his belief that new species could never arise.
But Linnaeus’s nonlinear approach to nature also involved
classifying humans into four color-coded geographical sub-
species. Tom Gundling (2005) notes that there is indeed
linearity in Linnaeus’ treatment of the animal kingdom,
which begins with humans and works its way downward;
but it may also be noted that he presented his subspecies in
an order (American, European, Asian, African) that did not
seem intended to express any superiority of Native Amer-
icans. Buffon, on the other hand, wrote about human
“races” in a very casual and informal sense, and he was
struck by their essential identity: “Such differences are not
primordial—the dissimilarities are merely external, the
alterations of nature but superficial. It is certain that all
represent the same human, whether varnished black in the
tropics, or tanned and shrunken in the glacial cold of the
polar circle” (Buffon, Histoire Naturelle XIV “On The
Degeneration Of Animals” 1766).

The paradox becomes clearer when Buffon’s use of
the Great Chain of Being is seen as restricted to macro-
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evolutionary patterns; within a species, such as humans,
he saw only undirected variation, or “degeneration.”
Further, Linnaeus’s rejection of the Great Chain as an
organizing principle incorporated elements of superiority
and inferiority in a human classification, as he listed (in
the tenth edition of System of Nature [1758]) the attrib-
utes of white Homo sapiens Europaeus as “vigorous, mus-

cular ... sensitive, very smart, creative, ... governed by
law” but those of black Homo sapiens Afer as “sluggish,
lazy ... sly, slow, careless ... governed by whim.” Buf-

fon’s descriptions could incorporate unflattering terms,
but not in such broad strokes and with such zoological
formality that they might imply a transcendent ranking
of human kinds (Sloan 1973; Eddy 1984).

EXTINCTION AND THE RISE
OF BIOLOGICAL RELATIVISM

The other great controversy faced by the Great Chain of
Being was the problem of extinction. The late seventeenth-
century English naturalist John Ray had made it clear that
his basic view of nature would be undermined if it could
be shown that any species had gone extinct. Such a fact
would represent a break in the cosmic Chain; it would
either show a basic flaw in the design of God’s creation or
the fragility of God’s handiwork in the face of human
agency. It would represent, wrote Ray, “a dismemb’ring of
the universe,” which would presumably be a bad thing.

However, by the middle of the eighteenth century, it
was clear that extinction was a fact of life that would have
to be accommodated by science. Not only was the large,
flightless dodo gone for good from the island of Maur-
itius, but since that was the only place it had ever been
found, it was unlikely to turn up again anywhere else.
Moreover, the copious fossil remains of prehistoric life
forms, familiar yet distinct from any known species,
made it increasingly necessary to incorporate the appa-
rent fact of extinction into any scientific theory of the

history of life (Rudwick 1985).

The two principal attempts to do so in the earliest
part of the nineteenth century were those of Jean-Baptiste
Lamarck and Georges Cuvier. Lamarck developed a theory
in which the imminent threat of extinction produced a
response on the part of the organism that involved incor-
porating stable improvements into its organic features; in
essence, it climbed a notch up the Great Chain of Being to
avoid extermination. Within this framework, he explicity
envisioned the possible transformation of an ape into a
human. Cuvier, on the other hand, began with the prem-
ise that the Great Chain was false, for (following the
Linnaean approach) he saw four noncomparable, and
therefore nonrankable, kinds of creatures: vertebrates, mol-
lusks, insects, and radiates. Cuvier’s theory incorporated
extinction as a real phenomenon—a periodic purging of
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existing animals, with their replacement by newer forms of
life. In this conception, the transformation of species was
neither necessary nor likely.

The shift in the eighteenth century from the linear
ranking of life forms (in terms of their approximation to
the human) to the establishment of their places in a
natural order derived from patterns of similarity to one
another must be seen as part of a broader set of relativ-
izing discourses. Civilization could be seen as a glorious
culmination of history (as per Thomas Hobbes), or as
decadent and unnatural (as per Jean-Jacques Rousseau);
perhaps, then, civilization merely comprised one set of
ways of living, with its own attendant merits and defi-
ciencies. Concurrently, age-old social and political hier-
archies were crumbling, as the revolutionary idea of a
nation composed of citizens with equal rights began to be
implemented in America in 1776 and in France in 1789.
Ironically, the institution of slavery would stand in the
way of the full implementation of those ideas in America
for many decades.

It was clear, however, that the future of biology lay
in establishing the relationships of plants and animals to
each other, not to a transcendent and arbitrary standard;
just as modern political society would be founded on the
equal relationships of citizens to each other, not to the
ancient standard of hereditary aristocracy.

RACIAL SCIENCE AND
THE GREAT CHAIN

The early nineteenth century was a time of considerable
intellectual ferment in natural history, particularly in
relation to the position of people in the natural order,
and in their relation to one another. Cranial studies were
undertaken and quickly invoked to differentiate and rank
the peoples of the world. These ranged from Morton’s
studies of cranial volume through Retzius’ cranial or
cephalic index, a measurement of skull shape. The most
powerful measure, however, turned out to be the facial
angle, derived by a Dutch anatomist named Pieter (Pet-
rus) Camper, who tried to devise a method that would
permit the accurate artistic rendering of the heads of
different people for aesthetic purposes. However, Camp-
er’s work was seized upon by polygenists to emphasize
the differences between Europeans and Africans, for it
supposedly showed the intermediacy of Africans in facial
form between Europeans and apes.

Indeed, the power of the Great Chain of Being to
dehumanize non-Europeans by linking them to lower
forms of life proceeded largely unaffected by the emer-
gence of Darwinism. Some pre-Darwinians, such as the
French naturalist Julien-Joseph Virey, placed Europeans,
Africans, and apes in a series and casually connected the
dots. The famous pre-Darwinian evolutionary scheme in
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Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation (1844) ran from
amocbas, through other species and other races, to
Europeans:

We have already seen that various leading animal
forms represent stages in the embryotic [sic] prog-
ress of the highest—the human being. Our brain
goes through the various stages of a fish’s, a rep-
tile’s, and a mammifer’s brain, and finally becomes
human. There is more than this for, after complet-
ing the animal transformations, it passes through
the characters in which it appears, in the Negro,
Malay, American, and Mongolian nations, and
finally is Caucasian.

The leading characters, in short, of the various
races of mankind, are simply representations of
particular stages in the development of the high-
est or Caucasian type. The Negro exhibits per-
manently the imperfect brain, projecting lower
jaw, and slender bent limbs, of the Caucasian
child, some considerable time before the period
of its birth. The aboriginal American represents
the same child nearer birth. The Mongolian is
an arrested infant newly born. (Chambers 1844,

pp- 306, 307)

The Darwinian revolution had little effect upon the
racial conception of the Great Chain. Scarcely two dec-
ades after the initial publication of the Vestiges, Thomas
Huxley (who had recently reviewed and excoriated a later
edition of the Vestiges) would be faced with arguing for
Darwinism in the absence of a human fossil record.
Fatefully, the first-generation Darwinians would argue
that the absence of such evidence for evolution was
unnecessary, since (by drawing upon preexisting imagery)
Europeans could be linked to the apes via the nonwhite
races.

Thus, Thomas Huxley—an abolitionist, monogenist,
and evolutionist—explained the position of black people
in the natural order in an 1865 essay:

It may be quite true that some negroes are better
than some white men; but no rational man,
cognisant of the facts, believes that the average
negro is the equal, still less the superior, of the
average white man. And, if this be true, it is
simply incredible that, when all his disabilities
are removed, and our prognathous relative has a
fair field and no favour, as well as no oppressor,
he will be able to compete successfully with his
bigger-brained and smaller-jawed rival, in a con-
test which is to be carried on by thoughts and not
by bites. The highest places in the hierarchy of
civilisation will assuredly not be within the reach
of our dusky cousins, though it is by no means
necessary that they should be restricted to the
lowest.
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Great Chain of Being

Histoire naturelle de genre humain by Julien-Joseph Virey
(1824). The Grear Chain of Being doctrine dehumanized non-
Europeans by linking them to lower forms of life. French
naturalist Julien-Joseph Virey placed people of African descent
between apes and whites in the evolutionary latter, as seen by this
illustration. REPRINTED FROM JEAN-JULIS VIREY, HISTOIRE
NATURELLE DE GENRE HUMAIN. PARIS: CHROCARD, 1824.

Darwinism’s German apostle, Ernst Haeckel, would
go further, constructing a theory of evolution that
stretched from the amoeba to the German nation, driven
by his “biogenetic law” (that ontogeny recapitulates phy-
logeny, or that individuals personally pass through devel-
opmental stages representing their ancestry). In such a
grand view, not only would other races be primitive and
inferior, but so would other social institutions and polit-
ical systems. These primitivizing and dehumanizing
aspects of the Great Chain of Being would be invoked
to legitimize (by recourse to nature) the most notorious
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practices of modern technological states in the service of
imperial aspirations in the nineteenth and twentieth cen-

turies (Dubow 1995; McMaster 2001).

A considerable effort in evolutionary biology and
anthropology since World War II has been devoted to
divesting Darwinism of the metaphor of linearity. Some
notable examples include the interpretation of human
ancestry (Tattersall 1998); primate psychology (Povinelli
2000); life on earth (Simpson 1949; Foley 1987; Ayala
1988) and adaptation (Gould and Lewontin 1979). Like-
wise, to purge Darwinism of the ideology of racism
required considerable effort after World War II (Wash-
burn 1951; Haraway 1988; Barkan 1992), and to some
extent continues to do so (Graves 2001; Marks 2002;
Brace 2005). Perhaps the last major holdout of the Great
Chain in science lies in the idea that intelligence is a
singular and innate property, ascertainable through
standardized tests, and permitting the establishment of
everyone’s relative positions by their scores, or 1Qs.

SEE ALSO Colonialism, Internal; Genocide; Racial
Hierarchy.
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H

HAITIAN RACIAL
FORMATIONS

When it declared its independence from France in 1804,
Haiti defined itself as a “black” nation-state. Born out of
the only successful slave revolution in world history, Haiti
remained diplomatically and culturally isolated throughout
the nineteenth century in a Caribbean zone where slavery,
colonialism, and racism were the norm. Moreover, the
country’s colonial experience had generated persistent divi-
sions between Haitians of full African descent and those of
mixed European and African ancestry. The terms “black”
and “mulatto” described these two groups, but the tension
between them was more a matter of social and political
conflict than racial prejudice, as it might be defined in the
United States. Nevertheless, the “color question” was a
major source of internal political conflict into the twentieth
century.

MAIN GROUPS AND LABELS

Historically, Haitians have described mulattos and blacks
as the two major social or ethnic groups in their country.
Haiti is also home to a small number of families of
Middle Eastern descent. In the early 1970s, however,
the Canadian sociologist Micheline Labelle found that
Haitians used as many as 120 different racial terms, and
that more than 95 percent of these labels were based on a
set of between eight to ten terms. Labelle’s Haitian
informants agreed that each of these racial terms repre-
sented a specific mix of physical characteristics, especially
skin color, hair texture, hair color, and facial features. But
when she asked individual Haitians to classify drawings
of faces, they applied racial labels in ways that did not

match their abstract definitions. Labelle’s other major
finding was that informants used these racial labels in
class-specific ways.

Labelle’s study confirmed what Haitian intellectuals
have long maintained: The terms mulatto and black are
more determined by social class than by physical charac-
teristics. Though the wealthiest members of Haitian soci-
ety also include people who describe themselves as black,
all mulattos are, by definition, members of the elite. In
other words, light-skinned Haitians who are poor, with-
out much formal schooling, are unlikely to be described
as mulattos, regardless of their physical appearance. Since
colonial times, mulattos have been seen as more Euro-
pean in culture, education, and lifestyle. After independ-
ence, members of important mixed-race families used these
characteristics to justify their political dominance. Haiti’s
black politicians and intellectuals have historically claimed
to represent the majority population, and criticized lighter-
skinned Haidans as racist. Yet these tensions were usually
confined to the cities. In the 1970s Labelle met many rural
Haitians who said they had never seen a mulatto and did
not know what one was. Other rural respondents identified
mulattos as blancs, a term that means both “white” and
“foreigner.”

Haiti’s racial terminology also has a geographic compo-
nent. The country’s southern peninsula has been historically
identified with rich mulattos, while after independence
the northern region was controlled by black landowning
families. Urban areas, especially Port-au-Prince, were histor-
ically the seat of mulatto power, because these families
dominated foreign trade and the government offices. The
countryside, where high mountains kept peasants isolated,
was stereotypically black.
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Race labels also have a religious and linguistic sig-
nificance. Although nearly all Haitians participate in the
Vodou religion (“voodoo” is seen as a disparaging term),
it is strongly associated with black Haitians. Vodou was
only recognized as an official religion in Hait in 2002.

Though 80 percent of Haitians identify themselves
as Catholics, the Haitian Catholic Church, administered
by white foreign bishops from 1860 to the 1960s, was
long identified with the mulatto class. In the 1980s and
1990s, however, politically active priests helped mobilize
poor black parishioners. In addition, the ability to speak
French is an important marker of mulatto social status.
Though French has been the official language of Haiti
since independence, only about 10 percent of Haitians
can speak it fluently. All Haitians speak Creole, but the
government only recognized this as an official language

in 1983.

RACISM AND ANTIRACISM
IN HAITIAN HISTORY

Haiti’s colonial history began when the island was colon-
ized by the Spanish who named it Santo Domingo, but
the country’s Francophone identity began in the middle
of the 1600s, when French-speaking buccaneers settled
on the island’s western coast. France claimed one-third of
Hispaniola, naming its colony Saint-Domingue. Gradu-
ally the buccaneers became planters, importing hundreds
of thousands of enslaved Africans. By the 1780s, slaves
outnumbered French colonists ten to one in Saint-
Domingue. The Spanish colony of Santo Domingo, on
the eastern side of the island, remained relatively unde-
veloped, with few whites or enslaved Africans.

By the early 1700s, many of Saint-Domingue’s male
planters had had children with their slaves. Evidence
shows that colonists treated free mixed-race people as
white well past the middle of the century. In the 1760s,
however, colonial authorities began to worry about colo-
nists” loyalty. French attempts to “civilize” Saint-Dom-
ingue included removing free mixed-race people from
“respectable” society. The island had as many free people
of color as it had whites by 1780, and this included
hundreds of wealthy French-educated mixed-race men
and women.

In 1789, two such men were in Paris when the French
Revolution broke out. One of them, the indigo planter
Julien Raimond (1744—-1802), worked with French aboli-
tionists to make racism, not slavery, the revolution’s main
colonial controversy. The other, the merchant and land-
owner Vincent Ogé (ca. 1768-1791), returned to Saint-
Domingue in 1790 and demanded voting rights. Colonists
were determined to limit voting to “pure” whites, and they
executed Ogé and twenty-three of his supporters. Yet free
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coloreds continued to demand civil rights, unintentionally
opening the way for a slave insurrection.

In August of 1791, hundreds of slaves carried out a
massive rebellion in the North Province. As a class, free
coloreds sided against the slaves, but many whites resisted
granting civil rights to free coloreds until a new revolu-
tionary law was passed in April 1792. Conservative col-
onists plotted against revolutionary officials, and in June
1793 they rose against them. In exchange for help in
fighting these counterrevolutionaries, the revolutionaries
offered freedom to slave rebels. On October 31, 1793,

they emancipated all the slaves.

Rebels increasingly came to join the revolutionary
army, the most notable being Toussaint-Louverture
(1743-1803), who had joined the rebels by July 1794.
Yet the revolution’s new black officers clashed with
lighter-skinned leaders, and in 1798 Toussaint accused
the mulatto general André Rigaud (1761-1806) of rac-
ism and separatism. His army finally defeated Rigaud’s
forces in 1800.

In 1802, French emperor Napoleon Bonaparte
(1769-1821) sent an expedition to Saint-Domingue. Its
commander, Charles Leclerc (1772-1802), had orders to
remove all nonwhites from power, and when he died
from yellow fever, his successor, Donatien Rochambeau
(1755-1813), used genocidal techniques against a popu-
lar rebellion. His brutality led black and mulatto officers
to unite against him. Leclerc had exiled Toussaint, but
another black general, Jean-Jacques Dessalines (1758-
1800), forced Rochambeau to surrender. On January 1,
1804, Dessalines declared the existence of an independ-
ent Haiti, and in 1805 a new constitution proclaimed
that all Haitians were black, though more than half the
generals who signed it were mulattos.

The following year a coalition of black and mulatto
officers assassinated Dessalines and founded two independ-
ent states. In the North, Henri Christophe (1767-1820)
established a self-consciously “black” kingdom, while in
the West and South, Alexandre Pétion (1770-1818)
headed a “mulatto” republic. In 1820, Pétion’s lieutenant,
Jean-Pierre Boyer (1776-1850), united the two territories,
but a revolt overthrew Boyer in 1843. Although peasants,
led by a charismatic small farmer named Jean-Jacques
Acaau (d. 1846) could not force Boyer’s successors to
respond to their demands, from this point the mulatto class
began to rule through a series of black presidents. But not
all black leaders, especially military officers, would accept
this “government by understudy.” By the 1860s, Haitian
politics had become a rivalry between the mulatto Liberal
Party and the black National Party. From 1879 on, the
National Party dominated the presidency, though regional
revolts still deposed individual leaders.
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In 1915 the United States Marines invaded Haiti after
several violent political riots in Port-au-Prince, and the
United States ruled the country until 1934. During the
long occupation, anger at U.S. racism fostered a new inter-
est in Haiti’s African roots among urban intellectuals and
the rising black middle class. But mulatto politicians and
businessmen were the real beneficiaries of the U.S. occupa-
tion, which brought foreign investment and the modern-
ization of Haiti’s ports, army, and system of tax collection.

In 1957 a popular reaction against the stronger army
and more efficient state created by the United States
brought a black country doctor, Frangois “Papa Doc”
Duvalier (1907-1971), into the presidency. Under his
leadership, racial polarization reached new heights after
Duvalier struck out against the mulatto elite. Deeply famil-
iar with Haitian rural culture, Duvalier presented himself as
the culminatdon of a long line of strong black Haitian
leaders. He created his own militia, the Tonton Macoutes,
to terrorize opponents and overbalance the power of the
U.S.-trained army. Thousands of wealthy light-skinned
Haitians went into exile. While his racial rhetoric appealed
to Haiti’s black majority, Duvalier directed foreign aid and
government revenues into his own accounts. When Duva-
lier died in 1971, his son, Jean-Claude (b. 1951), took over
the presidency. Far less capable than his father, “Baby Doc”
presided over a series of economic crises, including foreign
hysteria over AIDS in Haid, which destroyed the fledgling

tourist industry. He was driven into exile in 1986.

The Duvaliers’ corruption made it impossible for any
Haitian politician to claim to represent the black majority.
Instead, a charismatic priest named Jean-Bertrand Aristide
(b. 1953) created a political movement called Lavalas, or
The Flood, by openly discussing the tensions between rich
and poor. Aristide won Haiti’s first truly democratic
election in 1990, and when the army drove him into exile
eight months later, no one used racial labels to describe
the event. But Lavalas splintered after U.S. troops
returned Aristide to power in 1994. He was re-clected in
2001, but many supporters had lost confidence in him.
Refusing to denounce the violence of gangs that claimed
to be his supporters, and unable to create a functioning
government, Aristide was driven into exile in 2004 by a
coalition of opposition groups and private militias, with
the support of the United States.

RACE AND RACISM IN
CONTEMPORARY SOCIAL ISSUES

Since the fall of the Duvalier regime in 1986, labels such
as “black” and “mulatto” have been increasingly replaced
in Haitian public discourse by a more frank discussion of
the tensions between rich and poor, between urban elites
and rural masses. On the other hand, emigration from
Haiti has made racism more than ever a problem for
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Haitians leaving their country. In 1980, approximately
12 percent of Haitians were living abroad, and that
number rose dramatically in the following decades.

Since the early 1900s, sugar companies in Cuba and
the Dominican Republic recruited Haitians as field work-
ers. Between 1915 and 1929 there were as many as 300,000
Haitian workers in Cuba, and a similar number worked in
the Dominican Republic. Reviled and persecuted in these
countries, many migrants could not afford to return home,
even when the Great Depression closed the plantations. In
1937 the Dominican army massacred between 10,000 and
30,000 Haitians after President Rafael Trujillo (1891-
1961) launched a program of “racial cleansing.” Never-
theless, Haitians continued to work on Dominican sugar
estates into the 1990s. Similarly, there are well over
100,000 Haitians working on other islands throughout
the Caribbean, often illegally.

According to the U.S. Census, there were nearly
750,000 Haitians living in the United States in the year
2000, and their experience has also been marked by racism.
This is best demonstrated by the explanations some U.S.
medical researchers offered in the early 1980s to explain the
emerging AIDS epidemic. The presence of Haitians among
the earliest victims of the mysterious new disease produced
lurid theories that AIDS originated amid the orgiastic rites
imagined to be part of Haitian Vodou. Until 1985, “Hai-
tian” was a medically defined “risk group” for AIDS.
Throughout the decade, Haidans living in the United
States lost jobs and were shunned by their neighbors
because of this identification with the dreaded disease.

MAJOR FIGURES IN HAITIAN
RACIAL POLITICS

Anténor Firmin (1850-1911) was the most prominent
antiracist intellectual in late nineteenth-century Haiti.
European writers such as Arthur de Gobineau had used
Haitian “savagery” as evidence to support racial theories
that Africans were incapable of civilization. In 1885
Firmin published De [égalité des races humaines (On the
Equality of the Human Races) in response to Gobineau’s
influential Essai sur linégalité des races humaines (Essay
on the inequality of the human race, 1853-1855). Fir-
min directly challenged the racist anthropology of the
day and suggested that race was a social construction. At
the same time, Firmin condemned both Vodou and the
Creole language. Because these “backwards” traits were a
product of Haiti’s environment, he believed they would
eventually be eradicated.

The physician, diplomat, and anthropologist Jean
Price-Mars (1876-1969) was the founder of Haiti’s Négri-
tude movement of the 1920s and 1930s, which was begun
in recognition and support of African cultures. Price-Mars’s

book, Ainsi Parla L'Oncle (So Spoke the Uncle, 1928),
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written under the racism of the American occupation, led
many Haitian intellectuals to reconsider their attitudes
about peasant culture. Price-Mars insisted that Haitians
recognize that their cultural roots were in Africa as well as
France. He described Vodou as a theological system, not a
collection of superstitions. In 1941 he helped found the
Bureau and Institute of Ethnology in Port-au-Prince,
though this did not prevent a state-run “anti-superstition
campaign” targeting Vodou practitioners that very year.

SEE ALSO Cuaribbean Racial Formations; Children, Racial
Disparities and Status of; Firmin, Anténor; HIV and
AIDS; Poverty; Racial Formations; Social Welfare
States.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Dubois, Laurent. 2004. Avengers of the New World: The Story of
the Haitian Revolution. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

, and John D. Garrigus, eds. 2006. Slave Revolution in
the Caribbean, 1789-1804: A Brief History with Documents.
New York: Bedford/St. Martin’s.

Farmer, Paul. 1999. Infections and Inequalities: The Modern
Plagues. Berkeley: University of California Press.

. 2003. The Uses of Haiti, 2nd ed. Monroe, ME:
Common Courage Press.

Firmin, Anténor. 2002 (1879). The Equality of the Human Races.
Translated by Asselin Charles. Urbana: University of Illinois
Press.

Garrigus, John D. 1996. “Redrawing the Colour Line: Gender
and the Social Construction of Race in Pre-Revolutionary
Haiti.” Journal of Caribbean History 30 (1-2): 28-50.

Geggus, David P. 2002. Haitian Revolutionary Studies.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Labelle, Micheline. 1978. Idéologie de couleur et classes sociales en
Haiti. Montréal: Presses de I'Université de Montréal.

Nicholls, David. 1996. From Dessalines to Duvalier: Race, Colour,
and National Independence in Haiti, rev. ed. New Brunswick,
NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Plummer, Brenda Gayle. 1992. Haiti and the United States: The
Psychological Moment. Athens: University of Georgia.

Price-Mars, Jean. 1983 (1928). So Spoke the Uncle. Translated by
Magdaline W. Shannon. Washington, D.C.: Three
Continents Press.

Trouillot, Michel-Rolph. 1990. Haiti, State against Nation: The
Origins and Legacy of Duvalierism. New York: Monthly

Review Press.

John D. Garrigus

HAMER, FANNIE LOU
1917-1977

Fannie Lou Hamer was born Fannie Lou Townsend on
October 6, 1917, in Montgomery County, Mississippi.
She was the youngest of twenty children born to share-
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croppers Jim and Lou Ella Townsend. At the age of six
she began working in the cotton fields of Sunflower
County and by age twelve she had dropped out of school.
She married Perry “Pap” Hamer in 1944, and the couple
settled in Ruleville, Mississippi, to work as sharecroppers.

Hamer did not know that blacks could vote until
1962 when, at age forty-four, she attended a mass meet-
ing of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee
(SNCC). She volunteered, along with seventeen others,
to attempt to register to vote. She failed the required
literacy test, however, and when she returned home she
learned that she had also lost the job she had held for
eighteen years because of her attempt to register. Thus
began a public life dedicated to having America fulfill its
democratic promises to all citizens. She became a polit-
ical, social, and economic activist.

In 1964 Hamer helped to organize the events of
Freedom Summer, out of which emerged the Mississippi
Freedom Democratic Party (MFDP) to which she was
selected as vice chairman. As a delegate to the Demo-
cratic National Convention in Atantic City, she chal-
lenged the seating of the all-white party delegation (the
“Regulars”). Hamer became a national figure when she
provided testimony during televised hearings before the
Credentials Committee. She spoke of atrocities faced by
blacks in Mississippi when attempting to register and
vote and of being severely beaten after she was arrested
in Winona, Mississippi, for attending a civil rights meet-
ing. She stated, “If the Freedom Democratic Party is not
seated now, I question America, is this America, the land
of the free and the home of the brave where we have to
sleep with our telephones off the hook because our lives
be threatened daily?”(Mills 1993, p. 121). As a compro-
mise, the MFDP was offered two seats, which Hamer
rejected, stating, “We didn’t come all this way for no two
seats ‘cause all of us is tired” (Mills 1993, p. 5). The
MFDP did not win its political challenge, but this effort
paved the way for future delegations to Democratic con-
ventions to be integrated.

In 1968 the Loyalists Democrats of Mississippi, a
biracial outgrowth of the MFDP, ousted the Regulars at
the Chicago Democratic Convention. Hamer was selected
as a delegate, but she argued that the party had lost touch
with poor people. In the lawsuit Hamer v. Campbell,
Hamer sought to block elections in Sunflower County
on the grounds that blacks had not had an opportunity to
register. A federal appeals court overturned a district court
decision against her, and new elections were ordered.
Hamer also helped organize the National Women’s Polit-
ical Caucus in 1971.

Hamer dedicated her life to helping the poor, children
and working people. In 1963 she formed Delta Ministry, a
community development program. In 1968, she founded
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Freedom Farms Cooperative, a nonproﬁt venture designed
to help poor farming families. The cooperative purchased
forty acres of land and, with help from the National Coun-
cil of Negro Women, created a pig bank so families could
support themselves. (A pig bank loaned adult pigs to local
families who would breed them, keep the piglets, and
return the mama pig for other families to use.) She also
supported efforts of striking members of the Mississippi
Farm Labor Union and spoke at rallies to save Head Start
programs. A life dedicated to serving others ended March
14, 1977, when Fannie Lou Hamer died of heart failure in
Mound Bayou, Mississippi.
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HATE CRIMES

Hate crimes are message crimes. They affect more than
the targeted individual; they affect the entire community.
When a person of a selected race or ethnicity is attacked
simply because of skin color, the entire ethnic commun-
ity is put in fear.

Hate crime laws have spawned much debate in mod-
ern society. They are viewed as essential by some seg-
ments of the community as a powerful tool with which to
combat violent bigotry, but they are denounced by others
as an overextension of governmental power designed to
legislate morality. Addressed here are the specifics of hate
crime laws, some of the reasons for the controversy that
surrounds them, the reliability of statistics, and the differ-
ent types of hate crime offenders and hate crime victims.

HATE CRIME LAWS

Most states in the early twenty-first century have some
form of hate crime legislation. Many such laws create
criminal enhancements that increase the level of punish-
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ment for crimes with a “hate” component. The wording
of hate crime laws often includes numerous protected
classes, in addition to race. In California for example,
Penal Code Section 422.55(a) defines a hate crime as “a
criminal act committed, in whole or in part, because of
one or more of the following actual or perceived charac-
teristics of the victim: (1) Disability, (2) Gender, (3)
Nationality, (4) Race or ethnicity, (5) Religion, (6) Sex-
ual orientation, (7) Association with a person or group
with one or more of these actual or perceived character-
istics.” Penal Code Section 422.56(d) explains that the
phrase “in whole or in part, because of” means that “the
bias motivation must be a cause in fact of the offense,
whether or not other causes also exist. When multiple
concurrent motives exist, the prohibited bias must be a
substantial factor in bringing about the particular result.
There is no requirement that the bias be a main factor, or
that the crime would not have been committed but for
the actual or perceived characteristic.”

Hate crime laws apply even if the offender mistakenly
believes a victim has a characteristic that the person does
not in fact have. They criminalize actions committed
against a person who belongs to a particular ethnic group,
or against a person whom the perpetrator believes is a
member of such a group. An assault against an Asian who
is mistakenly believed to be a person of Middle Eastern
ancestry is no less a hate crime just because the perpetra-
tor’s perception of the victim’s ethnicity was incorrect.

Opponents of hate crime laws feel that the govern-
ment should not function as “thought police,” and that
the motivation of the perpetrator should be irrelevant.
This viewpoint often stems from a misunderstanding of
the scope of hate crime laws. Citizens are free to hold
whatever biases they choose; it is only when they commit
a crime because of such biases that hate crime laws apply.
This distinction is often frustrating for targeted individ-
uals to hear, but it is important for communities to
understand that as sympathetic as law enforcement might
be, they can only enforce violations of the criminal law.

The controversy over hate crime laws is also fueled by
the misconception that hate crime laws infringe upon
constitutionally protected freedom of speech. Racial slurs
constitute free speech. Such language, unless it qualifies as
a criminal threat, is not criminal. The distribution of
racist leaflets or brochures is another exercise of free
speech and is not subject to prosecution. Hate crimes are
criminal acts committed against someone because of their
membership in one of the protected classes. But that does
not mean that noncriminal acts of discrimination such as
racial slurs or the distribution of leaflets should necessarily
go undocumented. Although not criminally actionable on
their own, they may be useful in proving the motive
behind a criminal act. Law enforcement agencies are thus
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encouraged to document them for tracking purposes and
future use. Individuals who exhibit this kind of blatant
bigotry by engaging in such behavior often graduate to
committing crimes against people of the targeted race.
When they do, evidence of their history of intolerance
may establish the motive necessary to prove the commis-
sion of a hate crime.

THE PREVALENCE OF HATE CRIMES

Because of underreporting, it is statistically difficult to
determine the prevalence of hate crimes. Many hate
crime victims do not report their victimization because
they are unaware of the existence of such laws. Others do
not trust the police or do not feel that anything will be
done. In some cases this hopelessness is the result of prior
bad experiences with law enforcement agencies who were
themselves unfamiliar with hate crime laws and the
resources available to victims. Other reasons victims do
not report hate crimes include fear of retaliation, fear of
deportation, and fear that their status as private members
of the gay and lesbian community will be revealed.

On the positive side, increased community educa-
tion about hate crimes has resulted in an increase in the
number of hate crimes that are reported. Someone unfa-
miliar with this area of the law might look at the stat-
istical increase in reported hate crimes and conclude that
there has been an alarming increase in hate crimes. The
professional opinion of those involved in the field, how-
ever, is that the statistical increase is not due to an actual
increase in hate crimes committed, but rather to an
increase in hate crimes reported. This increase in report-
ing is attributed in part to the proactive nature of toler-
ance-based programs and hate crime law-enforcement
teamwork. Partnerships among peace officers, prosecu-
tors, the Anti-Defamation League, and other community
groups have resulted in greater public awareness of hate
crimes and how communities can report and combat
such bias.

For over a decade, the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program has
been collecting information on hate crimes. The 2003
Hate Crime Statistics report, which was published in
November 2004, listed 8,715 offenses, 4,574 of which
were motivated by racial bias. With all fifty states report-
ing, the 2003 report broke down the 8,715 offenses
committed by state. California was in the lead, with
1,701 offenses reported; in second place was New Jersey,
with 638; third was New York, with 625; and rounding
out fourth and fifth place were Michigan and Massachu-
setts, with 487 and 473, respectively.

Although the numbers reported serve a statistical
purpose, the unfortunate reality for victims is that most
hate crimes go unsolved. This is because most hate crimes
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Family Visits Hate Crime Victim’s Grave. The parents of
James Byrd Jr. visit his grave. Byrd, an African American, had
accepted a ride from three white men, who instead beat him and
then dragged him from their truck for about three miles. Byrd's
assailants were convicted of a hate crime; two were sentenced to
death and one life in prison. AP IMAGES.

are attacks on strangers without any motive but intoler-
ance and hatred. There is no preexisting relationship to
lead police to a suspect; there is no stolen property to
trace; and because hate crimes are often impulsive, there
is no evidence of prior planning that might generate

leads.

PROFILES OF HATE CRIME
OFFENDERS

Research and experience show that there are different cat-
egories of hate crime offenders and that different factors
contribute to a perpetrator’s motivation. Responding to Hate
Crime (2000), by the National Center for Hate Crime
Prevention Education Development Center, identifies
three common types of hate crime offenders. Thrill-seeking
offenders are the most common. Usually acting in groups,
these are typically young people who seek out victims on
the victim’s own turf, usually to gain “bragging” rights.
These perpetrators, who commit more crimes against prop-
erty than against persons, are predominantly motivated by
a desire for acceptance by their peers, rather than by hatred
for the victims. Reactive offenders feel a sense of entitlement
with respect to rights and privileges they feel they should
enjoy, and they are threatened by their victims, usually
people of color, whom they perceive as a threat to these
rights and privileges. They consequently feel justified in
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intimidating and committing crimes against these victims,
who are often members of the offender’s neighborhood,
workplace, or school. Mission offenders are the most violent
type of hate crime offender, though fortunately they are the
rarest. They view their victims as “subhuman” and part of a
conspiracy, and they are motivated by a psychotic belief
that they must rid the world of such people. They seek out
their victims where such victims are likely to be found.
Some mission offenders conclude their mission with their
own suicide.

Hate crime offenders can be identified circumstan-
tially through many different factors, including bigoted
remarks, manner of dress, racist tattoos, “White Pride”
music playing in their vehicles, and sometimes even the
date they choose for their attack. For example, many hate
crimes are committed on certain holidays, such as Martin

Luther King Day or on the birthday of Adolf Hitler.

Dramatic profiles aside, hate crimes are also commit-
ted by ordinary citizens, often in response to a real or
perceived threat by a particular group. These retaliatory
hate crimes are actually inappropriate expressions of anger
or fear. Shortly after the attacks of September 11, 2001,
the following “retaliatory” hate crimes were reported:
A woman in traditional Muslim dress was almost hit
when a car intentionally swerved towards her as she was
crossing the street; an Arab-American family arrived to
open their grocery store in the morning only to find “Go
Home Arabs” spray-painted on the front of their door; an
evening prayer service was interrupted by cherry bombs
exploding outside on the sidewalk of a mosque. Scores of
Arab-Americans, and also those who appeared to be of
such ethnicity, were subjected to the wrath of frustrated
citizens in the aftermath of the September 11 tragedy.
Many of the victims became afraid to go to work, afraid
to worship, even afraid to send their children to school
because some of their children had been subjected to
violence there.

THE VICTIM’S PERSPECTIVE

Many citizens cannot imagine what it is like to be a hate
crime victim. Hate crime victims cannot employ tradi-
tional means of self-protection because they are targeted
by criminals with a unique motivation. Criminals moti-
vated by financial gain commit crimes such as theft and
embezzlement. Criminals motivated by a quest for sex or
power commit sexual assaults. Physically violent crimes
are often the result of arguments, or they are committed
for revenge. Awareness of criminal motivations allows
society to protect itself to some extent. To avoid a mug-
ging, one does not wear expensive jewelry or walk down
dark alleys at night. To prevent car theft, one locks one’s
car, equips it with an alarm system, and parks it in
lighted areas. Hate crime victims, however, cannot take
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precautionary measures to defend themselves. A person
targeted due to the color of their skin cannot eliminate
that risk factor.

When a person is attacked based on an immutable
characteristic, the fear of revictimization may lead to
helplessness and isolation. Victims of hate crimes feel
degraded, frustrated, and afraid. These emotions ripple
through their community, leading to outrage, blame, and
collective fear. Because most hate crimes go unsolved,
victims often suffer the additional frustration of knowing
that the offender is unlikely to be brought to justice, and
is therefore more likely to re-offend. This frustration, like
the outrage of the crime itself, spreads throughout the
victim’s community.

THE FUTURE

Despite the best efforts of law enforcement and human
rights groups, hate crimes will probably never be com-
pletely eradicated, and an overnight transformation from
intolerance to acceptance cannot be expected. Therefore,
the debate over hate crime laws will continue. In the
meantime, those with first-hand experience in the field
understand that although the fight can be difficult, in the
balance, the opportunity to help victims regain their
dignity outweighs the frustration of unsolved cases.
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HEALTH CARE GAP

In the preamble to the constitution of the World Health
Organization (WHO) health is defined as “a state of
complete physical, mental and social well-being and not
merely the absence of disease or infirmity.” While this
definition has not been amended since 1948, this concept
of a “complete state of health” is rarely held by those
responsible for delivering medical or public health pro-
grams. Rather, utilitarian measures that bring the “great-
est good to the greatest number of people” are often
adopted, based on the premise that the resources needed
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to deliver a state of complete health to all persons are not
available. Under this model, those most vulnerable to
disease and those most needing preventive and curative
services are the ones excluded from good health and
health care.

Race is an oft-stated correlate of disease. Although
some diseases are indeed more common to a particular
ethnic group, such as sickle-cell anemia among those of
African decent, much of the correlation between race and
disease is associated more with social than biological
determinants. Racism creates an environment in which
the conditions that promote disease and the barriers to
health are greatest in communities of color. Mortality
statistics in the United States represent a concrete exam-
ple of the effect of racism on health. In 2002 the life
expectancy at birth of a white girl was 80.3 years, while
that of an African-American boy was 68.8 years.
(National Center for Health Statistics 2004). These dif-
ferential mortality statistics are due not to racial predi-
lection of disease but rather to differential access to
prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of disease, as well
as to the impact of racism and oppression on health. The
correlation between economic and social marginalization
and disease is clearly linked in the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights, which mentions health only in the
following terms:

Everyone has the right to a standard of living
adequate for the health and well-being of himself
and of his family, including food, clothing, hous-
ing and medical care and necessary social services,
and the right to security in the event of unem-
ployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old
age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances
beyond his control.

Recognizing that the disparities in attaining a “com-
plete state of health” are due to social and economic
conditions rather than biological determinants, the focus
here will be on three aspects of health disparities that are
the consequences of racism: (1) the structural factors that
result in an increased risk of disease among communities
of color, (2) the racial disparities in access to quality
health care, and (3) the psychological impact of racism
on individual and community health.

STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE AND
THE RISK OF DISEASE

One step in achieving the complete state of health
described by the WHO is the maintenance of good health
and the absence of disease. Health maintenance can be
viewed as two interrelated entities: the promotion of
health through the behaviors that are known to maintain
health (such as a balanced diet, sufficient sleep, and reg-
ular exercise) and the prevention of disease—specifically,
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the mitigation of risk (avoiding drugs, wearing a condom,
etc.). Both health promotion and disease prevention
are often presented as “lifestyle choices” that are within
the control of the individual. Yet among the consequences
of racism are unequal access to housing, employment,
education, and even quality food and water (Williams
1999). The lack of these basic necessities constrains the
choices available to populations marginalized by racism.
The systematic exclusion of a group from the resources
needed to develop their full human potential has been
called “structural violence” (Galtung 1969). The concept
of structural violence is useful in understanding the bar-
riers that prevent health maintenance and risk mitigation
in a racist society. Because infectious diseases are among
the most “preventable” illnesses, and because commun-
ities of color bear a disproportion risk of transmissible
disease, health promotion and disease prevention will be
explored through the examples of tuberculosis (TB) and

the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV).

TB is one of the most cogent examples of relation-
ship between poor living conditions and the spread of
disease among the poor, particularly African Americans.
While the treatment of TB is highly effective, it was not
the advent of anti-tuberculosis treatment but the
improvement of living conditions that heralded the
decline of TB in the United States. The rate of active
TB plummeted in New York City in the late 1940s due
to the post—World War II economic boom and the
migration of people from urban tenements to single-
family homes in the suburbs. Thus, the best way to
prevent TB is to live in a less crowded environment.
However, conditions of urban poverty—particularly
overcrowding, poor housing, and inadequate nutri-
tion—continue to propagate the spread of TB worldwide
and are largely drawn along socioeconomic lines. The
striking reappearance of TB in the United States in the
1990s has been discussed extensively in the medical liter-
ature, especially its association with HIV. Yet the under-
lying causes of the epidemic were structural factors rather
than biological susceptibility. The overcrowding in U.S.
prisons that has occurred since the 1980s as a result of the
“war on drugs” has significantly impacted African Amer-
icans, who make up only 12 percent of the U.S. popula-
tion but constitute more than 40 percent of those
incarcerated in state and federal prisons (Human Rights
Watch 2001). Additionally, the 1980s saw increased rates
of homelessness due to decreased government spending
on public housing. The main risk factors for TB in the
1990s outbreak were a history of homelessness and incar-
ceration, and African-American men were disproportion-

ately affected (Brudney and Dobkin 1991).

Some scholars trace the upsurge in TB back even
earlier, to policies designed to address what was called
“social pathology” in urban neighborhoods (Wallace
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2001). An advisor to Mayor John Lindsey of New York
developed a policy of “Planned Shrinkage” of poor African-
American communities. This policy involved the withdrawal
of essential services (particularly fire brigades) to
encourage residents to relocate out of certain areas. As
fires burned in 1975 and 1976, residents did indeed
relocate, often living with several other families in one
apartment or becoming homeless, as a consequence of
the planned shrinkage of poor communities. Not sur-
prisingly, the beginning of the rise of TB in New York
City began in the late 1970s. While an airborne disease
would seemingly be as ubiquitous as the air people
breathe, the air in corridors created by structural vio-
lence considerably increases risk of TB. In the early
twenty-first century, TB continues to spread along lines
of racial segregation.

Like airborne diseases, sexually transmitted diseases
are ubiquitous, though their distribution follows society’s
racial and economic fault lines. AIDS is arguably the
worst epidemic disease of the early 2000s, and it has a
strikingly unequal distribution among populations, both
worldwide and locally. While prevention programs are
often focused on increasing knowledge and resultant
behavior change; it is likely that internalized racism and
low self-esteem decreases the ability of individuals to act
on such knowledge. Moreover, the economic situation of
the most marginalized communities may result in the
exchange of sex for money, housing, security, or drugs.
These situations are worsened not only by racism but by
gender inequality. Lastly, the epidemic of incarceration
of African-Americans foments the AIDS epidemic by
increasing exposure to sexual violence and drug use and
by worsening the level of poverty faced by many prison-
ers upon release.

The AIDS epidemic in the United States now dis-
proportionately affects African Americans. In 2002 the
Centers for Disease Control (CDC) reported that 39
percent of all AIDS cases and 54 percent of new cases of
HIV infection were among African Americans. Nearly
one third of all HIV infections in African-American men
are due to intravenous drug use (as compared to 9 percent
in white men). Yet white adolescents have been shown
to start using drugs at earlier ages than their African-
American counterparts. If initial use and experimentation
with drugs is less common among African Americans,
what would cause the high rate of HIV transmission from
drug use among this population? Again, incarceration
appears to be a significant risk, with both African-American
men and women being incarcerated at rates upward of five
times that of whites. Moreover, much of the increase in
incarceration has not been for violent crime but for pos-
session of drugs. In a 1999 report by Marc Mauer and the
Sentencing Project, the disproportionate punishment
meted out against African Americans in the “war on
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drugs” is clearly depicted: “State prison inmates sentenced
for drug offenses increased 306% between 1985 and
1995, the number of African American state prison
inmates sentenced for drug offenses increased 707% in
the same time period.”

Once in prison, HIV risk increases significantly, due
to both the high prevalence of rape and the flow of illicit
drugs into prison. Additionally, life after incarceration is
characterized by a tightening noose of structural violence,
including joblessness, homelessness, and poverty—factors
that lead to drug use, the selling of drugs, and an increase
in the commoditization of sex as a means for survival.

Neither HIV nor TB has a specific racial predilec-
tion, but they are both examples of the risk for ill health
that is promulgated by institutionalized racism and a lack
of social and economic rights. Such structures make the
maintenance of health subjugated to the daily want of
basic necessities. Much of public health is focused on
health promotion and disease prevention, yet such pro-
grams never identify the mitigation of racism and its
social consequences as a preventive strategy.

ACCESS TO AND QUALITY
OF HEALTH CARE

The social and economic consequences of racism put a
disproportionate burden of disease on populations of
color. Yet this larger burden of disease has not led to an
increased provision of diagnosis or treatment of illness.
Instead, the same structural barriers that cause ill health
also prevent equal access to high-quality health care.
Among the most salient examples of the poor state of
health care for African Americans in the United States is
the gross disparity in infant mortality. Table 1 demon-
strates the nearly three-fold difference in infant death rate
between infants born to African-American mothers and
those born to Asian, Hispanic, or non-Hispanic white
mothers. The causes of the striking inequities in health
outcomes of both adults and children of color are multi-
dimensional and complex. However, several key factors
result in poor health outcomes and higher mortality rates
for people of color.

The United States has the largest percentage of peo-
ple without health insurance of any developed nation. In
2004 more than 45 million people in the United States
were without health insurance. Of the uninsured, 11.3
percent were white, 19.7 percent were black, and 32
percent were Hispanic. Lack of health insurance coverage
has significant effects on health-seeking behaviors and
health outcomes. For example, people without health
insurance do not access screening services such as mam-
mography for breast cancer, and they thus often delay
seeking treatment until their disease is at an advanced
state (Ayanian et al. 1993).
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Difference Between Infant Mortality Rates by Race or
Hispanic Origin of the Mother: United States, 2000

Race and Number of Number of live  Infant Mortality
Hispanic origin infant deaths births rate (deaths per
of mother 1000)
American 346 41,668 8.3

Indian

Asian or Pacific 977 200,544 49

Islander

Hispanic 4564 815,883 5.6
Non-Hispanic 8212 604,367 13.6

black

Non-Hispanic 13,461 2,362,982 57

white

SOURCE: Adapted from National Vital Statistics Report,
Vol. 50, No. 12, August 28, 2002.

Table 1.

Yet the difference in mortality is not only due to a
lack of insurance and the late detection of disease. Even
when these factors are controlled for, African-American
women suffer a significantly higher mortality rate from
breast cancer than white women (Joslyn et al. 2000). This
difference in outcomes along racial lines has been docu-
mented in numerous other diseases as well, including
heart disease, lung cancer, and colorectal cancer, which
are the major killers of Americans. These studies postu-
late a variety of reasons for higher mortality rates among
African Americans, including a lower rate of subspecialty
referrals and less aggressive use of medical or surgical
therapies. Poor health outcomes—even among people
of color who have “access” to the health-care system, as
measured by comparable insurance coverage and income—
prompted the Institute of Medicine to commission a study
in 2003 to examine the causes of this disparate outcomes.

This study found:

Stereotyping, biases, and uncertainty on the part of
healthcare providers can all contribute to unequal
treatment. The conditions in which many clinical
encounters take place—characterized by high time
pressure, cognitive complexity, and pressures for
cost containment—may enhance the likelihood
that these processes will result in care poorly
matched to minority patents’ needs. Minorities
may experience a range of other barriers . . . includ-
ing barriers of language, geography, and cultural
familiarity. (Smedley et al. 2003)

Both access to and quality of health care is affected
by racist structures within health insurance and the med-
ical system itself. These factors contribute to a signifi-
cantly higher mortality rate throughout the spectrum of
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life in communities of color, and a systematic change in
the health system is needed to address this problem.

PSYCHOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL
IMPACT OF RACISM ON HEALTH

While racism affects physical health in overt ways, such as
promoting health risks and restricting access to and qual-
ity of care, the psychological and social results of racism
also affect physical and mental health, and these factors
may be even more insidious and deadly than the others.
One definition of health that is pertinent to racism’s
impact is the concept of health as freedom or autonomy.
The notion of “complete health” requires control of
one’s destiny, even in the face of a physical condition
termed a “disease.” A diabetic, for example, who has
managed to bring her blood sugar into the normal range
long-term may be considered healthy, while a Palestinian
in exile from his homeland may find himself in terrible
health even when there is no evident diagnosable disease.
As Alastair Cambell writes, in Health as Liberation
(1995), “Provided that I can follow at least some of my
basic aspirations in life, I will regard myself as retaining
my health, whatever the threats to my bodily or mental
well-being. Without such physical and mental freedom,
functional ability loses its point” (p.11).

Racism negates or diminishes the autonomy of indi-
viduals to participate in society, and this lack of connect-
edness affects social health. The restriction of employment
and educational opportunities; the engineering of chal-
lenges to the right to vote; and the relegating of groups
into neighborhoods with substandard quality of food and
environmental, security, and transportation conditions
are all factors that affect the social health of marginalized
communities.

Racism is normalized and institutionalized by legal
policies such as racial profiling, which can add hours to
the transit plans of people of color. For many being
stopped by the police while walking or driving and being
subjected to body searches when flying or entering a
building can become part of the daily routine. At its
worst, racial profiling involves lethal forms of police
and gang brutality against people of color. Such policies
are painful reminders to oppressed groups that society
accepts that some persons should be treated differently
due to a perceived physical distinction associated with
potential communal danger. For whites who witness
profiling, the process legitimizes latent racism, while if
one of the persons profiled concurs that the process is
necessary he or she may internalize the racism into his or
her own psyche and persona. Camera Jones defines inter-
nalized racism as “acceptance by members of the stigma-
tized races of negative messages about their own abilities
and intrinsic worth” (Jones 2000, p. 1213).
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The psychological damage from the internalization
of racism includes poor self-esteem and may result in
depression and other mental illnesses as well as substance
abuse. People from racial minorities may internalize rac-
ism by affiliating with entities that promote the status
quo such as denouncing affirmative action and promot-
ing racial profiling or by practicing self-marginalization
such as making the decision not vote. Usually, such
decisions are evidence-based. For example, when racism
is widely accepted as a societal norm (such areas can still
be found within the United States), such decisions are
made to prevent consequences that might immediately
endanger the physical or mental health of an individual
or community. As Stephen Biko said of the South Afri-
can apartheid government that eventually killed him,
“the greatest weapon in the hands of the oppressor is
the mind of the oppressed.” Like the many other health
effects of racism, marginalization afflicts the health of the
entire community, not just the stigmatized.

As long as racist social structures continue, the health
of those marginalized and stigmatized by these structures
will be seriously and often lethally affected. Complete
health must be viewed as a societal challenge, not just a
medical one. The root causes of many diseases lie in the
architecture of structural violence, which must be con-
sidered one of the main enemies of health promotion and
disease prevention. Furthermore, improved access to and
provision of high quality and equitable health care for
individuals from minority groups must be the top prior-
ity for a medical system that is failing the most vulner-
able. Lastly, the demonstrable nature of racism and its
deleterious effect on individual and community health
suggests that racism itself should be defined as a diagnos-
able disease, with its own category in medical literature,
education, research, and policy. Based on the grim sta-
tistics that the disease of racism brings to society, major
institutions, such as the National Institutes of Health,
should support formal research on codifying racism’s
symptoms, signs, and sequelae. Such research should
inform the investments needed to address and remediate
the unacceptable human cost that racism incurs on indi-
viduals and society.

SEE ALSO Brazilian Racial Formations; Canadian Racial
Formations; Caribbean Racial Formations; Cuban
Racial Formations; Diseases, Racial; Haitian Racial
Formations; Health Disparities between Indians and
Non-Indians; Infant Mortality and Birth Weight;
Medical Experimentation; Medical Racism; Mental
Health and Racism; Social Problems; South African
Racial Formations; Transnationalism; United
Kingdom Racial Formations.
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HEALTH DISPARITIES
BETWEEN INDIANS

AND NON-INDIANS

BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND
POLITICAL CONTEXT

American Indians experience health and disease in a way
different from that of any other group of people in the
United States. Their life expectancy is the lowest of any
group in the United States, and Indians have the highest
prevalence of Type 2 diabetes in the world. It is not
uncommon to see alarming statistics in the press concern-
ing the health of North American indigenous people.
According to the National Congress of American Indians,
the most recent statistics recount stunning differences in
the infant mortality rate for Native American babies—150
percent higher than that of white infants. Additionally, the
suicide rate for American Indians and Alaska Natives is
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two-and-a-half times greater than the national average.
A 2003 report from the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
also indicated that American Indians are 630 percent more
likely to die from alcoholism and 650 percent more likely
to die from tuberculosis than other persons in the United
States. American Indians have high death rates from
motor-vehicle crashes, unintentional injuries, alcohol-
induced injuries, and malignant neoplasm.

PUBLIC-HEALTH CRISIS

Countless scientific research projects and subsequent
reports indicate that Native Americans are in the midst
of a public-health crisis concerning diabetes and other
health-related problems. While many scientific studies
tend to focus on genetic and lifestyle choices and their
relationships to Native American health, more often than
not, the sociopolitical and sociohistorical aspects of
Native American health are not addressed. These aspects,
however, are essential to understanding health disparities
in Native North America. Traditional health to most
Native Americans is a balance of spiritual, physical,
mental, and emotional components. This balance is not
addressed by Western medicine, and patients are appre-
hensive about seeking health care because of what they
consider to be incomplete care.

Access to health care, poverty, discrimination, cul-
tural differences, low educational attainment, and poor
social conditions are often cited as reasons for Native
American health disparities. Some policy analysts would
argue that access is no longer an issue for Native Amer-
icans. However, it is imperative to understand the polit-
ical nature of American Indian health care when
attempting to address the numerous disparities, because
funding levels for government-sponsored health care are
directly tied into appropriations by politicians and are
subject to the political climate of the time. As of mid-
2007, the Indian Health Care Improvement Act (Public
Law 94-437) had not been renewed, and the Bush
administration was attempting to limit the number of
Native Americans the act could serve. The Snyder Act of
1921 (Public Law 67-85), the same law that conferred
citizenship on all American Indians, authorizes Congress
to appropriate funds for “the relief of distress and
conservation of health” of American Indians, but it is
up to the discretion of the government to determine
how much relief is offered.

The federal responsibility to provide health care is
carried out by the secretary of the Department of Health
and Human Services through the Indian Health Service
(IHS). The IHS provides directly or indirectly the major-
ity of funds for the health care of American Indians and
Alaska Natives (AI/AN). The U.S. government has been

negligent in its responsibility to provide health care to
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Health Disparities. A doctor listens to a patient’s lungs at a
Tohono O'odham reservation hospital. Native Americans have
higher rates of chronic and disabling illness, infectious disease,
and mortality compared with whites. AP IMAGES.

AI/ANs. Funding for AI/ANGs is neither a congressional
nor presidential priority, as the IHS budget lacks funds to
provide adequate services. Per capita, the THS budget
($1,914) is 50 percent that of federal prisoners ($3,803)
and is far behind that of Medicare ($5,915), the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs ($5,214), and the U.S. popula-
tion in general ($5,065). The IHS non-medical budget is
$614 per person served.

An important feature of this act is that it sets the
programmatic and legal framework for the government in
meeting its responsibility to provide health care to Ameri-
can Indians. Another important political feature that
impedes access is the uncertainty of services. Most recently,
the Bush administration attempted to eliminate clinical
health care services that directly serve urban American
Indians. Approximately two-thirds of AI/ANs do not reside
on reservations because of migration and ethnocidal relo-
cation programs to force assimilation. During the period
when the Indian Health Care Improvement Act was in
effect, mainstream health care and health care delivery
changed dramatically to emphasize prevention and the
“whole person” approach, which some say is analogous to
the balance recognized by AI/AN. Most recently in main-
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stream health care, mental health is recognized as a “health
threat,” and practitioners have begun to incorporate a strong
health promotion and preventative emphasis. Another
important feature of the Indian Health Care Improvement
Act is the ability to create local level health care models that,
coupled with the 1975 Indian Self-Determination Act
(Public Law 638), allow tribes to run their own health care
clinics. These clinics work hard to incorporate traditional
models into health care promotion and delivery. But
because of the politicized nature of health care services, a
common adage in areas with significant Indian populations
is that one should not get sick after June because no fund-
ing is available. Against this complicated political backdrop,
American Indians receive their health care. The availability
of clinics has improved over the years, but the highly
political nature of health care has not.

DIABETES

Diabetes is a major health threat to American Indians.
“Diabetes is a chronic disease that occurs when the
pancreas does not produce enough insulin, or alterna-
tively, when the body cannot effectively use the insulin it
produces” (World Health Organization, 2006). There
are several forms of diabetes, including Type 1 and Type
2. Type 1 is an insulin-dependent type, usually with child-
hood onset (and hence formerly called juvenile diabetes).
This type results from low insulin production in the pan-
creas. Type 2 is generally an adult onset type, but Native
American children as young as ten years old have been
diagnosed with this type. Type 2 results primarily from
insulin resistance, or the inability of cells to absorb insulin,
along with other factors, and undil recently was attributed
to the combination of poor diet and lack of exercise. Once a
person is diagnosed with Type 2 diabetes, the first-line
treatment is generally diet and exercise. If these fail to
bring down blood glucose, the next step is oral medication,
then combined oral medications and insulin. If the first
regime is not effective, then different medications are
introduced.

As of 2007, the National Institutes of Health rec-
ognized that stress is a contributor to uncontrolled Type
2 diabetes. Stress, especially from trauma, including
physical and sexual abuse, or witnessing abuse, is now
considered a contributor to an increase in blood glucose.
Many of the ethnocidal federal policies—manifested as
day-to-day stress on Native American people—have con-
tributed to the high levels of Type 2 diabetes among
Native American communities. Some of the historical
stressors were and are (1) removal of people from their
homelands, disrupting their indigenous diet, and subse-
quently making many of them dependent upon govern-
ment food programs (which are inherently political); (2)
imposing a new religion; (3) forced removal of children
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from their families and their subjection to abuse for being
“Indian” at federal American Indian boarding schools,
and subsequent loss of culture and traditional child-
rearing practices through forced assimilation.

Diabetes also creates comorbidities associated with
the disease, including diabetic retinopathy, renal failure,
heart discase and stroke, diabetic neuropathy, and
peripheral vascular disease, to name a few. The Web site
for the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDQ) lists heart disease, diabetes, and stroke as, respec-
tively, the first, fourth, and fifth leading causes of death
among AI/ANs. Even though a person may die of heart
disease or stroke, a person with diabetes likely developed
these conditions as a result of the disease.

Until American Indian health care is depoliticalized
and American Indians are allowed to exercise their sov-
ereign rights as outlined in law and treaty, they are more
vulnerable to experience disease and public-health-related
issues than other populations in the United States.

SEE ALSO Diabetes; Diseases, Racial; Infant Mortality and
Birth Weight; Medical Racism.
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HERITABILITY

An often repeated claim of those who analyze the social
status of blacks and whites is that differences between the
groups in average IQ test scores is a result of genes that
directly cause that difference in mental ability. This claim is
said to be validated by observations that point to the herit-
ability of 1QQ test performance. For example, the 1Q scores
of adopted children are correlated with the IQ scores of
their biological parents, even though the children were
adopted at an early age. That is, the higher the IQ scores
of the biological parents, the higher the IQ scores of their
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children raised by adopting parents, indicating an effect of
heredity. What this observation, however, does not take
into account is that the average 1Q score of the adopted
children as a group is much higher than the average score of
the biological parents and is equal to the average 1Q score
of the adopting parents as a group. That is, being raised by
the adopting parents, who, in fact, have higher IQ scores as
a group than do their biological parents, results in an
increase in the IQ scores of the children over those of their
biological parents.

Differences between individual organisms in measur-
able characteristics such as weight, growth rate, suscepti-
bility to physical disorders, or behavior are a consequence
of three interacting causes: genetic differences, environ-
mental differences, and random developmental events. In
the absence of detailed experimental modifications of
the developmental process by controlled genetic and envi-
ronmental manipulations, it is impossible to provide an
accurate description of the causal pathways leading to a
mature organism. Plant and animal breeders, however,
need to choose breeding stocks and techniques of artificial
selection that enable them to produce, as quickly and
efficiently as possible, higher-yielding and more disease-
resistant agricultural varieties. For this purpose, they
developed, in the first half of the twentieth century, tech-
niques for estimating the “heritability” of observed differ-
ences. The heritability of a trait in a particular variety
estimates what proportion of the difference between the
measurement of the trait in a population and the measure-
ment of it in a specially selected group from that popula-
tion would be preserved in the next generation if only the
selected group were used as parents for that next gener-
ation. If the selected group of parents is three inches
taller than the average of the population, how much taller
than average will their offspring be? The proportion of
selection difference that appears in the next generation is
the realized heritability of the trait. If the next generation is
only 1.5 inches taller, on average, then the realized herit-

ability is 50 percent.

Such a measure is only useful for breeding experiments
if the environment is kept the same in the two generations.
If the environment is not the same, it cannot be known
whether the selection really worked or whether it was the
result of an environmental improvement.

A more sophisticated experimental approach to this
same problem is to vary the environment and the genetic
parentage of the organisms in a controlled way and to
then analyze the variation in the offspring to estimate
what proportion of that variation can be attributed to
genetic differences, what proportion to environmental
differences, and how much specific interaction there is
between the genetic and environmental variations. A
common technique is observing the amount of similarity
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between relatives of various degrees while keeping the
distribution of environments the same for all of the
relatives. Such an analysis, however, is not an analysis
of causal pathways, and it is a serious error to confuse
such an analysis of variation with an analysis of causation
(Lewontin 1976). The same set of genetic lines, when
tested in a different average environment but with the
same amount of environmental variation, will give a
different estimate of heritability, and the lines may be
in a different relative order in their performance.

Despite this meaning of heritability, human geneti-
cists and psychologists have repeatedly estimated herit-
ability of human traits, especially traits of mental
performance, in the process making serious methodolog-
ical and conceptual errors. First, because they cannot
control human developmental environments, many stud-
ies have either ignored the problem or made a variety of
convenient but untestable assumptions about environ-
mental similarities. Identical twins raised apart, for exam-
ple, may be separated at various times after birth or may
be raised by close relatives in the same locality. Second,
interpretation may confuse the analysis of the variation
with a separation of genetic and environmental causes,
arguing, for example, that because the estimate of herit-
ability of IQ was 70 percent, then only 30 percent of the
observed differences in 1Q could be eliminated by envi-
ronmental interventions.

Finally, there is a confusion of the heritability of a
trait within a population and the heritability of differ-
ences between populations. This is important in analyz-
ing claims about differences between races. Differences
within a population can be entirely genetic, while differ-
ences between populations can be entirely environmental.
As an example, suppose a handful of seed from a genet-
ically variable population of maize is planted in a chemi-
cally controlled, uniform environment. All the differences
in growth among individuals will then be the consequence
of their genetic differences. Suppose a second sample of
seed from the same variety is grown in a uniform environ-
ment like the first, except it is deficient in an important
nutrient, leading to all the seeds growing poorly. Again,
the variation among plants within that environment will
be entirely genetic, but the difference between the two
groups of seed will be entirely environmental. In like
manner, the differences in mental performance among
individual children within a racial group may be strongly
influenced by genetic differences, yet the differences
between the groups may be the result of the different
social and educational environments in which the groups
find themselves.

SEE ALSO Genetic Variation Among Populations; Genetics,
History of; 1Q and Testing.

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RACE AND RACISM

Herrnstein, Richard ].

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bodmer, Walter F., and Luigi L. Cavalli-Sforza. 1970.
“Intelligence and Race” Scientific American 223 (October):
19-29.

Lewontin, Richard C. 1974. “Annotation: The Analysis of
Variance and the Analysis of Causes.” American Journal of
Human Genetics 26 (3): 401-411.

, Steven Rose, and Leon J. Kamin. 1984. Not in Our

Genes. New York: Pantheon.

R.C. Lewontin

HERRNSTEIN,

RICHARD ]J.
1930-1994

The child of Hungarian immigrants, Richard ]. Herrnstein
was born on May 20, 1930. He received his undergrad-
uate degree at City College of New York before going on
to Harvard University, where he studied with the famed
psychologist B. F. Skinner. He obtained his Ph.D. in
psychology in 1955. After three years in the U. S. Army,
during which he worked at the Walter Reed Army Med-
ical Center laboratories in Washington, D.C., he
accepted a faculty position at Harvard. He spent the rest
of his life at this institution, eventually becoming the
Edgar Pierce Professor of Psychology.

Herrnstein inidally specialized in animal learning
behavior, and he quickly produced a dramatic change in
the field by developing a mathematical structure for relating
behavior to reinforcement, resulting in what came to be
called the “matching law.” Taking over the Harvard pigeon
lab, which Skinner had made famous, Herrnstein soon
established a reputation as one of the leading researchers
in the world on the behavior of these birds, and he looked
forward to his work having a wide range of applications. He
expected, for example, that pigeons would eventually
replace—and even outperform—human workers in numer-
ous perfunctory tasks in both industry and military security.
By the late 1960s, however, the study of animal behavior
had lost the cachet it once enjoyed, and it became relegated
to a backwater within the discipline. Herrnstein then turned
to the opposite end of the behavioral spectrum, relinquish-
ing the Skinnerian environmentalism that had informed his
work with animals in favor of an emphasis on the predom-
inant influence of genes in shaping human intelligence.

In September 1971, Herrnstein published his first
contribution to his new interest, a highly controversial
article that appeared not in a scientific journal but in a
popular magazine, the Atlantic Monthly. He did not report
any new research, and most of this article was merely a
straightforward discussion of the psychometric definition
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of intelligence and the evidence for its high heritability. In
the last couple of pages, however, Herrnstein outlined what
he saw as the social implications of the science. He specu-
lated that as equality of opportunity steadily increased,
arbitrary advantages would play less and less of a role in
determining life outcomes, leaving genetic differences in
intelligence as the principal cause of individual differences
in earnings and prestige. This would result in a new sort of
class stratification, one in which those at the top would
deserve their privileged position by virtue of their innate
intellectual superiority. At the other end of the economic
spectrum, he predicted that “the tendency to be unem-
ployed may run in the genes of a family about as certainly as
bad teeth do now” (Herrnstein 1971, p. 63).

Although Herrnstein made no mention of race, the
issue of racial differences in intelligence was clearly lurking
in the background. Arthur Jensen, an educational psycholo-
gist at the University of California, Berkeley, had published
his own inflammatory analysis of heredity and intelligence
in 1969, concluding that racial differences were in part
genetic and that as a consequence current programs of
compensatory education were destined to fail. Coming on
the heels of Jensen’s article, Herrnstein’s was perceived as
support for the embattled Berkeley professor. In addi-
tion, the editors’ introductory comments to the article
strengthened this impression by presenting Herrnstein’s
article as a continuation of the discussion on race and
intelligence.

Twenty-three years later, the argument that originated
in the Atlantic was elaborated into The Bell Curve, an 845-
page tome coauthored by Herrnstein and his collaborator
Charles Murray, a policy analyst at the conservative Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute. Much of the book was dedicated
to demonstrating that intelligence test scores show a stron-
ger correlation than socioeconomic background to a wide
variety of variables indicative of social and occupational
success. In other words, the authors held that intelligence
exerted greater influence on each of these variables than did
class background. This time, however, Herrnstein and
Murray included a chapter on “Ethnic Differences in Cog-
nitive Ability,” in which they found it “highly likely” that
genes were involved in the differences in test scores between
blacks and whites, although they were “resolutely agnostic”
on the relative strength of the genetic and environmental
influences: “As far as we can determine,” they wrote, “the
evidence does not yet justify an estimate.”

Although these comments on racial differences were
controversial, what turned the book into a cause célébre
was its discussion of the social policy consequences of
genetic differences in intelligence, both among individuals
and between races. Insisting that affirmative action had
been based on the explicit assumption that there were no
genetic differences in intelligence between the races,
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Herrnstein and Murray called for radical modifications
in the policy, both in university admissions and employ-
ment decisions. Indeed, they blamed the rash of criminal
behavior by police in some cities on the changes in hiring
standards introduced by affirmative action measures.

The Bell Curve concluded with a cautionary tale about
the risks of ignoring genetic differences in intelligence, and
it offered two visions of the future. A failure to face the
scientific facts about intelligence, and especially the innate
cognitive disadvantage of the underclass, the book pre-
dicted, would lead inevitably to a “custodial state.” This
would essentially be a “high-tech and more lavish version of
the Indian reservation,” the inhabitants of which, most of
them residents of the “inner city,” would be segregated
from the more capable citizenry and subjected to various
forms of surveillance and control. The alternative to this
dismal prospect, Herrnstein and Murray argued, was a
society that offered “a place for everyone,” even the less
intelligent, by ensuring that society’s rules were simple and
direct. Someone caught committing a crime, for example,
should have to face consequences that are swift and clear.
Likewise, a woman who bore a child out of wedlock should
not be able legally to demand support from the father.
Thus, the policy implications of genetic intellectual differ-
ences turned out to be synonymous with the initiatives
promoted by Murray in his capacity as a scholar at a
conservative think tank.

Herrnstein died of lung cancer on September 13,
1994, only a week or two before the publication of this
hugely controversial book, and he thus did not partici-
pate in what one collection of reviews aptly called “The
Bell Curve Wars.” However, reactions to the publication
were intense, ranging from a Forbes writer who claimed
that The Bell Curve was being “seriously compared” with
Darwin’s Origin of Species (Brimelow 1994) to black
intellectuals who called it “hate literature with footnotes”
(Jones 1995) and “utterly racist” (Patterson 1995).

SEE ALSO Education, Discrimination in Higher;
Education, Racial Disparities; 1Q and Testing.
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HETEROSEXISM AND
HOMOPHOBIA

Heterosexism and homophobia are two related forms of
oppression that can exist alonggside or interact with race and
racism. Heterosexism can be defined as a system of power
that privileges heterosexual (“straight”) people on the basis
of their sexual or affectional orientation, while homophobia
can be defined as prejudice, discrimination, or violence
against lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, question-
ing, or intersex (LGBTQQI) people on the basis of their
sexual or affectional difference from heterosexual people.
Like racism, sexism, classism, caste prejudice, xenophobia,
ageism, and other oppressions, heterosexism and homo-
phobia share a common root: namely, the exercise of social
domination based on a negative evaluation of social
difference.

Heterosexism and homophobia uphold racism in
three key ways: (1) by exacerbating the negativity directed
at people who are already subject to racism (for example,
gay black people); (2) by strengthening the existing social
tendency to create hierarchies based on difference (for
example, tacitly ranking black heterosexuals above black
LGBTQQI people, or privileging white gay men above
black gay men); and (3) by providing additional avenues
of discrimination or violence for already vulnerable pop-
ulations and thus confounding the source of discrimina-
tion or violence (such as the routine imprisonment or
frequent assault of homeless black transsexuals).

Both heterosexism and homophobia can pertain to
prejudice, discrimination, or violence against people on
the basis of their gender presentation and its conformity to
social norms in addition to prejudice, discrimination, or
violence against LGBTQQI people and related systems of
power. Thus, heterosexism and homophobia encompass
virtually all forms of oppression that relate to physical sex,
sexuality, sexual behavior, sexual orientation, sexual pref-
erence, affectional preference, sexual identity, gender
identity, gender role, and gender expression, particularly
when any of these fall outside what society deems normal
or traditional. As such, heterosexism and homophobia
often intersect with sexism in addition to race and racism.
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Heterosexism and homophobia denote a broad gen-
eral spectrum of experiences that involve negative, unfair,
or discriminatory treatment on the basis of sexual orien-
tation or gender expression. Other terminologies that have
been used to encompass this spectrum include homo-
negativism, homoprejudice, gay-bashing, gay-baiting, and
hate crimes. Although hate crimes have been the subject of
much public discussion and policy development in the
United States and globally, researchers agree that there
are many forms of negative behavior directed toward
LGBTQQI people that fall outside the definition of hate
crimes due to their subtler, more informal, or less overtly
violent nature. Both survey data and anecdotal reports
suggest that the majority of LGBTQQI people have been
the target of negative behavior directed at them as the
result of their sexual orientation or gender expression. In
addition, both research-based and personal accounts indi-
cate that experiences of heterosexism and homophobia
have often been compounded by forms of discrimination
related to race, gender, class, nationality, culture, religion,
ability status, age, or other vectors of social difference.

Intersectionality refers to the fact that various iden-
tities and oppressions overlap and interact. For instance,
the experience of being white and gay may differ from
the experience of being black and gay; the experience of
being a lesbian of East Indian descent from a Hindu
community may differ from the experience of being a
lesbian of East Indian descent from a Muslim commun-
ity; the experience of being a transgender person living in
poverty may differ from the experience of being a wealthy
transgender person. While there are commonalities to the
LGBTQQI experience, there are also significant differ-
ences based on unique aspects of individuals’ identity and
social location. Even within groups of people claiming
the same identity and sharing the same social location
(black Christian middle-class lesbians, for instance), there
are differences in experience and perspective based on
personality and personal history.

EXAMPLES OF HETEROSEXISM
AND HOMOPHOBIA

Heterosexism and homophobia, like all forms of oppres-
sion, may be expressed at the individual, collective, or
institutional levels of society. Furthermore, heterosexism
and homophobia, like other forms of oppression, may be
reflected in attitudes and feelings, behaviors and practices,
cognitions (including beliefs and stereotypes), policies and
laws, and even material or symbolic culture. For example,
an individual may hold a homophobic feeling, “I don’t
like gay people,” possess a heterosexist belief, “Same-sex
couples shouldn’t marry,” or enact a homophobic act,
such as physically assaulting a man who dresses like a
woman or a woman who dresses like a man. Groups of
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people, such as members of a church or a clique in school,
may promote homophobic attitudes, as “Homosexuality
is evil” or “Trannies (transsexuals) are rejects”; practice
heterosexist discrimination, for example, barring homo-
sexual individuals from positions of visibility or leadership
in the church, such as the ministry; or engage in homo-
phobic violence, such as vandalizing the locker of a stu-
dent known to be a lesbian.

Social institutions, such as schools, jails, hospitals, or
public welfare agencies, may develop heterosexist or
homophobic policies that prevent LGBTQQI people
from enjoying the same rights or privileges as heterosexual
or gender conforming people. For example, schools may
place on detention or expel same-sex student couples who
hold hands or kiss, but not different-sex student couples
who do the same thing. Furthermore, schools may tacitly
discourage or explicitly disallow students of the same sex
from attending a prom together, while similar disincen-
tives or prohibitions are not placed upon students of
different sexes. Jails may prevent condom distribution
because of a desire to not condone or even not acknowl-
edge same-sex sexual activity. Hospitals may deny visita-
tion or consultation rights to the same-sex partner or
children of a patient. In other cases, patients are rejected
from care on the basis of their presumed sexual orienta-
tion or non-traditional gender expression, a particularly
common problem for transgender people. In some cases,
stereotypes linking LGBTQQI people to HIV/AIDS

interfere with access to medical care.

Public welfare agencies may fail to recognize same-sex
unions or parental relationships, thus denying access to
certain benefits or programs that would be available if
the clients were heterosexual. For example, non-biological
mothers whose same-sex unions dissolve may lose custody
of their children or even visitation rights despite strong
bonds between them and their children and years of child-
rearing. LGBTQQI individuals who live in poverty may be
faced with additional challenges. For instance, transgender
individuals often have a hard time finding placement in
gender-segregated facilities for the unhoused; queer people
who are fired from their jobs on the basis of sexual orienta-
tion or who experience other forms of discrimination often
cannot afford the legal expenses of a civil suit.

Heterosexism and homophobia exist in law as well.
For instance, laws that bar same-sex partners from mar-
riage or civil union disallow lesbian and gay couples from
a number of rights and privileges that different-sex cou-
ples can take for granted, such as tax benefits, insurance
benefits, property rights, inheritance rights, adoption
rights, visitation rights, and immigration rights. These
laws also disadvantage different-sex partners who choose
not to marry, although such couples are not subject to
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Candlelight Vigil for Matthew Shepard, 1998. University of
Wyoming student Matthew Shepard was beaten to death because
of his homosexuality. His assailants were not charged with a hate
crime as the state’s hate crime law did not include sexual

orientation or gender expression. EVAN AGOSTINI/GETTY IMAGES.

the extra stigma and unique vulnerabilities attached to
homosexuality in homophobic and heterosexist societies.

Heterosexism and homophobia abound at the level of
material and symbolic culture, most evident in the mass
media and everyday social practices. For example, hetero-
sexual couples are common on television, in movies, and
in advertisements, whereas homosexual couples are rare.
The experiences of heterosexual couples are normalized
and presented in great diversity, whereas the experiences
of homosexual couples tend to be presented as patholog-
ical or comedic departures from the norm. For example,
heterosexual couples from a variety of racial, ethnic, and
cultural groups, socioeconomic classes (rich, poor, middle
class), and religious communities (Christian, Jewish,
Islamic) are frequently observed, unlike their lesbian or
gay counterparts. (Notably scarce for both groups, how-
ever, are interracial, intercultural, or cross—religious unions
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and families.) Furthermore, individuals whose relational
style or preference does not conform to the couple
model—for example, people with multiple partners, peo-
ple in open relationships, polyamorous or polygamous
people, or people who are celibate by choice—are rarely
represented, or, when they are, are treated as spectacle
rather than normalized. The cumulative effect of these
depictions is to perpetually reinscribe the notion that
heterosexuality and traditional gender expression are nor-
mal and good, while homosexuality and non-traditional
gender expression are abnormal and bad—producing
what Adrienne Rich has termed “compulsory heterosex-

uality” (1986).

Even language encodes heterosexism and homopho-
bia. In English, there are more words (most of them
pejorative) to describe gay men than straight men and
lesbian women than straight women. Conversely, there
are few words that suggest the possibility of genders other
than (or in between) male and female, excluding and
minimizing the lived experiences of transgender and inter-
sex people. It has been argued that the dearth of terminol-
ogy and the lack of articulation of categories to reflect
people’s lived experience of their own gender and sexuality
is partially responsible for contemporary phenomena like
the down-low, in which men who appear straight and
maintain relationships with women engage in secret homo-
sexual sex while rejecting the label gzy. While other forms of
homophobia and heterosexism certainly contribute to this
phenomenon, the absence of an appropriately diversified
discourse about gender and sexual expression is likely an
important factor.

Finally, social practices like gender-reassignment sur-
gery (in the case of intersex children), gender reassign-
ment therapy (in the case of transgender or intersex
individuals who are diagnosed with gender identity dis-
order), and reorientation therapy (also known as repar-
ative therapy, conversion therapy, or RT—designed to
change homosexuality into heterosexuality or asexuality)
further invalidate and render invisible the reality that not
all people fit into the sexual, gender, and relational
categories on which mainstream society has historically
relied.

HETEROSEXISM AND
HOMOPHOBIA IN HISTORICAL
AND GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE

Perspectives on homosexuality, homosociality, gender
role, and gender expression have varied across time and
culture. Cultures vary with regard to how they define and
label sex and gender, and not all cultures devalue same-
sex sexual expression. Additionally, virtually all cultures
have witnessed historical changes in how they define and
label sex and gender as well as the value or stigma they
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place on same-sex sexual expression. While biological sex,
gender expression, gender role, sexual or affectional ori-
entation, and gender or sexual identity are all technically
independent of one another (that is, capable of existing in
a virtually infinite number of combinations), most soci-
eties package these variables in predictable ways and
attach value to social scripts that contribute to heterosex-
ism and homophobia.

For example, in the West, male bodies have typically
been associated with masculine gender expression, certain
“male” social roles, sexual attraction to or interaction with
women, and straight identity. In numerous societies, how-
ever, particularly historically, latitude has existed for male
bodies to be associated with feminine gender expression or
female social roles, and/or sexual interaction with males and
females. As Walter Williams has shown, a number of
societies, from Native American to Southeast Asian, Pacific
Islander, Middle Eastern, and African have defined valued
gender statuses of this nature, often linked to special sta-
tuses within the larger society (1986). In many cases, these
statuses have been associated with unique spiritual abilities
or responsibilities. While seemingly less common, similar
roles for female-bodied or intersex persons have also
existed. Many societies have defined what are known as
third-sex or third-gender statuses, some naming as many as
six unique and identifiable sexes or genders based on differ-
ent combinations of body (male, female, or intersex), gen-
der role (male, female, or transgender), sexual orientation
or behavior (homosexual, heterosexual, or bisexual), and
other factors (spiritual, ritual, or preferential).

Societies have varied on (and scholars continue to
debate) whether sex, gender, and sexual orientation are
natural and fixed (the essentalist position) or arbitrary
and historically constituted (the social constructionist
position). Many societies have maintained religious doc-
trines or cosmologies (creation stories) explaining how
gender, sex, and sexuality came into being and what are
the acceptable variations. At the same time, a great deal of
evidence suggests that homosexual behavior and variations
in gender expression have always existed across all known
societies. How societies have interpreted and explained
homosexuality and gender variation, as well as the value
societies have placed on these practices, has varied over
time and across subpopulations within societies. Each of
these perspectives has different implications for how het-
erosexism and homophobia manifest in society, as well as
how each is combated.

ANTI-HETEROSEXIST AND
ANTI-HOMOPHOBIC ACTIVISM

In the early 2000s, the rights of LGBTQQI people are the
subject of debate and activism. Rights for homosexual and
gender variant people are being linked with the larger
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human rights discourse. Activism focuses on gaining rec-
ognition, visibility, and rights, as well as parity in the
representational realm, whether political, economic, or
symbolic. Since the 1960s, marches for lesbian, gay, bisex-
ual, and transgender rights, also known as pride marches,
have become increasingly common around the globe,
although LGBTQQI organizing continues to be risky in
many countries. In 1996, South Africa achieved interna-
tional renown by becoming the first nation in the world to
incorporate LGBT rights into its national constitution.

In 2007, same-sex marriage was legal in the Nether-
lands, Belgium, Spain, Canada, and South Africa. Addi-
tional countries that recognize civil unions include Andorra,
Argentina, Australia (Tasmania only), Brazil, Croatia,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Nor-
way, Portugal, Slovenia, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.
In the United States, same-sex marriages or civil unions are
recognized to some degree in the states of California, Con-
necticut, Hawaii, Maine, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and
Vermont, as well as the District of Columbia, although this
acceptance is highly contested at the national level. At the
same time that advances in LGBTQQI rights are taking
place, however, anti-gay backlash continues to occur, threat-
ening safety, well-being, and justice for LGBTQQI people
around the world. Because LGBTQQI people are whole
persons and not just embodiments of sexual orientation or
gender expression, anti-heterosexist and anti-homophobic
activism targets the elimination of 4/ forms of prejudice,
discrimination, and violence in society.

SEE ALSO Feminism and Race; Gay Men; Lesbians.
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HIP-HOP CULTURE

Hip-hop culture has always had a complex relationship
with race. From its inception, the relationship between
hip-hop and race has been fragmented, decentralized, and,
in many ways, fluid. Hip-hop emerged in the Bronx, New
York, in the early 1970s. The economic environment that
catalyzed its development reflected the negative effects of a
postindustrial society and a rapidly changing economy.
Inner-city communities were devastated by the emergent
service economy and the shift from domestic manufactur-
ing to overseas outsourcing,.

At the same time, the social and racial environments
in which hip-hop developed were multifaceted and have
yet to be systematically studied. From hip-hop’s incep-
tion, the youth involved in its genesis were from a diverse
array of African, Latino, and European origins. Hip-hop
itself would not exist in its current style without the
various and diverse contributions of pioneers and artists
from the Caribbean and Latin America, as well as their
African American neighbors and counterparts in the
Bronx.

Most observers identify four foundational elements
of hip-hop culture. These components are DJ-ing/turn-
tablism, B-boying/breaking, MC-ing/rapping, and vis-
ual/graffiti art. Each component stands on its own,
however, with its own artisans, audiences, and commer-
cial products. The intersection of these components in
the West and South Bronx generated the cultural revo-
lution of hip-hop. Although rap music and hip hop are
often used interchangeably, rap is only one of (at least)
four elements of hip hop. A brief explanation of these
elements underscores their original emergence and sets
the stage for the corresponding racial categorizations.

DJ-ing is the deliberate and technical manipulation
of the turntable, ultimately transforming it from a simple
musical platform into a full-blown musical instrument
with its own arsenal of sounds, such as scratches, tempo-
rally manipulated tones, sonic cuts, and samples (short
bits of other people’s music). B-Boying refers to the
kinesthetic or body responses to the DJ’s isolation of
“break” beats on vinyl records. B-boys would break dur-
ing the isolation and looping of break beats at the orig-
inal hip-hop jams (parties). The break is that part of a
song where the track is stripped down to its most funda-
mentally percussive elements. The connection between
the highly percussive or beat-oriented segments in hip-
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hop music and the power of the drum in African and
African-American cultures should not be overlooked or
underestimated. Hip-hop music captures and reflects the
power of the drum in its dance and music.

The MC is the verbal arbiter of hip-hop culture.
Originally cast as a tangential hype-man for the earliest
well-known DJs in hip-hop, the MC has now graduated
to the foreground of the culture. The poets, MCs, and
rappers of hip-hop have become the main purveyor of
rap music’s dominance on the pop culture landscape.
Graffiti art is the element of the culture that most clearly
and singularly predates the genesis of hip-hop. Indeed,
graffiti can be traced back to ancient times. However, its
development in conjunction with the other foundational
elements of hip-hop is striking. Graffiti provided a viable
artistic platform for poverty-stricken inner city youth,
whose artistic outlets were diminished in most public
institutions. In addition, in the 1970s there was a drastic
reduction of musical and arts programs in public schools,
and of funds that supported recreational centers and
other public platforms for creative production. Many
scholars have referred to hip-hop’s graffiti art as one of
the most potent signals of young people’s reclamation of
public spaces, which have been utterly privatized in this
postmodern era. One generation’s rampant vandalism is
indeed another generation’s revolutionary movement.

At the risk of promoting racial essentialism in hip-hop
culture, the following is a brief outline of several of the
seminal figures in the origins, development, and growth of
hip-hop underscores the postmodern quality of the racial
dynamics within the culture. To begin with, the consensus
founder of hip-hop culture is known as DJ Kool Herc
(Clive Campbell). Born in Kingston, Jamaica, not very far
from Bob Marley’s neighborhood of origin, Herc moved
with his family to the West Bronx in the late 1960s. Before
long he borrowed elements of Jamaican “dub” and “yard”
cultures and infused these public performance techniques
with African-American soul music, the verbal styles of radio
disc jockeys, and the aforementioned developing elements

of hip-hop (especially graffiti art).

Herc’s sensibilities for these forms, and his under-
standing of their potential to entertain inner city youth in
postindustrial New York, bloomed suddenly in the
summer of 1973, when he took over for a DJ at his sister’s
birthday party, held in the rec room of their housing
project. From this point forward, the hip-hop “jam”
became the fastest-growing and most engaging form of
youth entertainment. In interviews and in public appear-
ances, Kool Herc readily concedes the importance of his
relationships with African-American and Latino youth, as
well as his Jamaican heritage and love of African-American
soul music. In particular, James Brown’s soulful stylings
and live music performances inspired Kool Herc’s desire to
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Breakdancer Performing in a New York Subway, 2003. Breakdancing first became popular through local performances in parks
and clubs in New York City during the early to mid-1970s. It found a mainstream audience through movies such as Flashdance and

Beatstreet. © JERRY ARCIERI/CORBIS.

isolate the break beats of records in order to extend the
most danceable aspects of the original hip-hop jams.

At least two other DJs share the honor as founders of
hip-hop: Afrika Bambaataa, of West Indian heritage, and
Grandmaster Flash who is of Jamaican heritage. Aside
from being one of the originally eclectic hip-hop D]Js
(e.g., using music from Japan and Germany, and borrow-
ing and sampling from electronica and disco), Afika Bam-
baataa was also a leading figure in one of the largest and
most notorious street gangs, the Black Spades. During the
early stages of hip-hop culture, Bam was the leader of the
movement within the Black Spades to transition away
from the violent activity usually associated with gangs.
The result was the birth of the largest and longest-lasting
community arts organization in hip-hop culture: the Zulu
Nation. D] Grandmaster Flash learned the basic techni-
que of scratching from Grand Wizard Theodore, and in
the mid-1970s he developed it in a way that transformed
the turntable into a bona fide instrument.

Although youth from all backgrounds have been

influential in “breaking” (sometimes referred to as
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“break dancing”), the earliest pioneers are of Latin Amer-
ican origins. One of the first dominant breaking crews
was the Rock Steady Crew. One of this group’s leaders
and most endearing personalities is Crazy Legs, who
starred in a number of Hollywood films, including Flash-
dance (1983) and Beatstreer (1984). Though he witnessed
the decline in mainstream popularity of breaking, he
continues to be an ambassador for hip-hop dance forms
all over the world.

One of the first MCs, Busy Bee starred in the ground-
breaking docudrama Wild Style (1982). Of African-
American origin, MCs and rappers such as Busy Bee, Coke
La Rock, Grandmaster Caz, and Melle Mel extended the
African-American oral tradition (including field hollers,
ring shouts, spirituals, the blues, sermons, toasts, and play-
ing the dozens) into the twenty-first century with their
rap lyrics. The best rappers and MCs have generally been
of African-American origin—Rakim, Jay-Z, Nas, and
Tupac Shakur are usually included in this group, though

this is not to exclude their West Indian counterpart,
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Notorious B.I.G., whose Jamaican American heritage
informed his milky and melodic lyrical delivery.

One of the most noted pioneers of graffiti art in hip-hop
culture was a young Greek-American named Demetrius. His
“graf tag,” Taki 183, is credited as one of the first monikers
to go “all-city” (i.e., to be recognized in all five boroughs of
New York City) via its ubiquitous presence on subway trains
and various neighborhoods. Many graffiti pioneers were of
Latin American descent, such as the extraordinary Lady
Pink, who braved the same dangers and pitfalls of graffiti
writing as her male counterparts. Clearly, “graf art” is
another element of hip-hop in which African-American
ethnicity is not an essential prerequisite to artistic or com-
mercial success.

It is admittedly a racially essentialist conclusion to
assert that any of the aforementioned elements of hip-
hop are dominated by any particular ethnic group. Yet
each element, through its pioneers and most signifi-
cant contributors, often suggests a particular ethnicity’s
penchant for artistic expression. So it may be appro-
priate to conclude that young people of European
descent have (at least in America and Europe) been
more prominent in graffiti artistry than in MC-ing or
rapping. Likewise, Latin American acrobats have been
more prominent in breaking and B-boying than in
MC-ing or rapping. DJs tend to run the ethnic gamut,
though various DJs of Asian ethnicity dominated
international competitions in the early twenty-first
century. These racial assignments and categorizations
ultimately deconstruct the spirit of hip-hop culture,
which tends to invite people of all hues to participate
in and experience what is the most pervasive popular
form of entertainment across the globe in the early
twenty-first century.

SEE ALSO Black Popular Culture; Rap Music.
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James Peterson

HIV AND AIDS

During 2005, around 4.1 million adults and children
became infected with the human immunodeficiency virus
(HIV), the virus that causes acquired immunodeficiency
syndrome (AIDS). By the end of the year, an estimated
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38.6 million people worldwide were living with HIV,
according to the World Health Organization (WHO)
and the Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS
(UNAIDS 2006) report. Since the beginning of the
epidemic in the 1980s, 32 million people have died from
AIDS, but it is increasingly clear that this global health
crisis has not impacted populations equally. Rather, pat-
terns of social and economic inequality are evident in the
hardest-hit AIDS epicenters around the world.

Of those living with HIV globally, 95 percent live in
developing countries. In contrast to western and central
Europe and North America where the number of people
living with HIV is estimated to be 720,000 and 1.2
million, respectively, in Asia, 930,000 people were newly
infected in 2005, bringing the total number of people
living with HIV in the region to 8.3 million, with more
than two-thirds of them living in India.

However, sub-Saharan Africa is by far the worst-hit
region, with 24.5 million people estimated to be HIV
infected. This region is home to just over 10 percent of
the world’s population, but almost two-thirds of all
people living with HIV reside there. Across sub-Saharan
Africa, HIV prevalence rates (proportion of people living
with HIV) vary significantly between and within sub-
regions and countries. While several southern African
countries have HIV prevalence rates above 17 percent
(with Botswana and Swaziland having the highest preva-
lence rates of 24% and 33%, respectively), prevalence
rates in West African countries are much lower (with
adult HIV prevalence rates lower that 2% in most coun-
tries). More serious epidemics are in Central and East
Africa where HIV prevalence rates range from 4 tol3
percent.

In the Caribbean region—which is the second most
affected region—prevalence rates in the Bahamas (3.3%)
and Haiti (3.8%) are the highest outside of the African
continent. An estimated 330,000 people were living with
the virus in 2005. In the same year, Latin America
reported around 104,000 new HIV infection cases, and
an estimated total of 1.6 million people living with HIV,
about one-third are residing in Brazil.

In the United States, of the estimated 1.2 million
people reported to be living with HIV in 2005, historically
oppressed African American and Latino populations
accounted for more than 73% of new HIV infections,
although they represented only 12 and 11 percent, respec-
tively, of the U.S. population (Centers for Disease Control
2003). Thus, in both resource-poor and resource-rich
countries, HIV/AIDS has increasingly been concentrated
in the poorest, most marginalized sectors of society (Parker

2002).

Three general factors have influenced the overlapping
crises and the distinct dynamics of the epidemic: (1)
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poverty and economic underdevelopment; (2) mobility
and patterns of community instability, including migra-
tion and social disruption due to war and political or
community marginalization; and (3) gender inequalities
(Parker, Easton, and Klein 2000). These structural factors
are at work across all countries and also help elucidate how
HIV and AIDS disproportionately impact indigenous
people of color, particularly people of African descent,
for whom larger health and social welfare inequities are
tied to the enduring legacy of racism. Accordingly, this
discussion situates the disease within a sociocultural con-
text and delineates the ways in which racism underlies the
alarming rates of HIV-infection among African descent
populations that have historically been the targets of
inequity and racism on a global scale.

HISTORICAL RACISM, SOCIAL
AND HEALTH INEQUITIES,
AND HIV/AIDS

Globally, racism plays a role in vulnerability to health
disparities, including HIV/AIDS. Long before AIDS,
many of the issues that place people at risk for HIV/AIDS
occurred along the contours of racial oppression for
marginalized indigenous populations, specifically among
people of African descent. In discussing global health
disparities, Raymond Cox contends that “systematic and
widespread discrimination over centuries has manifested
itself in poor living conditions and poor health of indig-
enous peoples and people of African descent all over the
world” (Cox 2004, p. 548). The experience of sub-Sahara
Africa sets the stage for examining historical conquest,
violence, and oppression as a backdrop to socio-political
conditions which have enabled the rapid spread of HIV/
AIDS across the African Diaspora.

European colonialism and imperialism, and the arti-
ficial boundaries these systems imposed on Africa, exa-
cerbated sociopolitical upheaval. The disintegration of
traditional socioeconomic structures led to conflicts, pov-
erty, and family and community disruption; forced
migration; and involuntary displacements. South Africa,
a country whose racist apartheid system deprived blacks
of education and access to health care, is home to the
second largest number of AIDS cases. Apartheid per-
vaded South African culture and supported the treatment
of nonwhite South Africans as second-class citizens. Dur-
ing the 1960s and1970s, the government implemented a
policy of “resettlement” that forced nonwhites to move to
government-specified areas, or “homelands,” where blacks
rarely had plumbing or electricity, and where access to
transport, hospitals, and health-care facilities was sharply
curtailed. Highly developed white hospitals were off limits
to blacks, whose few hospitals were seriously understaffed
and underfunded. Further, within the tragic pattern of
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forced removal of blacks to “resettlement zones” and the
destruction of indigenous family life, black South African
miners and other laborers worked long periods away from
home and family. This became an underlying factor in
increases in sex worker services and a major factor contri-
buting to the HIV/AIDS epidemic (Sachs 2000, Robins
2005). Within this entrenched migrant-labor dynamic, it is
estimated that AIDS may have been spreading at the explo-
sive rate of more than 500 new cases per day. In 1982 the
first recorded death from HIV occurred in the country,
and by the mid-1990s the death toll had reached 10,000. In
the United States, meanwhile, HIV/AIDS was ballooning
into a health crisis, most notably for historically oppressed
ethnic minority populations, African Americans and His-
panics. The U.S. epidemic ostensibly began as an epidemic
of gay white males; however, the changing face of AIDS
became evident in the mid-1990s as the percentages of
AIDS cases among whites declined but grew disproportion-
ately among people of color, especially African Americans.
In 1985 blacks accounted for 25 percent of diagnosed
AIDS cases but this figure rose to 50 percent by 2005
according to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC
2006). In 2003 the rate of AIDS diagnoses for African
Americans was almost ten times the rate for whites and
almost three times the rate for Hispanics. African-American
men had AIDS rates eight times that of white men, while
the rate of AIDS diagnoses for African American women
was 25 times the rate for white women. In 2002 AIDS was
the number one cause of death for African-American
women between twenty-five and thirty-four years of age,
and AIDS ranks in the top three causes of death for African
Americans aged twenty-five to thirty-four (CDC 2006).

The AIDS epidemic among African Americans has
been shaped by poverty, chemical dependency, lack of
accessible health care, mistrust of medical and other
institutions, isolation, institutionalized racism, and inter-
nalized oppression (Gilbert 2003). It unfolded parallel to
a rise in intravenous drug use and crack cocaine use, a
situation only worsened by biased law enforcement prac-
tices and the increased arrests associated with the 1980s
“war on drugs,” forcing a disproportionate number of
black men to enter the penal system. Nearly half of all
prisoners in state and federal jurisdictions and almost 40
percent of juveniles in legal custody are African Ameri-
cans; and in 2003, the AIDS prevalence in state and
federal prisons (0.51%) was more than 3 times higher
than in the general U.S. population (0.15%) (Maruschak
2005).

Similar to people of African descent around the world,
black Americans already suffered from serious health and
standard of living disparities predating AIDS. The death
rate for African Americans is higher than non-Hispanic
Whites for heart diseases, stroke, cancer, chronic lower
respiratory diseases, influenza and pneumonia, diabetes,
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and homicide. African Americans make up 40 percent of
the homeless population; and infant mortality rates among
U.S. blacks outpace those of some developing countries.
Depression among African American women is almost 50
percent higher than that of white women. Not surprising,
the U.S. Institute of Medicine released a report in 2002
that documented increasing evidence that, even after such
differences as income, insurance status, and medical need
are accounted for, race and ethnicity remained significant
predictors of the quality of health care received by African
Americans (Smedley, Stith, and Nelson 2003). The report
confirmed racial and ethnic bias in the U.S. health care
system, and that people of African descent suffer poorer
health, use fewer health services, and are less satisfied with
health-services encounters than almost any other ethnic
group. Thus, issues such as providers attitudes, communi-
cation with persons of color, and lack of cultural compe-
tence are factors in not only maintaining these disparities,
but also in exacerbating them. Such patterns of health and
HIV infection disparities are found in other countries
where people of African descent are disproportionately
poor and disenfranchised. In Brazil, which has the largest
population of African descent outside the African conti-
nent, black and brown children are twice as likely as white
children to die before the age of one (Cox 2004). Although
the country has always boasted of its lack of racial problems,
recent developments have highlighted racial disparities and
pushed Brazilians to come to terms with how race affects
virtually all aspects in their lives, from education to employ-
ment to justice. Around 47 percent of Brazil’s 185 million
people are black, and half of them live in poverty. Blacks in
Brazil are twice as likely as whites to be poor and to receive
less schooling, and they are more likely to die at a younger
age than whites. These statistics underscore how HIV
infection rates parallel color lines in Brazil. Brazilian blacks
are nearly twice as likely as whites not to know how HIV is
transmitted and, thus, to not know how to protect them-
selves from the virus (Hay 2005). Further, between 2000
and 2004, new cases of AIDS among people who declared
themselves black or brown rose from 33.4 percent to 37.2
percent for men and from 35.6 percent to 42.4 percent for
women (Hay 2005).

Even in countries such as the United Kingdom,
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and Columbia, where
advanced risk-sharing systems of health care should pro-
tect its residents equally, people of color are not in fact
protected as well as others. In Canada, for example,
disparities among the indigenous population and among
people of African descent exist, and cultural incompe-
tence among healthcare workers has been acknowledged
as a cause for these disparities. Poverty rates among
persons of color in Canada are unacceptably high, reach-
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ing as high as 50 percent for some groups, such as recent
black immigrants (Jackson 2001). As a result, blacks are
highly overrepresented among those suffering from HIV/
AIDS. In the 2001 census, black people accounted for
2.2 percent of Canada’s population but represented 15.1
percent of AIDS cases with known ethnicity. At the same
time, the proportion of cases among white Canadians
declined from 87.5 percent in 1993 to 64.1 percent in
the first half of 2002 (CDC 2003). In sum, across con-
tinents and within countries, the patterns of HIV infec-
tion rates underscore the reality of health vulnerabilities
grounded in inequitable access and treatment.

RACE, CULTURAL IDENTITY, AND
GLOBAL RESPONSES TO HIV/AIDS

Sociopolitical constructions frame society’s responses to
any epidemic, and people with HIV/AIDS have fre-
quently been blamed for their condition, rather than
being viewed in the contexts of marginalization and
inequity. For example, the initial categories of “high
risk” groups (i.e., gay men, Haitians, Africans, sex work-
ers) obscured the sociopolitical constructions of HIV.
Early responses to AIDS were crippled by a lack of
knowledge about the sociocultural context of the lives
of historically oppressed people, including an under-
standing of how structural impediments rooted in insti-
tutionalized racism often place people in “high risk
situations” (Zwi and Cabral 1992) and limit the options
people can choose as a means of survival. Among these
impediments are poverty, sociopolitical inequity, under-
development of education, disparities in health and
healthcare, and marginalized and inadequate living con-
ditions. Life choices to avoid HIV infection typically
depend on the extent to which individuals have access
to, and personal agency to obtain, crucial societal resour-
ces such as food, shelter, safety, money, education, and
appropriate mental and physical health care.

Further, negative stereotyping and devaluing one’s
group can lead to a weakening of self-regard and group
pride, and can express itself in depression, despair, and
self-abuse. Substance abuse, for instance, has been linked
to deteriorating communities and hopelessness. In addi-
tion, in-group horizontal oppression often translates into
the imposition of stigma, sexism, heterosexism, and
oppression against less-empowered members, such as
women and children, homosexuals, and other HIV
infected persons. These internal group dynamics can, in
turn, create added vulnerability to HIV infection. Fur-
ther, the extent to which people of African descent are
affected by a distrust of whites and the notion that Euro-
centric health information is untrustworthy constitutes
another hindrance. This distrust can foster conspiracy
theories (i.e., AIDS is a manmade virus that is being
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AIDS Activists Protest in Cape Town, South Africa, 2003.
HIV and AIDS is highly prevalent in Africa. Here AIDS activists
gather in Cape Town to protest South African president Mbeki's
Jailure to address the issue in his annual state of the nation
address. AP IMAGES.

employed against blacks) as a way to make meaning of
the disease and tragedy when accurate information is
missing. Lack of information and educational disparities
also remain a major barrier. For example, in Botswana
where the HIV prevalence rate is 24.1 percent, only one
in ten survey participant knew three ways of preventing

sexual transmission of HIV (UNAIDS 2006).
HIV/AIDS researchers and policymakers have only

recently acknowledged the ways in which early responses
failed to adequately address the needs of people of Afri-
can descent. Nowhere has the slow response to address
HIV transmission and treatment been more controversial
than in South Africa where President Mbeki persistently
questioned, rather than taking action against, the star-
tling HIV infection rates and projections. Steven Robins
(2004) notes that while there is a need to avoid the
construction of AIDS as a “black disease,” the govern-
ment’s slow response along with popularly held AIDS
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myths, stigma, and shame created a sense of denial
among the general population as well as policymakers
and politicians. Former South African president Nelson
Mandela’s 2005 announcement that his son died of
AIDS sent a strong message about breaking down bar-
riers surrounding the disease’s public stigma and putting
pressure on the government to take prevention and treat-
ment efforts seriously. At the 2006 International AIDS
Conference in Toronto, the South African government
faced severe criticism about its policies encouraging tradi-
tional remedies such as beetroot and garlic over antire-
troviral drugs. While there has been some treatment
progress, less than 20 percent of the almost one million
South Africans in need of antiretroviral treatment were

receiving it in 2005 (UNAIDS 2000).

Advances in tackling HIV/AIDS around the world
can occur through culturally congruent programs that
address structural and cultural forces and the daily real-
ities of people who contend with racial oppression. For
example, despite poverty, war, and social disruption,
Uganda’s political leadership declared AIDS a national
priority as early as 1986 and responded swiftly with
educational programs backed by the participation of
traditional religious and community leaders and preven-
tion strategies that were integrated with media, popular
culture, the arts, and school systems (Irwin, Millen, and
Fallows 2003). As a result, while HIV infection rates rose
sharply in late 1990s in many other African countries,
Uganda saw a steep decline in HIV prevalence during the
mid and late 1990s.

Brazil is noted for its universal free access to antire-
troviral therapies that has nearly halved AIDS-related
deaths. However, in 2005 leaders of Brazil’s AIDS Pro-
gram acknowledged that racism is an additional factor in
HIV vulnerability, pointing to new statistics that AIDS
among people of African descent was on the rise. The
ministry launched the “AIDS is RACISM” campaign to
encourage more blacks to seek information on HIV/
AIDS (Hay 2005). Similarly, in the United States,
despite treatment advances in antiretroviral medications
that can allow people to live with HIV as a chronic
illness, blacks have not realized the same benefits. Black
Americans account for more AIDS-related deaths than
any other racial/ethnic group and blacks with HIV/AIDS
face greater barriers to treatment, including lack of trans-
portation and health insurance. In his noteworthy 1989
essay “AIDS in Blackface,” Harlon Dalton questioned
how much whites would commit to sociopolitical action
toward eradicating AIDS, a disease of the most politically
weak and negatively socially constructed target popula-
tion. Indeed, concern is mounting that as the disease has
shifted away from whites to blacks, the general public has
become less concerned and alarmed by the epidemic

(Jaffe 2004).
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Despite the fact that AIDS is a preventable and
treatable disease, racism continues to play a strong force
in structural impediments to effective prevention and
intervention among African decent people worldwide.
On a global scale, recent progress has been made through
UNAIDS toward building a renewed international
response to the HIV/AIDS epidemic; however, the path
of progress remains unclear. Yet, it is clear that the health
of people of African descent is inextricably tied to the
broader struggles of equity and social justice in health,
education, and social welfare. Therefore, organizations
such as the Global AIDS Alliance, an organization dedi-
cated to mobilizing the political will and financial resour-
ces needed to slow, and ultimately stop, the global AIDS
crisis and reduce its impact on poor people and poor
countries are of vital importance as a unified voice in
continuing to focus attention on responsible and equi-

table treatment and global AIDS policies.

SEE ALSO Brazilian Racial Formations; Caribbean Racial
Formations; Cuban Racial Formations; Diseases,
Racial; Haitian Racial Formations; Medical Racism;
Social Problems; South African Racial Formations;
Transnationalism; United Kingdom Racial
Formations.
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Dovrie J. Gilbert

HOAXING

A racial hoax is an instance when someone falsely places
blame for a real or fabricated crime on another person
because of that person’s race. The crime may be real or
staged, and the falsely accused person may be real or
imaginary. Although a person of any race can perpetrate
a racial hoax against a person of any other race, the most
common racial hoaxes have historically involved whites
falsely accusing blacks of criminal activity.

Racial hoaxes play on stereotypes about racial
Others. Their believability depends upon the general
public already possessing strong negative stereotypes
about racialized groups, which form the basic premises
of racial hoaxes. Throughout the whole of colonial and
American history, whites have routinely developed,
popularized, and generally believed negative stereotypes
about people of color, especially African Americans. Neg-
ative stereotypes specific to African Americans, who are
the usual targets of white-initiated racial hoaxes, include
myths describing black people as hypersexual, randomly
violent, lacking self-control, and emotionally and intel-
lectually inferior to whites. As these myths spread
through media, anecdotal stories, and popular culture,
negative beliefs about people of color become rooted in
whites” minds.

People who attempt racial hoaxes choose their racial
targets and craft their stories to fit these stereotypes. A
famous example occurred in 1994, when Susan Smith, a
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young white mother in South Carolina, claimed “a surly
black man wearing a dark knit cap” had carjacked her
and driven off with her two young children in the back
seat. For several days, Smith issued public pleas for the
safe return of her children, and the police publicized a
composite image of a black man and asked residents to
come forward with information. Large numbers of black
men were suddenly under public suspicion of kidnap-
ping. For nine days, Smith carried on her story before
confessing to police that she had murdered her own
children. She led police to where she had strapped her

children in her car and rolled the car into a lake.

Smith’s hoax exemplifies the relationship between
racial hoaxes and stereotypes. Smith’s story depended
upon the belief that black men are dangerous and fre-
quently commit acts of random violence. The massive
official response, and the fact that most whites initially
believed Smith’s story, indicates the pervasiveness of the
stereotype of black men as dangerous criminals. In this
way, racial hoaxes clearly demonstrate the continuing
reality of pervasive white racism in contemporary society.

The extreme number and popularity of negative ster-
eotypes against people of color, especially black men, and
the paucity of negative stereotypes about whites play a
major role in the large disparity between incidents of
white-initiated racial hoaxes and those initiated by people
of color. Negative stereotypes against people of color make
hoaxes believable. In the absence of stereotypes, hoaxes are
often nonsensical and obvious lies prima facie. In addition,
the widespread acceptance of negative stereotypes has pro-
duced an atmosphere in which whites are quick to believe
racial hoaxes claiming black criminality but are more
skeptical about claims of white criminality.

A second reason for the greater frequency of white-
on-black hoaxes is the disproportionate amount of insti-
tutional power whites have over people of color in the
United States. The story of Charles Stuart illustrates this
point. In October of 1989, Charles Stuart, a white Bos-
tonian, with the help of his brother and a friend, mur-
dered his pregnant wife and then shot himself in the
stomach. As part of the cover-up, Stuart telephoned
police and claimed a black man in a jogging suit had
committed the crime. At the mayor’s direction, police
detectives rushed to Stuart’s aid. Police officers randomly
stopped, harassed, and interrogated dozens of innocent
young black men throughout the mostly black neighbor-
hood where Stuart claimed the crime had occurred. Dur-
ing this process the police detained several innocent black
men, and they nearly arrested one black man who Stuart
had identified in a lineup. After two months of searches
and investigations and a tip from Charles’ brother, police
finally decided to question Stuart about the events. Sens-
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ing their suspicion, Stuart took his own life rather than
face murder charges.

White-on-black racial hoaxes are frequently effective
because they receive massive institutional support from
whites who control major institutions, such as police
departments and judiciaries. Because anti-black stereo-
types make claims about the fundamental nature and
character of all black people, the white public and
white-run institutions react to hoaxes by effectively con-
sidering all black people as suspicious and criminal.
Hoaxes in which people of color falsely blame whites
do not have this effect because negative stereotypes about
the general character of white people are uncommon, and
because people of color do not have the institutional
power to effectively criminalize all whites. Instead, hoaxes
initiated by people of color are often met with initial
suspicion and, when taken seriously, result only in lim-
ited searches for guilty individuals rather than general
searches through entire white neighborhoods.

The importance of unequal institutional power is
even more apparent when one considers the history of
racial hoaxes in the United States. During the slavery and
Jim Crow periods (1619-1965), whites had complete
control over every government institution, including the
police and the courts. Extensive and overt white racism
allowed whites to completely disregard the testimony of
blacks and the objective evidence of cases. Mere accusa-
tions from whites were sufficient to convict people of
color in a court of law. Often, black people never even
reached a courtroom, while white mobs lynched
unknown numbers of black men (official estimates are
over 6,000), usually as scapegoats after whites accused
them of petty theft or sexual promiscuity with white
women, as occurred in the Rosewood, Florida, massacre
of 1923. In this case, a white mob burned down the black
community of Rosewood after a white woman falsely
claimed that a black man had raped her.

Some racial hoaxes, however, have been perpetrated
by people of color against whites. Most often these hoaxes
involve people of color claiming to be victims of racial hate
crimes. White-originated hoaxes are usually not classified
as such untdl perpetrators confess their fabrications.
Hoaxes against whites, however, are more frequently
deemed hoaxes by white officials without confessions from
the people of color who made the original claim.

Perhaps the most famous hoax of this type is the 1987
case of Tawana Brawley. Brawley, a fifteen-year-old black
gitl, was found in New York State covered in feces and
racial slurs written in charcoal. She claimed that six white
police officers had abducted and raped her before leaving
her in the condition in which she was discovered. Several
black community leaders, including the Reverend Al
Sharpton, supported Brawley and brought national
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attention to the incident. Eventually, investigators claimed
Brawley’s accusation to be a racial hoax. Ten years after the
event, Sharpton and other Brawley supporters were found
liable for defaming the accused officers. Nevertheless,
Brawley consistently claimed that the officers did in fact
rape her and perpetrate a hate crime against her.

Racial hoaxes continue to be common. Kathryn
Russell-Brown, the director of the Center for the Study
of Race and Race Relations at the University of Florida,
has found 68 examples of racial hoaxes that occurred in
the United States between 1987 and 1996. Seventy per-
cent of these involved whites falsely accusing people of
color. Among these cases, several trends are worth noting.
First, white-initiated racial hoaxes are more frequent and
usually involve whites blaming black men for extremely
violent actions such as rape and murder. Accusations
from people of color usually falsely claim that whites
have perpetrated hate crimes against them. Second, white
law-enforcement officers were the most frequent initia-
tors of racial hoaxes. This is especially disturbing when
one considers the trust and power the public places in
these officers. Finally, white-initiated hoaxes are usually
classified as hoaxes only after offenders confess their
dishonesty. Conversely, white officials often classify black
claims as hoaxes in the absence of confessions. This trend
and the ubiquity of stereotypes against people of color
suggest that far more blacks have been victims of white-
initiated racial hoaxes than history records.

SEE ALSO Criminal Justice System; Criminality, Race and
Social Factors.
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HOLOCAUST

Winston Churchill described the mass murder of Euro-
pean Jewry by Nazi Germany and its allies as “a crime
without a name.” The perpetrators, the National Social-
ist (Nazi) regime in Germany called it Die Endlisung der
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Judenfrage (the Final Solution of the Jewish Question).
The number of Jewish victims is generally regarded to be
between 5.8 and 6 million. Later, this extermination
policy became known as the Holocaust, or “Shoah” in
Hebrew. In a more generic and legalistic formula, the
Holocaust was an example of genocide, a word invented
by Raphael Lemkin in 1943. The word holocaust is
derived from the Greek holokaustos, meaning a “burnt
offering,” as used in a religious sacrifice.

Since the end of World War IT and the development of
more critical studies of this event, other racial, religious,
asocial and political groups have been identified and
included as victims of the Holocaust. These include the
Roma and Sinti (Gypsies), victims of the T-4 program
(killings carried out because of genetic disorders), Jehovah’s
Witnesses, political prisoners, Poles, and homosexuals. The
use of the word “Shoah” tends to limit the issue to Jews only,
as is the case with the commemorative day on the Jewish
calendar, the 27th day of the month of Nisan. In 2006, the
United Nations adopted January 27 (the date on which the
Auschwitz death camp was liberated in 1945 by troops of the
Soviet Army) as an International Day of Commemoration in
Memory of the Victims of the Holocaust.

RACISM IN NAZI GERMANY

Racism played a key role in defining the victims of Nazi
persecution, and it became lethal when it was mixed with
German nationalism, folk concepts of blood and soil that
helped define insiders and outsiders, issues of degeneracy,
fear of chaos and outside enemies, a world war, and the
application of modern scientific and medical technologies
to mass killing. In the case of the extermination of the
Jews, race was also indistinguishable from Jewish religious
practice. In 1931 the National Socialist Party established
the Race and Resettlement Office (Rasse-und Siedlung-
shauptamt, or RuSHA), which became a Schutz-staffel
(8S) Main Office in 1935. Ultimately, this office was
concerned with population transfer policies and the exter-
mination of the Jews and other undesirable groups.

However, while race was the defining issue in the
Holocaust, other factors were also present, including eco-
nomic motivations that involved German medical doctors,
lawyers, and businesses getting rid of their Jewish compet-
itors in order to improve wage conditions; the seizure or
sale of property during a process called “Aryanization,” in
which the Jewish owners received only a small percentage of
the property value; the seizure and sale in other countries of
“degenerate art” from museum collections, and, later, the
massive pilfering of private Jewish art collections. Aryaniza-
tion and the subsequent ethnic cleansing of Jews in occu-
pied countries made it easy to justify property transfers
from Jews to members of the local nation, such as Poles,
Slovaks, Croatians, and Hungarians. The seizure of
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property was all done with legal decrees. Hence, a long
paper trail was left by the German bureaucracy, which later
provided the basis for material claims against the postwar
German government. In parts of Eastern Europe, especially
those states created after 1918, local individuals saw the
Germans and Jews as controlling industry. This was espe-
cially true in those sections of Poland that were formerly
part of the German Empire. The historian Raul Hilberg has
also pointed out that once the Holocaust commenced,
there was no authorized budget for it. It was, therefore,
the sale of Jewish assets that paid for the killing.

In the eyes of both perpetrators and bystanders, how-
ever (with variations from country to country), there were
collateral factors that had developed during the long pres-
ence of the Jews within European Christendom. Among
these were biblical allegations of responsibility for the
crucifixion of Christ (particularly Acts 5:30, “The God
of our fathers raised up Jesus whom you murdered by
hanging on a tree.”) and the multigenerational responsi-
bility for this crime (Matthew 27:25, “His blood be on us
and on our children.”). Another factor was the fear of
vertical social and political mobility by a formerly toler-
ated minority, the Jews, who had a generally supportive
attitude on issues of democratization. In Claude Lanz-
mann’s film SHOAH (1985), a Polish peasant woman
remarks that Jewish women were seen as rivals for their
“beauty,” owing to the fact that they did not work and
hence were sought after by Polish men. Whether this
testimony is true remains conjectural.

All of these factors pointed to the Jew as “other” or
“stranger,” despite long residencies in the countries
where the Holocaust would play itself out. Nevertheless,
it is important to point out that Jews were often killed
not by German killing squads but by local populations.
The most notorious cases, perhaps, were in Kaunas
(Kovno), Lithuania, and the Polish town of Jedwabne.
In the latter massacre, which took place on July 10, 1941,
approximately 1,500 Jews were killed by Poles. However,
despite a 2001 apology for the massacre by President
Aleksander Kwasniewski, both the facts and interpreta-
tion of this event remain contentious because of the
nationalist view that the Poles were also victims of
Nazism.

RACE AND RELIGION IN THE NAZI
PERSECUTION OF THE JEWS

Race and cognate terms in Greek and Latin have been
used for 2,000 years to describe the existence of social or
ethnic groups of various kinds. However, in the late
nineteenth century, the word race was applied to Euro-
pean Jews in a novel manner, combining a mixture of the
new pseudoscience of eugenics, romantic ideas from the
arts, and religious ideas to construct the idea of “the
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Jewish race.” While Nazi theorists had constructed the
idea of the “Aryan” along racial lines as having white
skin, blond hair, blue eyes, and a right to rule because of
natural selection, the Jews were constructed in an oppo-
site light. Jews were often described as having Middle
Eastern origins, no matter how long they had lived in
Germany. According to Nazi propaganda, as indicated in
the notorious 1940 film Der ewige Jude (The Eternal
Jew), Jews were considered a mixed race “with negro
admixture.” In addition, racists considered the Jewish
Diaspora to be a potential threat because Jews were
situated in many places and hence difficult to defeat at
once. Jews were also described as both inbred (unlike the
“Aryans”) and having a cunning power because of their
intelligence. It was also held that the specific occupations
that they held in society (bankers, intellectuals, etc.) put
them in a position to dominate the modern world of the
twentieth century. However, Jews were also said to be
“feminized” because of their lack of a country and an
army. They needed protection from others, and they
were therefore vulnerable when policies of toleration
broke down.

As Nazi racism developed, the issue of what consti-
tuted race became more complex. Religion entered the
discourse not for Jews, but rather for Jews who had con-
verted to Christianity but were still considered Jews by
Nazi law. For example, the 1935 Nuremberg Laws
imposed a state-defined racial definition on Jews based
on grand parentage, irrespective of current religion. This
was a negation of the Christian concept of religious con-
version: After the Nuremberg Laws, Christian mission to
the Jews was prohibited. In the long run, despite race
theory being based on “blood,” the racial attack on the
Jews also necessitated attacks on synagogues and Jewish
books, as well as on the Jews themselves.

Adolf Hitler attacked the Jews in his writings from
1920 onwards. However, the Nazi Party (officially, the
National Socialist German Workers’ Party) did not
attempt to define Jews with specificity until 1935. Hit-
ler’s landmark book, Mein Kampf (1925), became the
source of the essential ideology of Nazi Germany. In the
book, a series of struggles of opposites were laid out: light
against darkness, health against sickness, the visible against
invisible, form against formlessness in the arts and thought,
culture against decadence, and Aryan against Jew. Devia-
tions from the worldview found in Hitler’s thought were
viewed as forms of sickness, which could be changed
through surgery. For the Nazi state, that surgery took the

form of genocide.

Under German National Socialism, the fiithrer was
viewed as a charismatic and authoritarian leader who
emerged from the chaotic conditions in Germany at the

end of World War I. While his rise was also linked to
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Germanic nationalism and folklore, Hitler positioned
himself as a new Siegfried prepared to avenge a betrayed
nation and restore equilibrium. What followed in the
Nazi program was a form of salvation that was both
romantic and artistic: It was interested in a memory of
the past, especially as it concerned race and spirit of a
people. Using myths of the German past, Hitler and his
cohorts constructed the new myth that no German hero
could be defeated except by a “stab in the back,” a phrase
popularized by General Eric Ludendorff.

It was through this logic that the explanation of the
German defeat of 1918 was revealed through two critical
events. The first was the Russian Revolution of November
1917, described by its enemies as “Jewish Bolshevism.”
The second was the questioning within the nation-state
of who was a true German and who was a stranger. The
latter proved to be the Jews, who had a long history
in Europe as being the “other,” and who were often
linked erroneously to the outbreak of chaotic situations.
This included Christian myths of deicide in the Bible,
accusations about the defiling of culture, and ultimately
race mixing through conversion to Christanity. Thus,
anti-Semitism, which minimally might be simply a
dislike of Jews because of religious or cultural reasons,
became infested with racism based on biological concepts.

Nazi rhetoric also had within it a strong relationship
to Christian rhetoric. In November 1934 at Nuremberg,
Deputy Fiihrer Rudolph Hess stated: “The party is Hit-
ler, but Hitler is also Germany, just as Germany is
Hitler.” This extravagant claim was derived from the
language of the Gospel of St. John, which reads, “I am
in the Father and the Father is in me.” (John 14:10) The
general propaganda of the era suggested that Hitler had
been chosen to put the German universe back in order
and that Nazism was a Christian movement.

AESTHETICS, PUBLIC HEALTH,
AND LAWS OF EXCLUSION

Art and public health programs were also a part of Nazi
race theory and biology, known as Rassenkunde (Race
Science). The concept was sufficiently simple. It meant
that good breeding creates a sense of race in a people.
Race was a myth linked to art, bodily aesthetics, and
racial hygiene, and it was an ideal to be accomplished.
Any intrusion by aliens, such as Jews, threatened this
process. Such eugenic ideas were not new, nor were they
specifically German. Hitler’s attacks on the Jews as a race,
however, necessitated an attack both on Jewish art and
creativity and on the physical characteristics of the Jews.
Hitler believed that the idea of creative work had to be
anti-Semitic. Thus, the Jewish presence in Germany, and
later Europe, was seen as evil not only because of the
threat of interbreeding, but also because of the infiltra-
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tion of “inferior” Jewish art and music. The German
word entarte (degenerate) was applied to modern art,
swing music, people who had nontraditional life styles,
and individuals with mental disorders and physical
handicaps, as well as to Jews, Afro-Germans, and the
Sinti and Roma (Gypsies). Many applications of “degen-
eracy’ were made to the works of non-Jews, but ulti-
mately all Jewish influences on culture were to be
eliminated.

Once Hitler came into power on January 30, 1933,
the Jews were the main focus of exclusionary laws based
upon state-authored racism. Those laws were similar to
the “Jim Crow” laws that established the segregation of
races in the United States, although Jews in Germany
were Caucasian, spoke German, and often had German
family names. Some had in fact been Christians for
generations, and were therefore not Jews according to
the religious precepts of the Jewish community. More
than 2,000 anti-Jewish laws were passed between 1933
and 1945 creating a wall of separation between newly
defined “Jews” and “Aryans.” The initial laws were more
general in nature, including the Law for Restitution of
the German Civil Service (April 1933), the Law to Pre-
vent the Overcrowding of German Schools (April 1933),
the Law for the Protection of Hereditary Health of the
German People (July 1933), and the Editorial Law
(October 1933). Later laws of exclusion grew more and
more specific.

For the Nazis, the Jews were the group that caused
fear and anomie. The solution, at first, was separation
and a push for them to emigrate. Only later did the issue
become one of extermination. The German laws that
removed Jews from professions and left them without a
livelihood were an invitation for them to leave the coun-
try. A decree of February 10, 1935, authorized the Secret
State Police (or Gestapo) to forbid all Jewish meetings
that propagandized for the continuing residence of Jews
in Germany. On February 8, 1936, the Gestapo applied
a ban on the Association of Jews Faithful to the Torah,
because such an organization “cannot promote the emi-
gration of Jews and is likely to impede the supervision of
Jews.” Other laws made it more and more difficult for
Jews to live in Germany. Thus, through the “First Sup-
plemental Decree” of the Nuremberg Laws, which was
passed on November 14, 1935, the civil rights of Jews
were cancelled, their voting rights were abolished, and
those Jewish civil servants who were still working were
retired (this process of removal began in April 1933). On
December 21, 1935, the “Second Supplemental Decree”
led to the dismissal of all professors, teachers, physicians,
lawyers, and notaries who were state employees.

Other laws created racial and social separation
between Aryans and Jews. This included a prohibition
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Jewish Sympathizer, 1935. Jews and those who sympathized
with their plight were publicly humiliated. This woman was
forced by Nazi soldiers to wear a sign that reads: “I am the
greatest swine form, and only get involved with Jews.”

© HULTON-DEUTSCH COLLECTION/CORBIS.

on marriages between Jews and citizens of “German or
kindred blood.” In addition, sexual relations outside of
marriage between Jews and nationals of “German or
kindred blood” were forbidden, and Jews were not per-
mitted to employ female citizens of “German or kindred
blood” as domestic servants. A decree of August 17,
1938, required Jews to have a red “J” stamped in their
passports, while Jewish men had to take the middle name
“Israel” and women the middle name “Sara.” These were
clear identifiers of “Jewish race.”

If any law is useful for understanding the political
construction of “race” in Nazi Germany, it is the law of
August 31, 1936, when the Reich Finance Ministry
announced that religious affiliation had to be indicated
on tax forms. Soon thereafter, on October 4, 1936, another
decree indicated that the “conversion of Jews to Christian-
ity has no relevance with respect to the question of race.
The possibility to hide one’s origin by changing one’s
religious affiliation will entirely vanish as soon as the offices
for racial research begin their work.”
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FURTHER DEFINING THE VICTIMS

A major problem with the “Jewish Question,” in Germany,
as it was termed, was that there were no clear statistics about
the number of Jews living among the German population of
approximately 66 million people. The general belief was that
the Jewish population in Germany was 530,000, or about
eight-tenths of one percent of the total population. Statistics
released in April 1935 indicated there were 750,000 half-
Jews (Mischlinge, or “half-breeds”) and 475,000 full Jews,
totaling more than a million Jews. Other sources placed the
total number of Jews and half-Jews at no more than
600,000. Certainly many German Jews were so assimilated
they could not be differentiated from Germans by any
objective criteria.

Thus, the dilemma of determining the number of
Jews and half-Jews (who were also half-German) pro-
duced the necessity of a more precise law in order to
enforce prior and future decrees. This discussion led, in
September 1935, to the Law for the Protection of Ger-
man Blood and German Honor (the first Nuremberg
Law), and to the subsequent decrees of November 14,
1935, which attempted to perfect the definition of a Jew.
However, these laws led to many anomalies over the
question of half-Jews, or Mischlinge.

According to the Nuremberg Laws, a Jew was a person
descended from three or four Jewish grandparents, regard-
less of their current religious affiliation. A “Mischling,
First-Degree” was a person with two Jewish grandparents
who fell into one of the following categories: he or she
belonged to the Jewish community religiously; was married
to a Jew; or was the offspring of legal or nonlegal sexual
intercourse with a Jew. A “Mischling, Second-Degree” was
a person with one Jewish grandparent. Thus, theoretically,
an Aryan was someone with no Jewish grandparents. How-
ever, the law revealed some of the artificiality of the con-
struction of race in the definition of a first-degree
Mischling, which included membership in the religious
community as a determinant of race. In Poland, which
was occupied by Germany during World War II, a change
in the law permitted children born to a Mischling family
before May 31, 1941, to be regarded as Aryans, while those
born after May 31, 1941, were considered Jews.

THE PUSH TO EMIGRATE

These decrees and laws took away German citizenship
and made Jews technically “stateless,” suggesting that the
race policy of Germany between 1933 and the beginning
of World War IT was designed to promote the emigration
of Jews rather than their extermination. The July 1938
Evian Conference was convened by thirty-two countries
in an effort to solve the growing refugee problem, but
little was decided and the conference had only a minor
impact. The hypocrisy of the Western nations in
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criticizing the German policies on Jews but being unwill-
ing to accept an extensive number of the refugees only
encouraged and emboldened Hitler. However, the issue
of accepting refugees was never popular among the pop-
ulations of democratic countries and leaders often
reflected that they were following democratic opinion on
this question. Nonetheless, before the end of 1938, while
hundreds of separation laws were being decreed, the vio-
lence against Jews was often lethal, but hardly genocidal.

Kiristallnacht, or the “Night of Broken Glass” (Novem-
ber 9-10, 1938), was the first German nationwide outburst
against the Jews. It was allegedly caused by the murder of a
German official in Paris by a Jew upset with his parents’
deportation to a “no-man’s land” on the Polish border. On
Kristallnacht, mobs throughout Germany, Austria, and the
Sudetenland attacked Jews and Jewish property, including
places of worship. Ninety-six Jews were killed and hundreds
were injured, and hundreds of synagogues were subjected to
arson and destroyed, as were 7,500 businesses. Cemeteries
and schools were also vandalized. In the immediate after-
math, between 26,000 and 30,000 Jews, mostly men, were
arrested and sent to concentration camps. Most were even-
tually released on the assumption that they would leave
Germany. The difficulty, however, was finding a country
of refuge. A heavy fine was levied on the Jewish community
for their responsibility for the event. Most significantly,
Kristallnacht marked the transfer of Jewish policies to the
Schutzstaffel, or SS, headed by Reichsfithrer Heinrich

Himmler.

Emigration did pick up after Kristallnacht. However,
a major problem in successful emigration was the world
economic depression, which limited entry visas into other
countries. In addition, even the world’s democracies had
varying levels of anti-Semitism, which affected their
immigration policies.

Some of the prohibitive laws that were passed before
and after Kristallnacht limiting Jewish rights were dazzling
in their specificity and emphasis on things usually consid-
ered trivial. For example, an April 1933 decree forbad the
use of Yiddish in the State of Baden’s cattle markets. A law
passed on December 1, 1933, proclaimed: “The Associa-
tion of Retail Traders in Frankfurt forbids Jewish shops
from using Christian symbols during Christmas season
sales.” On June 21, 1934, the Hessian Education Ministry
excluded the Old Testament from the Protestant religious
educational curriculum, replacing it with additional pas-
sages from the New Testament. On September 28, 1935,
the Mayor of Kénigsdorf, a village in Bavaria, decreed that
cows purchased directly or indirectly from Jews could not
be inseminated by the common village bull. However, it
was not until September 3, 1941, that a decree mandated
that Jews remaining in Germany had to wear the Yellow
Star identification on their outer clothing. It is of note that
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this requirement was imposed on Jews in the occupied terri-
tories even earlier, after the beginning of World War II and

occupation policies of 1939.

The T-4 Euthanasia Program that led to the killing
of Germans who were physically and mentally impaired
began officially on September 1, 1939. It included gas-
sing operations, and an estimated 100,000 patients were
killed. Others were killed through starvation or injections
of phenol directly into the heart. The numbers killed by
each method are imprecise, and more natural causes of
death were often written into death certificates. Doctors
who served in the T-4 program also aided in the selection
process for arriving inmates at German death camps in
occupied Poland after 1941.

RACIAL PROPAGANDA

Alongside the various decrees separating the Jews from
“Aryans” was a constant barrage of racial epithets that
came from the Ministry of Propaganda and the notorious
anti-Semitic newspaper Der Stiirmer, edited by Julius
Streicher. Der Stiirmer began publication in 1923, ten
years before the Nazis achieved power. It was a perfect
example of a “rag” newspaper, with stories that were
sensationalist and anti-Semitic (and pornographic, in
their own way). The stories were drawn often from stand-
ard anti-Semitic mythologies of the past, and from the
Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion, a notorious forgery
from the turn of the twentieth century that purported to
reveal a Jewish plot of world domination. There were
exaggerated stories about alleged “ritual murders” of
Christian children and about the alleged predatory nature
of Jewish men seeking out pure Aryan women for sexual
relations (a myth that Hiter obsessed about). Jewish
men were almost always depicted in what would be
considered a “racial” type of imagery—long hooked
noses, rounded bodies, large ears, thick glasses, and long
devilish fingernails—and these images were linked to
images of capitalist as well as communist domination.
The offensiveness of Der Stiirmer was so intense that
Streicher was sentenced to be hanged at the 1945 Inter-
national Tribunal at Nuremberg, although he had never
personally ordered or carried out a murder.

By the autumn of 1938, after five and a half years of
National Socialist rule, the living conditions of the Ger-
man Jews had worsened dramatically as the result of the
discriminatory measures planned and executed by the
state. Many were unable to believe that things could get
worse. Others, however, were convinced that the openly
declared threat of a “solution to the Jewish question”
would be carried out.

Concurrent with the persecution of the Jews was the
reclassification of the Gypsy population from “asocial” to
a “race.” After 1936, the Nuremberg Laws were applied to
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them, even though they were not mentioned in the decree.
In 1937, German law classified Gypsies as “asocials,” but
in May 1938 they were reclassified as a racial group by the
Central Office for Fighting the Gypsy Menace. The racial
classification created some contradictions in strict Nazi
racial policy, as the Roma were from India, thereby plac-
ing them in the structure of Indo-European peoples, and
hence Aryans. Nevertheless, the Gypsies, already the sub-
ject of social ostracism because of their perceived lifestyle,
became the subject of eugenic studies using the same
pseudoscientific methods of bodily measurements as those
used on the Jews. This included measurement of nose and
skull size and descriptions of hair and eye color.

An SS decree of December 16, 1942 (referred to in
other German documents, though the original has not been
found), ordered the deportation of Gypsies to concentra-
tion camps. At Auschwitz, the Nazi medical researcher and
eugenicist Dr. Joseph Mengele took particular interest in
Gypsies. The artist and former Auschwitz prisoner Dina
Gorttlieb has testified about a series of paintings and draw-
ings of Gypsy women she did on Mengele’s order, empha-
sizing the structure of the ear. At least half a million Gypsies
perished in concentration camps and killing centers,
including Babi Yar near Kiev, Auschwitz, and a killing site
called Lety in the Bohemian Protectorate.

FROM EMIGRATION TO GENOCIDE

The steps toward genocide, toward a “racial purification
program” of mass killing, started with the German attack
on Poland on September 1, 1939. While no written
order apparently exists for what became the “final solu-
tion of the Jewish question,” the general consensus of
historians is that a written order should not be expected
in a modern bureaucratic state such as Nazi Germany.
However, the general idea of the removal of the German
Jews had been in the air for a long time and is found
frequently in Hiter’s speeches. For example, in Hitler’s
speech given on January 30, 1939, he indicated that war
would bring some sort of extermination program. He
stated, “Today I will be once more a prophet: If the
international Jewish financiers in and outside Europe
should succeed in plunging the nations once more into
a world war, then the result will not be the Bolshevizing
of the earth and thus the victory of Jewry, but the
annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe.” The speech
may be said to have paved the way to a further radical-
ization of anti-Jewish policies, although it was not until
1940 that extermination appeared to be a realistic goal.

In 1940 the highly propagandistic and racist film,
Der ewige Jude was shown in German movie theaters.
Produced by Minister of Propaganda Joseph Goebbels
and filmed by Fritz Hippler in the Lodz ghetto, the film

conjures up images of Jews as both a public health menace
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Dutch Jews Leave for a Concentration Camp, 1942 or
1943. A Jewish family in Amsterdam, Netherlands, has just been
arrested and must leave their house to go to a concentration camp
in Poland. © BETTMANN/CORBIS.

and a group racially inferior to the Aryans (they are
ultimately compared with an infestation of rats). The film
ends with Hitler’s speech of January 30, 1939. Hitler
repeated the threat of the destruction of the Jews in later
speeches, including those given on January 30, 1941;
February 24, September 30, and November 8, 1942;
and February 24, 1943. Parallel to Hitler’s pronounce-
ments at this time were additional directives within the
Nazi Party by Joseph Goebbels, Reichmarshall Hermann
Goering, and Heinrich Himmler, the commander of the
SS. Reinhard Heydrich, the head of the SS Main Office
and the second-ranking officer in the SS, approached
Hermann Goering in July 1941 and asked him to author-
ize his department to begin plans for a “total solution” of
the “Jewish question.” A return letter from Goering to
Heydrich, dated July 31, 1941, seems to establish bureau-
cratic approval for the extermination of the Jews on a
racial basis. In this document, Goering wrote: “I hereby
commission you to carry out all necessary preparations . . .
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for a total solution of the Jewish question in the German
sphere of influence in Europe.”

Early Executions. Heydrich had convened a conference
on September 21, 1939, to discuss racial policy in Poland.
A decision was made to evacuate up to 1.5 million Jews
into the Lublin district, into what would be called, for the
time being, a “reservation.” The first Nazi ghettos were
established for Jews in October 1939. The Star of David,
in white and yellow colors, was introduced as an insignia
for Polish Jews on November 23, 1939. Executions of
Jewish male leaders in towns and cities followed. On
December 10, 1942, the London-based Polish govern-
ment in exile made the following request: “The Polish
Government asks that the United Nations shall take
effective measures to help the Jews not only of Poland
but of the whole of Europe, three to four millions of
whom are in peril of ruthless extermination.”

The most well-known study of shooting units is
Christopher Browning’s 1992 book Ordinary Men, in
which he examines Ordnungspolizei (Order Police)
Reserve Police Unit 101, based in Hamburg. This unit
killed over 38,000 Jews by shooting, beginning in July
1942 in the village of Jozefow, and it was later involved
in the deportation of 45,000 others to Treblinka. Later,
when the ghettos were better organized, they became the
vehicle for a slower but consistent method of deportation
to the death camps. Beginning in the summer of 1942,
for example, more than 300,000 Jews were deported
from the Warsaw Ghetto to Treblinka, a process that
prompted the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising that began on
April 19, 1943.

The beginning of the war against the Soviet Union
on June 22, 1941, clearly mixed the territorial ambitions
of the Reich with a policy of racial annihilation. Four
mobile killing squads, the Einsatzgruppen, followed the
regular army onto the territory of the USSR and began
the liquidation of the Jewish population, and of anyone
linked to the Soviet political class. Mass murder was
carried out mainly by shooting the victims in pits,
though there was some experimentation with killing peo-
ple in gas vans. While the local population killed Jews in
some of the Eastern countries under occupation, the SS
preferred “organized killing” rather than spontaneous
pogroms. Slovakia solved its Jewish problem in an inter-
esting way: It paid the Germans 500 Reichmarks for the
removal of each Jew.

The mechanism for killing the Jews had also been
put in process early in 1941. Auschwitz, a Polish army
camp, was taken over on June 14, 1940, and turned into
a concentration camp. In October 1941, the SS leader
Heinrich Himmler authorized the construction of the
Auschwitz II-Birkenau camp for Soviet prisoners of war.
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After the first test gassings of prisoners at Auschwitz I in
September 1941, the first selections and gassings took
place in May 1942 at Birkenau, which had been con-
verted from a place of incarceration for Soviet prisoners
to the principal destination for the mass murder of the
Jews. Eventually, the six major death camps were estab-
lished on the territory of the former Polish state: Auschwitz,

Majdanek, Belzec, Chelmno, Sobibor, and Treblinka.

While the death camps were being built on the
territory of the prewar Polish Republic, which was now
divided into occupation zones, on October 23, 1941, the
Security Police forbade the emigration of Jews from
Nazi-controlled territories for the duration of the war.
This ended all emigration solutions, including the one
most talked about in inner Nazi circles, that of sending
the Jews to the island of Madagascar.

‘Wannsee and the Final Solution. The Wannsee Confer-
ence, convened at a lakeside resort south of Berlin on
January 20, 1942, is best interpreted as a bureaucratic
evaluation of extermination policy to date. Debates took
place on strategies such as the immediate need for the
Final Solution versus the labor needs of the Reich. The
minutes from this conference taken, by Obersturmbann-
fithrer Adolph Eichmann, indicate the advanced plans to
murder all of European Jewry and suggest the entire
German bureaucracy was becoming involved in the proc-
ess. They also suggest that the participants discussed
creating a mood for compliance in mass murder among
the diverse branches of the SS and the bureaucracy.

The Wannsee Conference also raised the question of
race through a discussion of the fate of the Mischlinge, or
the half-Jews. The discussion at Wannsee, as revealed in
the minutes of the meeting, indicated the imprecision
in the Nuremberg Laws of 1935, especially when related
to the labor needs of the Third Reich. For example, it
was decided at the conference that persons of mixed
blood of the second degree were to be treated “essentially
as Germans,” probably because of the labor shortage in
the country. There were some bizarre exceptions, however.
For example, this policy did not apply to any person who,
from a racial viewpoint, had an “especially undesir-
able appearance that marks him outwardly as a Jew,” nor
did it apply to anyone who had a “particularly bad police
and political record that shows that he feels and behaves
like a Jew.”

The discussion on first-degree Mischlinge (those with
two Jewish grandparents) indicated that many exemptions
had already been made and that cases should be reex-
amined based on “personal merit.” This pattern of rein-
terpretation indicates that racial definitions, so critical in
1935, were now being rethought. However, in order to
prevent any addidonal mixed offspring, firsc-degree
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Mischlinge were to be sterilized. Other very precise situa-
tions of marriages between Jews and Aryans, with or with-
out children, were discussed, and remedies advanced for
the deportation of Jews to what was called “the old-age
ghetto” of Theresienstadt.

Reinhard Heydrich became the effective leader of
early plans to implement the Final Solution. He and his
subordinate, Adolf Eichmann, controlled the bureaucratic
apparatus to implement this policy In addition, Heydrich
also controlled the operations of the Einsatzgruppen and
the work of SS-Obergruppenfiihrer Odilo Globocnik in
the Lublin district of the General-Government (the cen-
tral part of occupied Poland). According to what is
regarded as the “functionalist” model of the Holocaust,
Heydrich created a coherent and systematic plan for the
extermination of European Jews by merging a series of
diffuse internal systems. After Heydrich’s assassination in
April 1942 near Prague, this phase of the destruction
process adopted the name “Operation Reinhard.” The
death camps at Belzec, Sobibor, and Treblinka were asso-
ciated with this destruction process. By the end of 1942,
approximately 4 million Jews had been killed in the
various extermination processes.

As German control of Europe expanded into mili-
tary occupations, the extermination of Jews intensified.
The killing process was more ruthless in the East, featur-
ing mass shootings by Einsatzgruppen on Soviet territory;
the use of gas vans; and two forms of gas chambers, using
carbon monoxide and Zyklon B gas (prussic acid), at the
Auschwitz and Majdanek extermination camps.

Poland, the Ghettos, and Forced Labor. The implemen-
tation of the Holocaust in Poland included a rapid iden-
tification and isolation of the Jews. On November 23,
1939, all Jews over the age of ten years were required to
wear the Star of David as an identification mark. The
Nazi occupation authorities would eventually establish
400 ghettos in occupied Eastern Europe. The two largest
were in Warsaw and Lodz, Poland. The Warsaw Ghetto
was created on November 23, 1939. From both a racial
and a supposed public health point of view, the ghettos
were designed to separate the Jews from the rest of the
local populations.

However, a debate existed among the Nazi elite
about the purpose of the ghettos. On one hand, because
of a shortage of labor, the ghettos could provide, theo-
retically, a reserve of slave labor. On the other hand, the
poor and dismal living conditions, combined with poor
diet and the absence of health care created conditions for
what would appear to be a natural decline of the Jewish
community through an increased death rate. A third
interpretation was that the ghettos were way stations to
the death camps. Ghettos were subject to frequent raids
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Execution in Poland, c. 1942. Victims of the Holocaust were
often buried in mass graves. It was not uncommon for victims to
be marched to the edge of a pit filled with bodies before being shot
in the back of the head by Nazi soldiers. © CORBIS.

by the SS, who often removed the very people who might
be part of a useful slave labor force. German capitalist
enterprises also benefited from the slave labor potential.
Virtually every German company used some form of
slave labor. Perhaps the most well-known case is that of
I.G. Farben, which ran Auschwitz Camp III-Buna with
slave labor supplied by the SS. Eventually, all of the
ghettos were liquidated, with the remaining populations
sent to death camps or other slave labor facilities, or else
sent on death marches into Germany itself.

The ghettos began to be emptied in 1942 during
“Operation Reinhard.” As the war progressed and defeat
became probable for the Germans after the loss at Stalin-
grad on February 2, 1943, the attempt to exterminate the
remainder of European Jews under German control
intensified. This is best documented in the deportation
of Hungarian Jews, who had previously been protected
by the Hungarian regent, Admiral Miklos Horthy. How-
ever, the Germans occupied Hungary in mid-March
1943, and the deportation of Hungarian Jews to Ausch-
witz began in May. Within a short time, 440,000 Jews
were deported from Hungary.
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THE AFTERMATH

By the time the Holocaust ended in the East, Jewish losses
were severe: 2.8 million from Poland were killed; 1.5
million on the territory of the Soviet Union; 277,000 from
Czechoslovakia; 560,000 from Hungary; and 270,000
from Romania, plus other losses in Greece (60,000) and
Yugoslavia (65,000). However, the war between Germany
and the Soviet Union has to be assessed as being a war
not only between competing ideologies but also as a con-
flict that involved racial ideas.

In Western Europe, Jews were identified for depor-
tation to the East and annihilation. The imposition of
“Race Laws” or registration laws helped in defining
Jews, especially by the wearing of a yellow star, and
this was a prelude to isolation and deportation. In the
Netherlands, the Jewish population was 159,000 at the
outset of war. Registration was mandated there by the
German occupation authorities in January 1941. Even-
tually, 107,000 were deported and 102,000 died. Up to
30,000 Dutch Jews were hidden, two-thirds of whom
survived. Belgium’s Jewish population was 66,000 at
outset of the war, of whom 28,500 were deported, begin-
ning in September 1942. France’s Jewish population was
approximately 225,000, and 77,000 of them were
deported. Of Norway’s approximately 1,500 Jews, 770
escaped to Sweden, while 761 were deported by ship to
Stettin and on to Auschwitz. Jews were also deported
from the British Channel Islands, which were occupied
by the Germans.

Under Mussolini, Italy was generally reluctant to
give up its Jews, despite imposition of the race law in
1938. However, after the initial fall of fascism, Musso-
lini established the Northern Italian Republic of Salo on
September 23, 1943, with German support. This led to
the beginning of the deportation of 8,000 Italian Jews
(about 20% of Italy’s Jewish population) in October
1943, and 95 percent of those who were deported died.
About 40,000 Italian Jews survived the war without
deportation.

The last phase of the Holocaust was defined by death
marches and the liberation of the Western concentration
camps in April and May 1945. As territory under Ger-
man control contracted, the SS began to march inmates
from the camps in the East to concentration camps in
Germany. During these marches, stragglers who fell by
the wayside were beaten and killed. The sadism of the
guards during the death marches has been recalled with
particular detail by many survivors, raising the question of
whether they were obeying the orders of the SS guards, or
whether this was a reflection of their own racism toward
the prisoners. The survivors of the death marches and
transports wound up in concentration camps at Bergen-
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Belsen, Dachau, Flossenburg, Buchenwald, Mauthausen,
and other places inside pre-1938 German borders.

The Holocaust ended with the end of World War II
on May 7, 1945. The Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Elie
Wiesel has suggested that without Hitler, there would
have been no Holocaust. However, the period before the
Holocaust witnessed an intense development of race
theory, anti-Semitism and racial hygiene in the realm of
public health policies that demonized the “others” who
lived in Germany. The whole issue of how non-Europeans,
as the Jews and Roma/Sinti were defined, fit into the
nation-state idea of the 1930s, when race became a political
factor, suggests the explosive aspects of policies based on
tolerance of “others” and “strangers.”

The postwar International Military Tribunals (IMT)
at Nuremberg, and the later zonal trials, clearly estab-
lished the nature of the Nazi criminal offenses, not only
in conspiracy and aggressive war, but also in war crimes
and crimes against humanity that were racist and geno-
cidal in nature. For those anti-Semitic states, individuals,
and organizations that deny the event happened, the
trials, the huge amount of documents from the event,
and Germany’s own admission of guilt are the most
effective rebuttals. In addition, there is extensive docu-
mentation of the testimony of victims, particularly
through such video projects as the Fortunoff Archive at
Yale University, the University of Southern California’s
Shoah Foundation Institute for Visual History and Edu-
cation, and the work done within research divisions of
Holocaust museums, such as the United States Holocaust
Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C. and Yad
Vashem, the Holocaust Martyrs’ and Heroes’ Remem-
brance Authority in Jerusalem.

Since 1945 the study of the Holocaust has become a
template for understanding acts of genocide that came
before and after the Nazi era. The intensity of racism,
especially as authored by a modern state, and the tech-
nological aspects of the German killing machine, as well
as the extended time frame and the attempts to kill
Jewish victims outside German borders (but in occupa-
tion zones) provide a certain uniqueness to the plan of
the perpetrators. However, this assessment is not to sug-
gest that the Holocaust is so different that it excludes
comparisons with other genocides. On the contrary, the
study of the genocide of the Herero, the Armenian geno-
cide, and the genocides in Cambodia under the Khmer
Rouge, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, in Rwanda, and in Darfur
have been more identifiable and better understood
because of the legacy and historiography of the Holocaust.

SEE ALSO Anti-Semitism; Ethnic Cleansing; Genocide;
Roma.
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HOMOPHOBIA

SEE Heterosexism and Homophobia.

HOTTENTOT VENUS

“Hottentot Venus” was the moniker given to a series of
women exhibited in sexually suggestive, ethnic curiosity
shows in England and France in the early nineteenth
century. The woman who is most linked with the icon,
Saartjie Baartman, was the first to take the role.
Baartman, who was also called Sarah or Sara, was a native
of South Africa. It is generally believed that she was born
around 1788, and she may have been twenty years of age
or older in 1810 when she arrived in London, England,
to perform in the “Hottentot Venus” show. She died in
Paris, France, in 1816. Even after Baartman’s death, the
“Hottentot Venus” show continued, featuring unnamed
women, including one performing at the ball of a duchess
in Paris in 1829 and another performing at Hyde Park in
London in 1838.

Baartman was born during the period of Dutch colo-
nization in South Africa. Her indigenous name is uncertain,
but the name Saartjie is Dutch for “little Sara.” Baartman
was raised in a rural indigenous community of Khoisan, the
descendants of the Khoi Khoi people (who were already
rumored to have been wiped out) and the San. The Khoi
Khoi were derogatorily referred to as “Hottentots,” while
the San were called “Bushmen.” Both Khoi Khoi and San
were labeled “missing links” between humans and apes in
racist scientific arguments because of their hunter-gatherer
lifestyles and unusual speech patterns, which the Dutch
dismissed as guttural animal sounds. Such views dehuman-
ized the Khoi Khoi and San, who were targeted for extermi-
nation and removal. Baartman was already a married
woman when she experienced one of these extermination
raids on her community. She lost her husband and family in
the raid, and eventually she migrated to the urban center of
Cape Town for survival, taking work as a servant to a Boer
farmer named Peter Cezar.

Cezar’s brother, Hendrik Cezar, noticed Baartman
during a visit to the house and later conceived of the
“Hottentot Venus’ show. The show, which would take
place in London at the famous Piccadilly Circus, would
exploit European interests in African natives, especially the
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“Hottentots,” who had already become mythical in the
European imagination. It would also exploit English inter-
ests in South Africa, since Great Britain had battled with
the Dutch over control of the African colony. Aside from
these racial and political elements, the “Hottentot Venus”
show would also capitalize on prurient interests in so-called
primitive sexuality, described in the tall-tale accounts of
explorers who fabricated stories of “Hottentot” women’s
oversized buttocks and mysterious genitalia excess—
rumored to be an extra flap of skin covering the vaginal
area and known as the “Hottentot apron.”

Hendrik Cezar formed a partnership with a British
ship surgeon, Alexander Dunlop, both entertaining the idea
of Baartman’s exhibition in Europe. It is believed that both
men convinced Baartman to enter into a contract on the
“Hottentot Venus” show, in which she would share in the
profits of her exhibition. They left the Cape for London in
1810 and arrived in September of that year. Dunlop even-
tually dropped out of the business transaction when a local
merchant purchased a giraffe skin from the two men but
refused to invest in Baartman. Nonetheless, Cezar adver-
tised the show and billed Baartman as a “most correct
specimen of her race.” The “Hottentot Venus” exhibition,
which took place at 225 Egyptian Hall in Piccadilly Circus,
was instantly popular and inspired bawdy ballads and
political cartoons, thus demonstrating how the icon of the
Hottentot Venus became a fixture in the culture. This
image created a fetish out of her backside, and it possibly
served as the basis for a fashion development: the mid- to
late-nineteenth-century bustle, which gave the illusion of a
large bottom.

The show also provoked outrage, as various witnesses
complained about what they perceived as an occurrence of
slavery. These witnesses described Baartman as appearing in
a cage nearly nude and being threatened with violence by
her exhibitor. These complaints soon led to the interven-
tion of the African Institution, an abolitionist organization
that brought Hendrik Cezar to tral for practicing slavery
and public indecency. Baartman testified on her own
behalf, but she did not corroborate stories of being held
against her will and only complained about not having
enough clothes to wear. The courts eventually dismissed
the case but mandated that Cezar discontinue the show’s
indecency. As a result, the show disappeared from London
but may have surfaced in the English countryside. There is
evidence that Baartman passed through Manchester, where
a baptism certificate indicates her conversion to Christian-
ity and her adoption of the name Sarah Baartman in
December 1811.

In 1814, Cezar and Baartman arrived in Paris, where
Cezar abandoned her to an animal trainer named Reaux.
Baartman continued in the “Hottentot Venus” show, which
caused the same sensation in Paris as it had in London. It is
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Hottentot Venus

Hllustration and Description of Saartjie Baartman, 1811.
Hottentot Venus was the moniker given to a series of women
exhibited in sexually suggestive, ethnic curiosity shows in England
and France in the early nineteenth century. South African native
Saartjie Baartman was the first to portray her. GEORGE ARENTS
COLLECTION, THE NEW YORK PUBLIC LIBRARY, ASTOR, LENOX
AND TILDEN FOUNDATIONS.

possible that her audiences also included the Parisian elite,
since she was featured at salons and private parties. Baart-
man later attracted the attention of three revered natural
scientists George Cuvier (who served as Napoleon’s
surgeon general), Henri de Blainville, and Geoffroy Saint-
Hilaire. In March 1815, these three men subjected Baart-
man to scientific observations in the Jardin du Roi (King’s
Garden) of the Muséum d’Histoire Naturelle. Baartman
was already an alcoholic at the time, and the scientists
enticed her with alcohol and sweets to pose nude. She
refused, however, to reveal what they had hoped to witness:
a view of her “Hottentot apron.” Engaging scientific theo-
ries of “missing links,” Cuvier posited that Baartman was
really a San, and he began referring to her as “my Bush-
woman.” However, de Blainville remained convinced that
she was a “Hottentot.”
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Less than a year after this scientific inquest, Baartman
died from complications of alcoholism. Upon her death,
Cuvier acquired her cadaver, using it to write his 1817
scientific thesis unveiling the mystery of her “apron.” In
this thesis, Cuvier compared her genitalia with those of apes
and crafted racist scientific theories, which circulated for
more than a century, on African women’s oversexed and
subhuman status. He also molded a plaster cast of Baart-
man’s body and preserved her genitalia (considered “enor-
mous” in comparison to white women) and her brain
(considered “small” in comparison to white men) in jars
of formaldehyde fluid, which remained on display at the
Musée de 'Homme in Paris as late as the 1980s. Baart-
man’s skeletal remains were also housed at this museum,
alongside other skeletons displayed for scientific study.

In 1995, under Nelson Mandela’s post-apartheid gov-
ernment, South Africa agitated for the return of Baartman’s
remains and began a nearly decade-long feud with the French
government over this troubling history. Seven years later, in
March 2002, the French Senate finally agreed to return
Baartman’s remains—including her preserved organs—for
burial in her homeland. On August 9, 2002, National Wom-
en’s Day in South Africa, thousands attended Baartman’s
centuries-delayed funeral in Cape Town. She was buried
along the River Gamtoos.

SEE ALSO Cultural Racism; Scientific Racism, History of
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HOUSTON, CHARLES

HAMILTON
1895-1950

Charles Hamilton Houston was born on September 3,
1895, in Washington, D.C. He would go on to become
one of the greatest lawyers in American history. Houston
developed a systematic approach to the use of the courts
to advance individual rights, and he trained a generation
of lawyers to battle an entrenched system of racial oppres-
sion and segregation. Houston’s colleague William H.
Hastie defined Houston as “a genius,” “the architect of
the NAACP legal program,” and “the Moses” of the civil
rights movement. Houston believed that lawyers were
“social engineers” who had a responsibility to work for
the common good. He was instrumental in revamping
Howard Law School as a training ground for generations
of black lawyers, and he thus created a nationwide net-
work of lawyers who could help fulfill his mission.

These efforts created a foundation that lawyers
would use to topple the system of “separate but equal”
and the assumptions of many about racial inferiority.
Houston’s strategic approach involved the preparation
of hundreds of legal challenges to discrimination, which
eventually led to the Supreme Court’s 1954 decision in
Brown v. Board of Education that “separate but equal”
facilities are unconstitutional. Through his life’s work,
Houston exemplified an excellence of character and abil-
ity that transcended racial categories and spoke to the
promise of equal opportunity and education.

Houston was born into a society in which segrega-
tion was both de facto and de jure in much of the
country. Blacks and whites lived, worked, and were edu-
cated separately, either by custom or by law. Houston’s
father was a lawyer who, for a time, worked as a clerk in
the federal Record and Pension Office to supplement his
income from the practice of law. His mother was an
accomplished hairdresser whose clients included the
wives of senators and diplomats. Houston’s parents had
high expectations of their only son, and when he received
a scholarship to attend the University of Pittsburgh they
encouraged him to attend a more prestigious school. He
therefore attended Ambherst College in Massachusetts.
While schools like Amherst and Harvard occasionally
accepted blacks as students, they were not fully integrated
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into school organizations, and clubs and fraternities often
barred their entry. As a result, Houston led a singular but
not lonely existence at Amherst. He made some friends
and acquaintances, but he was never fully accepted into
the fabric of college life. Nonetheless, Houston distin-
guished himself as a student and was elected to Phi Beta
Kappa. In 1915, he graduated magna cum laude and was
one of the college’s six valedictorians.

After graduation, Houston taught English at Howard
University, the prestigious black college in Washington,
D.C. His career was interrupted by World War I, in which
he served as a second lieutenant in the field artillery.
During his service, Houston experienced overt racism,
and he observed that in the face of discrimination, intelli-
gence, talent, skill, and character provided little, if any,
protection. Systemic racial prejudice allowed whites to
belittle, threaten, humiliate, and abuse their fellow soldiers
of color with impunity. Houston began to recognize the
impact that legal skill and strategy could have in combat-
ing the inequities of racism and segregation. He remarked,
“I would never get caught again without knowing some-
thing about my rights; that if luck was with me ... I would
study law, and use my time fighting for men who could

not strike back” (McNeil 1983, p. 42).

In 1919, Houston enrolled in Harvard Law School,
where he again experienced the stings of de facto segrega-
tion. Nonetheless, he demonstrated a keen legal mind and
distinguished himself as a law student, receiving praise from
his professors. Based on his academic achievements, he
became the first black student elected to the editorial board
of the Harvard Law Review. He graduated from Harvard
Law School in 1922, earned a doctorate in juridical science
from the same institution in 1923, and then studied civil
law at the University of Madrid. Houston’s pursuit of an
advanced legal education was driven, in large part, by his
belief that a complete understanding of the Constitution
and the legal structures of the nation was essential in the
fight for justice and civil rights for African Americans.

Houston joined his father’s legal practice, and from
1924 to 1929 he worked in the Washington, D.C. firm of
Houston & Houston. At that time, he developed a reputa-
tion for a willingness to represent the underrepresented,
despite their inability to pay. In 1924, Houston began
teaching at Howard Law School, and in 1929 he became
the vice-dean of the school. He helped to transform Howard
from an evening program to a fully accredited law school
that would become a training ground for some of the
country’s greatest lawyers. He worked at Howard until
1935, when he joined the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) as its first full-
time salaried attorney and special counsel, and he became
the “architect” of its legal civil rights program. After resign-
ing from the NAACP in 1940, Houston returned to private
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practice, where he worked tirelessly against infringements
on the right to work; unfair labor practices; and segregation
in housing, land ownership, and transportation. He
remarked to friends that his grandmother’s stories of slavery
inspired him to protect African Americans against discrim-
ination and prejudice. He also applied this fundamental
belief in equality to international struggles for human rights
and freedom when he protested economic imperialism in
Latin America and colonization in Africa.

Houston’s work was grounded in a belief in equality
in education, in lawyers as agents of social change, and in
human rights. He firmly believed that discrimination in
education had to be eradicated for racial equality to be
possible. Houston’s strategy involved attacking racial
inequities in teacher’s salaries, transportation, and grad-
uate and professional education. He tied the inadequacy
of advanced educational opportunities for blacks to
efforts to impede the development of black leadership
and economic development in the black community. His
brilliance and success rested on his careful preparation of
legal briefs and the use of the Constitution to advance
equality and equal rights, and to force reforms where they
could have no chance through politics. He advanced the
idea of using law as an instrument to achieve equality.

The development of socially conscious and prepared
lawyers was integral to Houston’s strategy of attaining racial
equity in education. He believed lawyers had to use their
understanding of the Constitution in “bettering conditions
of the underprivileged citizens.” According to Houston, the
lawyer was a “mouthpiece of the weak and a sentinel guarding
against wrong” (McNeil 1983). He emphasized the role of
black lawyers in these efforts in particular, and he worked to
strengthen the National Bar Association, which represented
the interests of black lawyers at a time when nonwhites were
excluded from the American Bar Association.

Houston is perhaps best known as an advisor to the
first black Supreme Court justice, Thurgood Marshall. He
mentored and taught legions of lawyers and was always
available for consultation in their work. Erin W. Griswold,
a former dean of Harvard Law School, noted that “It is
doubtful that there has been a single important case involv-
ing civil rights during the past fifteen years in which Charles
Houston has not either participated directly or by consul-
tation and advice” (Hine 1995, p. 39). Most important,
however, according to Houston, was the need to “work for
the social good.” Houston stressed the role of law in
advancing civil rights, stating that human beings are “each
equally entitled to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness,” and that good governments are bound to protect

these rights “without prejudice or bias” (Hine 1995, p. 39).

SEE ALSO Brown v. Board ofEdumtion; Civil Rz’g/ﬂt:
Movement; Marshall, Thurgood; NAACP; NAACP:
Legal Actions, 1935-1955; Plessy v. Ferguson.
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HUERTA, DOLORES
1930-

Dolores Huerta, a cofounder of the United Farm Work-
ers of America, was born Dolores Clara Fernandez on
April 10, 1930, in Dawson, New Mexico, to Juan Fer-
nandez and Alicia Chavez. Her parents divorced when
she was three years old, and she relocated with her mother
and two brothers to Stockton, California. In her youth,
Huerta was greatly influenced by her mother’s independ-
ence as a businesswoman and activism as a community
member. After graduating from Stockton High School in
1947, she attended college and received a certificate in
teaching.

In 1955 she joined the Community Service Organ-
ization (CSO) and was trained in community organizing
by Fred Ross. Through her work with the CSO, where
Huerta met César Chavez, she was exposed to the unique
needs of farmworkers. In 1962, she and Chévez resigned
from the CSO and established the National Farm Work-
ers Association (NFWA), which later became the United
Farm Workers (UFW), the largest organization of its

kind in the nation.

As a cofounder of the UFW, Dolores Huerta has
dedicated her life to organizing farmworkers and lobbying
for the rights of farmworkers and their families—a job
many considered impossible, given the seasonal nature of
much of farm work and the migratory patterns of workers.
Huerta’s work has included negotiating union contracts,
directing national boycotts, organizing field strikes, speak-
ing out against the use of toxic pesticides, and campaign-
ing for political candidates. Her efforts have been essential
to the establishment of a credit union and medical and
pension plans for farmworkers. Huerta and her family
have made many sacrifices while struggling for farm-
workers’ rights, and they have often struggled financially.
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Indeed, at times they have not even had enough money for
bare necessities.

As one of the few women holding a leadership posi-
tion within a union during the 1960s and 1970s, Huerta
was both criticized and admired for her assertiveness and
independence. She suffered accusations of putting her
position within the union above her role as a mother to
her eleven children, and she was resented by both men and
women for her “manlike” role within the union. At the
same time, Huerta has been considered a role model for
Chicanas, Latinas, and other women, especially those
seeking to carve out a space for themselves within con-
temporary social movements. Huerta’s position within the
union has been essential to breaking down gender stereo-
types within the farmworker movement.

Through her work, Dolores Huerta has encouraged
the maintenance of a strong sense of self, personal pride,
service to others, and self-reflection. Throughout her life,
she has maintained her commitment to social justice and
community activism both in theory and in practice. It is
her belief that “the power for change is predicated on the
power of individuals to make moral choices for justice
over personal welfare” (Griswold del Castillo and Garcia
1995, p.69). Her lifelong dedication to the farmworker
movement has led her to travel throughout the United
States promoting an awareness of the issues faced by
farmworkers, immigrants, women, and youth.

SEE ALSO Chavez, César Estrada; Farmuworkers; United
Farm Workers Union.
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HUMAN AND PRIMATE
EVOLUTION

The diversification and cultural development of humans
occurred only in the last few million years, but the species
has a much longer evolutionary background. Humans are
primates, related to apes, monkeys, and lemurs, and
many of the unique characteristics of the species are a
result of the social and ecological interactions of our
ancient primate ancestors. Human evolution built upon
general primate adaptations by elaborating several major
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innovations, such as upright walking, tool use, culture,
and, ultimately, language.

Since the late twentieth century, there has been an
explosion of genetic information about humans and
other primates. The Human Genome Project and sub-
sequent projects exploring the genomes of related pri-
mates have made it possible to examine the genetic
changes that underlie human and primate anatomy and
behavior. This has led to a reevaluation of many old
hypotheses concerning primate and human evolution, as
well as the formulation of new ones, most notably, the
recognition that humans and chimpanzees are sister taxa.
Anthropologists can now employ a combination of
genetic information and evidence of fossil form (mor-
phology) to test hypotheses about human evolution.

HUMANS AMONG THE PRIMATES

Molecular comparisons of living primates suggest that
the last time they all shared a common ancestor was
sometime during the Late Cretaceous period, around 80
million years ago (Ma). The first primates would have
been animals similar in form and adaptation to living tree
shrews, which are small arboreal insectivores. The earliest
fossil evidence of primates is from the Paleocene epoch,

between 65 and 55 Ma.

The initial diversification of the primates may have
been a case of coevolution with flowering plant species, for
whom modern primates, bats, and plant-eating birds are
important pollinators and seed dispersers. Today, nearly
all primates retain a generalized, broad diet made up of a
balance of fruits, leaves, plant gums, and insects or meat,
with some primate lineages specializing to some extent on
one or another of these sources. Early primates left
humans an anatomical legacy: arboreal adaptations such
as grasping hands, fingernails, and binocular vision. They
also left a legacy of sociality, as most living primates form
long-term social bonds that include mutual grooming.

The prosimian primates include living and fossil
lemurs, lorises, and tarsiers. Lemurs live today only on
Madagascar; East African bushbabies and South Asian
lorises are their close relatives. Tarsiers now live on
Southeast Asian islands. In the Eocene and Oligocene
(c. 50-30 Ma), lemur-like adapid primates and tarsier-
like omomyid primates were broadly distributed through
the forests of North America, Europe, Africa, and Asia.
The Eocene was the warmest period of the last 65 million
years, and subtropical forest habitat suitable for primates
covered areas as far north as Wyoming and France.

Monkeys, apes, and humans are grouped together as
anthropoid primates. Living anthropoids share a number
of features attributable to their common ancestry. These
primates tend to invest more resources and time into
their offspring, with longer developmental times and
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more extensive brain growth. These features allow more
sophisticated social behaviors, with stable social groups
that effectively share information. Nearly all anthropoids
give birth to one offspring at a time, and females have a
single-chambered uterus to enable longer gestations and
larger fetal size.

Early anthropoids appeared during the Late Eocene
(c. 40 Ma). Anthropoids like Aegypropithecus from Fayum,
Egypt, had skeletons like living monkeys in most respects,
but with relatively smaller brains. Genetic comparisons of
living humans and monkeys show that genes expressed in
brain development have evolved rapidly during the last 30
million years, reflecting the recent evolution of cognitive
functions in anthropoids (see Dorus et al. 2004).

MIOCENE APES

Humans and apes are hominoids, and they diverged from
the cercopithecoids (Old World monkeys) around 30
Ma. The first hominoids were similar to earlier anthro-
poids. They were arboreal quadrupeds, unlike living apes,
which have long arms for suspending their bodies
beneath branches. The teeth of early apes were like those
of earlier primates. Proconsul was an important fossil
hominoid lineage in Africa from 24 to 15 Ma, with
several species covering a range of size from monkeys like
macaques up to chimpanzee-sized or larger. The diversity
of these apes covered many of the size and diet niches
now occupied by cercopithecoids. At the same time, a
gorilla-sized African ape called Morotopithecus appears to
have had a suspensory locomotor pattern. Genetic evi-
dence suggests that the most diverse lineages of living
apes, the gibbons and siamangs, diverged from the ances-
tors of the great apes sometime around 18 Ma.

A dispersal of hominoids into Eurasia during the
Middle Miocene may have included the ancestors of
living great apes. Several apes, including Ankarapithecus
and Pierolapithecus, were relatively small apes, with arms
suited to suspending their weight beneath branches like
living gibbons. These apes divided into an Asian lineage,
ancestral to living orangutans, and a European-African
lineage, ancestral to humans, chimpanzees and gorillas.
The number of genetic differences between living species
can be used to estimate the length of time since they last
shared a common ancestor, called their divergence time.
For the Asian and European/African ape lineages, this
divergence occurred around 13 Ma. An orangutan-like
ape called Sivapithecus existed in South Asia by 12 Ma.

Toward the end of the Miocene, ape diversity
declined. South Asian and European apes ultimately
became extinct, coincident with climate changes that
increased seasonal temperature and rainfall variations
and reduced the area of forests. These climatic shifts

favored the rise of the cercopithecoid (Old World)
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monkeys, whose geographic range increased during the
Upper Miocene and Pliocene to include Europe and East
Asia by the Early Pliocene (c. 5 Ma).

Both humans and the living great apes are survivors
of these extinctions. Despite being limited to small geo-
graphic ranges in the tropical forests of Africa and Indo-
nesia, great apes have substantial adaptive and genetic
diversity. For example, the genetic differences between
Sumatran and Bornean orangutans exceed those between
many other primate species. Likewise, chimpanzees and
gorillas retain behaviorally and genetically distinct sub-
species across their African ranges. These primates
depend on different foods, strategies for finding food,

and styles of communication in different parts of Africa.

THE FIRST HOMINIDS

Unlike the other African apes, early hominids are excep-
tionally well preserved in the fossil record almost imme-
diately after their origin. Three hominid species have
been found dating to the Late Miocene: Sabelanthropus
tchadensis (7 Ma) in Chad, Orrorin tugenensis (6 Ma) in
Kenya, and Ardipithecus kadabba (5.5 Ma) in Ethiopia.
Each is represented by a fragmentary sample that presents
some evidence of bipedal locomotion or upright posture
(e.g., the proximal femur of Orrorin, the cranial base of
Sahelanthropus, and the foot of Ardipithecus). The dental
remains of these genera are very similar and, except for
their smaller canines, within the range of other Late
Miocene apes (see Haile-Selassie et al. 2004; Wolpoff
et al. 2006).

A rich record of early hominids exists from sites in
eastern, southern and central-western Africa. These
remains date from as far back as nearly 4 Ma. The
famous “Lucy” skeleton, found in 1974 in Hadar, Ethio-
pia, represents the species Australopithecus afarensis, and
an even more complete skeleton was found in Dikika,
Ethiopia in 2001. Hundreds of other fossil fragments
from Ethiopia, Kenya, and Tanzania also belong to this
species, which lived between 3.8 and 2.9 Ma. An addi-
tional large sample of hominids found in South Africa
and dating to between 3.0 and 2.5 Ma represents Aus-
tralopithecus africanus. This was the first of the early
hominid species to be discovered. It was first identified
by the South African anatomist Raymond Dart in 1924.
From the name Australopithecus, these early hominids are
often called “australopithecines.”

These samples confirm the importance of bipedal
locomotion to the early hominid lineage. The shape of
the pelvis, knees, and feet had evolved to a human-like
form that precluded efficient quadrupedal locomotion.
Footprint trails from 3.5 Ma found in Laetoli, Tanzania,
also demonstrate their human-like bipedality. Several
pieces of evidence suggest that these australopithecines
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retained an adaptation to climbing. In particular, this
may explain their short legs, small body sizes, powerful
arm bones, and curved hand bones. Their small size stands
out as a contrast to recent humans, as they averaged only
around 1.2 meters in height and 35 to 50 kilograms in
mass.

Aside from bipedality, the other major anatomical
pattern of early hominids involved dentition. Australopi-
thecines had large molar and premolar teeth compared to
living and fossil apes and humans. These teeth were low-
crowned and had thick enamel, apparently adapted to a
diet of grinding hard foods such as seeds. Isotopic evi-
dence suggests that their diet was varied, with the main
difference from other primates being a high consumption
of plants with a C4 photosynthetic cycle—including
grasses and some sedges (see Sponheimer et al. 2005).
As primates cannot digest grass, it has been suggested that
this may represent the consumption of grass seeds, ter-
mites, and other grass-consuming animals (see Peters and
Vogel 2005). Contrasting with their large molar teeth,
early hominids had small canine teeth, which may hint at
a reduction in male competition or a shift from threat-
ening displays with the canine teeth to other kinds of
displays, such as vocalizations or weaponry.

A later group of australopithecines greatly empha-
sized the adaptation to large grinding teeth. These
“robust” australopithecines had molar and premolar
teeth with as much as four times the area of present-day
humans, together with immense jawbones and jaw
muscles. Their diet presumably included a higher per-
centage of hard, brittle foods, which may have been
increasingly important during the drier climates of the
Late Pliocene. These were the last of the australopithe-
cines to become extinct, a little less than 1.5 Ma.

FROM AUSTRALOPITHECUS
TO HOMO

Alongside the robust australopithecines lived the earliest
members of our own genus, Homo. Early Homo can be
distinguished from contemporary australopithecines by
its smaller molar teeth (although still larger than living
people) and larger brain size. The transition to large
brains and smaller teeth was accompanied by an
increased dietary reliance on meat. Because of its high
caloric and protein content, meat requires fewer digestive
resources and can fuel more substantial brain growth.
Primates with high-energy diets tend to have smaller
guts, which also allows a higher proportion of metabolic
resources to be allocated to brain tissue (see Milton 2003;

Aiello and Wheeler 1995).

The archaeological record provides further evidence
for a dietary shift, with the earliest-known stone tools
occurring in Ethiopia about 2.6 Ma. Many primates are
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able to manipulate objects as tools, and wild chimpanzees
have traditions involving the use of stones to crack nuts
and shaping simple wooden spears or probing sticks. It
seems probable that early hominids also shared these
abilities, but they left no archaeological trace. The earliest
flaked stone tools were used to cut flesh off animal bones
and break into bones for marrow.

These early toolmaking hominids existed in regions
with more extensive and seasonally arid grasslands, and
they are found together with the robust australopithecines.
Both fossil and archaeological evidence of Homo remain
rare before 2 Ma, but after this time numerous fossils of a
small-bodied, large-brained hominid species called Homo
habilis have been found. Homo habilis is the first species to
show evidence in the wrist and hand of toolmaking adap-
tations, and the traces of brain anatomy preserved on its
endocast suggest a more advanced planning ability than in
earlier hominids (see Holloway 1996).

A second species of early Homo, called Homo erectus
had larger bodies and taller stature—an average of 1.6 to
1.8 meters compared to earlier hominids at 1.0 to 1.4
meters. With its longer legs and larger brain size, Homo
erectus was adapted to the use of larger home ranges and
more patchily distributed, high-energy food resources.
The differences in size between males and females in this
species, sexual dimorphism, were in the range of recent
humans, possibly reflecting more human-like social inter-
actions than in earlier hominids, including greater coop-
eration and food sharing.

The use of more open territory and larger home
ranges may have enabled Homo erectus to colonize Eura-
sia. A series of fossils and archaeological remains from
Dmanisi, Republic of Georgia, dates to about 1.8 Ma.
Hominids also reached Java around this time, and indeed
the first fossil specimens of Homo erectus to be found
were discovered on Java by the Dutch colonial physician
and scientist Eugene Dubois in 1891.

PLEISTOCENE HUMAN EVOLUTION

The populations of Homo erectus in Africa and East Asia
developed some regional differentiation relatively early in
their existence. The form of the cranium, the thickness and
shape of the brow ridge, the size of neck muscle attach-
ments, and other details overlap between regions but differ
substantially on average. Also, the Dmanisi Homo erectus
skeletons appear to have been smaller than those in Africa.
Some researchers view these features as evidence that Homo
was divided into different species in different parts of the
world. Others consider these morphological differences to
be analogous to features distinguishing human populations
today (see Asfaw et al. 2002).

Homo erectus had reached China by 1.2 Ma, but
hominids entered Europe later, after 1 Ma, and possibly
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as late as 800,000 years ago. Shortly after this time, fossils
in Africa show a loss of some of the diagnostic cranial
traits of Homo erectus, and, with a few exceptions, early
European skulls never had them. The African and early
European remains are often referred to as “archaic”
members of our own species, Homo sapiens, or else by
another species name, Homo heidelbergensis. It is not clear
whether the anatomical evolution was accompanied by
biological speciation, or whether it represents an increase
in brain size and consequent changes in cranial morphol-
ogy within a single evolving species. In either case, early
European hominids also had morphological features dis-
tinguishing them from other regions, including a projec-
ting face and nose and large sinuses. One of the most
important sites of the last million years is Sima de los
Huesos, Ataperca, Spain, at which the partial skeletal
remains of more than 25 individuals, from around
300,000 years ago, have been found.

The emergence of regional morphological variants
was one trend during the Pleistocene, and it was joined
by other trends in common across different regions. The
most important was a gradual increase in brain size. The
earliest Homo erectus specimens had endocranial volumes
averaging around 750 milliliters; these increased to an
average of 1,400 milliliters by 50,000 years ago. This
increase is evident everywhere ancient humans lived,
including Africa, Asia, and Europe. It is logical to assume
that brain size increased because of new cognitive abil-
ities. Brains are energetically expensive, and the metabolic
cost of an increase in brain tissue must be redeemed by
more food acquisition or reproduction.

The archaeological record provides additional evi-
dence about cognitive evolution. Stone tools gradually
became more sophisticated over the Pleistocene. First, the
development of bifacially flaked handaxes and cleavers in
Acheulean industry shows that hominids could learn and
replicate standardized, symmetrical forms by 1.5 Ma.
Later, tools became more standardized, raw materials
were obtained across longer distances, and techniques
were shared across wider areas. These changes may reflect
either more widespread contacts between cultural tradi-
tions or more efficient transfer of information. Finally,
by 300,000 years ago, humans had mastered prepared-
core toolmaking techniques, which required information
transfer, not only about finished tool form but also about
procedure. After this time, the technological properties of
different human cultures began to diversify yet further,
with industries changing more rapidly and occupying
smaller areas. The fragmentation and acceleration of
change in material culture would continue over the last
50,000 years as the complexity of culture and behavior
increased further.
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It is likely that the behavioral complexity after
300,000 years ago required some capacity for spoken
language. Because people learn and coordinate their
activities by talking to each other, language is a funda-
mental basis for human culture and behavior. But there is
very little anatomical evidence relating to the evolution of
language, for the necessary structures (e.g., tongue, lar-
ynx, brain) do not fossilize. Still, a few hints exist. At least
one Homo habilis skull includes a marked enlargement of
Broca’s area in the frontal cortex, a brain structure
important to planning complex activities and carrying
out speech in living humans (see Holloway 1996). The
hyoid bone, a small bone in the throat that supports the
larynx, rarely fossilizes, but two hyoids from Sima de los
Huesos and one from Kebara, Israel, have been found.
These hyoids are essentially human-like in shape, in
contrast to a preserved hyoid from Australopithecus afar-
ensis, which is ape-like. Finally, at least one gene related
to language, FoxP2, shows evidence of strong selection
within the past 200,000 years (see Enard et al. 2002).
Together, these hints suggest a long evolution of lan-
guage from early, simple communication to the fully
human language of today.

THE NEANDERTHALS

The most well-known group of ancient humans is the
Neanderthals (or Neandertals), inhabitants of Europe
and parts of West Asia between 200,000 and 30,000
years ago. The Neanderthals were specialists in hunting
large game, with sites dominated by the bones of bison,
horse, and red deer. Isotopic evidence suggests that their
diet included a very high proportion of meat (see Boche-
rens et al. 2005). Early humans, including Neanderthals,
had short lives compared to recent humans, including
recent hunter-gatherers. They also had a very high rate of
traumatic injuries. These factors may be attributable to
their reliance on close-contact hunting of large animals
using thrusting spears. With powerful long bones and
muscular necks, the Neanderthals were highly adapted to
this strenuous lifestyle.

The high mortality and risks of early human life-
styles had demographic consequences. Archaic humans
maintained low population densities and low total num-
bers for thousands of generations. In contrast, recent
humans have exploded exponentially in numbers. This
rapid growth has been possible with a relatively small per-
generation rate of increase, emphasizing that the repro-
ductive potential of early humans must have been bal-
anced by higher mortality. The risks of ancient lives may
also be illustrated by the occurrence of cannibalism, both
by Neanderthals and other archaic peoples.

Genetic evidence taken directly from Neanderthal
skeletal remains has been recovered. Some of the diversity
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of ancient Neanderthals is evidenced by their mitochon-
drial DNA (mtDNA), which share a common ancestor
with the mtDNA of living humans between 300,000 and
700,000 years ago (see Serre et al. 2004). No sequences
like the Neanderthal mtDNA have been found in any
living people, however, suggesting that at least this
genetic element did not form part of the ancestry of
present-day humans. The relationships concerning the
rest of the genome are somewhat more complicated.
The initial phase of the Neanderthal Genome Project
found possible evidence for Neanderthal-human inter-
breeding, with Neanderthals differing only slightly more
from humans than a random pair of humans do from
each other. Other genetic evidence from recent people
also suggests that genes from archaic humans may have
entered recent human populations by interbreeding.

Neanderthals and other early humans were absorbed
or displaced by the emergence of modern humans. This
event may reflect the simple technology of earlier peoples
and the more effective collection strategies of moderns,
and it therefore may have been a primarily cultural
transition with anatomical and behavioral consequences.
Alternatively, there may have been a cognitive revolution
between the earlier archaic and later modern humans. In
any event, the later historical elaboration of human cul-
tures and diversity would not have been possible without
the evolutionary history of Pleistocene and earlier hom-
inids. The anatomical and behavioral adaptations of our
ancestors were the building blocks of the current human
world.

SEE ALSO Genetic Distance; Genetic Variation Among
Populations; Human Biological Variation; Human

Genetics; “Out of Africa” Hypothesis.
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Jobhn Hawks

HUMAN BIOLOGICAL
VARIATION

To some people, “race” is a four-letter word associated
with negative connotations, while for others it refers to
actual biologically inherited traits. Skin color is the most
readily visible signifier of race, and as such is the charac-
teristic upon which most racial classifications are based.
Historically, the ancient Egyptians were the first to clas-
sify humans on the basis of skin color. In 1350 BCE
Egyptians classified humans into four races: “red” for
Egyptians, “yellow” for people living to the east of
Egypt, “white” for people living north of Africa, and
“black” for Africans from the south of Egypt. The
ancient Greeks, on the other hand, referred to all Africans
as “Ethiopians.” A major tenet of the biological concept
of race is that the traits that identify a given race are
unchangeable and have been fixed since the beginning of
humankind. Since the early twentieth century, however,
an evolutionary approach led by anthropologists and
human biologists has emerged that calls into question
the validity of the biological concept of race.

RACE IN THE TWENTIETH
CENTURY

In the early 1900s, head shape was considered an innate
“racial” trait that was inherited, with little environmental
influence at work. This concept changed with the pio-
neering studies of Franz Boas (1858-1942). Boas dem-
onstrated that the cephalic index (the ratio of head width
to head length) of children born to immigrants to the
United States changed because they grew up in a differ-
ent environment than that of their parents. These and
subsequent genetic studies have demonstrated that the
biological features that distinguish racial groups are sub-
ject to environmental influence and are of recent origin.
Furthermore, data and models from DNA studies suggest
that common race definitions pertaining to humans have
little taxonomic validity, because there is no correlation
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Figure 1. Distribution of Skin Color, B Blood Group, and Rb Blood Group Rh© and RH® in native populations of Afyica, India, and
Australia. Although Australian, African, and Indian populations have similar skin color, they have very different blood types.

between genetic markers such as blood type and markers
for race such as skin color. For example, as shown in
Figure 1, the Australian aborigines, East and West Afri-
can populations, and native populations from India have
a similar dark skin color. Based on this trait, they could
all be assigned to an “African race.” However, with
reference to frequencies of the B blood group and Rh
blood genes C and E, the Australian aborigines are very
different from the East African, West African, and Indian
populations. In other words, there is no concordance
between blood type and skin color. Likewise, the ABO
blood type frequencies for natives of Taiwan and Greece
are very similar (0 = 45.2 %, A = 32.6 %, B =18.0 %,
AB =3.4 %), but on the basis of geography and physical
appearance these two populations clearly belong to dif-
ferent categories.

Likewise, the indigenous populations of sub-Saharan
Africa, southern Europe, the Middle East, and India have
similar frequencies of the sickle-cell trait (20 to 34 percent),
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yet they differ in skin color. The similarity of these pop-
ulations in the frequency of sickle-cell trait is related to their
common adaptation to malaria, not to a common racial
origin. Similarly, lactose tolerance occurs both in European
and African populations, not because they have the same
racial origin, but because both were evolutionarily adapted
to dairy products. In other words, the concept of “race” is
both too broad and too narrow a definition of ancestry to
be biologically useful. The reason that definitions of race
lose their discriminating power for identifying races is due
to the fact that humans share a common origin and have
been constantly migrating throughout their evolutionary
history. For example, the large-scale migrations between
Africa and Europe, as well as the colonial expansion of
European populations into Asia and the New World, have
resulted in the mating of individuals from different con-
tinents and the concomitant mixture of genetic traits.

For these reasons, using the biological concept of
race to describe biological diversity has largely been
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abandoned. Nevertheless, because the risks of some dis-
eases have a genetic basis in some populations that may
have originated in a geographic region that differs from
their current area, there is still great interest in under-
standing how genetic diversity has been structured in the
human species.

CRITERIA FOR RACIAL
CLASSIFICATION

In the taxonomic literature, “race” is any distinguishable
type within a species. Among researchers, however,
“race” as a biological concept has had a variety of mean-
ings. Some use frequency of genetic traits between and
within groups as the point of reference, while others use
geographical area.

Trait Frequency. Genetic studies demonstrate that about
85.4 percent of all the variation in the human species can be
attributed to variation within populations and that there is
only a 6.3 percent difference between “races,” with less
than half of this value accounted for by known racial
groupings (see Lewontin 1972; Barbujani, Magani, Minch,
et al. 1997). In other words, there is much more genetic
variation within local groups than there is among local
groups or among races themselves. This genetic unity
means, for instance, that any local group contains, on
average, 85 percent of the genetic variation that exists in
the entire human species. As a result, there is about 15
percent genetic variation between any two individuals.
Therefore, a randomly selected white European, although
ostensibly far removed from black Americans in phenotype,
can easily be genetically closer to an African black than to
another European white. As summarized by Jeffrey Long
and Rick Kittles in a 2003 article, the patterns of genetic
variation within and between groups are too intricate to be
reduced to a single summary measure. In other words,
identification of trait frequencies and statistical partitions
of genetic variation do not provide accurate information to
justify claims for the existence of “races.”

Geographical Race. Because some phenotypes, such as
skin color, facial features, and hair form, differ between
native inhabitants of different regions of the world, bio-
logical anthropologists and geneticists introduced the
idea of geographical races (see Dobzhansky 1970, Brues
1977, Garn 1961, Mayr 2002). In this classificatory
approach, each geographic region (e.g., South America,
Australia, sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia, Polynesia) is
associated with a race. According to these authors, “geo-
graphical races” refer to an aggregate of phenotypically
similar populations of a species inhabiting a geographic
subdivision. An underlying assumption of this approach
is that in each geographical area there are clusters of
genetic traits that, taken together, differentiate them from
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those of other geographic areas. Current evidence indi-
cates that variability in the genotypic and phenotypic
expression of genetic traits is affected by natural selection,
migration, and genetic drift. As a result of these proc-
esses, genetic diversity follows a pattern characterized by
gradients of allele frequencies that extend over the entire
world. (Alleles are alternative versions of a particular
gene.) In other words, when identified, the clustering of
genetic traits in a given area reflects the demographic and
evolutionary history of the population rather than a racial
category. Therefore, there is no reason to assume that
“races” represent any units of relevance for understand-
ing human genetic history.

In summary, and as stated by the 1996 American
Association of Physical Anthropologists’ “Statement on
Biological Aspects of Race”: (1) all human populations
derive from a common ancestral group, (2) there is great
genetic diversity within all human populations, and (3) the
geographic pattern of variation is complex and presents no
major discontinuity. In other words, race is a consequence
of social history and any variation is therefore transitory.
For these reasons, among biological anthropologists at least,
the biological concept of race for describing biological
diversity has largely been abandoned.

1Q AND RACE: MISUSE OF SCIENTIFIC
INFORMATION

An illustration of the dangers of misusing information on
the intelligence quotient (IQ) and heritability is found in
studies of IQ and race. The IQ test was developed by the
French psychologist Alfred Binet in the 1910s to identify
children’s reading readiness. The IQ test was intended to
measure “‘mental age” in various categories. Binet warned
that the IQ test could not properly be used to measure
intelligence “because intellectual qualities are not super-
posable, and therefore cannot be measured as linear surfa-
ces are measured” (Binet and Simon 1916, p. 206).
Intelligence was therefore not considered by Binet to be
a fixed quantity, but rather one that could be increased
through teaching. Yet in the United States, tests of IQ

have been used to measure general intelligence.

As shown in Figure 2, the normal range for IQ for
about 67 percent of the population falls between 85 to
115, while only 5 percent of the population attain IQ
values greater than 140 and below 70. The use of IQ as a
measure of an individual’s innate intelligence is not valid
for two reasons. First, there are many kinds of intelli-
gence. There are some people with outstanding memo-
ries, some with mathematical skills, some with musical
talents, some good at seeing analogies, some good at
synthesizing information, and some with manual and
mechanical expertise. These different kinds of intelli-
gence cannot be subsumed into an IQ score.
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67%
Standard Deviations -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Wechsler 1Q 40 55 70 85 100 115 130 145 160
Stanford-Binet 1Q 36 52 68 84 100 116 132 148 164
Cumulative % 0.003 0.135 2.275 15.866 50.00 84.134 97.725 99.865 99.997

SOURCE: Adapted from Frisancho, AR. (2006). Humankind Evolving: An Exploration of the Origins of Human Diversity.

Figure 2.

Second, there is no evidence that IQ is genetically
determined. It is true that about 60 percent of the variability
in IQ is inherited within family lines, but the fact that it is
inherited does not mean that it is genetically determined.
Discrete traits such as blood type that do not change through
the life cycle are genetically determined and, therefore, have
a high heritability, but continuous traits such as height,
weight, or IQ are highly subject to environmental influence.
Heritability is computed as the fraction of phenotypic var-
iability due to genetic differences divided by total variability.
It is expressed as h*=G /P =G/ (G +E), where G is
variability in genotype, E is variability in environment, and
P is variability in phenotype. Depending upon whether the
environmental variance (E) is large or small, the phenotypic
variance (P) can be either large or small, and the heritability
(h?) can be either large or small. Measures of heritability,
especially of continuous traits such as intelligence, indi-
cate the joint influence of genetic and environmental
factors. Twin and family studies have shown that shared
environmental factors have an important effect on edu-
cational attainment (see Silventoinen et al. 2004).
Shared environmental factors such as education have a
greater impact on intelligence during childhood than in
adulthood. In other words, heritability of intelligence
(unlike genetic determination) can be very different in
different populations, depending upon the environmen-
tal condition in which each population develops. There-
fore, a low IQ score reflects the effects of poor
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education during childhood and negative environmental
conditions.

Despite these pitfalls, some researchers have
attempted to show that difference in IQ reflects differ-
ence in genetic capabilities. For example, Richard Herrn-
stein and Charles Murray, in their book 7he Bell Curve
(1994), argue that differ