The Racial State

Introduction: The Trajectory of Racial Politics

Two recent incidents reveal some of the ironies and incongruities of
contemporary racial politics:

* In 1989, the Republican National Committee established a tax-
exempt foundation called Fairness for the 90s. The group’s mis-
sion was to provide money and technical assistance to black and
Latino erganizations seeking to create minority-dominated legisla-
tive and congressional districts. In anticipation of the legislative
redistricting that would follow the 1990 census, the Republicans
offered black and Latino leaders and organizers the prospect of
creating “safe seats” for minority legislators. The Republicans
went so far as to ally themselves with black and Latino plaintiffs
in redistricting suits brought under the Voting Rights Act. What
accounted for the strange bedfellows of redistricting politics? The
answer was simple: Republicans sought to segregate racial minor-
ity voters into separate districts, to divide white from nonwhite
Democrats, and so to increase their opportunities to win legisla-
tive seats in adjoining white districts.!

¢ In the late 1980s, Asian American academic leaders, civil rights
organizations, and university students began to suspect that infor-
mal quotas for Asian American admissions had been put in place
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in the leading LS. universities in violation of civil rights laws, As
they mobilized to confront this situation and initiated negoriations
with university administrators on various campuses, they suddenly
received support from an unsolicited, and unexpected, quarter. In
November, 1988, Ronald Reagan’s neoconservative Deputy Attor-
ney General for Civil Rights, William Bradford Reynolds, not only
agreed that such quotas had been established, but blamed these
restrictive practices on the existence of affirmative action admis-
sions policies. “The phenomenon of a “ceiling” on Asian American
admissions is the inevitable result of the *floor” that has been built
for a variety of other favored racial groups,” Reynolds said. Asian
Americans were alarmed thar the issue of “quotas™ would be used
as part of a breader attack on preferential policies for under-
represented minorities,”

As these examples illustrate, advocacy groups and movement organiza-
tions which seck to represent racially defined minority interests, mobilize
minority group members politically, and articulate minority viewpoints,
are frequently faced with bitterly ironic political choices. No sooner did egal-
itarian and antidiscrimination policies emerge from the political tempests
of the 1960s than they began to “decay.” From the early 1970s of Richard
Nixon to the early 1990s of Bill Clinton, the state has sought to absorb,
to marginalize, and to transform (or “rearticulate”) the meaning of the
reforms won in the earlier decade.

How have these transformations occurred? What are the dynamics of the
relationships berween the state and racial minorities? Why does a pattern
of alternating activism and quiescence characterize both state racial acriv-
ities and movement ebbs and flows? In this chapter we consider these ques-
tions in an ¢ffort to understand the trajectory which contemporary racial
politics—and thus racial formation processes—follow in the contempo-
rary U.5.

By “trajectory” we mean the pattern of conflict and accommodation
which takes shape over time berween racially based social movements and
the policies and programs of the state. We consider the central elements of
this trajectory to be the state and social movements, linked in a single his-
torical framework of racial formation.

Social movements and the stare are interrelated in a complex way. Racial

movements arise, and race becomes a political issue, when state institu-
tions are thought to structure and enforce a racially unjust social order.’
State institutions acquire their racial orientations from the processes of
conflict with and accommodation to racially based movements. Thus
“reform,” “reaction,” “radical change,” or “backlash™—indeed every trans-
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formation of the racial order—is constructed through a process of clash and
compromise between racial movements and the state.

These are the dynamics of present-day racial politics in the U.S. Yet
there is nothing permanent or sacred about this pattern. Indeed, the éxis-
tence of political channels for the expression of racial conflict is a rela-
tively recent phenomenon, The broad sweep of ULS. history is characterized
not by racial democracy, but by racial despotism, not by trajectories of
reform, but by implacable denial of political rights, dehumanization, extreme
exploitation, and policies of minority extirpation. Democracy has never
been in abundanc supply where race is concerned. The very emergence of
political channels through which reform can at times be achieved is an
immense political victory for minorities, and for democracy itself.?

In order to understand the interaction of today’s racial state and minor-
ity movements, we must examine the origins of racial polities in the U.S.
In the next two sections of this chapter, we survey the historical context
from which modern racial politics emerged, and the role of the state in
the process of racial formation. We then proceed to a theoretical sketch of
the contemporary political dynamics of race.

Historical Change in the U.S. Racial Order

Since the earliest days of colonialism in North America, an identifiable
racial order has linked the system of political rule to the racial classification
of individuals and groups. The major institutions and social relationships
of U.S. society—Tlaw, political organization, economic relationships, religion,
cultural life, residential patterns, etc.—have been structured from the begin-
ning by the racial order.

Clearly the system of racial subjection has been more monolithic, more
absolute, at some historical periods than others.’” Where political opposi-
tion was banned or useless, as it was for slaves in the South and for Native
Americans during much of the course of U.S. history, transformation of the
racial order, or resistance to it, was perforce military {or perhaps took
such economic forms as sabotage). An oppositional racial ideology reéquires
some political space, a certain minimal conceprual flexibility abour race,
upon which to fasten in order to recast racial meanings and constitute
alternative racial institutions. During much of U.S. history, this political and
ideological space was extremely limired.

But even at its most oppressive, the racial order was unable ro arrogarte
to itself the entire capacity for the production of racial meanings, of racial
subjecrs, Racial minorities were always able to counterpose their own cul-
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tural traditions, their own forms of organization and identity, to the dehu-
manizing and enforced “invisibility” imposed by the majority society.

As the voluminous literature on black culture under slavery shows, black
slaves developed cultures of resistance based on music, religion, African
traditions, and family ties through which they sustained their own ideo-
logical project: the development of a “free” black identity and a collectiv-
ity dedicared to emancipation.® The examples of Geronimo, Sitting Bull,
and other Native American leaders were passed down from generation to
generation as examples of resistance, and the Ghost Dance and Native
American Church were employed by particular generarions of Indians to
maintain a resistance culture.” Rodolfo Acuna has pointed out how the
same “bandits” against whom Anglo vigilantes mounted expeditions after
the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo—Tiburcio Vasquez, Joaquin Murieta—
became heroes in the Mexicano communities of the Southwest, remem-
bered in folktales and celebrated in corridos.” We do not offer these
examples to romanticize brutal repression or to give the air of revolu-
tionary struggle to what were often grim defeats; we simply seek to affirm
that even in the most uncontested periods of American racism, opposi-
tional cultures were able, often at very grear cost, to maintain themselves.

Without reviewing the vast history of racial conflict, it is still possible
ro make some general comments about the manner in which the racial
order was historically consolidated. Gramsei's distinction between “war
of maneuver” and “war of position” will prove useful here.

For much of American history, no political legitimacy was conceded to
alternative or oppeositional racial ideologies, to competing racially defined
political projects. The absence of democratic rights, of property, of polit-
ical and ideological terrain upon which to challenge the monolithic char-
acter of the racial order, forced racially defined opposition both outward,
to the margins of society, and imward, to the relative safety of homoge-
neous minority communities.

Slaves who escaped, forming communities in woods and swamps; Indians
who made war on the U.S. in defense of their peoples and lands; Chinese
and Filipinos who drew together in Chinatowns and Manilatowns in order
to gain some measure of collective control over their existence—these are
some examples of the movement of racial opposition outward, away from
political engagement with the hegemonic racial state.

These same slaves, Indians, and Asians, as well as many others, banned
from the political system and relegared to what was supposed to be a per-
manently inferior sociocultural status, were forced imevard upon themselves
as individuals, families, and communities. Tremendous cultural resources
were nurtured among such communities; enormous labors were required
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to survive and to develop clements of an autonomy and opposition under
such conditions. These circumstances can best be understood as combin-
ing with the violent clashes and the necessity of resistance (to white-led
race riots, military assaults, etc.) which characterized these periods, to con-
stitute a racial war of maneuver.

However democratic the U.S. may have been in other respects (and it is
clear that democracy has always been in relatively short supply), in its
treatment of racial minorities it has been to varying degrees despotic for
much of its history. “War of maneuver” describes a situation in which
subordinate groups seek to preserve and extend a definite territory, to ward
off violent assault, and ro develop an internal society as an alternative to
the repressive social system they confront.

More recent history suggests that war of maneuver is being replaced by
war of position as racially defined minorities achieve political gains.” A
strategy of war of position can only be predicated on political struggle—
on the existence of diverse institutional and cultural terrains upon which
oppositional political projects can be mounted, and upon which the racial
state can be confronted. Prepared in large measure by the practices under-
taken under conditions of war of maneuver, minorities were able to make
sustained strategic incursions into the mainstream political process begin-
ning with World War 1. “Opening up” the state was a process of democ-
ratization which had effects both on state structures and on racial meanings.
The postwar black movement, later joined by other racially based minor-
ity movements, sought to transform dominant racial ideology in the U.S.,
to locate its elements in a more egalitarian and democratic framework,
and thereby to reconstruct the social meaning of race. The state was the
logical target for this effort.

Historical Development of the Racial State

The state from its very inception has been concerned with the politics
of race. For most of U.S. history, the state’s main objective in its racial pol-
icy was repression and exclusion. Congress’ first attempt to define Ameri-
can citizenship, the Naturalization Law of 1790, declared that only free
“white” immigrants could qualify. The extension of eligibility to all racial
groups has been slow indeed. Japanese, for example, could become natu-
ralized citizens only after the passage of the McCarran-Walter Act of 195210

Historically, a variety of previously racially undefined groups have
required categorization to situate them within the prevailing racial order.
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Throughout the 19th century, many state and federal legal arrangements
recognized only three racial caregories: “white,” “Negro,” and “Indian.” In
California, the influx of Chinese and the debates surrounding the legal sta-
tus of Mexicans provoked a brief juridical crisis of racial definition. Cal-
ifornia attempred to resolve this dilemma by assigning Mexicans and
Chinese to categories within the already existing framework of “legally
defined™ racial groups. In the wake of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo
(1848), Mexicans were defined as a “white” population and accorded the
political-legal status of “free white persons.” By contrast, the California
Supreme Court ruled in People v. Hall (1854) that Chinese should be con-
sidered “Indian” [!] and denied the political rights accorded to whites."

The state’s shifting racial perspective is also revealed by the census. Lati-
nos surfaced as an ethnic category, “Persons of Spanish Mother Tongue,”
in 1950 and 1960. In 1970 they appeared as “Persons of Both Spanish Sur-
nanie and Spanish Mother Tongue,” and in 1980 the “Hispanic” category
was created.” Such c¢hanges suggest the state’s inability to “racialize™ a
particular group—to institutionalize it in a politically organized racial sys-
tem. They also reflect the struggles through which racial minorities press
their demands for recognition and equality, and dramatize the stare’s uncer-
tain efforts to manage and manipulate those demands.”

The state is the focus of collective demands both for egalitarian and dema-
cratic reforms and for the enforcement of existing privileges. The state “inter-
venes” in racial conflicts, but it does not do so in a coherent or unified
manner. Distinet state institutions often act in a contradictory fashion.™

Does the state, however clumsily, actually capture, steer, or organize
the realities of racial identity and racial conflict? There is some validity to
the idea of a racially “interventionist” state. With this theoretical concepr,
it is possible to investigate certain racial dimensions of state policy. The
19605 civil rights reforms, for example, can be interpreted as federal inter-
vention in the area of racial discrimination.

Yet this approach does not reveal how the state itself is racially struc-
tured; it depicts the state as intervening, but not intervened, structuring, but
not striectiered. Such a state is not basically shaped by race since it inter-
venes in race relations from outside them. The treatment afforded to racial
politics is thus confined to “normal™ political arenas.

In contrast to this, we suggest thar the state is inherently racial. Far
from intervening in racial conflicts, the state is itself increasingly the pre-
eminent site of racial conflict, In the following sections of this chapter, we
examine this expanding involvement of the state in the racial formation
process. We first present a model of the racial stare, and then consider
contemporary pateerns of change in the racial order, focusing on the inter-
action berween state and social movements,
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A Model of the Racial State

The state is composed of institutions, the policies they carry out, the
conditions and rules which support and justify them, and the social relations
in which they are imbedded.”

Every state institution is a racial institution, but not every institution
operares in the same way. In fact, the various state institutions do not
serve one coordinated racial objective; they may work ar cross-purposes.'®
Therefore, race must be understood as occupying varying degrees of cen-
trality in different state institutions and at different historical moments.

To illustrate this point, let us contrast two agencies of the federal stare,
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the
National Science Foundation (NSF). HUD must deal directly with questions
of residential segregation, urban development pressures, housing subsi-
dization programs, and the like; it is staffed by numerous minority-group
members, and is subject to constant pressures from lobbies, community
groups, and local and state governments (many of which address racial
issues or are organized along racial lines). Thus it can be expected to be
more racially oriented than the National Science Foundation, where staffing
along professional/academic lines, a technical mandate, and a politically
more limited range of constituents limit the racial agenda. Nevertheless,
in certain areas (e.g., hiring policies, funding priorities, positions taken in
respect to racially oriented scientific disputes—does Shockley ger a gram?)!”
the NSF too is a racial insticution.

Through policies which are explicitly or implictly racial, state institu-
tions organize and enforce the racial politics of everyday life. For example,
they enforce racial (non)discrimination policies, which they administer,
arbitrate, and encode in law. They organize racial identities by means of
education, family law, and the procedures for punishment, treatment, and
surveillance of the eriminal, deviant and ill.1¥

State institutions and their policies take shape under a series of condi-
tions and rules. These “rules of the game” integrate the disparate racial poli-
cies of different state agencies, define the scope of state activity, establish
“normal™ procedures for influencing policy, and set the limits of political legit-
imacy in general. To speak, for example, of an agency’s “mandate,” of a
policy’s ¢ or of an epochal political “project” (the “Keynes-
ian welfare state,” the “conservative opportunity society™)" is to accept a
set of political rules about who is a political acror, what is a political inter-
est, and how the broad state/society relationship is to be organized.

»

‘constituency,

The specitic social relations through which state activity is structured
constitute the materiality of politics. Examples include the complex link-
ages of agencies and constituencies,”' the dynamics of coalitions and gov-
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erning or oppositional blocs, and the varieties of administrative control
exercised by state agencies throughour civil society.” Racial politics are
not exceptional in this respect, For example, civil rights organizations, lob-
bying groups, and “social programs™ with significant constituency bases,
legal mandates, etc., may engage the state in the “normal” politics of inter-
est-group liberalism,? adopt movement tactics of direct action and con-
frontation “from without,” or—as is most likely—combine these tactics.

The state is also imbedded in another kind of social relations: the cul-
tural and technical norms which characrerize society overall. These affect
the organizational capacities of state agencies, their coordination, both
with “external™ social actors and with each other, and the practices of
their own personnel.” In racial terms, these relationships are structured
by “difference™ in certain ways: for example, minority officials may estab-
lish caucuses or mamtain informal nertworks with which to combat the
isolation frequently encountered in bureaucratic settings.

Despite all the forces working at cross-purposes within the state—dis-
parate demands of constituents, distinet agency mandates and preroga-
tives, unintended and cross-cutting consequences of policy, etc.—the state
still preserves an overall unity. This is maintained in two ways: first, strare-
gic unity is sought at the apex of the apparatus by key policy makers, and
in legislative and judicial agencies by established decision rules.” Second,
unity is imposed on the state by its thorough interpenetration with society.
In advanced capitalist societies hegemony is secured by a complex system
of compromises, legitimating ideologiés (e.g., “the rule of law™), by adher-
ence to established political rules and bureaucratic regularities, etc.?® Under
all but the most severe conditions (economic collapse, war), this severely
limits the range and legitimacy of both dominant and oppositional polit-
ical initiatives, no matter how heavy the conflicts among contemporary
U.S. political institutions and their constituents may appear to be.”

The Trajectory of Racial Politics

It is useful to think of the U.S. racial order as an “unstable equilib-
rium.” The idea of politics as “the continuous process of formation and
superseding of unstable equilibria® has particular resonance, we think, in
describing the operation of the racial state.”” The racial order is equili-
brated by the state—encoded in law, organized through policy-making,
and enforced by a repressive apparatus. But the equilibrium thus achieved
is unstable, for the great variety of conflicting interests encapsulated in
racial meanings and identities can be no more than pacified-—at best—by
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the state. Racial conflict persists at every level of society, varying over time
and in respect to different groups, but ubiquitous. Indeed, the state is itself
penetrated and structured by the very interests whose conflicts it secks to
stabilize and control.*

This unstable equilibrium has at times in U.S, history gone undisturbed
for decades and even centuries, bur in our epoch its degree of “stabilicy”
has lessened. Under “normal” conditions, state institutions have effectively
routinized the enforcement and organization of the prevailing racial order.
Constituency relationships and established political organizations are at
least implicitly and frequently explicitly racial.’! Challenges to the racial
order are limited to legal and political marginality. The system of racial
meanings, of racial identities and ideology, seems “narural.” Such condi-
tions seemed generally to prevail from the end of Reconstruction to the
end of World War 1, for example.

Now let us imagine a situation in which this unstable equilibrium is dis-
rupted. There can be many reasons for this, and the disruption may take
many shapes, for example the emergence of a mass-based racial movement
such as took place in the 1960s, or of a powerful counter-egalitarian thrust
such as appeared in the 1870s (with the beginnings of Asian exclusion and
Jim Crow), or in the 19805 (with the institutionalization of new right and
neoconservative interpretations of race). We shall be concerned with move-
ment phenomena presently. Here we are interested chiefly in the effects
on the state of racial disequilibrium.

Under conditions of disrupted equilibrium, inter-institutional competi-
tion and conflict within the state is augmented, as some agencies move
toward accommodation of challenging forces while others “dig in their
heels.” Re-composition of constituencies and political alliances takes place.
Opposition groups may resort to “direct action,” and explicitly seek to
politicize racial identities further; challenge will also rake the route of “nor-
mal politics™ (legislation, legal action, electoral activity, etc.), assuming
this possibility is open to racially identified minorities. Strategic unity will
therefore become more necessary for the governing forces or bloc.

The establishment or restoration of conditions of unstable equilibrium—
let us say by means of reform policies—suggests an opposite cyclical phase,
Such a situation guarantees the relative unity of the racial state by reduc-
ing the stakes of intra-state, or inter-institutional, conflict. It poses formi-
dable obstacles to the fomenting of oppositional political projects. It
minimizes the government’s need to strategize and promises the automatic
reproduction of the prevailing order, obviously an optimum situation from
the standpoint of the dominant racial groups.

Disruption and restoration of the racial order suggests the type of cycli-
cal movement or pattern we designate by the term trajectory. Both racial
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movements and the racial state experience such transformations, passing
through periods of rapid change and virtual stasis, through moments of
massive mobilization and others of relative passivity. While the movement
and state versions of the overall trajectory are independently observable,
they could nor exist independently of cach other. Racially based political
movements as we know them are inconeeivable withour the racial srate,
which provides a focus for political demands and structures the racial
order. The racial state, in its turn, has been historically constructed by
racial movements; it consists of agencies and programs which are the insti-
rutionalized responses to racial movements of the past.

The point at which we begin to examine the trajectory of racial polirtics,
then, is arbitrary. Let us assume, therefore, a beginning point of unstable
equilibrium . At this historical point, the racial order is (relatively) undis-
turbed by conflict and mobilization. The racial state is able to function
(again, relatively) auromatically in its organization and enforcement of the
racial order. We first address the racial movement version of the trajec-
tory, and then thar of the racial state.

Racial movements come into being as the result of political projects,
political interventions led by “intellecruals.” These projects seck to trans-
form (or rearticulate) the dominant racial ideology. They thereby summa-
rize and explain problems—economic inequality, absence of political rights,
culrural repression, ete—in racial terms. The result of this ideological chal-
lenge is a disparity, a conflict, between the pre-existing racial order, orga-
nized and enforced by the state, and an oppositional ideology whose subjects
are the real and potential adherents of a racially defined movement. When
this conflict reaches a certain level of intensity, a phase of erisis is initiated.

During a period of erisis, racial movements experiment with different
strategies and tactics (electoral politics, “spontaneity,” cultural revitaliza-
tion efforts and alternative institution-building, lobbying, direct action,
ete.). We assume that at least some of these are successful in mobilizing polit-
ical pressure, cither through “normal” political channels or through dis-
ruption of those channels.** Indeed the success of a racial movement
probably depends on its ability to generate a wide and flexible variery of
strategies, ideological themes, and political tactics, as both the minority
mavements of the 1960s and the new right/neoconservative movements of
the present have demonstrated.

I response to political pressure, state institutions adopr policies of
absorption and insulation. Absorption reflects the realization that many
demands are greater threats to the racial order before they are accepted
than after they have been adopted in suitably moderate form. Insulation
is a related process in which the state confines demands to terrains that
are, if not entirely symbolic, at least not crugial to the operation of the
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racial order. These policies then become ideological clements which are
employed both by movements and state institutions, State agencies might
argue, for example, that they have already met reasonable movement
demands, while movement groups might claim that reforms don’t address
the problem, don’t go far enough, ere.

Once the general contours of state reformism are clear, movements
undergo internal divisions. A certain segment of the movement is absorbed
(“coopted,” in 19605 parlance) along with its demands, into the state, and
there constitutes the core staff and agenda of the new state programs or
agencies with which reform policies are to be implemented. The remain-
ing active segment of the movement is “radicalized,” while its more pas-
sive membership drops away to take up the roles and practices defined by
a rearticulated racial ideology in the newly restabilized racial order (1nsta-
ble equilibrivn,).

Considering the trajectory of racial politics from the standpoint of the
state, unstable equilibrivn, at first coexists with a series of effectively mar-
ginalized political projects locared outside the “normal™ terrain of state
activity, In racial terms the state’s trajectory of reform is initiated when
movements challenge the pre-existent racial order. Crisis ensues when this
opposition upsets the pre-existing unstable equilibrium,. The terms of chal-
lenge can vary enormously, depending on the movement involved. Oppo-
sition can be democratic or authoritarian, primarily based in “normal™
politics or in disruption; opposition can even reject explicit political defi-
nition, as in the case of cultural movements.

Crisis generates a series of conflicts within and among state agencies as
particular demands are confronted and the terms of the state response
(repression, concessions, symbolic responses, etc.) are debated. Agency and
constituent groups, confronted by racial opposition, explore the range of
potential accommodations, the possibilities for reconsolidating the racial
order, and their possible roles in a racial ideology “rearticulated” in light
of oppositional themes. *Hard-liners” and “moderates”™ appear, and com-
promises are sought both with the opposition and within the state itself.

Ultimately a series of reforms is enacted which partially meets opposi-
tional demands. Reform policies are initiated and deemed potentially effec-
tive in establishing a new wunstable equilibrium,. These policies are then
regularized in the form of agencies and pmgmms‘whose constituency bases,
like those of other state apparatuses, will consist of former adherents and
sympathizers of the movement (as well as “free riders,” of course), A new
racial ideology is articulated, often employing themes initially framed by
the oppositional movements.

The concept of the trajectory of racial politics links the two central
actors in the drama of contemporary racial politics—the racial state and
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racially based social movements, and suggests a general pattern of inter-
action between them. Change in the racial order, in the social meaning
and political role played by race, is achieved only when the state has ini-
tiated reforms, when ir has generated new programs and agencies in
response to movement demands. Movements capable of achieving such
reforms only arise when there is significant “decay” in the capacities of
pre-existing state programs and institutions to organize and enforce racial
ideology. Contemporary patterns of change in the racial order illustrate
this point clearly.

Contemporary Change in the U.S. Racial Order

In the period with which we are concerned, the “rules of the game” by
which racial politics are organized have become tremendously complex.
In the pre-World War 11 period change in the racial order was epochal in
scope, shaped by the conditions of “war of maneuver” in which minori-
ties had very little access to the political system, and understood in a con-
text of assumed racial inequalities (i.e., comprehensive and generally
unexamined racism). Today all of this has been swept away.

In the present day, racial change is the product of the interaction of
racially based social movements and the racial state. In the postwar period,
minority movements, led by the black movement, radically challenged the
dominant racial ideology. As a result of this challenge, the racial order
anchored by the state was itself destabilized, and a comprehensive process
of reform was initiated. Later still, the reformed racial state became the
target for further challenge, this time from the right. Racial politics now
take place under conditions of “war of position,” in which minorities have
achieved significant (though by no means equal) representation in the polit-
ical system, and in an ideological climate in which the meaning of racial
equality can be debated, but the desirability of some form of equality is
assumed. The new “rules of the game” thus contain both the legacy of
movement efforts to rearticulate the meaning of race and to mobilize
minorities politically on the basis of the new racial ideologies thus achieved,
and the heritage of deep-seated racism and inequality.

As we have argued, social movements create collective identity, collec-
tive subjectivity, by offering their adherents a different view of themselves
and their world; different, that is, from the characteristic worldviews and
self-concepts of the social order which the movements are challenging.
Based upon that newly forged collective identity, they address the state
politically, demanding change. This is particularly true of contemporary
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racial movements. In fact these movements largely established the para-
meters within which popular and radical democratic movements (so-called
“new social movements”) operate in the U.S.

Racial movement mobilization and “normal™ politics (the state, elec-
toral activity, constituency formation, administrative and judicial systems,
etc.) are now linked in a reciprocal process. Demands for state reform—
for the transformation of racial society as a whole—are the consequences
of transformations in collective identity, indeed in the meaning of race
itself, “translated” from the culeural/ideological terrain of everyday life
into the terms of political discourse. Such “translations” may come from
movements themselves, or they may originate in “normal” political processes
as clectoral bases are sought, judicial decisions handed down, administra-
tive procedures contested, ete. Our conception of the “trajectory” of racial
movements and state reform policies suggests that the ransformation of the
racial order accurs by means of an alternately equilibrated and disrupted
relationship between the formation of racial ideology and the elaboration
of state policy.

Today racial movements not only pose new demands originating outside
state institutions, but may also frame their “commen identity™ in response
to state-based racial initatives. The concept of “Asian American,” for
example, arose as a political label in the 1960s. This reflected the similar-
ity of treatment that various groups such as Chinese Americans, Japanese
Americans, Korcan Americans, etc. (groups which had not previously con-
sidered themselves as having a common political agenda) received at the
hands of state insticutions. The census, the legislatures, the courts, the edu-
carional system, the milicary, the welfare state apparatus—each in its own
way a racial institution—are all sources of such racial change.

At the same time racial movements (both radical and conservative) con-
tinue to present the state with political demands. We understand this
process as the rearticulation of racial ideology. Racially based movements
begin as political projects which both build upon and break away from
their cultural and political predecessors. Movement projects take shape in
the interaction of civil society and the racial state. Movements set out to
question the meaning of race and the nature of racial identity (e.g., “black-
ness,” “Chicanismo,” “minority” status; or for that matter, “majority” sta-
tus, “whiteness”), while state initiatives seek to reinforce or transform the
“unstable equilibrium™ of racial politics in response to movement demands.
Such “projects” challenge pre-existing racial ideology. They are efforts to
rearticulate the meaning of race, and responses to such efforts,

The rearticulation of pre-existing racial ideology is a dual process of
disorganization of the dominant ideology and of construction of an alter-
native, oppositional framework,

89



The dominant ideology can be disorganized in various ways, An insur-
gent movement may question whether the dominant racial ideology prop-
erly applies to the collective experience of its members. Examples of this
interrogation of the pre-existing system of racial categories and beliefs may
be found, not only in militant movement rhetoric,” but also in popular
and intellectual discourse. During the 1960s, for instance; minority econ-
omists, political scientists, sociologists and psychologists rejected domi-
nant social science perspectives on racial grounds:

For years, traditional (white) social science research—especially on
political life and organizations—told us how politically workable
and healthy the society was, how all the groups in society were get-
ting prerty much their fair share, or moving certainly in that direc-
ton. There was a social scientific myth of consensus and progress
developed. ™

Similarly, during the 1970s, conservative, whites-oriented racial move-
ments, such as those of the “new right” or the “unmeltable™ ethnics, devel-
oped counter-egalitarian challenges to the reforms which minority
movements had achieved in the previous decade.’” In this way the over-
arching racial ideology—in which racial minorities and the white major-
ity alike recognize themselves—is called into question.

Insurgent racial movements also try to redefine the essential aspects of
group identity. Demands for “self-determination™ (which of course are
linked to important democratic traditions in the U.S.} attain currency,
while past organizational efforts are criticized. For example, militants of
the 1960s attacked the political accommaodations and compromises into
which pre-existing community organizations and leaderships had entered.
The NAACP and Urban League, the G.1. Forum and LULAC were criti-
cized as “Uncle Toms™ and “Tio Tacos™ whoe had succumbed to “coop-
tation.™ Militants also denounced various cultural practices in minority
communities which were judged to reinforce submission and dependence.
Malcolm X, for instance, excoriated the black practice of “conking” (i.e.,
straightening) the hair with lye.”

The construction of an eppositional movement employs a wide variety
of ideological themes. Racially based movements have as their most fun-
damental task the creation of new identities, new racial meanings, and a
new collective subjecrivity. Not only does the articulation of a new racial
ideology involve the recombination of pre-existent meanings and identi-
ties, but it also draws on quite heterodox and unexpected sources.*

The disorganization of the dominant racial ideology, the construction of
a new set of racial meanings and identities, the transition from polinical
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project to oppositional movement, is a complex, uneven process, marked
by considerable instability and tension. Change is being demanded, but
any change in the system of racial meanings will affect all groups, all iden-
titics. Challenging the dominant racial ideclogy inherently involves not
only reconceptualizing one'’s own racial identity, but a reformulation of
the meaning of race in general. To challenge the position of blacks in soci-
ety is to challenge the position of whites."!

Racial movements, built on the terrain of civil society, necessarily con-
front the state as they begin to upset the unstable equilibrium of the racial
order. Once an oppositional racial ideology has been articulated, once the
dominant racial ideology has been confronted, it becomes possible to demand
reform of state racial policies and institutions. There has been a change in
the “rules of the game.™ A new political terrain has been opened up.

By the same token, once such challenges have been posed and become
part of the established political discourse, they in turn become subject to
rearticulation. The state reforms won by minority movements in the 1960s,
and the racial definitions and meanings embodied in these reforms, provided
a formidable range of targets for “counter-reformers™ in the 1970s and
1980s. “New right” and neoconservative currents, armed with the still-
dominant social-scientific paradigm of ¢thnicity theory, were able to carry
on their own political “project.” They were able to rearticulate racial ide-
ology and restructure racial politics once again.

In the next chapters, we consider in detail the process by which the par-
ticular trajectory of racial politics—which involved both democratizing
and authoritarian movements, both state reform and state reaction—devel-
oped in the postwar U.S,
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Lisa Lowe states: “The concept of ‘strategic essentialism’ suggests that it is
possible to utilize specific signifiers of ethnic identity, such as Asian Ameri-
can, for the purpose of contesting and disrupting the discourses that exclude
Asian Americans, while simultaneously revealing the internal contradictions
and slippages of Asian Americans so as to insure that such essentialisms will
not be reproduced and proliferated by the very apparatuses we seek to dis-
empower.” Lisa Lowe, “Heterogeneity, Hybridity, Multiplicity: Marking
Asian American Differences,” Diaspora, Vol. 1, no. 1 (Spring 1991) p. 39.
This view supports Supreme Court decisions taken in the late 1960s and
early 1970s, for example in Griggs v. Duke Power, 401 U.S, 424 (1971). We
agree with Kairys that only “ ... [Flor that brief period in our history, it could
accurately be said that governmental discrimination was prohibited by law”
(Kairys, With Liberty and Justice For Some, p. 144).

This analysis draws on Ezorsky, Racism and Justice.

See for example, Judy H. Katz, White Awareness: Handbook for Anti-Racism
Training (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1978).

The formula “racism equals prejudice plus power” is frequently invoked by
our students to argue that only whites can be racist. We have been able to
uncover little written analysis to support this view (apart from Karz, ibid.,
p. 10), but consider that it is itself an example of the essentializing approach
we have identified as central to racism. In the modern world, “power™ can-
not be reified as a thing which some possess and other’s don’t, bur instead
constitutes a relational field. The minority student who boldly asserts in
class thar minorities cannot be racist is surely not entirely powerless. In all
but the most absolutist of regimes, resistance to rule itself implies power.
To pick but one example among many: writing before the successes of the
cvil rights movement, E. Franklin Frazier bitcerly castigated the collabo-
ration of black elites with white supremacy. See Frazier, Black Bourgeoisie:
The Rise of @ New Middle Class in the United States (New York: The Free
Press, 1957).

Interestingly, what they share most centrally seems to be their antisemitism,
Having made a similar argument, Lani Guinier, Clinton's nominee to head
the Justice Department’s Civil Rights Division was savagely attacked and
her nomination ultimately blocked. See Guinier, *“The Triumph of Tokenism:
The Vorting Rights Act and the Theory of Black Electoral Success,” Michi-
gan Law Review (March 1991), We discuss these events in greater detail in
this book’s Epilogue, below.

See Miles, Racisne, p. 77. Much of the current debate over the advisability
and legality of banning racist hate speech seems to us to adopt the dubious
position that racism is primarily an ideological phenomenon. See Mari .
Matsuda et al., Words That Wound: Critical Race Theory, Assaultive Speech,
and the First Amendment (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1993).
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Or ideologies which mask privilege by falsely claiming that inequality and
injustice have been eliminated. Sce Wellman, Portraits of White Racisn.
Racial teachings of the Nation of Islam; for example, maintain that whites
are the product of a failed experiment by a mad scientist.

Elinor Langer, “The American Neo-Nazi Movement Today,” The Nation,
July 16/23, 1990,

Such arguments can be found in Nathan Glazer, Affirmative Discrimina-
tion, Charles Murray, Losing Ground, and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The
Disuniting of America, among others.

The Racial State

Thomas Byrne Edsall and Mary D. Edsall, Chain Reaction: The Impact of
Race, Rights, and Taxes on American Politics (New York: W. W. Norton &
Co., 1991) p. 270.

Dana Y. Takagi, The Retreat from Race: Asian American Admissions and
Racial Politics (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1992) pp. 103-105.
Note that such movements can be egalitarian or counter-egalirarian, depend-
ing on the concepts of justice, equality, diserimination, etc., to which they
adhere. For a theory of political change focused on this issue (drawing on
German reference points), see Barrington Moore, Injustice: The Social Bases
of Obedience and Revolt (White Plains, NY: Sharpe, 1978).

This does not mean that these channels are the sole province of reform-ori-
ented movements or democratizing currents. They are also open to other uses,
other interests, including those of reaction.

There are important continuities between present-day and past versions of
racial ideology. Often in the past, the dominant viewpoint about whar race
was and what race meant has been believed to represent the culmination of
a long struggle to eliminate pre-existing “unenlightened™ racial beliefs, Reli-
gious and scientific exponents of the dominant racial ideology, for example,
have often made such claims. Thus it is all too easy to believe thart in the
present (“finally”) the U.S. has reached a stage at which racial oppression
is largely a thing of the past, and that in the future race will play an ever-
smaller role in determining the course of U.S. political and social history.
We obviously do not share that view.

A brief selection of sources: Eugene Genovese, Roll, Jordan, Roll: The World
the Slaves Made (New York: Pantheon, 1974); Julius Lester, To Be a Slave
(New York: Dial, 1968); Vincent Harding, “Religion and Resistance Among
Antebellum Negroes, 1800-1860,” in A. Meier and E. Rudwick, eds., The
Making of Black America, 2 Vol.is (New York: Atheneum, 1969); George
Rawick, From Sundown to Sunip: The Making of the Black Community
(Westport, CT: Greenwood, 1972); Herbert C. Gueman, The Black Family
ine Slavery and Freedom, 1750-1925 (New York: Vintage, 1976); Robert Farris
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Thompson, Flash of the Spirit: African and Afro-American Art and Philoso-
phy (New York: Random House, 1983).

Roxanne Dunbar Ortiz, “Land and Nattonhood: The American Indian
Struggle for Self-Determination and Survival,” Socialist Review 63-64
(May=August 1982).

Rodolfo Acuna, Occupied America: A History of Chicanos, 2nd ed. (New
York: Harper and Row, 1981); see also Leonard Pitt, The Decline of the
Californios (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966).

Our treatment here is necessarily very brief. The contemporary configura-
tion of racial politics is a major subject later on in this work.

The ideological residue of these restrictions in naturalization and citizen-
ship is the popular equation of the term “American” with “white.” Other
“Americans” are seen as black, Mexican, Oriental, etc.

For a comprehesive discussion of racial minorities in [9th-century California,
see Tomas Almaguer, Class, Race, and Capitalist Developntent: The Social
Transformation of a Southern California County, 1848—1903, (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1979),

Harry . Pachon and Joan W. Moore, “Mexican Americans,” Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 454 (March 1981).
They also set the stage for tragicomic attempts to manipulate this incom-
prehension. In 1979, for example, an Anglo named Robert E. Lee changed
his name ro Roberto E. Leon in order to qualify for affirmative action por-
grams available ro those with Spanish surnames. See David Hayes-Bautista,
“Identifying ‘Hispanic® Populations: The Influence of Research Methodol-
ogy Upon Public Policy,” American Journal of Public Health Vol. 70, no. 4
(April 1980) p. 355.

See note 17, below.

State theory is undergoing something of a renaissance, especially in its Marx-
ist (or nco-Marxist) variants. We have been influenced by Bob Jessop, The
Capitalist State (New York: NYU Press, 1982); Theda Skocpol, “Bringing
the State Back In: A Report on Current Comparative Research on the Rela-
tionship Between States and Social Structures,” [tems Vol. 36, nos, 1-2
(New York: Social Science Research Council, 1982).

Consider the conflicting 1960s activities of the federal courts and federal
urban policies: the courts ordered school desegregation while urban renewal
(“Negro removal™) programs exacerbated residential segregation, Many
similar conflicts in policy could be cited, not only at a given level of the
state (i.e., federal, regional, local, cte, agencies), but also between differ-
ent levels.

Nobel laureate William Shockley, inventor of the transistor, has advocated
a biologistic theory of race, and argues thar blacks are genetically inferior
to whites in intelligence.
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For a provocative treatment of the evolution of these “micro-political™ mea-
sures, sce Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish (New York: Vintage,
1979), esp. pp. 135-136.

On “hegemonic projects,” sce Bob Jessop, Accumulation Strategies, State
Forms, and Hegemonic Projects,” Kapitalistate, No. 10-11 (1983).

On “rules of the game,” sec Herbert Gintis and Samuel Bowles, “Structure
and Practice in the Labor Theory of Value,” Review of Radical Political
Economics Vol. 12, no. 4 (Winter 1981) p. 4. See also Chaprer 4, above.
Thus in agriculture, for example, farm lobbying groups, the Agriculture
Department, and the House and Senate agriculture committees together
constiture the dominant policy-making mechanism. This concept has its ori-
gins in the wark of Grant McConnell, and has been turther refined by
Gordon Adams. See Grant McConnell, Private Power and American Democ-
racy (New York: Vintage, 1966); Gordon Adams, The Politics of Defense
Contracting: The lron Triangle (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction, 1981).
The coneept of civil society has a complex intellectual history, which orig-
inates in classical political economy, and comes via Hegel and Marx to
Gramsci. In Hegel's political philosophy, and still in the work of the early
Marx, civil society is seen as the realm of “privare™ social relationships,
and distinguished from that of the state. Economic relationships, under-
stood in the classical sense of the “free market,” are also located within
civil society. Gramsei's conception is considerably more complicated, though
built on these premises. Civil society for him is the terrain upon which hege-
mony is secured, the complex of social relationships whose existence depends
upon the “consent™ of their participants. Religion, education, linguistic prac-
tices, cultural and artistic life, trade unions, and political organizations are
thus included within it. Gramsct is well aware, though, that in the modern
epoch there is no clear boundary berween “private life” and the “life of the
state.” In a famous formulation, in fact, he includes civil society with “polit-
ical society”™ as part of the state. (See Antomo Gramsci, Selections Fron the
Prison Notebooks, Quentin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith, eds. (New
York: International, 1971) p. 263.) In our view, the concepr of hegemony,
through which the dominant social forces acquire the consent of the sub-
ordinate ones, in itself presumes an autonomous civil society and a limited
capacity for state “intervention” into the realm of “micro-polities,” since
this “consent™ is not given stupidly or blindly but because the needs, inter-
ests, and ideas of the subordinate groups are actively incorporated and taken
into account in the organization of society.

See Theodore J. Lowi, “The New Public Philosophy: Interest-Group Lib-
eralism,” in T. Ferguson and J. Rogers, The Political Economy (Armonk, NY:
Sharpe, 1984).

This takes us into the realm of organizational theory, which is beyond the
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present scope. An interesting discussion of interagency relationships and
their ability to frustrate innovative racial policy is Roland Warren et al,
The Structure of Urban Reform (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath, 1973): on the
autonomy of state officials see Fred Block, “Beyond Relative Autonomy:
State Managers as Historical Subjects,” New Political Science No. 7 (Win-
ter 1981).

Claus Offe has developed some interesting approaches ro these issues in his
concepts of “selection mechanisms™ by which political demands are ren-
dered salient to state institutions, and of “allocative™ vs. “productive” types
of state policies, which are brought into play to deal with different rules
of state decision-making. See, respectively, Offe, “Structural Problems of
the Capitalist State,” in K. von Beyme, ed., German Political Studies Vol. 1
(Beverly Hills: Sage, 1974), and idem, “The Theory of the Capitalist State
and the Problem of Policy Formation,” in L. Lindberg et al, eds., Stress and
Contradiction in Modern Capitalism (Lexington, MA: Heath, 1975).

See for example Gramsei's remarks on parliamentary democracy, in Selec-
tions fram the Prison Notebooks, p. 80n.

These are aspects of hegemony which are beyond our present scope, but
consider for example Roosevelt’s failure to “pack™ the Supreme Court (which
constitutionally may have as many as fifteen justices); or the outcry at
Nixon’s so-called “Sarurday Night Massacre” (his firings of Cox, Richardson,
and Ruckelshaus were perfectly legal). On the oppositional side, there are
enormous difficulties involved in breaking with the supposedly “consen-
sual” aspects of U.S. politics: the logic and justice of the “free enterprise
system,” anticommunism, the morality and truthfulness of government (“We
stand for freedom,” etc.). These are examples of a hegemonic domain from
which challenges are effectively excluded—and within which basic political
unity is therefore preserved.

The following discussion assumes the kinds of general racial conditions that
have existed in the postwar U.S.: whar we have rermed racial war of posi-
tion (e.g., the availability of “normal” political channels for racial politics),
and the open existence of racial civil society (e.g., the possibility of minor-
ity cultural autonomy, political institutions, observance of traditonal cus-
toms, linguistic practices, etc.). Obviously these conditions have not existed
at all times and all places; indeed the civil rights phase of the black move-
ment was concerned precisely with extending and institutionalizing them
in the South. The very success of the southern struggle shows, though, that
ar least on a national level, these conditions did already obrain. See Chap-
ter 6, below.

Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks, p. 182.

The main means available to the state for the equilibration of conflicting inter-
ests is precisely their incorporation into the state in the form of policies,
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programs, patronage, erc. Gramsci argues that various forms of hegemony
flow from this process of incorporation: “expansive” hegemony if stare-
society relations display sufficient dynamism and are not inordinately plagued
by crisis conditions; “reformist” hegemony (whart he calls “rransformism”)
if political stability requires continuing concessions to competing forces.
See also our discussion of “absorption” and “insulation”™ below.

Racially subordinated groups may not be permitted access to the political
system; if they are represented, this will take the form of racially defined polit-
ical organizations, or by organizations which have racially explicit projects
and programs.

We use this term in the Gramscian sense of social actors whose paosition
and training permits them to express the worldviews, ideas, and sense of
social identity of various social actors. Priests, teachers, artists, and enter-
tainers fit in this definition, which is not the same as the standard usage of
“intelligentsia.”

Lack of success terminates the crisis. The result may be a restoration of the
previous pattern of unstable equilibrium, or the consolidation of a counter-
reformist agenda. On eyclical patterns in contemporary movement politics,
sce Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward. See their Poor People’s
Movements: How They Succeed, Why They Fail (New York: Vintage, 1979).
As seen from a movement standpoint, From the standpoint of the state,
these are reform policies.

“The Mexican Americans now view the political system as an Anglo system.
They feel that only a Mexican American political system can serve their
needs. ... " Jose Angel Gurtierrez, “La Raza and Revolution™ [1968], in
M. S. Meier and F. Rivera, eds., Readings on La Raza (New York: Hill and
Wang, 1974) p. 231.

Charles V. Hamilton, “Black Social Scientists: Coneributions and Problems,”
in Joyce Ladner, ed., The Death of White Sociology (New York: Vintage,
1973) pp. 472-473.

Michael Novak, The Rise of the Unmeltable Ethnics (New York: Macmillan,
1973); Nathan Glazer, Affirmative Discrimination (New York: Basic, 1975).
For example, see Gutierrez, “La Raza and Revolution,” p. 232, These orga-
nizations had often played a challenging role in a previous phase of the
reform trajectory; their leaders had been, in many cases, the militants of
their generation. We discuss the concept of “trajectories” of reform move-
ments below.

Maleolm X (with Alex Haley), The Autobiography of Malcolm X (New
York: Grove Press, 1965) pp. 53-56.

A good example is the incorporation of the Gandhian concept of nonvio-
lence into the civil rights movement. See Chapter 6, below.

The dislocation of white identity, of the meaning of “whiteness™ in con-
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temporary racial conflicrs has received relatively little attention. Some social
psychological studies have been directed at the identity erisis experienced by
whirtes in the face of minority demands for equality, political rights, cul-
tural/organizational autonomy, ete. The idea that the grear Western soci-
cties are somehow fundamentally white—which today is espoused by
explicitly racist groups like the Ku Klux Klan and the National Front in
Britain—scems to us to be an attempt to keep the formerly unguestioned
{or barely questioned) subjective coherence of “whiteness™ alive. See for
example Michael Billig, “Parrerns of Racism: Interviews With National
Front Members,” Race and Class, Vol. 20, no. 2 (Aunimn 1978) pp. 161-179,

The Great Transformartion

By racism we mean those social projects which ereate or reproduce struc-
tures of domination based on essentialist categories of race. The concept
of racism is discussed extensively in Chaprer 4.

This phrase, of course, is Karl Polanyi’s term for the introduction of mar-
ket society in pre-capitalist England. ‘We have appropriated it, with apolo-
gies to Polanyi, to indicate the epochal character of the shift to a socially
based politics in the contemporary U.S,

David Edgar, *Reagan’s Hidden Agenda: Racism and the New Right,” Race
and Class, Vol. 22, no. 3 (Winter 1981) p. 222,

See Chaprer 1 for more detailed discussion of this point.

Nathan Glazer, Affirmative Discrimination: Ethnic Inequality and Public Pol-
icy (New York: Basic, 1975) p. 3.

Use of the rerm “elite™ is not meant pejoratively. Although the prewar civil
rights movement included some episodes of “direct action” and mass mobi-
lization (notably during Reconstruction and in the aftermath of World
War I—e.g., the Garvey movement) these were infrequent and antagonis-
tic to moderate programs. Reform strategies concentrated, for reasons of
necessity, on lobbying, use of the courts, and appeals ro enlightened whites,
tactics which depend on knowledgeable clites for leadership and render
mass participation counterproductive. In addition, the straitened condi-
tions facing blacks in the prewar period generated a survival-oriented fide-
ology which did not adapt itself well to mass mobilization, For a good
history of the black struggle in the 1930s, see Nancy |. Weiss, Farewell to
the Party of Lincoln: Black Politics in the Age of FDR (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1983).

Douglas McAdam, Political Process and the Development of Black Insur-
gency (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984).

Aldon D. Morris, The Origins of the Ciil Rights Movement: Black Com-
munities Orgamizing for Change (New York: Free Press, 1984).

For representative statements, see Roberr A. Dahl, Pluralist Dentocracy i the
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United States (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967); Arnold Rose, The Power
Structure (New York: Oxford University Press, 1967). Good critiques are
Theodore J. Lowi, The End of Liberalism (New York: Norton, 1969); Peter
Bachrach and Morton Baratz, Power and Poverty (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1970); Steven Lukes, Power: A Radical View (London:
Macmillan, 1974).

Southern loyalty to the Democrats was assured by the national Party’s acqui-
escence in segregation, and specifically in the disenfranchisement of south-
ern blacks.

Rearticulation is a practice of discursive reorganization or reinterpretation
of ideological themes and interests already present in the subjects’ con-
sciousness, such thar these elements obtain new meanings or coherence.
This practice is ordinarily the work of “intellectuals.” Those whose role is
to interpret the social world for given subjects—religions leaders, enrer-
tainers, schoolteachers, etc.—may on this account be “intellectuals.”

For a startling and vivid evocation of that rhetorical roolkir, see Zora Neale
Hurston, “The Sermon,” in idem, The Sanctified Church (Berkelev: Turtle
Island, 1984).

Cornel West, Prophesy Deliverance! Toward A Revolutionary Afro-Ameri-
can Christianity (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1982),

Robert Moses drew important inspiration from Camus, for example, as
noted by Clayborne Carson, In Struggle: SNCC and the Black Awakening
of the 1960s (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1981) p. 46,
Eugene Genovese, among others, has argued thar religious and cultural
forms operating during slavery constituted “pre-political” forms of black
resistance. See Genovese, Roll, Jordan, Roll: the World the Slaves Made
(New York: Pantheon, 1974),

Martin Luther King, Jr., quoted in Harvard Sitkoff, The Strugele for Black
Equality (New York: Hill and Wang, 1981) p. 61,

See for example Julius Lester, Look Out Whitey! Black Power’s Gon Get
Your Mama! (New York: Dial, 1968).

Quoted in William Julius Wilson, “The Black Community in the 1980s:
Questions of Race, Class, and Public Policy,” The Annals of the American
Academy of Social and Political Seience, Vol. 454 (March 1981) p. 28.

The march had been planned as a unified effort to demonstrate black and

liberal support for national civil rights legislation. The SNCC speaker, John
Lewis, was forced to censor his remarks by white and black moderates, but
even the rewritten speech contrasted sharply with the self-congratulatory
tone of the rest of the event:
The party of Kennedy is also the party of Fastland . . . the party of
Javits is also the party of Goldwater. Where is our party?

[Qm_:rcd in Carson, InStruggle, p. 94.)
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