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Introduction

Globalization is a new stage in history of which we are just becoming aware.
Driven by a scientific and technical revolution that began in the 1970s, glob-
alization is rapidly transforming important features of human social existence.
One of the immediate manifestations of globalization is that it brings the
world closer together. Today, we find ourselves in communication with and
living and working with people from all over the globe. We are becoming in-
creasingly aware of ourselves in relationship to people everywhere. On a
grander scale, a scientific revolution is bringing us new understandings of our-
selves in relationship to nature. Humanity’s basic scientific knowledge, rang-
ing from the laws of the universe to genetics, has taken a gigantic leap forward
in the last twenty years. In ways that were unfathomable a generation ago, we
are becoming more aware of the universe and the world around us.

Because globalization supports these new forms of self (and other) aware-
ness, it has opened up a new era in which cooperation and community can
now be achieved on a global scale. The growing interconnectedness of hu-
manity can be seen in the UN Conference on the Status of Women, the UN
Conference on Racism, the Kyoto Accords on global warming, the founding
of the first International Criminal Court, various regional peace processes,
and many other efforts to solve global problems cooperatively. Globalization
has produced growing numbers of cosmopolitan people who are truly multi-
cultural, who live every day crossing boundaries. The ease with which we can
now communicate with people everywhere and our growing ability to travel
anywhere on the globe is uplifting. In these ways, and others explored in this
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book, globalization offers humanity a hopeful future of connectedness, in
which the eradication of ignorance and fear, so closely bound up with racism,
can be envisioned.

But along with hope, globalization is also creating fear. The social form that
is ushering in the global era is capitalism. For reasons to be discussed in this
book, the development of global markets has created enormous social crises.
These crises are manifest in growing inequality (globally and locally) and the
decreasing capacity of nation-states to maintain social order. A growing num-
ber of people are being excluded outright from the global economy, and the
middle classes of even the most developed nations, including the United
States, are experiencing growing insecurity and pressures toward downward
mobility. The advent of new technologies has also brought with them a host
of problems. We now face unprecedented ecological crises, the growing threat
of weapons of mass destruction, and the spread of contagious diseases.

The paradox of globalization is that we now have the opportunity to see
ourselves in a global context, but many of us do not like what we see. Rather
than sharing in a global celebration of progress, the people of the world are
becoming, in the words of UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan, aware of our
shared insecurity. Rather than seeing global interdependence as uplifting hu-
manity, too many people see globalization as dragging everyone down. In
short, market globalization is creating interdependence, but one in which,
too often, what we share is the pain and dislocation of inequality and social
crisis. A challenging question to humanity today is this: What will we do
with our insecurities and fears? Unfortunately, the wealthiest people of the
world are showing a disturbing willingness to deny their connection with the
rest of the world by defending their privileged positions, including their
racial and national privileges. In the United States, most whites are turning
their backs on the last thirty years’ efforts to eliminate discrimination and to
create a nonracial society. At a time when globalization is making people
more geographically mobile than ever before, anti-immigrant movements are
gaining headway.

The U.S. response to the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks has been
one of fear. The attackers were simply “evil,” the United States, the place of
the “good” people. No critical examination of world inequality and social cri-
sis came from the Bush administration or from most of the media. Instead,
President George W. Bush promised to create an impregnable Fortress Amet-
ica, in which Americans could reaffirm their belief that “it can’t happen
here, the greatest society in world history.” The effort to wall off America
from the rest of the world need not have happened. In that awful moment of
truth, another possibility presented itself; Understanding terrorism as a
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global problem rooted in a deep social crisis affecting billions of fellow hu-
mans could have led to a new appreciation of global interdependence. Out
of this crisis could come a new sense of connectedness to the rest of the
world, and even a new understanding about the effects of globalization
within the United States. As Deepak Chopra wrote just days after the at-
tacks, “None of us will feel safe behind the shield of military might and stock-
piled arsenals. There can be no safety until the root cause is faced. It is im-
perative that we pray and offer solace and help to each other. In this moment
of deep sorrow for the wounding of our collective soul, the only healing we
can accomplish as individuals is to make sure that our every thought, word
and deed nurtures humanity.”?

This ability to face fear with love, to embrace humanity everywhere in the
world at the moment when it seems most frightening, requires a vision of the
present era that gives us the hope that turning outward to the world might of-
fer us a greater security, prosperity, and humanity than turning inward behind
walls of national and racial privilege. This book seeks to contribute to our abil-
ity to face up to a sometimes terrifying world by objectifying both the sources
of crisis and the sources of possibilities that are present in the global era.

The response to globalization in the United States, we shall see, is being
thoroughly racialized. Those marginalized from the global economy in the
United States are disproportionately people of colot, and whites experienc-
ing the disruptive effects of globalization often use racism as a way to buffer
themselves from downward mobility. The analysis of globalization’s impact
on the United States, then, must explain the dynamics of race in American
society. This is a difficult challenge, as societal racism today is quite different
from that of even a generation ago. The system of racism that I will call struc-
tured racism arose in the 1950s as a part of the new, middle-class social order.
This system has as one of its main features the ability to privilege whites
without overt legal or cultural claims of racial superiority. Before I can begin
my analysis of globalization and its impact on race, it is necessary to step back
to both a theoretical and historical examination of the development of this
new system of racism. This will be the subject matter of chapters 1 and 2.

As we shall see in chapter 3, globalization is undermining the stability of
the mass middle-class society, creating ever-greater inequality, and pressuring
political elites to reduce the scope of government regulation of business and
entitlement programs for the middle class and the poor. This destabilization
is the context for the intensification of racism in the United States, driven
by middle-class fear and political elites’ limited capacity to address the crisis
in any other way. The various projects to mobilize racial privileges will be de-
scribed in chapters 4 and 5.
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Globalization, however, is not only creating more fertile grounds for racism;
it is also creating some potential new possibilities for opposing racism and for
advancing demands for a new type of globalization based on the recognition of
social responsibility. As we shall see in chapter 6, globalization is creating new
possibilities for a prodemocracy movement and for the development of
transnational movements for human rights and labor solidarity. In particular,
globalization is creating conditions that may lead to a revitalization of the civil
rights movement, to be discussed in chapter 7. Each of these possibilities, it
shall be argued, depends on recognizing the growing importance of ethnic
communities to social movements responding to the crisis of globalization.

This book is premised on the belief that globalization has the potential to
improve the lives of people everywhere. But this potential will not become
reality unless people make it so. Globalization compels us to heed the words
of Martin Luther King Jr., “We are caught in an inescapable network of mu-
tuality, tied in a single garment of destiny. Whatever affects one directly, af-
fects all indirectly.”” In the face of social disruptions and crises produced by
globalization, we must find the faith in humanity that will enable us to co-
operate with people around the world to regulate and direct globalization in
socially responsible directions. Even though at present globalization is creat-
ing social crisis, it is important to also recognize that it is creating the con-
ditions for people to demand the development of a socially responsible form
of globalization. In this book, I look to the people currently left out of the
“new world order,” the people labeled “ethnic,” as the ones most likely to
lead the effort to develop socially responsible globalization. Again, King said
it so well, “Oppressed people cannot remain oppressed forever. The yearning
for freedom eventually manifests itself.”

This book is a search for hope in new and largely unchartered territory.
The challenge of the subject matter of this book is that it requires us to be
willing to face profound global problems in the spirit of seeking solutions to
them, with a belief in humanity’s potential for inclusiveness and progress. My
sincere wish is that I succeed in conveying to the reader a sense of hope in
this time of fear.

Notes

1. Deepak Chopra, “The Deeper Wound,” New York Times, 19 September 2001
(advertisement).

2. Martin Luther King Jr., “Letter from Birmingham Jail,” in Why We Can’t Wait
(New York: Mentor, 1964), 77.

3. King, “Letter from Birmingham Jail,” 87.
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CHAPTER ONE

Rediscovering Race

in the Global Era

This chapter provides a theoretical framework for understanding race and
ethnicity, and delineates the methodology that will be used in this book to
study globalization’s impact on race relations in the United States. The per-
spective to be taken in this book is that globalization is creating a new type
of social crisis in the United States by increasing inequality and restricting
the capacity of the nation-state to regulate markets. As the social order is
destabilized, claims of racial privilege are becoming increasingly attractive to
many whites seeking to buffer themselves from the crisis. On the other hand,
globalization is also creating conditions supportive of efforts to undermine
racism. This book, then, examines the ways that globalization creates condi-
tions that intensify both racism and antiracist opportunities.

As we begin our inquiry into the impact of globalization on race relations in
the United States, however, we must immediately face up to an important prob-
lem: The contested meanings of race, one of the main concepts to be used in
this book. The lack of conceptual clarity about race is a major problem for in-
tellectuals, antiracist activists, and the general public. This problem was
painfully evident in the Proposition 209 campaign in California in the mid-
1990s. Proposition 209 was a 1996 ballot initiative that amended the Califor-
nia constitution to ban governmental affirmative action programs. In the course
of that campaign (1994-1996), opponents of the ballot initiative were forced to
explain to voters that Proposition 209, entitled the California Civil Rights Ini-
tiative, was actually a deceptive effort to destroy civil rights. Proposition 209’
opponents had to defend affirmative action—a set of irreplaceable tools to undo
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discrimination—against charges that it is governmental racial discrimination.
Reality was turned on its head: racism was depicted as civil rights, while reme-
dies to racism were depicted as racist. People entirely hostile to efforts to eradi-
cate racism posed as civil rights activists. People who had devoted their entire
working lives to the cause of racial justice collectively felt like Alice in a hell-
ish Wonderland in California at the end of the twentieth century. Ultimately,
Proposition 209 passed because its advocates were successful in promoting the
myth that societal racism no longer exists in California.

As we shall see in chapter 2, the conviction held by many whites (and a
small number of people of color) that societal racism is dead was made pos-
sible by the development of a qualitatively new system of racism in the
1950s, one that enables white people to maintain racial privileges without
explicitly claiming racial superiority. The project of maintaining what Ed-
uardo Bonilla-Silva terms “color-blind racism” involves conceptualizing
American society and race relations in a way that liquidates societal racism
and places the blame for continuing racial inequality on people of color, and
labels government efforts to directly address racial issues as racist.! If we are
to argue that societal racism still exists—indeed, is being exacerbated in the
context of globalization—then we will have to reclaim the concepts of race,
racism, and ethnicity from those who would deny the reality of race.

As we set about the task of rediscovering race and racism today, there are
three major challenges that need to be met. The first challenge is to develop
a theory of race that acknowledges that race is not an inherent, immutable
feature of humanity, but a type of social relationship. While acknowledging
that race is a social construct, such a theory must also account for the en-
durance of racism for hundreds of years and the reasons for its persistence and
power in American society today, as well as its mutability in new conditions.?

The second challenge is to conceptualize a racial system to be termed
“structured racism” as the basis for “color-blind” racist ideology. As we shall
see in this chapter and in chapter 2, intellectuals’ failure to explore until very
recently structured racism as a specific form of racism has had serious conse-
quences, especially the inability to refute the widespread acceptance of the
“end of racism” thesis.?

The third challenge is to conceptualize the ways in which the motivation
and capacity of people to struggle for and against racial privileges are altered
by the new dynamics of globalization. Saskia Sassen aptly refers to globalized
relationships as a “grid” superimposed on top of preexisting social relation-
ships.* New global realities, ranging from a web of transnational corpora-
tions, to the cosmopolitan lifestyles of global elites, to the ebb and flow of
poor immigrant workers across national borders, are coming into being. But
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these global relationships are primarily taking form in national societies with
their own distinct histories. In the United States, the 400-year legacy of
highly organized, state-sponsored systems of racism have great significance
for the ways in which the “grid” of globalized relationships come into being.
The ability to situate the assault on people of color in a global context is es-
pecially vital for people trying to grapple with the social crisis associated with
globalization.

Making explicit a theory of race and society, and the relationship between
race and globalization, will enable us to take up the study of the impact of
globalization on race relations in the United States in parts II and III of this
book. As well, by clarifying the concept of race, we will be able to reclaim
the realities of race from those who would lead us to believe that societal
racism no longer exists.

Modernity and the “End of Racism” Thesis

The main proposition setting the terms of the American debate about race
today is the claim that societal racism is dead. This proposition is rooted in
a specific concept of modern society. “Modernity” refers to a culture and a so-
cial structure based on rational, scientific, and meritocratic values.” Because
of its alleged rational orientation, modern society is claimed to be ruled by a
knowledge-based elite of professionals and managers. Ascriptive statuses
such as class origins and race and gender supposedly recede in importance in
deciding who will receive high wages, power, and prestige.® From this per-
spective, modernization is thought to be a global process, ineluctably spread-
ing its values and social structure around the world due to its greater effi-
ciency and resulting prosperity.” Old, “ethnic” cultures, based on tradition
and religion, are seen as backward, impeding the spread of modern values and
social arrangements. To modernists, the United States is the first and preem-
inent “new nation,” a society formed without a history of caste, a society
founded on the principles of democracy, free markets, equal opportunity, and
individual merit.® Consequently, the United States serves as the model of
modernity for the rest of the world to emulate.

Racism, from the modernization perspective, has always been out of keep-
ing with American values. Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. puts it this way, “The
curse of racism was the great failure of the American experiment, the glaring
contradiction of American ideals and the still crippling disease of American
life.”® For modernists, “the curse of racism” lies outside the core values of the
United States. Modernists emphasize the meritocratic values that they be-
lieve provide the motivation for a wide variety of ethnic groups, most notably
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millions of European immigrants, to successfully assimilate into the great
American cauldron.l® Modernists argue that the cohesion of American
society—the antidote to what they see as divisive ethnicity—is found in the
meritocratic openness of American society to all.!!

The historians Stephan Thernstrom and Abigail Thernstrom argue that
the forces of modernization were overcoming racial inequality in the United
States well before the civil rights movement arose.!? They assert that when
African Americans moved into the “modern” cities during the 1920s to the
1950s, a dramatic improvement ensued in their social status relative to
whites. Thernstrom and Thernstrom believe that the civil rights movement
of the early 1960s simply completed the process of eliminating racial barriers
that were already falling under the pressures of modernity. Referring to the
1940s and 1950s, they write, “The importance of these two decades must be
underscored, because it is too often assumed that the significant advances
blacks have made in modern times occurred in the 1960s and after, and that
they were the result of civil rights protest and federal legislation provoked by
that protest. This common view . . . is wrong both about the timing of change
and the causes of the change.”’?

To the extent that racial inequalities between whites and people of color per-
sist, modernists typically emphasize ethnic communities’ alleged lack of appro-
priate values. Continuing racial segregation and inequality is claimed to be the
result of demoralization, a social pathology often described as a “culture of
poverty,” rooted in “broken”—that is, single women headed—families.!* Shelby
Steele, for example, writes, “[Ronald Reagan’s] emphasis on traditional Ameri-
can values—individual initiative, self-sufficiency, strong families—offered what
I think is the most enduring solution to the demoralization and poverty that
continue to widen the gap between blacks and whites in America.”

While the main efforts to deny the existence of societal racism emphasize
people of color’s lack of “modern” values, another intellectual current has al-
ways lurked at the fringes of the debate: the idea that racial inequality is
caused by unalterable genetic differences.!® This view naturalizes racial in-
equality as an inalterable fact resulting from the genetic differentiation of hu-
man beings into a number of separate subgroups, each with its own specific ge-
netic similarities.'” The recent completion of the human genome project has
rendered illegitimate the fundamental premise of the racial geneticists, that
humanity is divided into different genetic pools that correspond to U.S. racial
categories. But the effort to naturalize racial inequalities will not be deterred
by science alone.!® One can gauge the extent to which racism is becoming in-
tensified by the reemergence of genetic racism.!® Furthermore, a new form of
genetic racism is now possible, one that seeks not merely to justify racism on
a genetic basis, but to use genetic engineering to create racial inequality.?°
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One of the major problems with the “end of racism” thesis is that its advo-
cates typically advance the assumptions of modernization theory without ex-
plicitly saying so. Consequently, claims such as the idea that schools and em-
ployers would judge candidates by “merit” if it were not for affirmative action
are unexamined.?! Modernists depict American society as besieged by immi-
grants with backward ideas, again without any examination of the assump-
tions about the United States’ alleged modernity. The resuscitation of mod-
ernization theory allows conservatives to render societal racism invisible.
“Race” is depicted as a way to group “antimodern” people. Those who insist
on acknowledging race as essential to combat racism are depicted as clinging
to backward, and racist, ideas. Even efforts to keep data about racial differ-
ences in health care or access to government services are depicted as racist.??

The analysis of globalization provided in this book suggests that the influ-
ence of the “end of racism” thesis is growing precisely because it provides a
justification for the increasing assertion of white privileges today. The depic-
tion of the United States as the leader of global modermnity is used to attack
not only non-Western states and people, but also affirmative action and En-
glish as a Second Language programs, and to advocate for restrictions on im-
migration. The depiction of communities of color as mired in pathological
values and behavior is enabled by the tacit assertion that the United States
is the land of rationality and individual freedom. This book offers a very dif-
ferent view of the United States and the process of globalization, and of race,
from that of modernization theory. Throughout this book, we shall see that
globalization today is not a rational process, but one that entails the spread
of market relationships that have profoundly disequalizing and destabilizing
effects on societies everywhere, including the United States. It is also sug-
gested in this book that the “end of racism” thesis is actually a component of
the modern system of racism, that is, the ideological justification for “color-
blind racism” today. I now turn to the tasks involved in conceptualizing so-
cietal racism and the ways in which globalization is affecting race relations
in the United States today.

Rediscovering Race (I):
The Particularity of Race

For over two and a half centuries, after laws like the Virginia Slave Code of
1705 first defined those eligible for slavery as “black” and those who were free
as “white,” a clear, publicly acknowledged “color line” was maintained in
North America both by law and private practice. Unlike previous distinctions
between people (early English colonists, for example, categorized people as
English and African, or Christian and heathen), race distinguishes people on
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the basis of physical features.?> The use of crude physical features (such as skin
color, eye shape, and hair texture) as social markers meant that people from
very different societies were lumped together as “black” or “white” (or, later,
“Oriental,” “Indian,” or “Hispanic”) for the purpose of treating them un-
equally. The racialization of African peoples, in this example, meant that
those who were categorized “black” could be enslaved because of their physi-
cal features, and their status was inheritable by their children. Furthermore,
all people defined as nonblack, meaning white, by their physical features were
privileged: they were guaranteed they would not be enslaved.

The example of the racialization of slavery in North America reveals
much about the social process of racialization in general. “Race” is a social
construct entailing the practice of categorizing people on the basis of physi-
cal characteristics, assigning privileges to those categorized as “white” while
denying opportunities to those categorized as “colored.”?* It is this social
practice of privileging and oppressing people that gives significance to the
physical features termed “racial.” There is no inherent social significance to
skin color, eye shape, or hair type.?” Skin color becomes important when it
designates who can be a slave and who is free, eye shape becomes important
when it is used to distinguish citizens from the people ineligible for citizen-
ship, and so on. Physical features are made socially significant (i.e., “racial”)
because of the social practices of privileging and subjugation associated with
them. This is the core motive for the “social construction” of race.?

The process of racialization is fundamentally a material relationship.
Racial privilege refers to people’s capacity to make unequal claims to scarce
social resources—for example, freedom, citizenship, jobs, political power,
housing, education, and prestige—because of their racial designation. The
always-present flip side of racial privilege is racial subjugation (or oppres-
sion): the denial of equal access to scarce social resources on the basis of
racial designation. Without the social practice of privilege and subjugation,
race has no salience, and would soon be dropped from use. In this funda-
mental sense, racism and race are completely bound together. At its root, the
social construction of race exists because of racist practices, in a relationship
that pits human beings against each other in the struggle for and against priv-
ileged access to scarce social resources.?’

The fundamental relationship of race is a social conflict: white versus non-
white. Whiteness denotes the status of racial privilege, and all of the nonwhite
categories entail statuses formed in the context of the denial of opportunity.
Whiteness is thus a relative concept, one that can only be defined by the state
of oppression reserved for those designated as nonwhite. In a racialized society,
to be categorized as white places one in a position to be treated in privileged
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ways, both large and small. Some of these privileges may be guaranteed by law,
others by informal institutional policies, and still others may be conferred
through “microlevel” ceremonies, such as seating practices in restaurants or in-
formal treatment by the police, health professionals, or teachers.?

Whiteness is in some ways conceptually separable from white people. The
physical features that define an individual as white do not automatically de-
note a white individual’s orientation toward racial privileges. From aboli-
tionists such as John Brown to civil rights movement martyrs Viola Liuzzo,
Andrew Goodwin, and Michael Schwerner, millions of white people have
actively opposed white privileges. Indeed, white people can morally and po-
litically oppose white privileges as much as anyone else. The fact that some
white people oppose racial privileges does not mean that they do not receive
such privileges, however. Whether one likes it or not, racial privileging and
subordination in many ways operate independently of individuals’ wills.
Even the most staunchly antiracist whites, then, may receive the privileges
of relative sanctity from police harassment and better treatment by real es-
tate agents, helping professionals, potential employers, and so on precisely
because these privileges are conferred without the consent of the recipient.

Subordinate racial statuses are also generally imposed without the consent
of the people being subjugated. No one chooses to be put in a situation where
he or she is treated like a criminal because he or she is black.?’ No one elects
to be asked, as are many Asian Americans and Latinos: Where did you come
from?*® No one asks to be thought of as exotic or savage because he or she is
Native American.’! Yet, throughout American history, people have lost their
individuality in a multiplicity of ways, as well as their claims to freedom, to
citizenship, to jobs, and even to their lives, because they were categorized as
“Negroes,” “Orientals,” “Hispanics,” or “Indians.”*?

Rediscovering Race (II): Race and Society

The categorization of people on the basis of physical features for the purpose
of treating them unequally is conceptually distinct from other social rela-
tionships they experience, such as class, gender, nationality, or sexuality. One
of the classic errors of social theory before the mid-1980s was the tendency
to see race as a manifestation of something else, such as ethnicity, national-
ity, or class.*> However, once the particularity of race relations—that is,
white privilege and nonwhite subordination—is grasped, it is still necessary
to explain the relationship of race to individuals and society as a whole.
Race is a particular type of relationship, one produced by a conflict
(privilege/oppression) over scarce resources in which physical characteristics
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are social markers. But race relations do not exist in a vacuum. They arise in
societies in which other forms of conflictual relationships are always present.
For example, class, in the Marxist tradition, is also conceived as a conflictual
relationship based on the exploitation of labor by the owners of the means of
production. But class and race are different kinds of relationships, and peo-
ple can and often do find themselves enmeshed in conflicted statuses. Thus,
a white worker has contradictory interests on the basis of his or her race and
class locations: as a worker, he or she has an interest in uniting with other
workers who are being exploited by capitalists. This class interest encourages
workers to seek multiracial and multinational unity. On the other hand, as a
person with white privileges, a white worker also has a real material interest
in preserving his or her privileged access to jobs, political power, citizenship,
social services, education, housing, and so on.>* This racial interest can mo-
tivate white workers to deny equality to workers of color. A black worker (in-
deed, any worker of color) has much less conflict between his or her race and
class interests. Multiracial working-class unity will certainly benefit the large
majority of African Americans, who are disproportionately compressed into
the working class by racism. Similarly, whatever advances the interests of the
black community will also give blacks a greater capacity to compel white
workers to form multiracial working-class coalitions.?®

At the level at which people experience everyday life, people cannot be
reduced to their race or class interests. In this example, an individual is not
just “white” or a “worker.” He or she is both. Indeed, people constantly ex-
perience potentially contradictory interests from their location in other sta-
tuses, such as gender, nationality, and sexual orientation. People are simulta-
neously experiencing many social conflicts, often in very contradictory ways.
How these contradictory statuses are handled is not an abstract question but
a fact of history. People do not generally act according to abstract principles
(e.g., workers unite!), but according to their perceived interests. To use the
previous example, whether or not a white worker pursues the defense of his
or her racial or class interests will be determined by his or her belief in the
actual likelihood of benefits from one or the other strategy. Of course, indi-
viduals form their perceptions of their interests, and subsequent “identity”
(or “identities”) in a larger context, in which government policies, corporate
power, labor unions, and other social movements can all alter the likelihood
of an individual choosing to mobilize his or her racial interests.

Another difficult theoretical problem concerning the role of race in soci-
ety concerns the likelihood that economic and political elites and white
nonelites will turn to racism to maintain or enhance their positions. There
are two distinct motivations for white people to demand racial privileges.
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First, racism and national oppression can be and often are used by capitalists
and white workers to maintain “dual markets” to buffer whites from a section
of the labor force that receives lower wages and less or no benefits.>¢ Simi-
larly, dual markets can buffer white businesses from minority businesses com-
peting with them for capital and more lucrative consumers. Second, racism
and national oppression can be and often are deployed by political elites to
create a sense of allegiance from nonelites on a racial and/or national basis
by defining racial or national minorities (“others”) as the source of threats to
the social order.’?

The theoretical problem concerning these motives is that economic and
political elites do not always support specific forms of racism and national
oppression. An examination of U.S. history reveals that in specific condi-
tions, and in specific ways, capitalists and/or political elites have, for limited
periods of time, played antiracist roles. The end of slavery, for example, was
in a significant part possible because industrial capitalists saw the system of
unfree labor and unfree capital as an obstacle to the expansion of “free” mat-
kets.*® The success of the civil rights movement was at least in significant
part possible because of national political elites’ own reasons for temporar-
ily supporting the black insurgent movement’s agenda (see chapter 7). On
the other hand, capitalists have often used racism as a tool to maintain a
cheap and exploitable labor force. Political elites have often turned to
racism and nationalism to bolster national unity and to maintain social sta-
bility. Similarly, white workers have, at times, been willing to surrender
their potential racial privileges in favor of multiracial, multinational working-
class unity, such as during the Congress of Industrial Organization organiz-
ing drives of the 1930s. At most times, however, this has not been the case
(see chapter 6).

Understanding race relations in society requires much more than concep-
tualizing the variable relationships between race and class interests. People
experience a large array of privileged and oppressed statuses, not only on the
basis of race and class, but also on the basis of nationality (citizens versus il-
legal aliens), gender (men versus women), and sexuality (heterosexuals ver-
sus gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgendered people). The vast majority of
people are thus simultaneously oppressed and privileged on different dimen-
sions of social life.>® Thus, African Americans may claim national privileges
and refuse to enter into an antiracist alliance with Latinos.*® Mexican Amer-
ican women may in some ways feel they have more in common with women
from other Latin American or African nations than with Mexican American
men.*! Gay and lesbian people of color may feel estranged from both their
own communities and white gays and lesbians.*



16 ~~ Chapter One

Understanding race relations in society thus requires both a sense of the
complexity of people’s lived social relations and a sense of the power of
racism. The sobering reality of American history, unfortunately, reveals an
unsettling truth: Racism and national chauvinism have over and over again
proven to deliver to those privileged by them (i.e., white American citizens)
material resources sufficient to overwhelm other forms of social solidarity.
American working-class movements have typically been disunited by racism;
so has the women’s movement, the gay and lesbian movement, the environ-
mental movement, and so on.®

Structured Racism in the Mass Society

One of the most striking features of racism in the United States today is that
whites can defend racial privileges without the use of explicit racist ideology.
Bonilla-Silva describes the remarkable contradiction between white beliefs
about race and the reality of white privileges as follows:

In the United States, most whites proclaim to be color-blind and express their
wish to live in a society where race does not matter at all. Yet whites tend to
navigate every day a “white habitus” and seem to be rather “color-conscious”
in terms of their choice of significant others (close friends and romantic part-
ners). When confronted with these apparent contradictions between what

they believe and what they do, whites argue that “it’s economics, not race,”
b

“the evidence is not clear, it’s just the way things are,” or “it’s natural for peo-
ple to grav itate toward likeness.”‘”

Color consciousness extends far beyond the choice of close friends or lovers.
The white “habitus” Bonilla-Silva invokes refers to social arrangements that
make it possible for a white person to live his or her life in a virtually all-
white environment, moving seamlessly from a highly racialized suburban
community to a racialized school or workplace to racialized friendship and
family networks. [t is this social arrangement that is the most significant fea-
ture of the racial system of the United States today.

The “white habitus” was the creation of mass institutions in the mid-
twentieth century. The development of large corporations with complex ad-
ministrative structures, the founding of mass public institutions of higher ed-
ucation, and the creation of large-scale government agencies meant that
people had to interact with and through impersonal bureaucracies for their
jobs, goods, and services. The signature of these large-scale bureaucracies is
that they treat each individual in a standardized, impersonal way, as part of
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an undifferentiated “mass” of workers, customers, or citizens.* This develop-
ment was widely acknowledged in the seminal social criticisms of the 1950s,
such as David Reisman’s The Lonely Crowd.*

The mass society reached its apex in the new suburbs, where the children
and grandchildren of European immigrants eschewed the old ethnic neighbot-
hoods and its informal street life in favor of private housing in suburban tract
communities.*’ The new suburbanites not only changed where they lived, but
they also changed how they related to social institutions. Gone were the small
stores of the urban community; now suburbanites shopped in malls designed for
mass matketing. Gone, in these settings, were the close networks of neighbors;
in their place were formal organizations, like parent-teacher associations and
neighborhood organizations to protect property values and improve services. In
place of urban political machines and labor unions, suburbanites entrusted
schools to ensure the upward mobility of their children. Blue-collar work be-
gan to have less allure, especially for those who were upwardly mobile. The
new workplaces of the suburbanites were increasingly likely to be large corpo-
rate or governmental bureaucratic organizations, where workers did white-
collar technical, administrative, and managerial jobs. The new arrangements
of work, school, and community were institutionalized to an extent that had
never before existed. Instant communities emerged: developers built hundreds
of homes at a time, mass marketers built malls, and local governments built
schools at a frantic pace. The new suburbanites lived and worked in social set-
tings to a great extent created by corporations and government bodies. A new,
thoroughly bourgeois pattern of life was emerging on the outskirts of America’s
cities, organized through mass institutions.*

As we shall see in chapter 2, the new suburbs were created by and for
whites only, thus enhancing the value of suburbs as sites of racial privileges.
Suburbanization involved more than segregated housing: all of the intersect-
ing arrangements and cultures of the mass institutions had a racial character.
Mass institutions of public higher education were developed in this segregated
context and took on white notions of curriculum, evaluation of students, and
the hiring of faculty. Corporations expanded their managerial, professional,
administrative, and technical workforces in the same era; and the assumption
that only whites are capable of white-collar work was widely accepted.

An important area for historical investigation is to uncover the ways that
informal racial standards and values became formalized as normal bases of eval-
uation in large-scale organizations.*’ Virtually all of the mass institutions of the
era—corporate, educational, residential, and cultural—were developed in con-
ditions of complete racial segregation. Even when their segregation later came
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under challenge in the 1960s, many large bureaucracies, such as many police
and fire departments, consciously developed standards intended to keep out
people of color (and women of all races). Consequently, the new institutional
arrangements structured white privileges into their “normal” operations.

Even more than privileging whites in specific institutions, the new
arrangements enabled the structuring of white privileges into the day-to-day
patterns of interaction of the mass society as a whole. Once white suburbs
were in place, systems of education—including the new public colleges and
universities—were built in racially segregated environments. The fact that
the educational curriculum was Anglocentric and that the staffs of the new
colleges were likely to be almost all white was depicted by academics as mer-
itocratic and nonracial. The fact that white-collar jobs that were reserved for
whites became increasingly linked to educational credentials transformed the
racial “good ol’ boy” networks into the hiring of the “qualified.” The racial
privileges of the mass society all reinforced one another: only whites could
live in suburbs, and thus only whites had access to the new college and uni-
versity campuses built in the suburbs or the suburbs’ well-funded public
schools. Whites therefore had the credentials to get access to white-collar
jobs. The accumulation of racial privileges eventually meant that whites
were much likelier to be able to afford the housing prices in the suburbs. The
cycle of privilege was thus structured not only into institutions, but also into
the fabric of the mass society as a whole.

Whites’ capacity to deny the existence of racism, while continuing to ben-
efit from racial privileges, was (and is) contingent on the development of
structured racism. Once the patterns of racial privilege were built into the
“normal” day-to-day operation of interlocking mass institutions, the defense
of racism no longer required open claims of white superiority. It became in-
creasingly feasible for whites to defend racial privileges by upholding stan-
dards of individual merit, community control, and other allegedly “race-neutral”
claims. The process of structuring racial privileges into mass institutions took
many years. While the first efforts to link suburbs, universities, and white-
collar jobs appeared in the 1940s, as late as the 1970s it was still possible for
noncollege graduates (e.g., skilled blue-collar workers) to make as much
money as college graduates. Furthermore, as the new system of racism arose
in the 1950s and 1960s, the civil rights movement contested the new insti-
tutional arrangements. In 1966, the discovery of “institutional racism” en-
abled civil rights activists to expose and challenge the discriminatory prac-
tices built into and justified as “normal” by specific institutions.*

The concept of “institutional discrimination” proved useful to uncover
and challenge specific discriminatory practices in schools, workplaces, gov-
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ernment, banks, and real estate (see chapters 4 and 5). But the concept to
some extent missed the forest for the trees: racial structures were not only in-
stitutionalized, but had also created an entire way of life (Bonilla-Silva’s
“white habitus”). A new form of racialized social relations had come into be-
ing. Before the 1950s, whites could only privilege themselves relative to peo-
ple of color by active state intervention and explicit racist ideology. Without
such active mechanisms, the potential for multiracial integration was much
greater than popularly acknowledged, especially as African Americans, Chi-
nese, and Mexicans moved into the manufacturing cities in the mid to late
nineteenth century.’! The creation of mass suburbs for whites set in place the
beginning of a true white habitus, in which whites could and did live their
lives without interacting with people of color (except the home service
workers). This white habitus was further reinforced by white colleges and
workplaces. The concept of structured racism, then, is more useful than in-
stitutional racism in two regards: first, the unit of analysis is not a particular
institution, but societywide patterns of privilege and subordination. Second,
it emphasizes the distinct way that privileging works, as patterns of behavior,
not primarily as racist ideology or state policies.

Ethnicity, Race, and Racism

Ethnicity is conceptually distinct from race, but is, in some important ways,
bound up with it. The social construction of ethnicity, like race, begins with
acts of power: The process by which groups are marginalized as “different”
and unequa!l in their access to social resources from the “mainstream” soci-
ety.”? The act of defining a people as “different” also defines other people as
nonethnic, or “normal” and privileged. Racism, of course, can make people
ethnic; people can also be marginalized from society on the basis of their real
or alleged ties to another nation (national minority) or, in societies with es-
tablished religions, on the basis of religion (religious minority).>* The label-
ing of people as ethnic is often a crucial component of political elites’ efforts
to cohere national unity among the nonethnic.®* As will be discussed in
chapter 4, for example, making people “ethnic” and blaming them for social
problems may be of particular use to elites as a way of maintaining order
among “mainstream” citizens as nation-states lose their capacity to deliver
social services and protect people from corporate misdeeds.”> The history of
having been “ethnic” is a common experience in the Unites States. Most
immigrants to the United States, including Europeans, have experienced dis-
crimination on the basis of their nationality, and a third of Americans are la-
beled as racial minorities.
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Ethnicity is thus produced in the context of domination and discrimina-
tion. The values and institutions that give an ethnic group its coherence,
however, are constructed by the subjugated group, not by those who oppress
them. Irish American and Jewish American ethnicities were produced by
those who shared similar experiences of national or religious origin, immi-
gration, and oppression in the United States. In this sense, ethnic groups are
defined by their self-organization around a set of institutions (churches, syn-
agogues, mosques, business associations, labor organizations, and so on), and
their informal social networks of kinship and community, as well as a com-
mon set of values expressing their history, experiences, and desires. Ethnic
formations often take form in the context of racial oppression. In this sense,
people’s relationship to race is not simply imposed. People of color often con-
sciously utilize their racial location as a resource to resist racial oppression.>®
This active engagement with race as a site of resistance to racism can be seen
in the fact that people of color are much more likely than whites to be con-
scious of race because they need to be to confront and oppose racial privi-
leging. People of color are likely to utilize racial commonalities as a way of
developing ethnic communities, in large part to resist racial subjugation. In
this way, race can be mobilized against racism.

Racial ethnicity produces many nonracist and antiracist social uses of
race.’” The common experience of racial oppression can provide an other-
wise diverse grouping of national minorities with a common interest around
which they can develop unity, the practice Yen Le Espiritu terms “paneth-
nicity.”® Thus, the racial meanings inherent in the ideas of Black Power, the
American Indian Movement, Asian Indians, or Chicanismo all have an-
tiracist connotations. In rare instances, people of color can use race as a way
of developing privileged access to scarce resources—for example, through po-
litical favoritism—although such racial privileges are almost always limited
by the absence of significant institutional power behind such arrangements.”

The interplay between ethnicity and race can be quite complex. For ex-
ample, an ethnic group may experience subjugation as a national or religious
minority and simultaneously receive racial privileges as white people. Karen
Brodkin, Matthew Frye Jacobson, and others have observed that European
national minorities were at times depicted as nonwhite by Anglo-Americans
in the late nineteenth century.?’ But the question of whether or not Jews,
[talians, or other eastern and southern European immigrants were white can
be answered by looking at the objective privileges reserved only for whites at
that time. These privileges included citizenship, voting rights, and access to
industrial jobs. European immigrants were thus always white because they re-
ceived these privileges. But their racial privileges were at times offset by
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withering discrimination on the basis of nationality and religion. The clash
between racial and national interests may affect people of color as well.
While people lumped together in a nonwhite category may have important
areas of shared interest, there may be important areas of divergence of inter-
ests. Thus, West Indians are likely to be defined as black in the United
States, but they are not ethnically African American.®! Divergent class and
gender interests can also be sources of important ethnic divisions.®?

In sum, Michael Omi and Howard Winant are correct when they observe
that racial “projects” entail the uses of race for nonracial and antiracist pur-
poses as well as for racial oppression.> But some caution about eclecticism
concerning the concept of race must be noted. The fundamental conditions
for the existence of race and ethnicity are claims of racial and national priv-
ileges and the consequent marginalization and oppression of people of color
and other national minorities. Without societal racism, race as the basis for
ethnicity would quickly lose its salience. As James H. Cone puts it, the prob-
lem of race is, fundamentally, the problem of white privilege.%*

Connecting Globalization
and Racism: Methodological Issues

One of the chief problems for the study of the relationship between global-
ization and race is to ascertain the appropriate methodology for the inquiry.
One point of reference is global in scope. As Charles Mills, Winant, and
Bonilla-Silva show, capitalism has always been global in its reach, and racism
has always been an essential condition for capital accumulation and expan-
sion.%> Globalization, in its present phase, is producing remarkable contra-
dictions. It is simultaneously creating new, transnational social relations that
bring people around the world closer together, while creating massive in-
equality within and between nations, destabilizing existing social orders, dis-
lodging hundreds of millions of people from their home countries, and re-
ducing the capacity of nation-states to regulate society. Because of
globalization’s contradictory character, it is necessary to investigate both the
ways in which it creates conditions that increase the probability of people
mobilizing racial and national privileges, as well as the ways in which glob-
alization creates conditions that increase the chances for people to forge a
more just social order.

The contemporary period of globalization creates conditions that are inten-
sifying racism in all of the most developed countries (MDCs), and between the
MDC:s and the less developed countries (LDCs). Rapidly increasing economic
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and social inequality within and between nations, accompanied by nation-
states’ greatly reduced capacity to regulate capital or redistribute resources,
is disrupting old social orders and often fostering a climate of fear. At the
same time, the growing flow of people into Europe and the United States
from the LDCs is challenging and reconstituting ideas of citizenship and so-
cial membership. These conditions appear everywhere in the developed
world, and, in response, growing numbers of people are claiming white priv-
ilege as a way of buffering themselves from the threats of downward mobil-
ity. In these ways, it is possible to identify specific dynamics of racism that
are appearing everywhere in the developed world in response to globaliza-
tion’s social dislocations.

But racism cannot be analyzed solely at a global level; racial projects pri-
marily develop within nations in specific ways having to do with the politi-
cal economy of each historic national formation.®® Colonialism and slavery,
for example, produced different forms of white supremacy in Europe than in
the Americas, mainly because racism was largely external to Europe (i.e., the
racial “others” were colonial subjects in some other country) while it was in-
ternal to the development of many American nation-states, and especially
the United States, whose “peculiar institution” of slavery and westward ex-
pansion gave race an ever-expanding role in the development of social or-
der.” Variations in the ways that race is woven into the social fabric together
with class, nationality, gender, and sexuality mean that the particular modes
of racial stratification and modes of resistance to racism vary greatly from
place to place, and time to time. It is for this reason, for example, that an in-
dividual can be white in one society and black in another, mestizo in one so-
ciety and Hispanic in another, and so on.®® Variations can be local as well as
national. In the United States, racial categories like mulatto or those of the
octoroon system have come and gone in specific regions at specific times for
specific reasons.

The methodological problem in the study of globalization and race is this:
How does the analysis of race on a global level articulate with the analysis of
race on a national and even a local level? The study of the relationship be-
tween globalization and racism must, I believe, start with recognition of
global trends in racism, but must primarily focus on the ways in which the
specific national histories of race and current racial structures intersect with
the new dynamics of globalization. Globalization is creating common condi-
tions stimulating racism throughout Europe and the United States, but these
trends materialize in different national settings in quite different ways.
Among the variables that affect the impact of globalization on national
racial projects and structures are:
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1. The role of the nation-state in society. States have different capacities to
address the social impacts of globalization. Highly developed social
democracies, for example, have a greater range of nonracial options for
addressing the social problems attendant with globalization than do
the neoliberal democracies like the United States and Britain. Con-
versely, political elites are more likely to racialize social problems if
they lack other means to address them.

2. The history of racialization of society. The presence of the structural and
cultural legacies of previous racial systems increases the likelihood of
projects to racialize the impacts of globalization on national societies.
Societies without long histories of internal racism may racialize the so-
cial problems of the global era, but these new forms of racism are a de-
parture from previous social arrangements (usually to keep people of
color out altogether). Societies with a long history of internal racism,
and especially the United States, are more likely to racialize the re-
sponses to globalization.

3. The demography of society. Societies with small numbers of recent im-
migrants identified as “people of color” will likely racialize their re-
sponse to globalization less thoroughly than will societies with large
numbers of people of color with long claims to membership in that so-
ciety. Thus, the black ghettoes of England and the banlieus of France
are multiracial, multinational communities in which people of color
are typically the numerical minority.*

4. The political capacity of people to resist racism. The racialization of society
comes not only from racist projects claiming white privileges, but also
from antiracist projects that use race as a basis for mobilization against
racial privileges (e.g., the Black Power movement). Societies vary con-
siderably in people of color’s capacities to resist racism. In part, this vari-
ation is due to demographic considerations, and in part it is a result of
the historical development of the political capacities by different minor-
ity communities. Thus, while African Americans experience some of the
worst forms of racism, they also have developed a powerful capacity to re-
sist racism and make antiracist claims. Africans and Caribbean immi-
grants in Europe, however, usually are small in number and lack posi-
tioning within the political system of the European countries.

In sum, globalization creates a context that produces tendencies toward
racism in many different national societies, but the form and content of the
racist and antiracist responses to globalization will vary considerably from na-
tion to nation.
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The strategy I have chosen for this book is to examine in detail the im-
pact of globalization on one society: the United States. The value of this ap-
proach is that it allows for an in-depth investigation of the ways that the spe-
cific history, economy, politics, and cultures of one society produce
tendencies toward racism and antiracism in the context of globalization.
This type of exploration is essential, it seems to me, before we undertake
comparative analyses, because it informs us of what it is we must compare.

The focus on the study of a single nation is also based on the observation
that even in the global era—perhaps, especially in it—nation-states are the
basis for the organization of “society,” both for creating the international
framework for global interactions and for establishing the basis for national
social stability in the global era. As well, by studying one nation, we can ex-
amine the specific ways that globalization is undermining old hegemonic
concepts of society (in the United States, the middle-class order) and creat-
ing possibilities for new ways to understand what “society” is. The United
States is not just a nation, of course; it is the global superpower that, by virtue
of its military might and large economy, currently has the initiative of creat-
ing new legal, administrative, and military infrastructures for the global real-
ities. To understand how the United States addresses racism in the global era
is of vital concern to people everywhere in the world today.

Finally, local social formations are also of great importance for under-
standing race in the global era. Vivian Schelling suggests that “new local-
global formations” result from marginalized peoples’ location in and resist-
ance to the inequalities and social crises of globalization at a local level.”®
The affirmation of local identities and the creation of “new ethnicities” are
achieved by movements arising from marginal communities seeking to em-
power themselves in the face of the destructive consequences of investments
by transnational corporations, the International Monetary Fund and the
World Bank, and, often, their own national governments.”! The intensifica-
tion of ethnic community solidarity tells us something important about glob-
alization itself: It is currently unable to fulfill most people’s needs. Conse-
quently, those who experience its profound dislocations, and especially those
left out of the global market system entirely, are left with little choice but to
construct new conceptions of social order—economically and politically, as
well as culturally. The reassertion of local ethnicities, then, can be seen as a
key manifestation of the failure of globalization in its current form to inte-
grate people into either national societies or a “new world order.” The very
fact of ethnicity bears witness to the marginal relationship much of the world
has to the global economy; it also stands as testimony to the decreasing ca-
pacity of nation-states to create stable and inclusive social orders. The resur-
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gence of local communities also signifies people’s capacities for innovation
and their determination to find hope in the face of their oppression.

Conclusion

It is small wonder that Americans are confused about the meanings of race
today. We are just beginning to come to grips with the dynamics of structured
racism, a system that arose a half century ago. And, on top of that, we now
have to explain the impact of globalization on American society, an impact
that both intensifies racist and nationalist reactions as well as revitalizes an-
tiracist movements. The failure of intellectuals to maintain a clear analysis
of racism, including the liberal retreat from the subject, has had disastrous
consequences, enabling the “end of racism” ideology, and racism itself, to
gain ground.

Understanding the impact of globalization on race relations in the United
States is clearly a difficult task. We are still in the early stages of the develop-
ment of globalization, and so we only dimly perceive its impact on the pres-
ent, let alone the future. Americans are experiencing globalization as both the
dawning of a hopeful new stage in world history and a time of great fear. Un-
fortunately, most Americans are viewing the world today through the lens of
fear. Out of fear, many Americans cling to a concept of social stability and
“normality” from the post—World War II era. This middle-class social order,
with its distinctive racial dynamics, is still the basis for the definition of the
good life for most Americans. Defending the middle-class social order moti-
vates much of the new racism and nationalism today. Consequently, before we
can analyze the impact of globalization on race relations today, we will first
have to explore the social history of the middle-class social order.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Best and the Whitest:
Racism and the Middle-Class
Social Order, 1945-1975

The ways in which white privileges are mobilized in the United States in the
era of globalization are different from those of past eras, even the recent past.
Before we can explore the dynamics of racism (and antiracism) in the era of
globalization, however, we must first take a step back to the period immedi-
ately preceding this one. That era, one that began in 1945 and ended in
1975, was one in which the middle class became hegemonic in the United
States, the basis on which a particular kind of all-sided social order was con-
structed. One reason we must come to terms with the history of the middle-
class social order is that globalization is now undercutting its stability, and it
is the defense of this order (i.e., “the good ol’ days”) that motivates much of
the new racism of the global era.

This history is also needed if we are to investigate what Justice Thurgood
Marshall so aptly termed “the present effects of past discrimination,” a key
component of racism in the era of globalization.! As I initially discussed in
chapter 1, the middle-class social order became the context for a particular
kind of racism, despite claims to the contrary. Unlike the racisms of previous
epochs, such as the system of state power called Jim Crow racism, white priv-
ileges in the 1950s and 1960s became structured into the patterns of interac-
tion in society so deeply that the overt defense of racial privileges became un-
necessary. A new type of racism, termed by some “color-blind racism,” came
into being during this era. The fact that racism was deeply embedded into the
middle-class social order in the 1950s and 1960s is important for the study of
the dynamics of the defense of racial privileges today, in the global era. As
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we will see in the next three chapters, the modes of racial privileging and op-
pression created in this earlier period provided the groundwork for a more
virulent defense of white privileges in the era of globalization that emerged

in the 1980s and 1990s.

The Rise of the Middle-Class
Social Order, 1945-1975

The idea of the middle class became the defining feature of American soci-
ety in the 1950s. This historically unique moment when the United States
became a global superpower was pronounced as the onset of an epoch in
which all the world would seek to emulate the U.S. model.? Its boosters
crowed that the United States had become the epitome of modern society.
This period of unbridled global domination that began in 1946 started to un-
ravel in the late 1960s and was in disarray by 1975, the year the United
States lost the Vietnam War and the oil crisis (erroneously blamed on the
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries) shook the middle class’s
confidence. While brief, this thirty-year-long era produced massive and en-
during changes within American society.

At the close of World War II, the United States had become more than a
world power, or even the center of an empire. A new term, “superpower,” had
to be coined to describe the United States’ historically unprecedented geopo-
litical domination of the world. The United States rose to superpower status
because of the confluence of three factors at the end of World War I1: First,
the rest of the industrialized world’s economies lay in ruins, while the U.S.
productive capacity was supercharged by the war emergency measures. In
1947, the United States produced nearly one-half of the entire global output
and was responsible for the revival of capitalism in war-ravished Western Eu-
rope and Japan. Second, the United States had a monopoly of nuclear
weapons at the end of the war and held a significant nuclear strategic ad-
vantage over the Soviet Union until the early 1970s.> As a result, the United
States could and did project its military will everywhere on the planet dur-
ing this period. Third, as a result of its economic and military dominance, the
United States became the center of world economic policy and world diplo-
macy after the war, a fact symbolized by the placement of the UN headquar-
ters in New York City.*

Because of the historically anomalous U.S. geopolitical global dominance
in the 1950s and 1960s, American corporations were able to expand their
markets, productivity, and profits at unprecedented rates. The proportion of
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U.S. corporations’ after-tax profits from overseas investments grew from 10
percent at the beginning of the 1950s to over 20 percent by the early 1970s.
Stimulated by foreign profits, U.S. productive capacity in the 1960s grew at
a record rate, tripling in that decade. This growth was made possible in large
part by the capacity of American firms to dominate the other developed na-
tions’ markets through the Marshall Plan in Europe and the U.S. military oc-
cupation of postwar Japan, as well by the concomitant lack of international
competition for U.S. markets.?

The rapid expansion of the American economy—the fabled “postwar
boom”—gave elites new corporate and governmental tools to create and
maintain social order. As Joel Krieger explains, “Growth meant that distri-
butional decisions would be relatively consensual, since diverse constituen-
cies could often be appeased. Class struggle seemed almost anachronistic as
trade union elites routinely participated in the formulation of economic pol-
icy. Political conflict often seemed reduced to the problem of rational ad-
ministration.”® An early effort to develop this new “growth coalition” ap-
proach was General Motors’ {GM) 1946 offer to the United Auto Workers
(UAW) union of a new contract that promised workers increasing wages and
benefits as long as GM’s profits grew.” This contract between the United
States’ biggest corporation and biggest union, dubbed by the press “The
Treaty of Detroit,” defused the labor-management conflicts that had beset
“Big Auto” and many other industries during the 1930s and early 1940s and
were reemerging with a vengeance in 1946. Bolstered by soaring corporate
profits, labor peace was achieved with relative ease in many other sectors of
the economy as corporations and unions fashioned agreements patterned af-
ter the GM-UAW contract. Labor’s willingness to enter into these contracts
is all the more notable because 1946 was the year in which unions reached
their high point in membership as a percentage of the workforce and exer-
cised their muscle in a record number of strikes.

Government was also reshaped during the late 1940s and 1950s by the
“growth coalition” strategy of appeasing diverse constituencies. The federal
government adopted a host of social programs during the late 1940s and
1950s, fleshing out the skeletal welfare state that had been created by the
New Deal policies of the 1930s. The unprecedented wage hikes (including
increases in benefits, retirement funds, and social insurance programs), cou-
pled with housing and educational subsidies of the GI Bill, transformed many
Americans’ understanding of the basic rules of society. In the 1930s and
1940s, social peace amounted to an uneasy truce and, sometimes, open war-
fare between capitalists and workers. By the late 1940s and early 1950s, the
idea that everyone could get a piece of the American dream by cooperating
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with corporate America had become widely accepted. In 1957, a General
Electric executive defended himself against federal antitrust charges by say-
ing, “What’s good for General Electric is good for America.” In short, the
idea of the middle class and cooperation with corporate America as the cen-
terpiece of American society had become hegemonic. During the 1950s, the
American dream of home ownership, college education, and disposable in-
comes to buy luxury items (symbolized by the 1950s’ automobiles) became
the sine qua non of being American.

This transformation of the social order was not accomplished smoothly.
Those who resisted the logic of the middle-class order—especially workers
in militant labor unions that did not trust the newfound corporate
largesse—found the 1950s to be a time of frightening repression, both by
the government through the McCarthy era anticommunist witch-hunts
and by corporations, which aggressively sought to dislodge labor unions
from their workplaces, especially during and after the recession of 1957.8
By the mid-1950s, the class consciousness of America was markedly dif-
ferent than it had been even in 1946. Even a casual look at the 1930s and
1940s reveals open and intense conflict between workers and their em-
ployers, the phenomenal rise of the Congress of Industrial Unions, and
widespread socialist and communist sympathies. During the early 1950s,
class lines became blurred. Working-class militancy all but disappeared,
driven underground by the carrot of improving wages, benefits and job se-
curity, private housing, and higher education, as well as by the stick of
McCarthyism. Working-class consciousness was largely marginalized as a
foreign ideology alien to American life as the idea of the middle class be-
came hegemonic. Labor union membership began a fifty-year decline from
which it has not yet recovered. Poverty—afflicting a quarter of the U.S.
population—was forgotten.” The continuing system of Jim Crow racism
was largely ignored by whites. A new generation of scholars proclaimed
America to be the first modern society and declared the end of class con-
flict. Writing in 1955, the historian Richard Hofstadter opined, “[T]he
jobless, distracted and bewildered men of 1933 have in the course of the
years found substantial places in society for themselves, have become
home owners, suburbanites, and solid citizens.”'®

The emergence of the middle class as the anchor of social stability was
more pronounced in the United States than in the other most developed
countries. The particularity of the United States among the advanced indus-
trial nations lay in its global domination, coupled with the relative weakness
of its labor parties, labor unions, and the welfare state, in conjunction with
the relatively strong emphasis on property (home) ownership and individual
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achievement. By the end of the 1950s, American workers were, in the words
of Mike Davis, “prisoners of the American Dream.” As we shall see in chap-
ter 7, this new middle-class social arrangement created an important oppor-
tunity for the civil rights movement to mount a successful campaign to end
legal segregation. But the new middle-class order was not, as the prophets of
modernity would have it, hostile to racism per se.!! Indeed, the new arrange-
ments were qualitatively stamped by the Jim Crow system of legal segrega-
tion. The fact that the middle-class order was largely reserved for whites as a
matter of law and informal discriminatory practices has great significance for
understanding the end of the Jim Crow system in the 1960s. For, as I will now
discuss, the development of the new middle-class order in the 1950s made
possible the new system of structured racism.

The Erosion of Jim Crow Racism
in the 1940s and 1950s

The Jim Crow system was a form of racial segregation based on state power.
In that era, the relationships between whites and nonwhites, which privi-
leged the former and oppressed the latter, were secured by the power of the
state. While private relations, such as employment, were also racialized in-
formally, the principle guarantors of white privilege in this period were the
courts and the police. Michael Omi and Howard Winant insightfully term
the Jim Crow system a “racial dictatorship.”"? During the Jim Crow era, the
law drew a color line through American society, on one side of which all peo-
ple of color were disadvantaged relative to all whites, regardless of class, na-
tionality, or color, in both important and petty ways.!? »

The slow death of Jim Crow racism began in the decade in which the sys-
tem of legal segregation reached its greatest domination of the United States:
the 1920s. At the end of World War I, cotton prices tumbled as the British
flooded the world cotton market with cheap colonial Indian and Egyptian
cotton. In the United States, King Cotton was dethroned. As the demand for
U.S. cotton declined, hundreds of thousands of African Americans were ex-
pelled from the sharecropping system. The greatest internal migration in
America’s history began, lasting from the 1920s until the 1960s. At the be-
ginning of the twentieth century, over 80 percent of African Americans lived
in the rural South. By the 1960s, some 60 percent of African Americans
lived in the urban North.!* This restructuring of the U.S. economy and the
growing urbanization of African Americans undercut the Jim Crow system,
which had been predicated on the social arrangement in which African
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Americans remained a rural, agricultural labor force in the cotton-growing
South after the end of slavery.

The second blow to the Jim Crow system came from the growing domina-
tion of the U.S. economy by national corporations. The political and legal sys-
tem that had been erected in the Jim Crow era was a loose federal system that
relegated to each state the right to determine how it would regulate economic
and social relations within its respective boundaries. In the decade before
World War 11, large corporations had begun marketing their products every-
where in the nation and were seeking to create a standardized national legal
system to provide national markets with a consistent and stable legal environ-
ment. By the late 1930s, a legal movement had begun to incorporate the state
laws under the U.S. Constitution to create a single legal system under a rela-
tively centralized national government for the first time.!* The incorporation
cases of the 1930s did not focus on race relations, but they created favorable
conditions for the historic legal challenges to racial segregation in the 1950s.
The development of a legal infrastructure for national markets thus uninten-
tionally put corporate power on a collision course with the Jim Crow system.

A third factor that set conditions for the destruction of the Jim Crow sys-
tem arose from the new geopolitical position of the United States at the end
of World War II. This new geopolitical dominance made the United States
accountable to the world in a new way. As the self-designated “leader of the
free world” in the Cold War, the United States was subject to intense criti-
cism for the absence of basic democratic rights for U.S. citizens of color. The
racial dictatorship in the United States was especially of concern in the 1950s
for newly liberated African and Asian colonies, whose leaders were influenced
by the Soviet Union and communist China’s promises of equality and inde-
pendence from imperialism. In order to bolster the United States’ interna-
tional influence, the federal government began to more aggressively challenge
legal segregation on the basis of “national security interests.” In 1947, Ernest
Gross, the legal advisor to the U.S. Department of State, bluntly said, “[T]he
United States has been embarrassed in the conduct of foreign relations by acts
of discrimination taking place in this country.”'® This opinion found its way
into ensuing U.S. government amicus curiae briefs, including in the landmark
1951 school desegregation case Briggs v. Elliott.!?

Despite these growing pressures against white legal power in the United
States, the Jim Crow system remained firmly entrenched in southern re-
gional and national politics. In the South, the use of law to deny blacks the
right to vote had produced a powerful white political machine, capable of
dictating who was to be elected to office and giving elected officials virtually
lifetime tenure to their position. The seniority system in Congress ensured
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that Jim Crow members of Congress chaired most of the powerful commit-
tees of the legislative branch.!® The entrenched power of southern politicians
also ensured them domination of both major political parties. The early ar-
chitecture of the welfare state, created during the mid-1930s, bore the stamp
of Jim Crow racism because of the power of the white South. The New Deal
programs, while expanding the social welfare powers of the federal govern-
ment, preserved and reinforced patterns of racial segregation. The Wagner
Act, for example, allowed unions to exclude people of color, and, by legaliz-
ing closed shops in segregated industries, made racial integration next to im-
possible. The National Housing Act of 1934 sought to encourage private
home buying by underwriting bank loans and by establishing the Federal
Housing Administration (FHA). As Jill Quadagno observes, “Until 1949 the
FHA . .. encouraged the use of restrictive covenants banning African Amer-
icans from given neighborhoods and refused to insure mortgages in inte-
grated neighborhoods. Thanks to the FHA, no bank would insure loans in
the ghetto, and few African Americans could live outside it.”! In short, even
though the U.S. political economy was changing, there is no reason to be-
lieve that the Jim Crow system was on its deathbed in the 1950s. Indeed, as
the 1950s and 1960s showed, nothing short of the massive insurrection by
the civil rights movement could have swept the Jim Crow system from the
stage of history. Even as southern whites rallied to the defense of the Jim
Crow system against what at first was a small and politically marginal black
protest movement, a new social relationship was beginning to take form in
the North and the West that shook the seemingly impregnable southern
politicians’ grip on national power. This arrangement, with its own form of
racism, soon emerged as a powerful force undermining the Jim Crow system.

The rise of the middle-class social order during the 1950s was predicated
on a particular confluence of American geopolitical dominance, a rapidly ex-
panding domestic economy, and the development of a welfare state. This
new arrangement involved a restructuring of class relations, it invoked a new
role for government in American society, and it ushered in a new location for
women in the home. It is not surprising, then, that the 1950s also ushered in
a new era of race relations, in which the mechanisms that supported white
privilege had to be, and were, reinvented.

Suburbanization and the Structuring
of Racial Privilege, 1945-1960

A snapshot of American cities in 1945 reveals the continuing salience of racism
and ethnic solidarity in American life. Social networks still largely revolved
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around Little Italys, Jewish shtetls, Irish political machines and churches, and a
host of East European communities.”> Many whites identified themselves not as
white or American, but as Italian, Jewish, Polish, Greek, or Irish. Black ghettoes
and Mexican barrios were growing, new Chinese immigrants were beginning to
reshape Chinatowns, and Native Americans were forming urban Indian com-
munities.

The suburbs of the 1930s were by and large racially segregated, due to fed-
eral and local laws and discriminatory practices.?! Surveying the scene in
1955, Charles Abrams wrote, “[T]housands of racially segregated neighbor-
hoods were built, millions of people re-sorted on the basis of race, color, and
class, the differences built in, from coast to coast.”?? The expanding economy
and federal subsidies for mortgages created new opportunities for Americans
to buy a private home. By the 1960s, the centerpiece of the new middle-class
social order lay outside the cities, in massive suburban communities, where
the vast majority of the 37 million new housing units were constructed in the
decade and half after the end of World War 1I. Racially segregated welfare
state programs, begun in the New Deal era and expanded in the 1950s, sub-
sidized the development of the mass suburbs. The Veterans Administration
and the FHA provided subsidized, low-interest mortgages, leading to a dou-
bling of the number of privately owned homes between 1940 and 1960.%
The FHA program was explicitly biased toward the suburbs and advocated
the use of racially restrictive covenants to maintain the “social stability”
of the new communities.?* As a rule, only whites could qualify for loans to
live in suburbs. Private developers, led by William Levitt, also practiced open
racial discrimination in home sales in the new middle-class communities.
Levitt put it bluntly, “I have come to know that if we sell one house to a Ne-
gro family, then 90 to 95 percent of our white customers will not buy into the
community. . . . We can solve the housing problem or we can try to solve the
racial problem, but we cannot combine the two.”? Levitt’s companies main-
tained their policy of selling only to whites until 1968. People of color who
moved into white suburbs were typically greeted with hostility by residents
and police alike.?

Explicit racial discrimination by developers, realtors, banks, government
agencies, and individual home buyers revealed the widespread awareness of
the importance of race in the suburbs: These new communities were seen
from the beginning as privileged places whose residents were going to do
whatever they could to improve the quality of their personal lives at the ex-
pense of urban America—that is, people of color. Given the existing racial
inequalities created by hundreds of years of discrimination, preserving the
suburbs as white communities served to reassure white home buyers that they
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were indeed escaping the cities into privileged places. Suburbs prior to the
1950s had often been places of class as well as racial privilege. Older suburbs
were the prototypical “bedroom communities” for professional and manage-
rial upper-middle-class salaried workers who commuted to offices in central
cities. The suburbs developed in the 1950s had a different character: they
consisted of mass-built and mass-marketed housing aimed at working-class
Americans. In the New Jersey Levittown, for example, new homes were
priced from $11,500 to $14,500.77 In these settings, racial exclusivity was es-
pecially vital, for it provided the only assurance that white residents could
live a more privileged existence than in the cities, which had a similar class
composition to the new suburbs. The new suburban arrangement privileged
middle-class whites as well as the rich, as the former could leave the cities
and get the benefits of living in communities with a higher standard of liv-
ing and insulation from the social problems of the poor. Indeed, as the sub-
urbs attracted more jobs in the 1960s and 1970s, the racial privileges of sub-
urban living were extended downward, with more working-class whites
moving to these segregated communities to escape from the social costs of
life in the increasingly poor and nonwhite cities.?8

As the tens of millions of descendants of European immigrants left the cen-
tral cities for the middle-class suburbs during the 1950s and 1960s, their eth-
nic affiliations were radically transformed and, often, destroyed. Gone were
the ethnic neighborhoods, defined by their relationship to another nation,
with ethnic ties maintained by a large network of community organizations.
Gone were the non-English-language schools, churches, and newspapers. In
their place arose a new middle-class culture, based on the private home, the
car, and the mall. Many people surrendered their ethnicity entirely, rejecting
the cultures of their immigrant parents or grandparents as “old-fashioned” in
favor of “modern” living. Even those who held on to some aspects of their eth-
nicity experienced profound changes. The social life of the suburbs revolves
so powerfully around the private worlds of the home and consumption that
ethnicity comes to exist only as a vague notion of personal “values” or “iden-
tity” instead of the vibrant social life of the ethnic community. Ethnicity is
built on a wide array of interconnected social institutions—extended families,
religion, labor unions, business associations, social services, and cultural insti-
tutions. All these were missing from or radically transformed in the suburban
communities.?® The meaning of community took on more top-down, ritualis-
tic, and organizationally defined and commodified forms, bereft of the possi-
bilities for collective, autonomous action. Suburbanites found their social ties
organized by corporations through work and consumption of goods and set-
vices {especially at the new malls), and “joined” organizations established by
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a host of institutions, ranging from parent-teacher associations and religious
institutions to Little League to bowling leagues.’® To the extent that middle-
class suburbanites remained ethnically conscious, their relationship to eth-
nicity was increasingly voluntary and optional, unlike their parents and
grandparents, for whom ethnicity had been essential for survival in the face of
national and religious discrimination.3!

The decline of European ethnic communities, either hailed as the triumph
of the American dream or decried as a tragedy of modernity, did not by any
means signify the declining importance of race for the new suburbanites. To
the contrary, the mass suburbs of the 1950s became the sites for the perfec-
tion of whiteness and racial segregation. Where the Jim Crow system of seg-
regation relied on law to keep the races separate in geographical areas that
were somewhat integrated, the suburbs structured racial segregation into spa-
tial arrangements in a more complete way. Legal housing discrimination by
government and private developers enabled the suburban developers to guar-
antee new home buyers—often workers with modest incomes and no as-
sets—the privileges of whiteness. People growing up in suburbs reported that
virtually no people of color attended their schools or lived in their neigh-
borhoods. Unlike city residents, many suburbanites could go through their
days without ever seeing a person of color, except perhaps a maid or a gar-
dener.?? Gone were the racial ambiguities of the ethnic Euro-Americans,
who might think of themselves as Italian or Jewish rather than as white. In
ways that had not existed in urban areas stamped by European ethnicities,
whiteness reigned supreme.*’

Because the suburbs were usually separate entities within large, heteroge-
neous metropolitan areas, their formation transformed state and local poli-
tics. By claiming “local autonomy,” residents of suburban communities could
utilize their assets to benefit their own communities and to fight for upwardly
redistributive policies (and against downwardly redistributive policies) for
the expenditure of state and federal funds. All this could be accomplished
under the rubric of “local community control” with no reference to the race
and class composition of the communities benefiting from these policies.
With the completion of the interstate highway system in the 1960s and
1970s, the suburbs developed an even greater degree of social influence as
they began to attract jobs and corporate offices. With the shift from bedroom
communities to sites of clusters of specialized services for large corporations
(termed technopoles), the suburbs became the sites of massive proliferation
of medium-priced housing, increasing the white flight from the cities.>*

The dire consequences of the creation of white suburbs for people of
color were soon apparent. The loss of jobs and higher-income residents rap-
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idly sapped the tax base of the cities, setting the stage for the era of “fiscal
austerity” that depleted public education, public health, and low-income
housing programs in the 1970s.3> The decline of manufacturing and the ex-
pansion of new high-technology industries in the white suburbs and in
white regions of the Sunbelt negatively affected people of color’s access to
the new good paying jobs.?® Even relatively modern cities like Los Angeles
experienced this economic displacement as businesses relocated tens of
thousands of jobs to the surrounding suburban counties.?” Federal urban de-
velopment policies in the 1960s accelerated this process, as millions of low-
income families were displaced from their communities and further ghet-
toized in public housing projects to make way for the new federal highway
system.’® The racial impact of these policies was so blatant that in black
communities the Urban Renewal Program was mockingly called the “Negro
Removal Program.” As well, the migration of higher-paying jobs from the
cities to the suburbs placed people of color at a distinct disadvantage for ac-
cumulating wealth.?® Most importantly, while property values for white
home owners skyrocketed, the value of urban properties languished, espe-
cially in minority areas.*

The exclusion of minorities from the suburbs in the 1950s and their con-
comitant concentration in the cities thus produced not only greater spatial
segregation, but also set the basis for a new politics and economics of racial
inequality. With whites and minorities concentrated in different places (typ-
ically in different townships, counties, or other political entities), the com-
petition over the distribution of scarce resources—jobs, political power, fund-
ing for education, social services, and housing—was now racialized in a new
way. In the cities, different ethnic groups contended for power within the
same governments. Racial privileges required explicit state sponsorship in
the form of Jim Crow laws. In the new arrangement of the suburbs, state-
sponsored segregation was no longer necessary to maintain white privilege.
White privilege was now structured into the very fabric of American society
in a new way: The mobilization of local community power became a powet-
ful platform for the mobilization of racial privileges. The new white commu-
nities could now use their political influence and tax base to develop good
jobs, schools, and public services, high-end stores, and rising property values
without the use of legal racial barriers. The result was the creation of a new
and powerful cycle of privilege: Children raised in suburban environments
enjoyed significant material and cultural advantages {defined in institutional
terms) over children raised in urban cores. In this sense, racial privileging
took on an increasingly “private” and “local” character in the 1950s and
1960s, requiring less explicitly racial state action to keep it going.
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Mass Educational Credentials
and the Structuring of Racial Privileges

The creation of mass public higher education in the postwar period was an-
other important vehicle both for the development of the middle-class social
order and the structuring of race into American society. For most of Ameri-
can history, higher education had been a largely private institution of, for,
and by the upper classes. All this changed in the post-World War II era. In
1876, only 1.7 percent of the eighteen- to twenty-four-year-old population
was in college; by 1970, the number of college students had grown to 53 per-
cent of that age group. Between 1951 and 1961 alone, the number of stu-
dents enrolled in institutions of higher education doubled, from 2 million to
4 million.*! The postwar expansion of higher education set the basis for an
even bigger leap in the next generation. The percent of high school gradu-
ates enrolling in college grew from 45 in 1960 to 67 percent by 1997.4

Appeals for taxpayer support for education were usually based on the
claim that schools teach the important technical and scientific knowledge
needed to make decisions in a modern, complex society. The function of ed-
ucation, it was argued, was to ensure that those with the most talent learned
the skills they would need to gain access to the growing number of white-
collar jobs.¥ The concept of “meritocracy”—the selection of the new pro-
fessional and managerial elite on the basis of competence alone—was born
in the 1950s.* With this idea, a paradox of democratic openness and elitism
was firmly set in place: the new meritocracy was committed to shoving aside
the old upper-class elites who had inherited their status along with their
stock portfolios, and opening opportunities for entrance into the middle class
for the sons and daughters of blue-collar workers. But, on the other hand, the
meritocracy was also unabashedly elitist and looked to a future where society
would be run by the “best and the brightest.”

The transformation of higher education into a gateway to jobs had begun
in the late nineteenth century with the restructuring of universities from up-
per-class finishing schools to research facilities run by professionals.* The fur-
ther expansion of the professions in the New Deal era had set in place the idea
that educational credentials were important gateways to a wide range of
higher-status jobs. But until the 1940s, the professions that dominated the
new universities remained small collections of largely upper-class practition-
ers.* The expansion of university-based professions, stimulated by the growth
of the welfare state and corporate management structures, made higher edu-
cation the gatekeeper not only to powerful and lucrative jobs, but eventually
to middle-status managerial and technical positions as well.
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Establishing higher education as the gatekeeper to the middle class was
not simple, however. While university elites proclaimed this link to be es-
sential, the reality of the relationship between education and occupational
status in the 1950s and 1960s belied their claims. The process of making a
college degree essential for access to the middle class took a generation to ac-
complish. As Margaret Weir notes, higher education was not as important for
occupational success in the 1950s and 1960s as the leaders of higher educa-
tion proclaimed. When a union journeyman construction worker still earned
more than a college graduate, middle-class incomes were not necessarily
earned at jobs that required a college degree.*’ As a result, the demand for
college among the first-generation suburbanites remained relatively soft. As
late as 1970, only 11 percent of the population aged twenty-five or over had
completed four years of college.

Despite these limited returns on a college education, however, many sub-
urban communities became identified with their schools: families in search
of good schools began to move to suburbs, and the suburbs increasingly in-
vested in their schools to boost property values. The GI Bill, with its guar-
antee of free college education to all veterans and their dependents, played
an instrumental role in transforming higher education’s role in the United
States from one of confirming upper-class status on upper-class students to
providing mass credentials to a large proportion of the middle class. During
the 1940s and 1950s, the institution of higher education was radically trans-
formed, with the sudden appearance of hundreds of state colleges and uni-
versities to meet (and create) the new demand. The GI Bill not only trans-
formed American higher education, but it also created a strong case for
workers to view educational resources as a way of securing access to higher-
status professional and managerial jobs. The message that colleges were the
gateways to good jobs was aggressively promoted by federal and state policy
makers, suburban developers, teachers’ unions, and university elites. Belief in
education became central to the ideas of the middle class during this period.
The expansion of educational expenditures was nothing short of staggering
in the states with the highest concentrations of middle-class communities. In
New York, one of the leaders of the public school movement, spending on
primary and secondary education alone increased by nearly 400 percent be-
tween 1960 and 1972.#8 Similar increases in higher education rapidly ex-
panded the public universities and colleges of the richest states.

The emerging support for public education spending had as much to do
with race as with class. By creating all-white suburbs, federal policy and pri-
vate employer practices made a strong case for educational credentials as
well: If whites could fund their own school systems separately from urban
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schools, then creating a linkage between education and occupation would
serve as a powerful guarantee of white privileges. The institutions of mass
higher education of the 1940s and 1950s were unabashedly committed to the
perpetuation of Anglo values and canons. Early pioneers of urban universi-
ties, including public institutions such as the City University of New York
and private universities like the University of Chicago, had justified univet-
sities as important bastions of “civilization” against the dangers of a growing
European ethnic immigrant population.®’ But in the 1950s, the ideology of
meritocracy provided a new justification for colleges’ offerings: now, it was
claimed, education was an objective and neutral process of teaching rational
knowledge to the best and the brightest.’® However, what was termed “ob-
jective” was anything but, as history, literature, and the social sciences were
largely taught with a complete disregard for the contributions of people of
color within the United States and throughout the world. The faculty who
taught the masses of middle-class students was overwhelmingly white and
male. In short, out of an anxiety for the questionable status of their mass ap-
peal, the public universities tried their hardest to emulate the model of the
uppet-class, private colleges.

The racial effects of mass higher education were significant. First, the idea
that universities reward those who have the greatest academic potential ig-
nored the fact that the large majority of African Americans, Latinos, and
Native Americans were completely isolated from higher education in the
post—World War II period. In 1940, only 1.6 percent of blacks aged twenty-
five to twenty-nine had completed college; by 1960, the number was still
abysmally low: 5.4 percent.’! Latinos were similarly underrepresented in
higher education. As George ]. Sanchez notes of the 1940s:

[Tlhe segregation of Chicanos resulted from both residential segregation and
the placement of Mexican students in separate facilities because, it was argued,
of their language deficiencies. In addition, IQQ testing in the 1920s and 1930s
contributed to the belief held by educators that most Mexican children were
“retarded,” thus providing additional evidence to separate them from other
students. Even when Chicano youngsters attended the same schools as Anglos,
they were often separated into distinct classes for those deemed “slow” or those
who could aspire to nothing more than vocational training.>

Even the African American college graduates and professionals at that
time were not poised to begin the integration of the professions and corpo-
rate management. The majority of African American college graduates and
professionals in the 1950s had attended institutions then called negro col-
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leges, without which the numbers of nonwhite college graduates in the
United States would have been negligible. Surveys of American professions
in the postwar period reveal a pattern of virtual racial segregation. For ex-
ample, while there were several thousand African American lawyers in the
1950s, the elite corporate firms remained virtually all white. As Erwin O.
Smigel describes his findings from the late 1950s, “In the year and a half that
was spent interviewing, [ heard of only three Negroes who had been hired by
large law firms. Two of these were women who did not meet the client. Ap-
plying the basic standards of the large offices, this is understandable. Few Ne-
groes go to Ivy League preparatory schools or colleges. Few go to the eastern
national law schools. So few Negroes are “eligible” for positions in these firms
that the issue of employment is rarely raised.”? As Smigel observes, the racial
segregation of the legal profession no longer rested on the direct effects of le-
gal segregation, but resulted from a well-articulated series of institutional bar-
riers that began with education.

People of color faced many other obstacles to professional certification as
well. Inherited racial inequalities in income and wealth played a major role in
deterring minorities from the expensive educational process (measured in terms
of lost wages as well as direct costs). While rates of poverty for African Ameri-
cans and Latinos declined in the 1950s, the numbers of middle-class minorities
remained small. Less than 15 percent of African Americans earned family in-
comes that were considered middle class in the 1950s. And the black middle
class was saddled with many more expenditures than their white counterparts,
such as the responsibility of caring for poorer relatives. Without some discre-
tionary income, very few minority families could support their children through
the many years of education necessary to achieve professional credentialing.>*

A second racial effect of the development of mass higher education in the
1950s was that the minority middle classes remained for the most part edu-
cationally ghettoized in the 1950s. As Smigel notes about the Wall Street
lawyers, access to elite professions required more than attendance in school:
As access to higher education increased in the 1950s, a greater emphasis was
put on “selectivity,” which made the credentials of “good” schools especially
important. What made a school “good”? Virtually all of the university
builders agreed that a school’s success could best be measured by the success
of its graduates. But this begs the question as to whether graduates succeeded
because of the content of the training they received in school or whether the
school succeeded because of the elite character of its students and faculty.”®

Despite their meritocratic claims, access to such “selective” schools was very
much a matter of social ties and “preparatory” training in the “right” elemen-
tary and high schools. In this new arrangement, people of color were effectively
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walled off from the schools and social networks that were the increasingly im-
portant springboards to higher education. As well, the minute number of non-
white faculty at American universities left people of color without mentors and
role models. Thus, even though the racial educational gap as measured in years
of schooling was beginning to close in the 1950s, a new barrier to minority ac-
cess to stratified professions was emerging.

Third, the curriculum of higher education presented an important barrier
to success for students of color. In the new mass credentialing environment
of higher education, the content of the curriculum was claimed to be di-
vorced from any class or race context in which the standards had been taken.
Yet the content of the new university curriculum had been more or less con-
sciously constructed on an elitist model. That is, the criteria for “quality ed-
ucation” were adopted by emulating the schools considered to be the “best.”
That these schools were also the most upper class, and white, was not seen as
particularly relevant. But the inherent race and class biases of the new uni-
versities were overwhelmingly real, especially to the few minority “outsiders”
who managed to stumble through the doors.”®

The new system of educational credentialing that emerged in the 1950s
was a central component of a new form of racial inequality. Unlike the old
ethnic “machine” networks that connected European nationalities to specific
industrial and governmental jobs (the Irish cop was a real phenomenon in
many cities), the new professional networks were race and class specific with-
out being ethnic. This is not to say that the ethnic jobs networks disap-
peared; they did not. But these networks were increasingly circumscribed in
specific sectors, such as police and fire departments, construction and con-
tracting, and some manufacturing and service-sector jobs.’? The new linkage
of educational credentials and professions eliminated many of these ethnic
limitations. This can be seen, for example, in the gradual elimination of bar-
riers to Jews in law, medicine, and business during this era.”® Whereas the
ethnic networks had been explicitly exclusive of “outsiders” through infor-
mal means, the new gateways and networks that provided access to elite po-
sitions were still explicitly exclusive, but through more formalized and struc-
tured mechanisms. People of color—including the large majority of
middle-class minorities—simply lacked the “qualifications” to get in.

The subjective character of these “objective” screening mechanisms was
recognized by middle-class people of color. A black woman manager reports,
“There are all kinds of legal mechanisms that people say are objective, while
it turns out to be all subjective. It is very discriminatory. . . . The problem
with the ‘objective’ (hiring) process is that . . . people put down their own
biases about how a response should be rated. It boils down to people’s biases
incorporated into an objective process.””
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The development of meritocratic “qualifications” for jobs institutionalized
both social capital and the qualities that Pierre Bourdieu terms “cultural cap-
ital.”® The possession of the “right” social connections and the “right”
modes of presentation became the essential preconditions to being “objec-
tively qualified” in the credentialed society. The racial gap in the possession
of these resources was due in large part to the ways in which racial discrimi-
nation had placed minorities in a context in which social networks and cul-
ture were developed, but in a very different setting. To say that people of
color were (and are) disadvantaged in relationship to the social and cultural
attributes that mark success in the credentialed society is not to say that they
lack social networks and culture. But people of color, due to segregation and
ethnic solidarity, did develop different social and cultural capitals than
whites, a fact that became very significant in the struggle to desegregate
higher education in the 1980s. In this sense, Melvin L. Oliver and Thomas
M. Shapiro’s important work on the reasons for and consequences of wealth
disparities between whites and nonwhites needs to be extended further. In
the new system of mass higher education, people of color became disadvan-
taged by the “lack” of the “proper” cultural and social network prerequisites
for access to tracks leading to elite professions and managerial positions. It
was these qualities that became institutionalized for success with the creation
of mass higher education.

Conclusion: The Structuring of Race

and the Middle-Class Social Order

The termination of the racial dictatorship during the 1960s—that is, the end
of Jim Crow segregation—did not signify the end of racism in America.
Rather, the new conditions after World War II made the racial dictatorship
expendable in much of the United States without undermining the avail-
ability of white privileges. The Jim Crow system had taken its form in the spe-
cific context of the industrial revolution when the labor market itself was no
guarantor of white privileges. “Free market” competition provided capitalists
with an incentive to hire whoever would work for the lowest wages, regard-
less of race. State powet, encoded in segregation laws, thus became the basis
for the mobilization of white privileges. During the 1950s and 1960s, the re-
structuring of race relations took a new form in which the Jim Crow racial
dictatorship was no longer necessary in order to maintain white privileges. In
the emerging middle-class social order of the 1950s, racial privileges were mo-
bilized through an intricate network of place, education, and jobs. The de-
fense of white privilege no longer required the explicit racialization of state
power. In the 1950s, it became possible to defend racial privileges by arguing
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for “local” control of schools or by defending the principle of neutral “merit”
and “achievements.” In the competition for political power, jobs, and status,
whites enjoyed enormous advantages that came from the highly unequal in-
heritance of wealth from the past and greater access to good schools, housing,
and jobs in the present, as well as virtually complete control over the gate-
ways to institutional power, wealth, and prestige. In these ways, whites’ con-
tinuing privileged access to resources was hidden from view and became sim-
ply the natural outcome of the selection of the best and the brightest.

The changing structure of race was mirrored in the changing forms of race
consciousness. The consciousness of whiteness in the suburbs was very dif-
ferent than that of most white people during the Jim Crow era. Jim Crow
consciousness was white supremacist, in which the assertion of genetic and
moral superiority was necessary to bolster an otherwise unclear claim to
racial privilege. Between 1950 and 1970, racial consciousness was funda-
mentally altered, with the percentage of whites who expressed explicit white
supremacist views falling considerably.! But the decline in white suprema-
cist ideology did not mean the end of racism. The deployment of racial priv-
ilege in the suburbs did not require an ideology of supremacy. Indeed, mod-
ern whiteness—that is, claims of racial privilege—requires the denial of the
importance of race itself.5? In a world where racial privilege is structured into
everyday life, the best defense of racial privilege is to deny that it exists. This
way, the recipients of privilege think of their opportunities as the creation of
their own efforts and the system that gives them unequal access to these op-
portunities as fair and meritocratic. Although the dynamics of racial superi-
ority and inferiority always make people of color into the “problem,” the dis-
appearance of white supremacy made it seem that only people of color lived
in a racialized world, that whites were simply individuals, not occupants of a
racial space of power and privilege.®

The form of racial privileging described here can be termed “structured
racism.” The distinction between the Jim Crow system and the system that
emerged in the 1950s can be seen by contrasting the modes of mobilization
of racial privileges in the two systems. In the Jim Crow era, racial privileges
were principally mobilized through top-down state interventions; in the
modern era, racial privileges were (and are) qualitatively more “embedded”
in the social structure and are mobilized mainly by defending the existing in-
stitutionalized patterns of everyday life. The first analysis of racial structures
was by Stokely Carmichael and Charles V. Hamilton in 1967, who observed
embedded white privileges they referred to as “institutional racism.”®* But
the process described here is much more than institutional racism: structural
racism describes the multiplicity of ways in which racial privileges are se-
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cured through the mobilization of privileges inherited from the past, in com-
bination with the reciprocal effects of institutional patterns of privileging, ul-
timately secured by the spatial segregation of whites in suburban communi-
ties. This social arrangement was only possible because of the special
conditions created during the 1950s: the intersection of the postwar boom,
the development of the welfare state, and the creation of mass institutions.

The expansion of secure jobs with benefits, backed by government-subsidized
housing and education, enabled the mass middle-class social order to come into
existence in a racial political and legal context. The arrangements that forged
this new social order were still shaped by the continuing power of the Jim Crow
system in the 1940s and 1950s. It is hardly surprising that this new arrangement,
in the context of hundreds of years of racism, became racialized. The relation-
ship between racial and class privileges supported one of the main features of the
middle-class social order: the blurring of class lines. The new suburban arrange-
ment privileged working-class whites as well as the rich, as the former could
leave the cities and get the benefits of living in communities with a higher stan-
dard of living and insulation from the social problems of the poor. As the sub-
urbs attracted more jobs in the 1960s and 1970s, the racial privileges of subur-
ban living were extended downward, with more working-class whites moving to
these segregated communities to escape from the social costs of life in the in-
creasingly poor and nonwhite cities.®> Similarly, as higher educational creden-
tials became increasingly important for access to good jobs of any kind, the
racial content of higher education extended the privilege of greater access to
these credentials to lower-status whites, while minorities remained marginal in
American universities.

The power that the middle-class social order exerts in the United States to-
day should not be underestimated. As Jennifer L. Hochschild shows, the large
majority of Americans continue to identify with the middle class and the as-
pirations of the American dream.® Alternative forms of conceptualization of
the United States, such as those associated with militant working-class con-
sciousness, are still relegated to the sidelines of American politics and culture.
As we will see in the next three chapters, however, globalization is rapidly un-
dercutting the stability of the middle-class social order in the United States.
This crisis manifests itself in a deepening pessimism about the future and fear
of the world outside the middle class itself. It also manifests itself in a roman-
tic nostalgia for the “good ol’ days,” an image brilliantly exploited by Ronald
Reagan. In short, most white Americans are meeting the challenges of social
change in the era of globalization with defensive and reactionary claims to
privileges formed during a historically anomalous moment in world history,
one that is gone forever. It is this mind-set that is producing new and fertile
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conditions for the intensification of racism today. The middle-class crisis, and
the use of racism to fend it off, is the subject of the next three chapters.
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CHAPTER THREE

Market Globalization

and Social Crisis

Racism is not a static relationship, but one that is constantly adapting to, and
shaping, its social context. Efforts to mobilize racial (white) privileges arise
in the context of specific economic, political, and cultural arrangements that
change from time to time. We can ill afford ahistoric generalizations about
racism. It is imperative to concretely describe the social factors that inform
the motivation and capacities of those who seek to defend or enhance their
racial privileges—as well as the social factors that inform the motivation and
capacities of those who seek to oppose racial privileges.!

As we saw in chapter 2, the reorganization of American society into the
middle-class social order in the 1950s and 1960s included the embedding of
racial privileges into people’s day-to-day patterns of interaction, that is, the
structuring of racism. The civil rights movement gradually identified and
combated many of these institutionalized forms of racial privileging during the
1960s and 1970s, and to some extent prevented the divide between people of
color and whites from getting wider (see chapter 7). But the advent of the new
dynamics of globalization in the 1980s began to destabilize the middle-class
social order and intensified the deployment of racial and national privileges.
Globalization, we shall see, motivates many whites to explore and unleash all
of the potential forms of privilege that were built into the middle-class social
order in the 1950s. Furthermore, globalization has undercut some of the civil
rights movement’s traditional means to resist the intensification of racism. In
this chapter, I explore the development of a new stage in history and a new
set of social dynamics that are associated with the rise of a new form of global
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capitalism in the 1980s and 1990s. This analysis of market globalization will
inform our inquiry into the dynamics of racism and antiracism in the United
States today.

Globalization, Technology, and Markets

Global social interactions have always been features of human societies.
Trade routes between far-flung corners of the world have existed for thou-
sands of years.? The rise of capitalism qualitatively intensified global inter-
actions by organizing them into market relationships. In the Communist
Manifesto, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels wrote of mid-nineteenth-
century capitalism, “The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the
world-market given a cosmopolitan character to production and consump-
tion in every country. . . . In place of the old local and national seclusion
and self-sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal inter-
dependency of nations.”

In the course of the last 500 years, capitalism has organized most of hu-
manity into the market system, either by enslaving people, transforming
them into wage labor, or establishing trade relationships with them. By the
twentieth century, there were few regions of the planet that had not been
touched and transformed by the expanding network of markets and the ex-
ploitation of people that came with them. In this sense, capitalism has always
been a global system—a point made by world-systems theorists.* The idea
that globalization refers to something particular to the late twentieth and
twenty-first centuries requires that we distinguish it from the general global
character of capitalism.

Malcolm Waters, following Anthony Giddens, explains globalization as “a
social process in which the constraints of geography on social and cultural
arrangements recede and in which people become increasingly aware that
they are receding.” Globalization specifically refers to the increasing capac-
ity of people to rapidly (or instantly) interact with one another anywhere on
the planet, to share and analyze information gathered globally, and to take a
global perspective as a point of reference in their daily affairs. This new ca-
pacity has been enabled by the widespread availability of powerful comput-
ers, telecommunication devices, and inexpensive transportation. These new
technologies have broadly affected human interactions in the past thirty
years, as they have developed more applications and come into wider use.

The processes of globalization involve a host of new phenomena. The
same goods and services are available virtually everywhere as the distribution
of goods and services have become less expensive. Global markets have
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brought together producers and distributors all over the world. Florists in
Minnesota must take into account the situations of tulip growers in Hon-
duras; engineers’ incomes in Silicon Valley depend on the demand for com-
puters in China. Globalization has imparted an increasingly cosmopolitan
character to all of the world’s major cities, where global businesses and work-
forces from all over the world create and consume new global commodities
and culture. Globalization has accelerated the mobility of people, with a new
kind of transnational migrant living in two or three societies. Globalization
has produced the cultural transformation of virtually every society as the In-
ternet, global movies, and global popular music and fashions exert an influ-
ence on local cultures everywhere. These phenomena and many others have
led a growing number of observers to postulate that we now live in a new
epoch of world history.®

One of the most striking features of this new epoch is the aggressive ad-
vocacy of free market, laissez-faire policies by the world’s leading financial
and political institutions. According to neoliberals, the technologies that
link together trade, production, investment capital, and labor have finally re-
alized the long-promised efficacy of “free” markets.” Manuel Castells explains
the economic impact of the new technology, “New information and com-
munication technologies, based on micro-electronics, telecommunications
and network-oriented computer software, have provided the infrastructure
for this new economy, . . . [allowing] for unprecedented speed and complex-
ity in the management of the economy. Thus, economic transactions and
production are able to increase theit size dramatically without hampering
their connectivity.”® The new means of communication and information
processing provide the infrastructure a new type of versatile and dynamic
economy. Policies and programs that enable capital to flow unfettered, to ne-
oliberals, are justified as the best basis for rational decision making about the
allocation of capital, goods, and labor in the interests of social utility.” Ne-
oliberals, Robert Kuttner observes, claim that “because of the swiftness of in-
novation and information flows, government could not possibly improve on
the inventiveness of entrepreneurship; government could only slow things
down. Hence, government needed mainly to get out of the way.”!° From the
neoliberal point of view, the creation of free markets requires governments to
reduce or end the regulation of national industries, to allow free trade across
national borders, and to end or sharply reduce social programs that interfere
with private-market activities.!!

Neoliberal ideology serves as the basis for investment strategies in both the
less developed countries {LDCs) and the most developed countries (MDCs)
of North America and Europe. The International Monetary Fund’s (IMF) and
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World Bank’s structural adjustment programs have compelled a growing list of
nations to conform to neoliberal policies (e.g., cuts in government expendi-
ture, ending of subsidies, devaluation of currency, deregulation of exchange
rates, end of price controls, and privatization of state monopolies) as the pre-
condition to receive foreign investments. Between 1980 and 1990, World
Bank structural adjustment loans increased from 7 to 187 in sixty countries.!?
Within the most developed regions, cooperative agreements, such as the Eu-
ropean Community and the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA), are implementing the neoliberal idea that free markets are the
most effective mechanism for making economic decisions in the global era.

The neoliberals are mistaken to fetishize technology or market relations as
engines of economic growth, because neither is as powerful as they would
have us believe. Instead, powerful social actors always seek to appropriate
market relations and new technologies to their interests. The most obvious
problem with the ideology of “open markets” is that people, corporations,
and governments do not create markets or engage in market behavior on
anything like an equal basis. Vast inequalities in “market chances” tend to be
enhanced by free markets, for the simple reason that those actors with the
most capital have the greatest chances to accumulate even more capital, and
governments with the most power have the greatest impact on market out-
comes. Nowhere were the neoliberals’ ideas of market globalization put into
practice more vociferously than in postcommunist Russia, where (mostly
American) advocates of “shock therapy” argued that the rapid conversion of
state property into private property would lead ineluctably to democracy and
prosperity. Similar projections of the salutary effects of free trade on Mexican
society were made during the debate over NAFTA in 1994. Yet, the impact
of the expansion of markets on both Russia and Mexico has been anything
but positive. Both societies have plunged into deep crises (although different
types of crises) in reaction to the new global and national market relation-
ships.!> Even more telling, the flow of capital into the core and away from
the periphery in the global era has virtually removed entire regions from mar-
ket relationships altogether. As Ankie Hoogvelt observes, most of sub-Saharan
Africa has been excluded outright from the global markets, with resulting so-
cial crises of historic proportions.'*

The debate over the neoliberal misconceptions of market relationships
(and the human tragedies in Russia, Mexico, Indonesia, Brazil, Argentina,
sub-Saharan Africa, and so on) raises a profoundly important sociological
question: What is the actual relationship of markets to society as a whole?
Karl Polanyi poses this question in The Great Transformation, a study of the re-
lationship between government policy, social organization, and the rise of
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market relationships in eighteenth-century England.”® In this seminal work,
Polanyi argues that the commodification of land, labor, and money and the
creation of market relations do not determine what happens to a society;
rather, it is government policy and the organization of workers and capitalists
into historically specific class formations that determine how land, labor, and
money are commodified and how markets form. Polanyi’s model is useful to
assess the societal impact of market globalization today. Rather than looking
at the ways in which market globalization is transforming society, Polanyi’s
model suggests that we look at the multiplicity of ways through which power-
ful social actors shape and respond to the forces of market globalization.

Like markets, the new technologies supporting globalization do not arise
in a neutral social environment. As David E Noble shows in his history of
the industrial revolution, the choice of technologies and their social uses in
that era were shaped and constrained by class forces, in which the profit mo-
tives of the capitalists typically had the greatest influence.!® Globalization to-
day is not driven by technology; it is driven by powerful actors situated to
create and appropriate new technologies in their interests. Globalization
thus principally takes place on terms set by large-scale financial investors:
The new technologies have enabled capitalists to create highly mobile,
global pools of finance capital that are coordinated through institutions such
as the World Bank and the IME as well as through private commercial and
investment banks. Computers, telecommunications, and cheap transporta-
tion have also enabled the decentralization of corporate administrative func-
tions, and the technologies of microminiaturization have enabled the cre-
ation of decentralized and mobile production facilities.'? The most
significant impact of these new technological developments has been to give
capital greater flexibility and freedom from political and social constraints on
capitalists’ profit-seeking activities.

Around the world, globalization is often seen as “Americanization.” There
is some truth to this. The United States is using its historically unique eco-
nomic and military superpower position to try to hold the political and cul-
tural center of the global economy at a time when global forms for regulat-
ing markets are very weak (see chapter 6). As well, globalization is
accelerating the concentration of investments and trade within the most de-
veloped regions (Europe, North America, and Japan) and away from the
LDCs, a trend Hoogvelt aptly terms the “involution” of capitalism.!® As the
main nexus of global capital, the United States has strengthened its role as
the coordinating center for the global economy. But globalization is also cre-
ating global relationships and problems that cannot be regulated by one na-
tion, no matter how much the United States claims otherwise. As well, the
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processes that are termed “global” are not only international, but also oper-
ate within all nations, including the United States. The image of “the United
States” as the chief beneficiary of globalization is thus misleading: While the
flow of global capital into the U.S. economy has grown enormously, the main
benefits from this expansion have gone to a small portion of the U.S. popu-
lation. Indeed, the problems of inequality and the curtailment of state power
that globalization has produced are affecting people within the United States
as well as around the world.

The emergent global capitalist economy is not “American” as much as it
is transnational. It is true that American financial institutions and transna-
tional corporations (TNCs) have led the transition to new global invest-
ment, marketing, and production arrangements. But in this sense, McDon-
ald’s or Hollywood studios are no longer “American” companies seeking to
penetrate foreign markets. They are now global TNCs, usually just one com-
ponent of vast global partnerships, that are just as concerned with business
opportunities in China and France as they are in the United States. This
shift can easily be seen through the medium of television. The most interna-
tionally syndicated television series of the 1980s was Baywatch, a thoroughly
stereotypical (and racialized) “American” image exported to the world. The
most watched show of 2000 around the world was the game show Who Wants
to Be a Millionaire’—a truly transnational series originally produced in En-
gland and then produced simultaneously throughout the world in over a
dozen languages. The shift from American export to global television is mir-
rored in the rise of TNCs in the movie industry, the recording industry, the
fashion industry, the automobile industry, retail sales, computer manufactur-
ing and servicing, telemarketing, and many other economic sectors.!’

The fact that the globalization is shaped and directed by TNCs and West-
ern governments does not deny, however, the profound significance of the
transformations currently under way for all of humanity. While economic elites
attempt to harness the new technologies to serve their interests, the beginnings
of new global social relationships are appearing, relationships that exist sepa-
rately from—and often in direct confrontation with—global capitalism.
Through these global relationships, one of Marx’s greatest insights is verified:
While ruling classes attempt to shape and constrain technological change in
their interests, advances in technology have a strong tendency to escape from
their control and to create new social relationships and social problems they
never intended or anticipated.?® In this sense, it is accurate to refer to global-
ization as a stage in history.”! The forces now being unleashed (albeit primarily
by TNC:s and global financial groups today) are transforming human relation-
ships in profound ways from which there will be no turning back.
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For now, globalization has given the wielders of capital the ability to ex-
ert significantly greater influence on the terms on which social order is ne-
gotiated within nations. In particular, globalization has given transnational
capitalists greater capacity to dismantle social arrangements that constrain
profitability. But global capitalists, while expanding markets, are not capable
of—Ilet alone now interested in—creating new social arrangements to meet
people’s needs. Consequently, globalization has created widespread and grow-
ing social crises, some of which threaten the very basis for social stability not
only in the LDCs, but also in the MDCs. Moreover, globalization has under-
mined the capacity of political elites to respond to these crises. It is to a con-
sideration of these dynamics as they affect the United States that I now turn.

Inequality and Market Globalization

Large corporations and banks have been the chief shapers of and beneficiaries
of the new global technologies. The principle effects of globalization have been
to reshape the division of labor and to increase the mobility of capital. Com-
puters and telecommunications have revolutionized banking, enabling the cre-
ation of giant pools of capital from investors all over the earth. These tech-
nologies enable investors to quickly move capital to take advantage of new
profitable conditions anywhere on the planet and to disinvest from less prof-
itable ones. The creation of global finance capital has produced the biggest
wave of conglomeration in history, as corporations frantically merge and form
partnerships to create larger and larger pools of liquid investment capital.

The centralization of finance capital has also been accompanied by the de-
centralization of many corporate functions.?? The decentralization of adminis-
tration made possible by computers and telecommunications enables businesses
to move their offices to find cheaper labor and lower taxes. Microminiaturiza-
tion similarly enables manufacturers and service providers to quickly move their
production facilities in search of lower wages and taxes. Americans seeking
technical support from Microsoft have their questions answered by information
technology service providers in the Philippines; consumer services for a host of
TNC:s are provided by Indian women, mainly in Bangalore. Software develop-
ers in India and the Philippines are paid annual salaries of $15,000 to $17,000,
as compared to $70,000 to $90,000 for U.S. employees.?

One of market globalization’s features is that capital is now in a position to
compel workers and governments to make concessions by threatening to disin-
vest if investors do not get what they demand. These demands can be made at
many levels. The World Bank and the IMF can use (and have repeatedly used)
the threat of withholding capital investments to compel national governments
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to discard social protections for workers within their nation. Local businesses
can threaten local government agencies that they will leave town if they do not
get tax concessions, subsidized utilities, deregulation, and so on. Corporations
can threaten labor unions that they will leave the United States and relocate
offshore where workers are paid a tenth of their U.S. counterparts. The greater
bargaining power of capital in relation to both workers and whole societies has
dramatically depressed workers’ wages and the social wage (health care, educa-
tion, and benefits) available to workers in every society. Globalization has also
produced a new division of labor, with an increasing number of high-paid ad-
ministrative and technical positions for those managing the global economy,
and a vast increase in low-paid service-sector jobs for those providing services
for the managerial elites.?*

As a result of capital’s greater leverage, one of the most pronounced effects
of market globalization is the rapid growth of income and wealth inequality,
both within nations and globally. That is, the rich are getting richer and the
poor are getting poorer at a rate never before seen in world history.?> Large
differences in incomes, wealth ownership, life expectancy, infant mortality
rates, levels of education, and other indicators have long existed between the
most and least developed nations, the product of centuries of colonialism and
underdevelopment. Globalization is accelerating these inequalities, as well as
the inequality between rich and poor within the LDCs. One of the effects of
the growing concentration of capital in the MDCs is the creation of an in-
ternational division of labor in which the terms of investment and trade are
highly exploitative of the LDCs, accelerating the gap between the rich and
the poor countries. As a result, the global gap between the richest and poor-
est people has rapidly widened. In 1800, the ratio of the per capita income of
the richest fifth to the poorest fifth of the world’s population was two to one.
By 1945, the ratio was twenty to one. In 1975, the ratio had risen to forty to
one.?® The assets of the world’s 358 richest individuals now exceed the com-
bined incomes of 45 percent of the world’s population.?”

A similar trend toward growing inequality is taking place within the
MDCs themselves. The United States, in particular, is experiencing the most
rapid growth of income and wealth inequality in the nation’s history. Figure
3.1 depicts the growing disparity in American family incomes utilizing the
Gini coefficient.?8

The stability of the inequality between the rich and the poor was main-
tained both by the expanding middle class and government programs that
redistributed wealth downward from 1945 until 1975. Figure 3.1 shows the
trend toward greater disparities in incomes that began accelerating in the
mid-1970s and has been growing ever since. After thirty years of rising fam-
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ily incomes and living standards, the wages of the majority of American
workers entered a period of real stagnation and even decline in the mid-
1970s.% Paradoxically, the declining living standards of about two-thirds of
the middle class has been accompanied by a rapidly expanding labor market,
as corporations lay off full-time employees and recruit frightened and
nonunionized workers for part-time or temporary full-time jobs with lower
wages and no benefits or job security.*

The trend toward greater inequality arose at the moment when the mod-
ern phase of market globalization began to appear. By the 1970s, globalized
businesses began to eclipse the old American-dominated multinational cor-
porations.’! The American domination of the post—World War II world came
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to an end in 1974-1975. The United States and Britain were unable to pre-
vent the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries from challenging
their historic domination of oil markets, with the resultant tripling of the
price of oil. The other event of that year, the U.S. loss of the Vietnam War,
signaled the end of the era when the United States could project its will
everywhere in the world through military domination. This twin economic
and military defeat, coupled with a sharp recession in 1974-1975, trans-
formed American politics, turning elites and the middle class away from the
hopeful assumptions of sustained economic growth that had been born in the
post—World War Il era. From this point on, the “haves” took an increasingly
defensive posture, viewing all claims of the “have nots” on social resources
with outright hostility and fear.??

In this new economy, rising corporate profits have generated enormous
wealth for a small fraction of Americans. Indeed, the rich have gotten richer
in the last twenty years than in any other period of American history.>* Dur-
ing the period 1980 to 1995, U.S. corporate revenues increased by 129.5 per-
cent. In 1965, the median Fortune 1,000 chief executive officer’s salary was
44 times that of the average factory worker; in 1998, the median wage gap
was 326 times.>* The rich got even richer by investing in the stock market,
as tax cuts for the rich in the United States and growing U.S. stock invest-
ments from overseas increased the value of stocks fourteenfold between 1980
and 2000.

But as the rich get richer, the poor are getting poorer. The new globalized
economy is producing a new kind of poverty. While poverty rates today are
comparable to that of the 1950s, there is increasing evidence that poverty in
the United States is becoming more intractable. One reason is the rapid dis-
appearance of entry-level jobs from the United States. Entry-level jobs were
the back-breaking, low-paid positions at the bottom of industries that re-
quired little skill or experience. But, as tens of millions of European immi-
grants and some African Americans and Mexicans found in the late nine-
teenth and early to mid-twentieth centuries, these jobs led somewhere else.
After working for a period of years on the factory floor, a worker had the po-
tential to move up to a more skilled, higher-paying job. During the 1950s and
1960s, blue-collar workers’ children even had a chance to move into mana-
gerial and professional jobs. As Gerald D. Suttles shows, the connections be-
tween low-skilled, low-paying jobs and better job possibilities made the Eu-
ropean American communities of the early twentieth century into “ghettoes
of hope.”® But in the global economy, the vital linkages between low-paying
jobs and the middle class have largely been severed. More than 43 million
jobs in the United States were eliminated between 1979 and 1995, mostly
steady, full-time jobs with benefits in the manufacturing sector.3¢ Today, job
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expansion is most likely to be found in the low-skilled, labor-intensive ser-
vice sector, where workers have few opportunities to move up because there
are virtually no other steps on the job ladder. These jobs—typically low pay-
ing, part time, and offering no stability or benefits—have been aptly called
“McJobs” after the megacorporation that pioneered the use of computers to
control the labor force.?” A new type of poverty has appeared in the inner
cities, in which poor people find themselves cut off from entry-level jobs,
stripped of government social services like health care and housing subsidies,
and forced to endure horrific conditions in crumbling public schools, all un-
der the mounting presence of police and prisons.*®

The U.S. economy has become more bifurcated, between jobs that require
little skill and education and those that require college or postgraduate de-
grees. As Margaret Weir shows, the linkage between education and income
was greatly strengthened in the 1980s and 1990s, “The ‘college premium,’
the average amount a college graduate earns over a noncollege educated
worker, was 31 percent in 1979. . . . By 1993, the college premium had grown
to 53 percent. This difference was driven primarily by the decline of wages of
less educated workers.” This trend indicates that opportunities to advance
out of poverty through entry-level blue-collar work are dwindling; increas-
ingly, the route out of poverty requires a college education and access to pro-
fessional and managerial positions through formal certification. As a result,
access to stable jobs with good pay is much more likely to be favorable to the
children of the already educated middle and upper classes.

The other factor making poverty more intractable today is the drastic re-
duction of government services for low-income Americans. Government as-
sistance for people in poverty was always paltry: In 1993, federal funding for
poverty programs amounted to 1 percent of the federal budget, and 3.4 per-
cent of the average state budget.** The principle of welfare—that govern-
ment should provide a safety net to people in crisis—was repudiated with the
passage of the Personal Responsibility Act in 1996. The new principle is that
government assistance should be tied to ensuring that all able-bodied people
must work as a condition for receiving assistance. The new “workfare” pro-
grams have already cut half of all welfare recipients off the rolls, as millions
of poor people take dead-end, minimum-wage, low-skilled jobs. But, accord-
ing to a study by the Urban Institute, the elimination of the safety net was
expected to push 2.6 million more people into poverty by 2002. The large
majority (some estimates are as high as 80 percent) of poor families are in
danger of being left in deep and increasingly intractable poverty as they use
up their five years of eligibility for federal and state assistance.*! Drastic re-
ductions of low-income housing subsidies, public health care, and education
dollars are further widening the gap between the poor and the middle class.
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Globalization is also putting great pressure on the middle class. About a
third of this class experienced rising incomes and two-thirds felt the pres-
sure of downward mobility during the 1980s and 1990s.#* Those receiving
higher incomes were mostly employed as professional and technical service
providers for finance capital. Some middle-class workers saw a big boost to
their fortunes, mostly from stock investments in the 1990s. But millions of
middle-class Americans are now scrambling to maintain their standard of liv-
ing by working more hours at pieced-together part-time jobs. In 1996, the
typical married-couple family worked 247 more hours per year than in
1989—an increase of 6 weeks of work per family in just 7 years, and over 15
more weeks since 1979!® Soaring housing prices in the 1980s and 1990s put
the American dream of home ownership out of reach of most young middle-
class families, with only a third now able to afford to buy a home.** The pri-
vatization of social services has added enormous bills to middle-class families’
cost of living, while real wages for the median male worker fell 15 percent
from 1979 to 1997. As government cuts public funding of education, health
care, and retirement, middle-class families have tried to replace public with
private services. The costs of private schooling, health insurance, and retire-
ment accounts are draining more of the middle class’s income. Desperate to
shore up their living standard and unable to resist banks’ aggressive market-
ing, a growing proportion of the middle class is staggering under enormous
debt burdens. The default rate on credit cards and mortgages is now at a his-
toric high point, with over a million new bankruptcies declared each year in
the late 1990s, increasing 44 percent from 1994 to 1997 alone.®

The downward pressures on much of the middle class provide a fertile new
ground for the intensification of racism, as whites seek to fend off the grow-
ing crisis by mobilizing any and all racial privileges available to them. The
growing inequality produced by globalization thus is a new and important
contributor to the intensification of racism today.

Globalization and Immigration

The increasing flow of capital around the world has been accompanied by
the growing globalization of labor.* While the movement of large groups of
people from one nation to another is certainly not a new phenomenon, the
dislocations and relocations of people produced by market globalization have
some distinctive features. Immigration today is taking on far more of a global
character, bringing people from all over the world into the urban centers of
the global economy. But immigration today also has a strange, counterintu-
itive character. In past epochs, immigrants left nations that were experienc-
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ing economic crises for nations that were experiencing rapid economic
growth. In the era of globalization, Saskia Sassen observes, large-scale immi-
gration tends to originate in countries with high levels of capital investment
and new job creation, and the immigrants tend to enter nations with high
levels of underemployment and declining living standards for many work-
ers.*” The new immigration is the product not of poverty or overpopulation,
but of the process by which global capitalism is reorganizing labor and capi-
tal throughout the world.

The new patterns of immigration therefore reflect the pattern of global
capital’s investments. While many accounts of globalization focus on TNC
investments in the developing world, most investments today are concen-
trated within the MDCs. Most of the foreign direct investment (FDI)—still
only 8 percent of the gross world product—is concentrated in the MDCs.
About 90 percent of the FDI is found in ten developed economies, and about
two-thirds of it is in four countries {the United States, Germany, Japan, and
the United Kingdom). As a consequence of this investment pattern, most
immigration remains concentrated between nations that are closely linked
economically or politically. While immigrants are coming to the United
States from all over the world, the most notable feature of the new immigra-
tion is the growing numbers of people coming into the United States from
within North America, and especially from Mexico. Mexicans today com-
prise 35 percent of all immigrants to the United States, and are a particularly
proletarianized immigrant population, overwhelmingly found in the lowest-
paid jobs in manufacturing, the service sector, mining, and agriculture. Some
1.5 million people legally cross the U.S.-Mexican border every day, making
this the busiest border in the world.

As globalization has begun to reshape societies, the pace of international
migration has accelerated. In the United States, immigrants now comprise
over 8 percent of the population, proportionately less than the 14.8 percent
of the U.S. population in 1910 bomn in another nation, but in absolute num-
bers the highest in U.S. history. The numbers of immigrants have been grow-
ing steadily since 1965. Family unification programs have brought millions of
immigrants into the United States and Europe in the past thirty years. A large
and growing number of temporary business and worker visas are granted by
the developed countries each year. Tens of millions have moved overseas to
work on the staffs of TNCs. The sheer volume of transborder daily commut-
ing is also increasing, especially in Europe and in North America.*® While im-
migrants are still a small fraction of the world labor force, their presence is
growing primarily in the MDCs. In many European countries, immigrants
comprise nearly 10 percent of the population; in Luxembourg, immigrants are
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now 34 percent of the population, and in Switzerland, 19 percent.¥ A notable
feature of the new immigration is that the destination nations are mostly
within the developed world, as are the nations from which people immigrate.
Indeed, most of the movement of people today is within Europe and North
America.

While in the nineteenth century those who were dislocated were usually
poor, the new migration includes large numbers of professionals, scientists,
and technicians who are compelled to follow global investment patterns in
their areas of specialization. Some developing nations, especially English-
speaking ones, are becoming producers of specialists for the developed world:
India is producing a large percentage of the United States’ computer special-
ists; the Philippines exports over half of its health professionals, mainly to
the United States. India is particularly susceptible to this brain drain, as this
giant country produces large numbers of English-speaking scientific and
technical workers. Indeed, one-half of all “irreplaceable worker” visas
granted by the United States now go to Indians.

Another quality of the new migration is the greater numbers of people
who do not permanently leave their nation of birth when they emigrate, but
instead develop a new set of relationships both to their nation of origin as
well as the nation (or nations) to which they immigrate. Inexpensive trans-
portation and communication is creating a new type of transnational migra-
tion: migrants find it much easier to return “home” periodically, to send
money to bolster the “home” economy, and to stay in communication with
their “home” nation’s families and friends. The result is that hundreds of mil-
lions of people are today transnational migrants, moving between nations as
well as developing a new relationship to the nation to which they immigrate.
Indeed, transnational migration is reshaping many national economies. One-
third of El Salvador’s income arrives by mail from the United States.
Transnational migration is increasingly linking families, communities, and
whole societies in ongoing, global relationships. The new relationship be-
tween people and nations has been aptly termed “place polygamy” by Jiirgen
Habermas, as more people live between and outside of national societies.>
Globalization is making the concept of “home” very complex indeed!

The new patterns of immigration reflect the inequalities of market global-
ization. The transformation of the financial centers of North America, Japan,
and Europe into centers of the global economy has created a new and seem-
ingly insatiable demand for immigrant service workers who clean the offices
and staff the “back of the house” jobs in the hotels and restaurants that serve
the global managers. Immigrants provide domestic labor as nannies, maids, and
gardeners, and institutionalized labor as nurses’ assistants, medical technicians,
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and orderlies in hospitals and nursing homes serving the global managers—
the people Tom Wolfe sardonically called “masters of the universe.” But the
new immigrants are also entering high-pay jobs as doctors, nurses, computer
engineers, telecommunications specialists, and research scientists, as the in-
creasing centralization of science and technology compels the most highly
trained strata to leave their country to advance in their professions.

The relationship between the economics of immigration and the politics
of immigration is increasingly conflicted, as the governments of the MDCs
seek to regulate the growing presence of immigrants by enacting harsh anti-
immigrant policies. These policies, ostensibly meant to both restrict the flow
of legal immigrants across borders and to track them within the nation’s bor-
ders, achieve neither of these stated goals, but are much more successful at
achieving two other, covert goals: the creation of a cheap, exploitable labor
market and the deflection of middle-class fears from corporate and govern-
mental causes of their problems. As globalization creates a growing demand
for cheap labor and for the deflection of the crisis of the middle-class social
order, a growing number of people are made “illegal aliens,” forced to forge a
relationship with the host nation on highly racially and nationally oppressed
terms. [mmigrants are often caught in the crosscurrents of the present period,
in which the realities of the globalization of labor and the capacity of the
nation-state to define territory and citizenship on a national basis collide. In
this way, as will be discussed in chapter 5, globalization is creating conditions
that intensify racism in the United States and in other MDCs.

Globalization and Nation-States

Globalization poses new challenges to the role of the nation-state in society.
Capital’s greater mobility has given businesses greater bargaining power with
governments. Foreign trade and investments are a small but growing propor-
tion of the world’s economy. The growth of global production and trade net-
works has had a major impact on nation-states. A significant number of
TNCs have assets larger than the gross domestic products of all but a hand-
ful of nations. Foreign exchange trading in the world’s financial centers each
day exceeds the total stock of foreign exchange reserves held by all govern-
ments.’! Organizations like the World Bank and the IMF are able to direct
investment capital flows sufficiently to have a real impact on state decision
makers, especially in the LDCs. The growing pressure on government to pro-
vide businesses with the best climate for profitability of investments has grad-
ually led to a restructuring of nation-states everywhere. As Peter Evans notes,
“[Alny state that engages in policies deemed ‘unwise’ by private financial
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traders will be punished as the value of its currency declines and its access to
capital shrinks.””> The IMF also pushes nations receiving loans to accept
multilateral agreements on investments, which prevent national govern-
ments from regulating the activities of TNCs.?

Some observers have predicted that globalization spells the eclipse of the
nation-state itself, as the operators of what Robert Reich calls “global webs”
shed any allegiance to a single nation and its social needs in favor of the ex-
igencies of global markets and production. The result, at its extreme, can be
a process of “destatization,” in which nation-states recede in importance and
other forms emerge to organize territories. These forms are typically termed
“ethnic” by global capitalists and displaced nation-state elites alike. Indeed,
in some countries in eastern Europe and Africa particularly, one can see pre-
cisely this process of “devolution,” in which fragmented territories develop a
multitude of new ways to create collective identities. The breakup of Yu-
goslavia, for example, gave rise to Serbia, Croatia, Kosovo, and Macedonia;
within different African nations, clan forms are becoming increasingly im-
portant bases of social organization. In Rwanda and Somalia, for example,
clan leaders engage in competition for the mantle of “national elites” in or-
der to attract foreign capital to benefit their clan. When President Bill Clin-
ton ordered U.S. Marines to Somalia in 1994 to prevent the collapse of the
national government, he discovered, to his dismay, that there was no na-
tional government left to save.’*

But the processes of globalization do not typically lead to the evaporation
of state authority. To the contrary, Evans observes, “a look at the nations that
have been the most economically successful over the last thirty years suggests
that high stateness may even be a competitive advantage in a globalized
economy.” As we have already seen, globalization has concentrated capital
within those regions with the most developed nation-states. Even among
LDCs, economies grew fastest in the Pacific Rim nations that had highly de-
veloped nation-states. Why is this? Globalization poses two challenges that
require strong states to manage. First, global financial, trade, and production
relations require a great deal of rule making and organization. The problem
for TNGC:s is that there is at present very little legal or political architecture
for the global economy. As a result, the creation of a stable environment for
global investments is primarily in the hands of the nation-states of the
world’s dominant economies. As Waters notes, the scaffolding for the global
economy is created by nation-states through the medium of international ac-
cords (see chapter 6).5

Second, the increasing capacity of global capitalism to make demands on
nations to deregulate business and terminate state programs that redistribute
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wealth and/or power downward requires the creation of new state forms to
maintain social order. At this stage of world history, societies are still organ-
ized on a “national” basis, and the maintenance of social order—essential to
the continuing stability of capitalism itself—requires nation-states to main-
tain that social order.””

This clash between nationally organized societies and the dynamics of
globalization is an increasingly important feature of this era, as two worlds
(literally) collide. As Sassen puts it, “The global economy materializes in a
worldwide grid of strategic places, from export-processing zones to major in-
ternational business and financial centers. We can think of this global grid as
constituting a new economic geography of centrality, one that cuts across na-
tional boundaries and across the old North-South divide. It signals the emer-
gence of a parallel political geography of power, a transnational space for the
formation of new claims by global capital.”®

This “parallel” transnational space is today primarily forged by market re-
lationships. But, as Polanyi foreshadows, the new global grid cannot produce
social order; indeed, the global market relations undermine preexisting na-
tional social orders, both by increasing inequality and by undermining the
capacity of nation-states to regulate businesses and create social programs to
stabilize societies by redistributing wealth and power downward. National
political elites, then, must attempt to fill a crucial space in the clash between
global markets and national societies, both to maintain their own power and
to stabilize societies in this period of rapid change.

In the MDCs, state builders’ response to market pressures has led to the
gradual abandonment of the welfare state model. The welfare state was cre-
ated by economic expansion and supported the “growth coalition” politics
discussed in chapter 2. The basic philosophy of the welfare state was that
state intervention was necessary to correct market excesses in two specific ar-
eas: first, the tendency toward monopoly required state regulation of business
activities. Second, the tendency toward increasing inequality required state
intervention to redistribute income downward, both to maintain social order
and to increase consumer spending.”® Under the pressures of globalization,
however, a new “ideal type” of state is now emerging in virtually all the de-
veloped societies, especially in the United States and Great Britain, the na-
tions with historically weak welfare states. The new “type” of state, the pri-
vate investment state, is based on the following propositions:

1. The deregulation of markets and businesses, in global trade, monopoly
practices, environmental pollution, work conditions, and so on, will
enhance economic growth.
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2. The curtailment of income, corporate, and estate taxes on businesses
and wealthy individuals will stimulate new investments and, hence,
economic growth.

3. Replacement of redistributive programs aimed at social welfare with
government support for personal capital investments (making each in-
dividual responsible for his or her personal welfare by saving money to
pay for private health care, education, and retirement) thereby will in-
crease productivity.5

4. Increasing reliance on the use of repressive force—the military, the po-
lice, and prisons—is necessary to maintain social order and to “man-
age” those without a stake in the global economy.

In the private investment state, the idea that government will guaran-
tee the welfare of all citizens is gone. In this new state system, people get
what they pay for. As Jill Quadagno explains, “At the core of this [new
state] is the premise that human society consists of a series of market-like
relations, that individuals have natural rights to freedom and property,
and that the primary role of the state should be to enforce only those rules
necessary for reconciling conflicts over individual rights.”®! The state’s in-
creasing reliance on police powers and military action follows from this
logic. Those who live by accumulating assets must be protected from those
who cannot, both within the nation and internationally. Consequently,
the only growing sector of public “services” is the criminal justice system
in all its forms—criminal law, police, criminal courts, prisons, probation,
and so on. Indeed, other public services, especially education and public
health, are being drastically impacted by the expansion of the repressive
state apparatuses.

The repressive capacity of the state is expanding rapidly through the de-
ployment of new technologies allowing for a much greater degree of control
of people within its territories. This can be seen especially in the efforts to
regulate immigration and the tracking of noncitizens within a nation. The
fact that states can technically monitor and regulate the flow of humanity
across and within their borders (a recent development of history, to be sure)
opens up enormous new possibilities for anti-immigration policies and the re-
pression of the rapidly growing number of noncitizens.?

The private investment welfare state may have become the new model for
the organization of government’s relationship to American and British soci-
ety. But, as state builders are all too aware, globalization is creating social cri-
sis, as work gets harder, as the poor get poorer, as the middle class is fractured,
and as immigration increases. The maintenance of social order within na-
tions is getting more difficult to manage as the global dynamics assert them-
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selves, and nation-state elites have less resources with which to work. In this
way, too, globalization creates conditions supportive of the intensification of
racism in the United States.

The Destabilization of the Middle-Class Social Order

Globalization’s disequalizing effects and the restructuring of the state have
potentially large consequences for the stability of the United States’ social
order. As we saw in chapter 2, the growth in full-time jobs with benefits and
the expansion of the welfare state enabled the creation of a stable middle-
class social order in the 1950s. This arrangement was based on five premises:

1. Rapid domestic economic growth fueled by the U.S. geopolitical dom-
ination of the world

2. The expanding chances for working American men to get a full-time
job with benefits that paid a “family wage”

3. The growing availability of private home ownership

. Expanding access to a college education

. Government repression of working-class politics that could challenge

this new arrangement

Ut

As standards of living rose, as the percentage of Americans owning their
own home doubled, as colleges were transformed from elite to mass creden-
tialing institutions, and as McCarthyism drove the organized left under-
ground, most Americans became convinced that “the system” works well for
everyone. The “progrowth coalition” political architects of the welfare state
even offered those left out of the middle-class arrangement—meaning most
people of color—room at the table, at least once they demanded it with in-
surrections and protests (see chapter 7).

The socially disorganizing effects of market globalization are being felt
throughout the world, in both the LDCs and the MDCs. Globalization has
already significantly eroded the basis on which the middle-class social order
was erected in the United States. Much of the middle class is experiencing a
declining standard of living, not so much through falling wages as in the ris-
ing cost of housing and the growing number of services (especially education
and health care) that people must privately purchase, requiring them to work
more hours. Home ownership is already out of reach of a growing number
of young families. The proportion of people aged eighteen to twenty-four
attending college is falling. Government programs for the middle class—
especially education and health care—have declined in quality, further pro-
moting the rush to private schools and medical plans.
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Even those of the middle class who are not experiencing downward mo-
bility are feeling what Barbara Ehrenreich terms the “fear of falling.” The op-
timism of the post—World War II boom is now just a nostalgic memory, de-
spite Ronald Reagan’s best efforts to keep it alive. The progrowth coalition’s
assumption that the poor and people of color generally can be promised
greater access to jobs, housing, and education with little political cost is no
longer politically viable. Since the advent of globalization in the mid-1970s,
American politics has increasingly become a war of the “haves” to safeguard
their interests from the claims of the “have nots.” This defensive mentality is
physically embodied in the gated communities of the middle class, the new
form of architecture that has emerged during the global era.

The destabilization of the middle-class social order does not mean that
most Americans are abandoning the ideology of the middle class, especially
the dreams of private home ownership and college graduation. They aren’t.%?
But to be middle class today is to experience an anxiety and a defensiveness
that is very different from the optimism of the golden age of the middle-class
social order from the 1950s to the 1970s. Furthermore, a growing number of
people are experiencing an intransigent form of structured poverty, in which
thoughts of becoming middle class are becoming distant pipe dreams that are
not particularly relevant to the daily struggle for survival.* For many Amer-
icans, the idea that working hard, owning a home, and going to college se-
cures the good life seems less believable. In short, the idea of the middle class
is losing its ability to organize and justify social order in the United States.

This crisis in confidence in the American middle class poses serious chal-
lenges to political elites. The maintenance of social stability requires mech-
anisms for social integration, and the ones that worked so well for the past
half century appear to be in serious trouble. Even worse, political elites must
confront the potential for political and social destabilization with far fewer
resources at their disposal than they had available during the post—World
War II boom era. Globalization has created a serious dilemma for both polit-
ical and economic elites: By pursuing policies that expand global trade, in-
vestments, and production, political elites are jeopardizing the social stabil-
ity that is the sine qua non of profitability for capitalism. How, then, will
political elites manage this growing contradiction?

The dominant politics of this era has been to galvanize and appeal to white
middle-class voters’ fear of falling. From anti-immigrant policies to attacks on
civil rights policies such as affirmative action, to a high-profile war on drugs,
to the expansion of prisons and the use of the death penalty, to the war on ter-
rorism, politicians have become highly skilled at creating dangerous foes to at-
tack and contain. This mounting list of undesirables—immigrants, “unquali-
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fied” people of color, terrorists, drug users, and criminals—serves up an ever-
expanding list of immoral “others” to whom the frightened middle class can
attach its fear.> As criminologists ever since Emile Durkheim have noted,
wars on crime create “the good” people and values by sanctioning “the bad.”
The creation of fear of criminals has done wonders to shore up the ideology
of the middle class as the honest, hard-working center of American society.
The claim that immigrants are taking away “our” jobs and using “our” social
services has also worked to shore up national unity and to provide a conve-
nient explanation of the declining standards of living of much of the middle
class. A never-ending war on terrorism, against an enemy that is everywhere,
offers undreamed-of possibilities to the political merchants of fear.

In short, as globalization leaves national elites with less capacity to redis-
tribute scarce social resources downward to maintain social order, the politics
of maintaining social order become increasingly symbolic and repressive.
Antonio Gramsci observes the limits of repression and symbolism for the
maintenance of social order that were apparent in prefascist Italy, “If the rul-
ing class has lost its consensus, i.e. is no longer ‘leading,” but only ‘dominant,’
exercising coercive force alone, this means precisely that the great masses
have become detached from their traditional ideologies, and no longer be-
lieve what they used to previously believe, etc. The crisis consists precisely
in the fact that the old is dying and the new cannot be born; in this inter-
regnum a great variety of morbid symptoms appear.”’

The global era’s pressures means that an increasing number of Americans
feel left out of the social order (i.e., denied access to stable jobs, home own-
ership, and college education). More Americans now expect little from the
government other than continuing growth of the criminal justice system, as
public education, public health, and other social benefits deteriorate. Morbid
symptoms, especially racism and fear of foreigners, have appeared. In short,
globalization is producing a crisis in the middle-class social order.

As Americans begin to question whether or not they can achieve the
goals of the middle class, new political and ideological spaces will open up.
On the one hand, political elites and privileged sections of the middle and
upper classes, mobilizing and mobilized by fear, seek to defend their wealth,
power, and status against the crisis by any means necessary. These means
include the intensification of racism and national chauvinism, as well as a
willingness to restrict democracy (see chapters 4 and 5). The other form of
politics that can be expected to emerge with the destabilization of the
middle-class order is one of hope: efforts to make globalization more equi-
table and just and to recognize humanity’s growing interdependence. The
movement for global justice will emerge out of a wide variety of social situations,
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ranging from environmentalists and feminists, to ethnic communities and
organized labor. This impulse has already been dramatically manifested at
each of the semiannual meetings of the IME beginning with the protests in
Seattle in 1999, and continuing in Melbourne, Quebec, Prague, and Genoa
(see chapters 6 and 7).

In sum, the inequalities and limitations imposed on nation-states by glob-
alization opens up new political spaces to both the left and the right in the
search for new bases for social order. There is no a priori reason to predict
that one model will automatically achieve hegemony over another. The cre-
ation of social order is primarily a historical, not a theoretical process. We
live in a period of social and political flux born precisely by the erosion of the
middle-class order that was hegemonic in the developed nations throughout
the 1950s to the 1980s. As Gramsci said of his time, we now live in an era
where the old ways are dying, but the new have not yet been bom. In many
ways, the most significant feature of the global era is the search for a stable
basis for social order in the new conditions imposed by global capital.

Conclusion: Globalization and Racism

The mobilization of racial privilege today takes place in a qualitatively dif-
ferent setting than that of the Jim Crow era or before. As we saw in chap-
ter 2, racial privileges were structured into everyday social life and institu-
tional arrangements during the 1950s and 1960s, particularly through the
advent of mass suburbs and mass higher education. An analysis of race to-
day must take into account the new forms and new contexts through which
racial privileges can be and often are asserted. In this way, the analysis of
the impact of globalization on race relations in the United States must
both address the new dynamics of globalization and the structured forms of
racial privileging created during the 1950s. The tendency toward inequal-
ity and repression in the present era provides a powerful impetus for both
racial and ethnic responses to globalization. The disequalizing pressures,
the reduction of scope of civic society, the growth of immigration, and con-
comitant politics of fear described here resonate in specific ways with race
relations in the United States. The following two chapters, based on this
analysis of globalization, examine race relations in the United States today.
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CHAPTER FOUR

It’s “Ours”: Globalization
and the Racialization of Space

One of the defining features of globalization is the shrinking significance of
space and time.! The technological revolution that produced globalization
has in significant ways transformed the world into a global village. People
from any part of the earth can be in instantaneous communication with one
another via computers, telephones, or television. We now look at websites or
send e-mail messages to people without even knowing where they are physi-
cally located. Cheap air transportation has made every part of the planet
reachable from anywhere within a single day. We live in a time of the great-
est mobility of humanity in all of history.? In the global era, people are in-
creasingly capable of rapidly or instantaneously interacting with one another
across large distances, creating a sense of spacelessness and timelessness in
social relationships. Transnational corporations spend billions of dollars ad-
vertising the universalistic ramifications of the new technologies, and in-
deed, the hype has some validity.

The irony of this epoch, however, is that the social crisis of globalization
has led to a closing of space, a new premium on the local, not the universal.
At the very moment when people can live more timeless and spaceless exis-
tences, time and space are becoming increasingly vital to those seeking to de-
fend their interests against the social impacts of globalization. The architec-
tural symbols of the global era are the gated community and the efforts of
wealthy communities to enact strict zoning laws preserving “old” (often, in
California, old means the 1950s era) styles of architecture. Just at the mo-
ment when time and space could become limitless, time and space—the past
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and the local—are becoming increasingly important to a growing number of
Americans.

The purpose of this chapter is to explore the specific ways in which glob-
alization has intensified efforts to mobilize racial and national privileges in
the United States through privileged claims to “local” space. As we will see,
the new focus on local autonomy and local control has become an increas-
ingly important way for racially and nationally privileged people to fend off
the downward pressures of globalization. But the creation of global networks
and relationships is also producing new concepts of space—both in cities and
nations—that continually undermine these defensive efforts. At the very
moment when privileged whites retreat into local space, a new global reality
is slowly and inexorably undermining their efforts. In this way, globalization
has led to contradictory impulses that racialize space in new, and at times un-
expected, ways.

The Creation of Racialized
Space in the United States

Racial systems of privilege and oppression have always included notions of
space, but they have varied considerably in different eras. In the Virginia
colony prior to the racialization of slavery, as Edmund S. Morgan explains,
African slaves and English indentured servants lived in the same quarters
and were assigned the same work.? They also intermarried and rebelled to-
gether against the colonial government. The creation of racial chattel slav-
ery in the late seventeenth century was compelled by the colonial rulers’
need to socially separate African slaves and English servants. This separation
was economic (slavery for blacks and free labor for whites), social (antimis-
cegenation laws), and legal (the Virginia Slave Codes). But the plantation
system itself limited the extent of the spatial separation of the races. One of
the most important features of the plantation system was the intimate phys-
ical space shared by the people who were enslaved and the slave master.
Slave quarters were generally within sight of the masters’ home; people who
were enslaved regularly interacted with slave masters as servants, laborers, es-
tate managers, wet nurses, and sexual objects or lovers. Black people contin-
ually occupied the slave masters’ home. While slavery created a powerful
color line, the separation of the races was not geographic. The ideology of
slavery denied the humanity of people who were enslaved, but contemporary
accounts suggest that the relationships between slave masters and slaves were
far more complex than this. While geographical separation was limited on
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plantations, slave masters considered separation essential for freed African
Americans. A Virginia slave ordinance, for example, required slaves who
were manumitted to leave the state, a tacit recognition that freed blacks stay-
ing in the plantation areas would be a threat to slavery.

Geographic separation of Native Americans from whites was necessary to
seize native peoples’ lands and convert them into both U.S. territory and pri-
vate property. This separation was encoded into U.S. government policy
with the passage of the Indian Removal Act in 1830. For over 200 years prior
to that law, European colonists and native peoples often lived in close prox-
imity to one another, in a relationship often described as one of uneasy par-
ity.* The creation of geographically isolated “reservations” both recognized
the United States’ need to seize American Indian land and its inability to get
rid of native peoples entirely.’ The concept of the reservation system evolved
gradually, from Cherokee Nation v. Georgia in 1820, to the Indian Removal
Act of 1830, and to the Termination Act of 1871, as native peoples were
placed under the sovereignty of, and, gradually, incorporated into the United
States. Native peoples’ geographic separation from the United States, ironi-
cally, was thus undertaken to incorporate their land—and therefore the peo-
ple as well—into the United States.

Racial separation in the Jim Crow era was at best incomplete. Some 80
percent of African Americans, technically citizens, remained geographically
isolated from the industrial cities in the late nineteenth century, trapped in
the southern sharecropping system and stymied by the active efforts of white
unions and employers to keep them out of the industrial sectors.” But even
in the rural South, African Americans and whites generally lived in the same
towns and counties. Those people of color who did live in the industrial
cities during the Jim Crow era were made separate and unequal by a host of
local, state, and federal laws. While segregated, however, the industrial cities,
like the southern towns, were as geographic entities multiracial, multiethnic,
and multinational from their beginning.

The very existence of segregation laws resulted from the potential for racial
integration that lay within industrial capitalism. Without the use of state power
to keep the races apart and unequal, the system of free labor and capital on
which industrial capitalism was based had the potential to create a nonracial
working class in urban America. Employers had an economic interest to hire la-
bor as cheaply as possible. The economic relations of industrial capitalism on
their own would have drawn labor into the expanding industrial sectors regard-
less of race. Preference might have been given to the cheapest labor: that of peo-
ple of color. The concentration of capital in the industrial cities would have
consolidated labor into communities and workplaces on a nonracial basis as
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well. Only the creation of what Michael Omi and Howard Winant term “the
racial dictatorship” of Jim Crow could and did reproduce racism in that era.
Only state power and explicit racist ideology remained for whites to claim the
privileges of citizenship, political power, and access to industrial jobs. Racial in-
equality in the industrial capitalist era required Jim Crow laws because no other
mechanism to keep people racially separate and unequal existed.

The significance of the creation of mass suburbs in the 1950s (see chapter
2) is starkly highlighted by this history. For the first time, white communities
with their own city and county governments were created on a large scale in
the United States. For the first time, it became possible for white people to
protect their racial privileges by leaving multiracial cities and counties for
class and race homogeneous suburbs. As we saw in chapter 2, the white sub-
urbs were made racially homogeneous at their onset because of the existence
of the Jim Crow housing laws, which allowed private developers and the fed-
eral government to limit access to the suburbs to whites only. In the 1950s
and 1960s, however, the full significance of this new arrangement for the mo-
bilization of racial privileges had not yet been realized. For one, people of
color who moved to cities had begun to establish toeholds in a number of in-
dustries in the 1940s and 1950s, and were benefiting from the post—World
War Il economic expansion. For another, the civil rights movement chal-
lenged racial inequalities and was particularly successful in the late 1960s at
integrating public-sector jobs and increasing black political power and access
to public education and social services.® The civil rights movement also be-
gan a legal and political assault on the white suburbs in 1965, demanding
that racially integrated low-income housing be required in all communities.’
Furthermore, in the conditions of the postwar boom, it was possible to pro-
vide more jobs and better social services to people of color without taking
away anything from whites. At a time when the middle class was expanding,
there seemed to be room at the table for everyone.

The conditions that pushed the white suburbs toward an increasingly ag-
gressive assertion of white privileges fully emerged in the mid-1970s. A series
of political and economic crises—manifestations of the hidden forces of glob-
alization—propelled white suburbanites to claim their “own” political and
geographical space to protect their middle-class status.

Globalization and the
Unleashing of the White Suburbs

One of the most important political responses to globalization in the United
States has been the shift of political power to the suburbs and the emergence
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of a movement for local control that politically empowers white suburban-
ites. As discussed in chapter 3, the new economic, social, and political dy-
namics of globalization have undermined the capacities of the national wel-
fare state and the stability of the middle-class social order that came to
fruition between the 1940s and 1960s. The promise of “the good life” for the
middle class has also been badly shaken by the disequalizing trends accom-
panying globalization. In this context, the existence of politically au-
tonomous white suburbs has become increasingly important as a way to
buffer the “politically relevant” people from social crisis.'

Whites have been willing to pay a premium to live in white communities
since the mass suburbs appeared in the late 1940s.!! A generation ago, a large
majority of whites—some 84 percent—in the Detroit Area Survey of 1976 said
they were unwilling to live in a community that is more than half nonwhite.
This was in sharp contrast to the almost two-thirds of blacks who were willing
to live in a community that is half nonblack.? The “racial premium” of white-
ness produced then, and still produces, white flight when people of color start
to move into white areas. Whites sell their homes at below market prices (to
real estate speculators who make enormous profits by selling houses at huge
markups to people of color) in order to move into a white area. Why is the
whiteness of a community worth so much to so many people? The answer is de-
ceptively simple: Most whites understand that white communities have better
schools, better social services, lower crime rates, and better access to jobs. The
very terms “good neighborhood” and “bad neighborhood” have been thor-
oughly racialized in the United States.!®> This belief is rooted in more than
racial prejudice; it is also about people’s calculations about how to advance
their personal interests by claiming geographically defined racial privileges.

When the mass suburbs were forming in the 1940s and 1950s, the fact that
whites were privileged was openly encoded in the Jim Crow legal system. At
a time when law and legally protected private discrimination mandated that
whites have political power and access to jobs and education on an unequal
basis, living in a white community guaranteed racial privileges. In the form-
ative days of the suburbs, when most of the new blue-collar suburbanites were
often close in economic conditions to many people of color, whiteness con-
ferred crucial privileges. First, making the suburbs white conferred to their
residents the privilege of living in a relatively class-homogeneous environ-
ment, which made it to possible to drastically cut property and sales taxes at
the same time that they were being raised to fund expanding programs for the
poor in the cities. Second, restricting the suburbs to whites conferred the
racial privilege of receiving better schools and social services because the lo-
cal tax dollars raised were used for one specific class project: the conferral of
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middle-class status. Third, all-white communities supported white referral
employment networks. Judging from the “racial premium” whites are still
willing to pay to live in a largely white community, the belief in the benefits
of whiteness persists into the present. The most remarkable feature of the
new mechanisms that privilege suburban whites, however, is that they now
protect these racial privileges with little or no overt racism. All that was
needed to make the defense of white privileges disappear from view was to
sever the connections of the suburbs and the cities.

The movement for suburban local autonomy became more aggressive as
soon as the civil rights movement began to challenge the racial segregation
of the suburbs in the 1960s. Martin Luther King Jr. was shocked at the fero-
cious response to the Southern Christian Leadership Conference’s 1965
campaign to compel suburban Skokie, Illinois, to desegregate its housing. In
fact, whites’ vicious reaction to a protest march there led King to a new
strategic understanding of the movement for freedom and equality, “[M]any
of [our] white allies have quietly disappeared,” he warned in 1967. “The
paths of Negro-white unity that had been converging crossed at Selma, and
like a giant X began to diverge.”*

But in the late 1960s, even as Richard Nixon successfully mobilized sub-
urbanites into his Silent Majority coalition, people of color could still make
effective claims on middle-class resources. Cities continued to be the centers
of jobs, housing, and shopping, and communities of color could and did po-
litically mobilize to demand a fair share of the resources, attracting billions
of dollars to social programs in urban areas during the 1960s. The linkage be-
tween schooling and jobs was still formative, and colleges (with their racial
biases) were not yet fully functioning as gateways to the middle class. Both
blue-collar and public-sector white-collar jobs provided people of color with
access to middle-class incomes. With the postwar economic expansion still
under way, white suburbanites had relatively little anxiety about their fu-
tures. And so, even though whites largely abandoned the civil rights move-
ment after 1965, a full white backlash against people of color had not yet
developed. Even though some suburban whites deserted the Democratic
Party and voted for Richard Nixon in 1968 and 1972, Nixon relied for his
political base more on the formerly Jim Crow Sunbelt—Texas, Florida, and
Georgia—then he did on the northern suburbanites. Indeed, Nixon himself
embodied the vacillating racial politics of that era: While he attempted to
symbolically appeal to a white backlash, Nixon quietly gave in to important
civil rights initiatives. In 1971, for example, Nixon supported the creation of
racial set aside programs (“quotas”) for affirmative action in the construction
industry, and in 1974 he ordered suburbs to submit plans detailing how they
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would provide low-income housing in their communities.!® As well, state and
federal courts issued historic rulings making suburbs accountable for desegre-
gation efforts. In 1973, a Michigan federal district court ruled that suburban
whites had to take responsibility for desegregating Detroit school districts
through cross-district busing, and in that year, the U.S. Supreme Court came
close to outlawing all patterns of segregation in public education.!® In the
most suburban state of the era, the New Jersey Supreme Court in 1975 re-
quired suburbs to accept their “fair share” of low-income housing.!?

While racial antipathy toward the cities had defined suburbs from their
origins, the revolt of the suburbs began in earnest in 1975. The interaction
of double-digit inflation, a sharp recession, real oil and gas shortages, and the
American defeat in Vietnam announced the beginning of a new era. As the
full impact of globalization appeared, local and some national politicians be-
gan to appeal to suburbanites to defend their “own” communities, depicting
urban areas as the places of nonwhites who were a real threat to white sub-
urbanites’ living standards and security. Meanwhile, the flight of whites from
the cities accelerated during this period. But even more significantly, so did
the flight of capital, as new technologies enabled companies to decentralize
operations and move important components of their businesses outside the
urban cores.

The revolt of the suburbs was recognized and encouraged by a milestone
U.S. Supreme Court decision in 1975: Milliken v. Bradley.!® In this case, the
Court reversed a lower court that had ordered cross-district busing with sub-
urban schools to remedy proven racial discrimination by the Detroit public
school district. The lower court had two major reasons for its decision: the
Detroit schools, by then with an 80 percent black student body, could not de-
segregate on their own; and second, whites had moved to the suburbs mainly
to avoid sending their children to the Detroit schools, and were thus com-
plicit in the inner-city school segregation. The Supreme Court reversed this
ruling on procedural grounds, holding that suburban communities could not
be forced to bear the burden of desegregating urban schools without proof of
intentional discrimination by each school system. Touted by advocates of lo-
cal community control such as former suburban Detroit congressman and
new President Gerald Ford, Milliken became a political line in the sand.
Scholars, including Owen Fiss and Gary Orfield, have credited Milliken with
stopping much of the momentum toward school desegregation that had
started with Brown v. Board of Education in 1954. Even more, Milliken put
suburbs on notice that they could develop local school systems with little fear
that they would have to pay a “social tax” for people of color’s limited op-
portunities. Suburbs were now free to go their own way.
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By the end of the 1970, efforts at local control had become part of the twin
conservative drives to “get the government off the backs of the people” and
to slow down the growth of the suburbs. Suburban middle-class whites joined
forces with large corporations throughout the United States in the late 1970s
and early 1980s to cut property taxes (which, not surprisingly, largely bene-
fited corporations). These cuts, spearheaded by the passage of Proposition 13
in California in 1979, set the basis for drastic reductions in government
spending on education, public health, and social services. These cuts both
confirmed and accelerated the racial gap between cities and suburbs. While
urban areas with low property values suffered the consequences, many subur-
ban communities passed local bond issues to supplement local school budgets.

Suburban communities also resisted the placement of low-income housing
in their areas. In their superb history of this campaign of white resistance in
New Jersey, David L. Kirp, John P. Dwyer, and Larry A. Rosenthal chronicle
the political campaigns of the 1980s and 1990s that successfully gutted the
New Jersey Supreme Court’s 1975 Mount Laurel decision requiring suburbs to
build their “fair share” of low-income housing. In 1981, suburbanites elected
Thomas Kean, an antigrowth governor who in his 1984 State of the State
Address denounced the Mount Laurel decision as an “undesirable intrusion
on the home rule principle,” and later added that it was “communistic.”'?
Suburbs mounted a strong counteroffensive against the Mount Laurel deci-
sion. “One defendant, the village of Harding,” Kirp, Dwyer, and Rosenthal
note, “passed a $600,000 bond issue to fund its defense, thus raising the as-
tonishing amount of more than $2,000 for every man, woman, and child.”?
In the absence of dried-up federal and state funding for low-income housing
in suburbs, the strongest advocates of building low-income housing were big
developers who, by building twenty units of low-income housing, could get
permits to build hundreds of market-priced units.?! By the 1980s, opponents
to desegregating the suburbs no longer needed to use racial rhetoric; the is-
sue had become protecting the suburbs from “rapid development.” The fact
that suburbanites were protecting their racial privileges had been made in-
visible by ignoring the racial history of the suburbs.

The consequences of the suburban campaign for “local control” can be
found in the continuing patterns of racial segregation throughout the United
States. Douglas S. Massey and Nancy A. Denton have surveyed the extent of
segregation of blacks and whites in the thirty metropolitan areas with the
largest black populations using 1980 census data. They found that one-third
of blacks in America live in conditions they term “hypersegregation.” That
is, they “live within large, contiguous settlements of densely inhabited neigh-
borhoods that are packed tightly around the urban core. In plain terms, they
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live in ghettoes.”?? Furthermore, Massey and Denton report that the decen-
tralization of black housing, even in suburbs, has not increased the residen-
tial integration of blacks and whites. “Often, black ‘suburbanization’ only in-
volves the expansion of an urban ghetto across a city line and does not reflect
a larger process of racial integration.””® All in all, Massey and Denton find
that blacks are over- or underrepresented in an average of 80 percent of
neighborhoods for the thirty metropolitan areas they study. Furthermore,
they show that black-white residential segregation patterns remain remark-
ably persistent, so that in the decade from 1970 to 1980 there was almost no
change in the rate of segregation.?*

Segregated white communities do not remain white solely by the mo-
mentum of the past. Racial discrimination in suburban real estate and mort-
gage lending markets is still responsible for much of the continuing housing
segregation.?’ A 1991 study by the Federal Reserve Bank revealed powerful
racial disparities in banks’ decisions about mortgage lending. Poor whites, for
example, were as likely to get loans as upper-class African Americans, and
poor Latinos had their mortgage applications rejected 51 percent more fre-
quently than poor whites.” The highest disparity in the mortgage rejection
rate was found to be between upper-class blacks and upper-class whites, with
blacks rejected 280 percent more frequently. Real estate agents also regularly
“steer” nonwhites away from white areas. Various studies, including an audit
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, have found
that whites are much likelier to be notified about the availability of a home
or a rental unit in a predominately white area than are blacks or Latinos.?

Suburbanization has not only sheltered much of the white middle class
from the social crisis of globalization. Geographical segregation in this form
also confers racial privileges on many white people who are poor. As Massey
and Denton show, ghettoization concentrates the black poor (and increas-
ingly Latino, Asian, and Native American poor) in census tracks where the
majority of residents are people of color and poor. Conversely, suburbaniza-
tion has dispersed the white poor into census tracks where the majority is
white and middle class.?® Put another way, there are very few white ghettoes
in the United States. The dispersal effect of whiteness provides access to im-
portant resources for poor whites: they can live in suburban communities
with tax bases and the political clout to produce “good” schools, they live
closer to job opportunities, they are less likely to be subject to police harass-
ment, and they are more likely to receive a wide range of public services. As
a result, a comprehensive study of the efforts of welfare recipients to find entry-
level jobs reports that those living in suburbs are more successful than those
in central cities.?
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Conversely, exposure to the downward pressures of the global era imposes
a harsh racial “tax” on middle-class minorities as well as the poor. The lack
of residential mobility traps many middle-class minorities in neighborhoods
with poor schools and other government services, further harming their
chances for upward mobility. Residential segregation also hampers middle-
class blacks from amassing the assets needed for upward (and outward) mo-
bility by depressing the value of homes. A study of the housing markets in
three cities reported that between 1984 and 1989 the median price of homes
in predominately white areas increased by triple the rate of homes in pre-
dominately black areas.*

The trend toward local autonomy of government in the past twenty years
has created a powerful platform for the exacerbation of racial inequality. The
main trend in law and policy from 1937 until 1975 had been toward the cen-
tralization of decision making by the federal government over state and local
governments.’! The civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s had both
capitalized on and accelerated this restructuring of the U.S. government. But
after 1975, a new localism began to appear in American law and politics.

The shift of jobs to the suburbs, coupled with the decline in socialized pub-
lic services in cities, has had a severe racial impact on inner-city residents.
While middle-class Americans of all races struggle to maintain their standard
of living, poor people in cities have encountered the virtual disappearance of
the economic ladder out of poverty: the entry-level job. Entry-level jobs are
those positions that offer job training and access to other positions higher up
the ladder in the same industry. William Julius Wilson described the impact
of the removal of jobs from the industrial cities to the suburbs in the late
1970s.>2 He observed that the flight of jobs to the suburbs left poor people in
areas of concentrated poverty with little access to jobs or social services. The
isolation of ghettoes (and barrios, Chinatowns, and urban Indian communi-
ties) has produced a new type of poverty, in which despair too often replaces
hope. Wilson has been correctly criticized for his assertion that societal racism
is declining, that middle-class minorities have escaped the main effects of
racial inequality,?® and for his depiction of ghettoes as pathological communi-
ties incapable of stabilizing themselves in the worsening economic and social
conditions.’* Nevertheless, his pioneering depiction of economic restructur-
ing and its impact on ghettoes remains an important contribution to our un-
derstanding of the dynamics of racism in the era of globalization.

In sum, the suburban-urban conflict with all of its powerful racial impli-
cations was unleashed by the weakening of centralized government and the
downward mobility pressures associated with globalization. Gary Orfield
vividly describes the outcomes:
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Suburbanization not only redistributes taxable wealth, but also redistributes
jobs and educational opportunities in ways that make them virtually inacces-
sible to minorities confined by residential segregation to parts of the central
city. . . . It greatly increases the physical scale of racial separation, particularly
for children, since middle class white families with children become rarities in
many central cities. It overlays the system of racial separation and inequality
with a system of political and legal separation. Thus, the best services, educa-
tion and access to new jobs are made available to affluent, virtually all-white
communities that openly employ a full range of municipal powers to attract de-
sirable jobs from the city, while preventing low- and moderate-income fami-
lies, or renters of any kind, from moving into the communities. As a conse-
quence, black and Hispanic political aspirations are concentrated very largely
on municipal and educational institutions that lack the tax base to maintain
existing levels of services, to say nothing of mounting new responses to the
critical problems of these expanding minority communities.>

In these ways, the defense of local control has become an important form for
the defense of white privileges and minority subordination in the United
States. One of the most pernicious aspects of this new form of racial politics
is that white privileges can now be mobilized without any mention of race.
All that must be done to make race invisible is to ignore the racist policies
and practices that made the suburbs white to begin with and to fantasize that
the “good life” of the suburbs has nothing to do with the devastation of the
inner cities over the past two decades.

Trends of Globalization Undermining Localism

Despite the continuing predominance of “vanilla suburbs and chocolate
cities,” there is some evidence to suggest that a countertrend to this pattern
of racial segregation is developing in the United States. An analysis of the
census 2000 data by the Center for Regional Policy Studies at the University
of California, Los Angeles, shows that whites remain the racially most iso-
lated group, but the percentage of whites living in neighborhoods over 90
percent white has declined by an average of 13.7 percent between 1990 and
2000.%¢ This decline suggests two new developments: the growth in the num-
bets of people of color living in predominately white suburbs and the in-
creasing number of whites living in urban core areas.

These trends reveal the ways in which globalization is undermining as
well as fostering the racial project of local autonomy described earlier. As
early as the 1960s, some suburban communities decided to adopt a progrowth
strategy and aggressively recruited businesses to leave the cities. Businesses
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were lured by promises of no property or business taxes, offers of subsidized
utilities and land, and, best of all, a labor market without unions. Federal
policies, such as the Federal Interstate Highway Program, also subsidized the
flight of capital from the cities. The introduction of new technologies in the
1970s and 1980s enabled businesses to decentralize their operations, acceler-
ating further their search for cheaper labor and lower taxes in suburbs. But
capital flight from the cities had a very different consequence than the flight
of privileged white professionals and managers. The shift of jobs outside the
old urban cores compelled lower-income workers to move out after them. By
the 1980s, the old arrangement of suburbs as bedroom communities whose
residents worked in urban downtowns was fast disappearing. The new me-
tropolises that took their place were no longer recognizable as cities or sub-
urbs. The arrangement of concentrated business districts surrounded by suc-
cessive rings of urban and suburban dwellings gave way to sprawling
metropolises with many business areas interspersed among residential areas
and strip malls. The archetype American city was no longer New York; it was
now Los Angeles, a megametropolis that stretches from San Diego to Santa
Barbara, and from the Pacific Ocean to Las Vegas.>’ From the San Francisco
Bay Area to the East Coast Corridor, the new metropolitan areas rapidly took
shape in the 1980s, fundamentally changing the arrangement of living and
working spaces in the United States.

The racial implications of this new spatial reconfiguration are significant.
The integration of suburbs into the global metropolises has to some extent
led to a growing racial complexity of formerly white areas as people of color
who can afford to buy a home have moved out of the cities in pursuit of the
jobs that left before them. Those formerly suburban areas that have become
sites of new investments and increasingly dense populations are now experi-
encing a new type of urbanization, complete with high-density rental units,
traffic jams, rising crime rates, and overwhelmed public services. The areas
that have remained suburbanized in the old sense—and white, to boot—are
relatively wealthy communities whose residents can use high property values
and zoning laws to maintain islands of privilege within the metropolitan web.

Another trend countering white suburban autonomy has been the return
of some of the white upper and upper-middle classes to the former urban cores.
Some downtowns—especially those of New York and San Francisco—have
become urban mirrors of the white, upper-class suburbs. In these and other
cities, white “gentry” are using high property values and zoning laws to drive
out anyone who can’t afford to purchase a condominium or home. Formerly
hard-hit urban areas such as New York’s Harlem and San Francisco’s Mission
District are becoming rapidly gentrified, with a major exodus of working-class
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people of color and an influx of white home buyers. As the old cores of the
global cities become gentrified, a new type of “satellite city” is appearing in
the metropolises that function as the dumping place for poor, property-less
workers who can no longer find low-income housing anywhere else.

The racial map is further complicated by the rising number of immigrants
carving out their own ethnic niches in the global metropolises. As we saw in
chapter 3, unlike the previous immigration waves of industrial capitalism,
global capitalism is creating the mobility of people of all classes from a much
wider array of nations. The preponderant trend in the United States is the
influx of poor Latinos and Asians into the service sector. Stuck with low-
paying jobs, most of these immigrants cannot afford to purchase private
homes, are subject to housing discrimination in white areas, and often wish
to remain in ethnic communities to defend their interests. As such, they tend
to cluster in areas of the global metropolises with low-income rental units
and immigrant social services. Even those national minority ethnics who can
afford to purchase homes are often willing to pay a premium to live in a sub-
urban ethnic enclave to retain cultural, political, and economic associations
that might be of benefit to them.?® Indeed, immigrants to the United States
often form ethnic groups with surprising new innovations, such as the Cam-
bodians in Oakland, California, who have developed a culture that incorpo-
rates many African American ethnic notions.?

In these ways, globalization has both spawned white suburban resistance
and gentrification, and has simultaneously created new regional metropolises
that undercut efforts to maintain white privileges through local control. The
preponderant trend, however, still favors white middle- and upper-class sub-
urbs, because the new metropolises still lack the sophisticated coalitions that
would give them political power. As well, the capacity of propertied whites
in suburbs to insulate their communities from the downward pressures of
globalization has not diminished, in part because of the growing wealth of
these communities—the other side of globalization’s impact. Consequently,
we can expect the political efforts to localize public service spending, with its
profound racial consequences, to continue for the foreseeable future.

Localism on a World Scale:
Anti-immigrant Politics and Globalization

Just as suburban localism has profoundly structured race relations and ideas
about community, a larger type of localism—nationalism—is a growing and
powerful shaper of American responses to globalization. The rise of nation-
alism and xenophobia in the United States—and much of the rest of the
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world—is, in a sense, counterintuitive. We live in a time of a global flow of
capital and commodities, an era of increasing communication between peo-
ples throughout the world. Many countries, developed and developing, are
now sites of global cities, with a new cosmopolitan character that results from
the growing diversity of their populations. A drive through any of two dozen
American cities reveals the riches of the world. Thai neighborhoods give way
to Mexican barrios; Russian areas segue into Syrian communities. Decent
Thai, Chinese, Indian, and Mexican food can now be found even in small
Midwestern cities. Immigrant communities’ growing diversity and size bears
witness to one of the most significant features of globalization: We live in a
time of the greatest mobility of humanity in world history.#® The U.S.-
Mexican border region, in particular, is home to 12 million people and is ex-
pected to double in population by 2020. The San Diego port of entry has 60
million legal crossings into the United States from Mexico each year, and
thousands of residents of San Diego cross the border to work in Mexican
maquiladora factories each day. The border region itself has been widely rec-
ognized as a new type of transnational space. The European Union similarly
has begun to blur national boundaries, with a common currency and open la-
bor movement across all of Europe.

It would appear that globalization is making boundaries like the U.S.-
Mexican border more irrelevant.*! But that is clearly far from what is hap-
pening. The irony of globalization is that we live in a time of mounting anti-
immigrant sentiments and policies in all of the most developed nations. As
Nigel Harris points out, anti-immigrant policies in Europe and the United
States are of recent origin.* Until the twentieth century, most industrializ-
ing societies, including the United States, actively encouraged immigration
to alleviate persistent labor shortages. Indeed, in the nineteenth century
many European states tried to prevent emigration while encouraging immi-
gration.*> Xenophobia, however, has long been a phenomenon accompany-
ing nation building in Europe and the United States, as national elites used
fear of people labeled “foreigners” as a way to cohere political control over
growing populations. But states lacked the technical and political means to
control their borders effectively.

While Jews served as the main “foreigners” of Christian Europe, Native
Americans were the first antipodal “others” of the United States. Tom4as Al-
maguer explores the ways in which the exclusion of native peoples from early
California society helped unite disparate European immigrant populations
divided by national origin, class, and gender. Depicting indigenous people as
unassimilable savages was a powerful way to project the founding of Califor-
nia as the march of Anglo “civilization.” Poor and marginalized European im-
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migrants, often termed “white trash” at the time, launched genocidal attacks
on California Indians as a way of gaining respectability in the newly white
society.# By defining native peoples as uncivilized, early white California
came to know what civilization was.

Anti-immigrant policies in the United States, which had first focused on
controlling non-English Europeans in the immediate postcolonial period,
took on an increasingly racial form in the industrial era, beginning with the
exclusion of the Chinese from citizenship in the 1850s.4 But even as partic-
ular groups were singled out as the unassimilable “others,” industrial capital-
ism’s demand for labor overwhelmed many national barriers. In nineteenth-
century Europe, workers could move between most nations without visas or
passports. In the United States, those Europeans and Canadians considered
white—and Mexicans, some of whom were entitled to citizenship in the
United States under the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo and therefore enjoyed
a crucial white privilege for a time—were greeted by Emma Lazarus’s poem
engraved on the Statue of Liberty, “[Blring me your tired, your poor, your
huddled masses yearning to breathe free.” Even those Europeans who were
viciously discriminated against for their nationality (e.g., the Irish and the
Italians) were granted the powerful racial privileges of citizenship and the
right to vote, privileges they used to eventually escape from the ravages of
national minority status.*

The first general restrictions on immigration in the twentieth century re-
sponded to the maturation of capitalism and the political capacity of nation-
states.*’ In the United States, as the ratio of capital to labor increased, the de-
mand for new sources of labor declined, and the growing power of organized
labor put a greater premium on social stability than on open-door immigra-
tion. It is no accident that Henry Ford, the capitalist who believed that social
peace could be best achieved by making workers into consumers, was also vit-
ulently anti-immigrant. The resulting restriction of European immigration to
the United States was foreshadowed by a massive xenophobic campaign,
punctuated by the Red Scare of 1919 (a Brown Scare in the Southwest) and
the rise of the Eugenics movement. The Ku Klux Klan became a national po-
litical force, with a membership of over 9 million in 1924, drawn to the Klan
by its anti-Catholic and anti-Semitic campaign against European immigrants
and Mexicans as much as by its white supremacist ideology.*®

Xenophobia was whipped up in the late industrial era for two distinct rea-
sons. First, fear of foreigners was increasingly useful as a political device to co-
here national unity (a sense of “us”) as the U.S. population became more di-
verse in national origin and class polarization increased. The internment of
Japanese Americans and Japanese nationals of other countries during World
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War I1, for example, was used to overcome Americans’ ambivalence about the
war. Second, xenophobia was used to create immigration policies that drove
down the cost of labor within the United States. This motive, used against
Chinese contract workers in California in the 1850s and Filipino dock and
cannery workers in the 1930s, also led to the restriction of Mexican immigra-
tion for the first time during the Great Depression.*’ After severely restricting
Mexicans’ legal access to the United States in 1930, the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) conducted Operation Deportation, in which
over a million Mexican nationals were rounded up and deported from the
United States with no legal rights of appeal. Most of those deported already
had jobs, homes, and families in the United States, and, of course, quickly re-
turned to their homes. Operation Deportation’s impact was not the exclusion
of Mexicans, but the guarantee of their inclusion in the United States as un-
documented workers. The new status of “illegal aliens” meant that Mexicans
could be compelled to accept low wages and horrendous work conditions, and
lacked the legal and political means to do anything about it. In the mid-
1950s, a second wave of exclusion—the INS’s infamous Operation Wet-
back—reinforced Mexicans’ oppressed status, excluding (and leading to the
undocumented repatriation of ) over a million people.*

The historic uses of anti-immigrant policies and practices are being exac-
erbated in the global era. As discussed in chapter 3, globalization’s impact on
the United States has been to undermine the middle-class social order, both
by increasing inequality and reshaping the welfare state into a “private accu-
mulation” state. Added to this, globalization has kindled a large wave of im-
migration to the United States, both due to the growing crisis of the Third
World and the growing demand for service workers in the United States.
Globalization also requires the reconfiguring of the U.S. relationship with
other national economies, particularly those of the Asian nations. The new
international division of labor has led to a growing number of high-end po-
sitions for immigrants in some sectors of the U.S. economy. The intersection
of these factors has drastically increased the potential for both nationalistic
and exploitative anti-immigrant policies. First, political elites are searching
for ways to shore up national solidarity as the middle class comes under at-
tack; and second, employers are seeking ways to depress wages, both for im-
migrants and legal citizens. Thus, as globalization undercuts the old, postwar
middle-class social order, the political and economic attacks on immigrants
and foreigners can be expected to increase, as indeed they have.

Ronald Reagan, who best articulated the ideological assault on the wel-
fare state, well understood the value of anti-immigrant politics to bolster the
middle-class order. Warning of a “brown tide sweeping across the Texas bor-
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der,” Reagan strongly backed the Immigration Reform and Control Act
(IRCA) of 1986. The IRCA’s framers added a new dimension to existing im-
migration law: provisions to punish employers for hiring illegal aliens. In or-
der to mollify Latino and Asian community advocates who worried that em-
ployers would discriminate against all foreign-born workers, the bill also
included an amnesty program for undocumented people who had been in the
United States continuously for at least five years. Studies of the IRCA’s im-
pact suggest the critics were correct to be worried: the flow of undocumented
immigrants has grown, and the employer sanction provision has contributed
to decreasing wages for both legal and undocumented immigrants. A General
Accounting Office report in 1990, for example, found a “serious pattern” of
labor market discrimination against legal immigrant workers, much of it at-
tributable to employer sanctions.’!

The passage of Proposition 187 in California in 1994 expanded the use of
anti-immigrant politics to bolster the middle-class social order. California was,
at that time, enmeshed in a recession largely caused by cuts in military spend-
ing. Governor Pete Wilson was in serious trouble with his suburban white po-
litical base and had been almost written off as a viable contender for a second
term, but then he endorsed the ballot proposition entitled the Save Our State
Initiative. Proposition 187 sought to bar all undocumented people and their
children (therefore including many U.S. citizens) from receiving any state ser-
vices except for emergency health care. Supporters argued that this law was
needed to stop a mounting horde of illegal aliens from entering California to
get access to its (allegedly) generous education, welfare, and social service pro-
grams. These “illegal aliens,” 187 supporters alleged, were responsible for the
declining quality of life of the middle class, because they were consuming pub-
lic funds to which they did not contribute and were committing crimes. A
founder of STOP-IT, a southern California organization, proclaimed:

The indomitable American spirit is being awakened. . . . Americans don’t like
the graffiti in their neighborhoods. They don’t like the traffic and overcrowd-
ing and the crime. American citizens don’t like some of the neighborhoods in
Southern California being taken over by illegals. . . . [ have a feeling the rea-
son there haven’t been any more riots in L.A. is because so many people lined
up to buy guns. White American citizens got guns to fight back against the il-
legal aliens and the criminals.??

The facts, that undocumented people provide essential labor, do pay taxes
(property, sales, and even income taxes), and receive almost no benefits be-
cause they are already barred from most social services, did not have a sig-
nificant impact on white voters. Proposition 187 won by a landslide. The
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proposition was immediately stayed and later largely struck down as uncon-
stitutional by a federal court, which reminded Californians that only Con-
gress makes immigration law. But 187’s political impact was still fele: Wilson
handily won reelection as governor in 1994, and the anti-immigrant move-
ment moved to the center of national Republican politics.

Republicans used California-style anti-immigration politics to win over
white middle-class voters to the historic Contract for America in the 1994
midterm election that put Republicans in control of both Houses of Con-
gress. Ever the political opportunist, President Bill Clinton co-opted the Re-
publican strategy and forged bipartisan support for the passage of two new
anti-immigration laws. The first was the Illegal Immigration Reform and Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996, which restricts federal court review of INS decisions
and severely limits immigrants’ rights to bring lawsuits. The second was the
so-called welfare reform bill, the Personal Responsibility Act of 1996, that
made legal noncitizens ineligible for virtually all forms of means-tested pub-
lic assistance for the first five years after entry into the United States. Half of
all the projected savings from so-called welfare reform came from this single
provision. In response, of course, hundreds of thousands of panicky perma-
nent residents rushed to become citizens.”

The depiction of the border as the frontline defense against drugs enter-
ing the United States has justified a massive buildup of Border Patrol per-
sonnel and the growing presence of police and military on both sides of the
U.S.-Mexican border. In 1993, President Clinton supported the doubling of
the number of Border Patrol agents and, in 1995, the use of military surveil-
lance units to detect illegal border crossings. The INS budget nearly tripled
in size between 1993 and 1999, to $4.2 billion.’ The INS initiated three
massive efforts to erect barriers (both with patrols and walls) to prevent ille-
gal border crossings in California {Operation Gatekeeper), Arizona {Opera-
tion Safeguard), and Texas (Operation Rio Grande). Over 1.5 million peo-
ple were arrested at these three border regions per year by the late 1990s.

In response to these policies, smuggling illegal immigrants has become a
multibillion-dollar industry, with smugglers now organized into large, profes-
sional organizations.?® Vigilante posses of whites roam the border region, urg-
ing white people to defend the border with guns.®® Forced to enter the
United States through remote desert routes, some 1,450 migrants died from
exposure to extreme heat between 1996 and 2000. More activities associated
with entering the United States illegally have been criminally sanctioned.
Smuggling a person across the border—such as not reporting an illegal
brother or sister—is an “aggravated felony” under the 1996 Immigration Re-
form Act, as is returning to the United States after being deported. Both
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crimes carry up to twenty years in prison.>’ Furthermore, immigrants de-
ported for felonies are ineligible to return to the United States for twenty
years and are held without bail while the deportation process is under way.*®

The problem with these increasingly Draconian anti-immigrant measures,
like their predecessors, is that they have failed to achieve their stated goals.
During the decade of heightening restrictions, immigration to the United
States has continued to grow, both legally and illegally. In fact, almost half of
all illegal immigrants enter the United States legally on visitor, student, or
guest-worker visas and become illegal when their visa expires. While the
U.S.-Mexican border is heavily guarded, there is very little internal enforce-
ment of immigration laws, particularly the employer sanctions mandated by
the IRCA.* Indeed, as Saskia Sassen suggests, immigration pressures have
little to do with government policy and more to do with international eco-
nomic and political relationships.®> What, then, is the purpose of increas-
ingly harsh anti-immigration measures and enforcement if globalization is in-
creasing the pace and complexity of immigration to the United States?

The answer to this puzzle lies in the politics of the social crisis that glob-
alization is engendering in the United States. In an era of growing inequal-
ity and reduced capacity for nation-states to address social problems, attacks
on immigrants serve two purposes: they lower the price of their labor, and
they enable political elites to mobilize a symbolic form of national unity. Ef-
forts to restrict immigration fail to restrict the flow of people, but they make
it easier for employers to discriminate against immigrants (and often nonim-
migrant Latinos and Asians), especially undocumented workers, who can
easily be fired from a job if they demand more pay or better work conditions.
Indeed, undocumented laborers run the real risk of not being paid for the
work at all, with no legal recourse against unscrupulous contractors.’! Re-
strictions on legal immigration suppress wages and benefits for illegal immi-
grants and legal immigrants facing employer discrimination because they
might be illegals with easily obtained fraudulent documents. While to some
extent dual labor markets restrict this downward wage pressure to immigrant
workers, the fact that immigrants play a key role in the industrial and service
sectors means that their lower wages and benefits exert a downward pressure
on many U.S.-born workers as well.

The anti-immigration measures are also important politically to maintain
white people’s belief in the middle-class social order. This task is becoming
more difficult each year, as the downward pressures make the American
dream more unattainable to a growing number of Americans and the re-
sources available to nation-states become less available. By placing the blame
on immigrants for job losses and cuts in social services, political elites shore
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up the American middle-class ideology without expending scarce resources
on less symbolic problems, such as the deteriorating public educational or
public health systems. “The unprecedented expansion of border policing,”
Peter Andreas concludes, “has ultimately been less about achieving the
stated instrumental goal of deterring illegal immigration and more about po-
litically re-crafting the image of the border and symbolically reaffirming the
state’s territorial authority.”®? For these reasons, the tendency of political
elites to find ways to pursue restrictionist, anti-immigrant policies can be ex-
pected to intensify, and with them, the racist labeling of immigrants, espe-
cially Latinos and Asians, as un-American “others.”

Confusing the Global and the Local:
The U.S. War on Terrorism

The U.S. response to the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon tragically provides a graphic example of the
uses of nationalism and xenophobia in the global era. The problem of ter-
rorism is itself a product of globalization, as decades of growing inequality and
the destruction of nation-states have plunged large swaths of humanity into
poverty and statelessness, making them easy pickings for warlords and crim-
inal gangs to organize. Large numbers of hopeless and desperate people in the
Middle East and Central Asia, regions devastated by colonialism and by
decades of wars instigated by the United States and the former Soviet Union,
have turned to leaders who advocate terrorism. These terrorist groups are
well organized, well funded, and capable of achieving international political
goals unthinkable in other stateless areas (such as parts of Africa or eastern
Europe), where people turn their desperation and hopelessness against one
another within the same locale.%?

The attack on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon reveals the ways
in which antiglobalization and anti-Americanism are bound together in
much of the world. Unable to physically attack the abstract web of global
capitalism, the terrorists chose to attack the nation that acts as the surrogate
organizer of many of global capitalism’s needs in the absence of developed
global political and legal mechanisms. In short, the terrorists gave global cap-
italism a local face by viewing global capitalism and the United States as
equivalents. By targeting the United States as the enemy, the terrorists
demonstrated that they had no idea that globalization has created social cri-
sis everywhere, including in the United States.

Unfortunately, the Bush administration’s response replicated the terrorists’
error by depicting the attack as an act of war against the United States and
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ignoring the impact of globalization on the Middle East. There was another
alternative available to the United States: The attack could have been viewed
as an international crime against the people of the world, and not an act of
war against one nation. After all, almost a third of those killed were nation-
als of some sixty countries other than the United States, and the terror, as well
as the economic and political consequences of the attack, was felt everywhere
in the world. Unable to find the responsible parties—allegedly members of
one organization of a loose network that sprawls over much of the Middle
East, Africa, Central and South Asia, the Pacific, and Europe—the United
States again substituted nationalism for a global analysis by attacking the Tal-
iban regime of Afghanistan, removing that weak state from an area that al-
ready is virtually stateless. This framework both mistook the victim and the
perpetrator, and tried to reduce both to nation-states. By so doing, the United
States contributed (once more) to the crisis of the Middle East, furthered by
its role in inflaming the Israeli-Palestinian crisis and by adding Iraq and Iran
to its list of terrorist nations. As tragically, by putting itself in the position of
avenger of “infinite justice” (the original code name for its military response)
the United States made itself again the target of anger in the region, the very
anger that produces popular support for terrorism in the first place.

The confusion of the global and the national in the war on terrorism has
had serious consequences within the United States as well. President George
W. Bush proclaimed that the United States had no responsibility for anti-
American sentiments and argued that the root of the anti-American terror-
ism is a culturally depraved (evil) wing of Islamic and Arab cultures that en-
vies American pluralism and individualism. “God,” the president told a joint
session of Congress, “is not neutral in this battle.” The elevation of the United
States as an innocent Christian nation under attack by uncivilized Muslim
barbarians produced an enormous wave of American chauvinism, complete
with crowds chanting “USA” at ball games and American flags being dis-
played everywhere. People who opined that the activities of global capitalism
and the Pentagon might not be in Americans’ best interest were assaulted by
Attorney General John Ashcroft as traitors who condone terrorism. The ex-
ternalization of anti-Americanism, and the assignation of “evil” to undefined
Middle Eastern cultures, put millions of American Muslims and Arabs (and
anyone who “looks” Arab or Middle Eastern) under suspicion. The wave of
brutal assaults, murders, and other acts of discrimination against anyone
thought to “look Arab” (including Indian Sikhs, Egyptian Christians, and
even Latinos) was a chilling reminder of the power of xenophobia in a period
of crisis. Panicked Americans now openly advocate anti-immigrant policies
that before September 11, 2001, were considered extremist. Proposals for an
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outright ban on immigration, labeled extremist in the 2000 presidential cam-
paign, are now considered a reasonable position. The practice of racial profil-
ing, which was on the retreat in 2000 and 2001, has been embraced by large
numbers of Americans in the wake of the terrorism. A CNN/USA
Today/Gallup Poll taken a few days after the attack found that 58 percent of
Americans supported intensive security checks for Arab Americans, 49 per-
cent favored special identification cards, and 32 percent supported “special
surveillance” of them.®* The war on terrorism has in these ways furthered the
tendency for those in the United States who can to use their privileges (in this
case, citizenship and race) to defend against the social crisis of globalization.
But, as with other efforts to recoil from global engagement and claim local
privileges, this set of policies will certainly engender the very problems they
are designed to end.

Conclusion: Contested Spaces, Contested Identities

One of the basic questions that every society must answer is: Who are “we”?
The criteria for membership in a society are complex, ranging from formal
criteria like legal citizenship, to informal factors like the social ties that one
develops by living and working in the society.® Globalization has produced
a contradictory set of impulses for answering this question for the United
States. Globalization is increasing the United States’ engagement with the
rest of the wortld and the concomitant inclusion of immigrants into the U.S.
economy and society, while heightening anti-immigrant sentiments and
newly invigorating efforts to impose U.S. national interests on the entire
planet. Globalization is creating new cosmopolitan spaces in the large cities
at its core and is also stimulating the intensification of efforts by suburban-
ites to distance their communities from the cities. Globalization is producing
paradoxical conditions that both increase the breaking down of barriers and
intensify efforts to create walls between people. In short, globalization is pro-
ducing a new type of conflict over membership in society.

The most palpable outcome of this conflict has been the increasing use of
localism as a way of addressing the new dynamics associated with globalization.
This localism is highly racialized, as both its suburban and anti-immigrant
forms define “we” as white and “them” as not white. The racialization of lo-
calism comes from the essential point of the localist project: To create claims
of privileged access to scarce social resources for white, middle- to upper-class
people. Both forms of localism deny the essential fact that people on both
sides of the “us-them” duality are participating in the same society. Suburban
isolationists deny their inherent connection to the cities, while American
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nationalists deny the essential role of immigrants (legal and illegal) in the
U.S. economy, and the growing engagement of the United States with the
global economy.

While the racist and nationalist response to globalization can be expected
to intensify, we would do well to remember that globalization is also undet-
mining these trends by creating new ties between people. The growing num-
bers of Latino and Asian immigrants have already altered the political equa-
tion of the largest states. New possibilities for multiracial coalitions are
appearing in American politics. The global cities are being remade, with new
spaces that are not yet easily racialized. New possibilities for transnational pol-
itics are also being explored, both under human rights regimes and in grassroots
forms of solidarity (see chapter 6). In these ways, we can anticipate more pos-
sibilities to contest the fearful, local responses to globalization in the future.
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CHAPTER FIVE

P

It’s “Mine”: Globalization,
Racism, and the Erosion
of Social Responsibility

One of the great ironies of globalization is that it is producing a retreat from
the civic sphere. It would seem reasonable to expect that the advent of new
means for binding people together across the globe would greatly expand
civic life. After all, the expansion of means of communication, information
processing, and transport have raised at least the potential for people to form
new social ties across previously closed boundaries. In some ways, the world
has indeed become a “global village,” in which instantaneous communica-
tion and universal cultural expectations have reshaped people’s understand-
ing of themselves in a global context.!

The principal social response to globalization in the United States has not
been to embrace global relationships or understanding, however. Instead, we
live in an era in which public-spirited universalism—the concern for the
well-being of “the people” as a whole—is a decreasing priority. In its place, a
new focus on individual responsibility has arisen. From health care, to
poverty, to education, to retirement, Americans are now told that their well-
being is up to them, that people must fend for themselves as far as their per-
sonal welfare is concerned. In the last chapter, I examined the ways that peo-
ple are using racial and national privileges to retreat from the global into
locally defined spaces. In this chapter, [ look at the ways that people use
racial privileges to buffer themselves from the social crisis of globalization by
renouncing social responsibility and by claiming that individuals are respon-
sible for their own fates.
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The “great shift” in public consciousness occurred in the United States
during the 1970s.2 During that decade, Bruce J. Schulman argues, the Amer-
ican middle class lost confidence in expanding prosperity in the face of a se-
ries of social traumas. Within a few years—1974 to 1976—the United States
lost the war in Vietnam, the oil crisis (erronecusly blamed on the Organiza-
tion for Petroleum Exporting Countries) tripled the price of gasoline, and
high inflation rates and a recession crippled the middle class’s buying power.
These crises reflected changes in the global political economy and the
United States’ place within it. In the current era of globalization, the large
investors and transnational corporations who are the main beneficiaries of
the new global technologies have gained significant new bargaining power
over political elites (see chapter 3). This has resulted in greater income in-
equality as well as the retreat from redistributive social programs and regula-
tory mechanisms that were the hallmark of the type of state found in all of
the most developed capitalist nations over the past fifty or so years.

A growing focus on individual and family welfare and a retreat from a con-
cern for the public good has resulted from these trends. The welfare state’s
pledge to enable all Americans to participate in the middle class—backed by
promises of full employment, adequate housing, and access to a good educa-
tion—has been replaced by a government dedicated to individual asset ac-
cumulation. In the new private investment state regime, the government’s
role is to facilitate individuals’ efforts to take care of their own needs and
those of their families through market activities. The universal entitlement
programs of the welfare state are disparaged as misguided efforts that took
away individuals’ responsibility for their own well-being.

The retreat from the welfare state has meant the privatization of many
benefits and entitlement programs formerly provided by government or cor-
porations. This trend is most pronounced in the United States, which always
had the least developed welfare state of any industrialized society. The U.S.
welfare state, to some extent, had socialized the costs of health care, housing,
and education, and, to a more limited extent, redistributed social resources
downward. The political rhetoric of the welfare state era stressed social re-
sponsibility and universalistic rights and entitlements. But the social entitle-
ment programs developed from the 1930s until the 1960s bore the stamp of
Jim Crow white supremacy and thus largely excluded people of color or
treated them unequally.> Much of the civil rights movement’s efforts in the
1960s and 1970s were aimed at equalizing access to welfare state programs
(see chapter 7).

Today, as these social programs are cut back or eliminated outright, Amer-
icans are able to get benefits and services they can individually afford to pur-
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chase and little else. The decline or elimination of social insurance programs
has pressured individuals to purchase their own private health care insurance
and fund their own retirement plans. The decline of funding for public edu-
cation has led to the rapid proliferation of private schools, paid for by private
individuals. Corporate benefit packages are a thing of the past for many
workers. Work is becoming increasingly “casual,” with a growing number of
workers hired as “contractors” lacking all legal protections and benefits as
employees. Government tax and investment policies, under both Republican
and Democratic administrations, have been reshaped to facilitate the grow-
ing focus on individual wealth accumulation.

The narrowing vision of social responsibility and the concomitant rise of
individualism reveal a profound contradiction of globalization. The appro-
priation of new technologies for production, communication, and trans-
portation by large corporations and financial institutions has simultaneously
brought the world closer together and, by assaulting the middle-class social
order, has torn apart what had been understood as civic society in the
post—World War II boom era.

Personal Wealth and Race

The retreat from the welfare state and the rise of the private investment state
in the global era mean that what had previously been considered social enti-
tlements are now increasingly seen as individuals’ personal responsibility to
obrtain, distributed through the private marketplace. The distribution of what
Max Weber calls “market chances”—that is, opportunities to buy or sell in
order to gain social resources—is typically thought of as depending on in-
come. That is, the more an individual earns, the more market chances he or
she has. While there is considerable and growing income inequality in the
United States (see chapter 3), some economists note that incomes have re-
mained stable or increased for most American families during the 1990s and
consequently surmise that the middle class is doing just fine.

This assessment does not take into account two crucial factors, however.
First is that income stability actually marks a downward trend in the standard
of living as most Americans are forced to assume enormous new expenses
from the privatization of previously social entitlement programs. As the
Clinton administration attempted to explain in its early effort to enact
health care reform, the privatization of health care alone is responsible for
the declining standard of living of a sizable portion of the American popula-
tion.* The privatization of retirement and education are even greater drains
of American families’ income.
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The second factor missing from this rosy assessment of the middle class is
the increasing importance of personal and family wealth to provide people
with access to opportunities. Ownership of assets is increasingly vital for suc-
cess in the privatized society. With the retreat of government and corpora-
tions from social benefits, those without assets are exposed to the vagaries of
the labor market and life’s crises with no safety net to catch them if they fall.
Americans are compelled to rely on personal savings accounts, home equity
loans, and the sale of other assets to tide them over during crises brought on
by the loss of a job, death of a spouse, or long-term illness. Without assets to
fall back on, such personal crises can become catastrophic and can even
snowball into homelessness. Assets are also necessary to start a new business,
to invest in upward mobility opportunities (especially education) for a child,
to purchase expensive benefits, such as private health insurance, and to pur-
chase a home. Tax code revisions have greatly reduced capital gains taxes,
further increasing the value of, and the inequality of, privately held assets.’
The exploding value of stocks and bonds—with over 90 percent of privately
owned shares held by the top tenth of Americans—was the most important
source of the rising standards of living in the 1990s.° But the absence of as-
sets literally excluded over half the population from the private wealth ex-
pansion of that decade.

The causes and consequences of wealth inequality are distinct from peo-
ple’s income-earning capacity. Income statistics measure the amount of
money (or, for the poor, the value of social entitlements) an individual or
family earns in a given unit of time, typically one year. The problem with in-
come as a measure of market chances is that people’s income-earning capac-
ity can fluctuate wildly in their lifetime. An individual can wait tables after
graduating from college and appear poor in income terms, even as he or she
is taking the first steps that lead to a $300,000 a year income as a corporate
lawyer a decade later. Even more significantly, people’s yearly income is rarely
the sole or even the main basis for their market chances. Their ownership of
assets (or lack thereof) is often crucial to their market chances. Wealth (in
this case, personal or family assets) refers to privately owned forms of prop-
erty that have the potential to increase in value. The main sources of private
wealth in the United States are stocks and bonds, real estate, and savings ac-
counts. Wealth ownership is vastly more unequal than income inequality.
The reason for this is that wealth inequality tends to get magnified over gen-
erations. Those who inherit significant assets are better positioned to take
advantage of market chances to increase their wealth than those who do not.
For example, those who possessed significant assets—about 10 percent of
Americans—were able to enjoy the historic bull market of the 1990s; those
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who had little or no assets could not. Thus, wealth measures the accumula-
tion of advantages over generations, not just on a year-by-year basis. The ab-
sence of wealth thus measures the lack of opportunities over generations.

In one of the most important studies of race in the 1990s, Melvin L.
Oliver and Thomas M. Shapiro explore ways in which systematic racial dis-
crimination against black people throughout American history affects racial
inequality in wealth ownership today.” Blacks’ individual median incomes
are 62 percent that of whites. But blacks’ median individual net worth
(which, for most people, means the value of their home and savings account)
is only 8 percent that of whites.® The huge (twelve to one) median black-
white ratio in individual asset ownership dramatically reveals the impact of
past discrimination on the present. For the first half of the United States’ ex-
istence, the vast majority of black people could not own property—indeed,
most were property. For most of the second half of the nation’s history, Jim
Crow legal segregation and the sharecropping system put harsh racial barri-
ers in the way of African Americans seeking to accumulate capital. Of
course, some African Americans did amass wealth during the slave and Jim
Crow eras. But the gigantic gap in median individual asset ownership reveals
the ways that racism in the past systematically prevented African Americans
as a group from asset ownership as compared with whites.

The differences in asset ownership are not just a function of income in-
equality: African Americans who earn $50,000 a year own assets worth on
average 20 percent of the value of assets owned by whites at the same income
level.? In this sense, the black middle class is not the equivalent of the white
middle class. The lack of assets puts significant roadblocks in the way of most
black middle-class families, making it difficult for them to purchase a home,
send their children to private schools or elite colleges, or to start a business,
let alone to protect themselves from crises like an illness or the loss of a job.
The lack of assets also means that the main income-enhancing activity of the
last two decades for wealthy Americans—the rising value of stocks and bonds
and real estate—largely eluded the black community.!°

While the median disparity in wealth ownership is somewhat less pro-
nounced for Latinos and Asian Americans than it is for blacks and Native
Americans, the impact of inequality in asset ownership is an important and un-
derstudied issue for many minority communities. Because of the complexity of
immigration and the uneven process of assimilation into U.S. society, major
disparities in asset ownership—and thus disparities in the potential for future
asset formation—can be found between people of different nationalities and
people within a single nationality who all may be categorized within the same
racial group. For example, the first wave of Cuban Americans to come to the
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United States as refugees from socialist Cuba in the late 1950s were mostly
upper-class families who brought with them all of their liquid assets. As well,
the U.S. government accorded these immigrants political refugee status, mak-
ing them eligible for government subsidies, such as Small Business Adminis-
tration loans. In contrast, refugees from the 1.S.-sponsored war in El Salvador
in the 1980s were often poor workers who had been displaced from their homes
and jobs. These refugees, who often were not even accorded legal immigrant
status in the United States because they were denied refugee status, had little
or no assets. While both groups are Latino, that is, are racialized in similar
ways, the role of assets in their ethnic community building and assimilation
into the United States could not be more different. Similarly, the contrast be-
tween the life chances of wealthy Taiwanese immigrants and extremely poor
Laotian immigrants could not be greater, although both are termed “Asian” in
America. The problems of poor immigrants are further compounded by recent
policy changes denying access to welfare benefits to legal immigrants. Given
the growing number of immigrants from less developed countries entering the
United States, the barriers to opportunities because of the lack of capital are
increasingly important problems to be studied.

In sum, the enormous expansion in the value and importance of private
assets in the 1980s and 1990s had major racial effects, accentuating the
highly unequal “market chances” not only in class, but also in racial terms.
Middle-class people of color have been significantly less able than middle-
class whites to use privately owned assets to buffer themselves from the
downward pressures on their living standards created by declining wages and
cuts in social services. The shift under way in the United States from public
funding of education, health care, and other social services to privately pur-
chased benefits and services accentuates the racial disparity inherited from
the past. The dynamics of globalization are thus exacerbating racial inequal-
ities inherited from the past in a way that reverses the equalizing trends of
the 1950s-1970s welfare state policies and programs.

Privatization has produced yet another specific effect on African Ameri-
cans: The reduction in government-run social services and military employ-
ment has led to massive displacement of middle-class African Americans,
who disproportionately work in public-sector jobs.!! As Andrew Hacker ob-
serves, “Over a third of all black lawyers work for the government, as do al-
most 30 percent of black scientists. Blacks account for over 20 percent of the
nation’s armed services, twice their proportion in the civilian economy. They
hold almost a fifth of positions in the Postal Service, and have similar ratios
in many urban agencies. . . . On the whole, then, the business world has not
done much to expand black employment.”’? The widespread cutbacks at
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every level of government during the 1980s and 1990s have disproportion-
ately fallen on African Americans. Public-sector employment has not been
as pervasive for the Latino or Asian American middle classes, as they lacked
the political muscle of the civil rights movement that was necessary to gain
access to public jobs in the 1970s, when most of the gains in black middle-
class employment occurred. The Latino and Asian American middle classes
instead largely expanded through the development of small businesses and,
especially for some Asians, professional and technical positions. Cutbacks in
public employment, then, have largely had a specific and negative impact on
the black middle class disproportional to its effect on other racial minorities.

Individual Educational Achievement and Racism

Just as personal wealth is becoming more important as a way to gain access
to education, health care, retirement, and so on in the global era, so is per-
sonal educational attainment. The link between educational attainment and
occupational status is becoming increasingly strong. Those who do not grad-
uate from college are increasingly at a disadvantage in today’s economy. The
idea that individuals should be rewarded for their own work and talent is be-
ing used more frequently to justify the process for selecting people into
schools that serve as gateways to desirable jobs. Standardized tests and “neu-
tral” criteria like grade point averages are becoming more important in edu-
cational advancement than at any time since the mid-1960s. The adminis-
tration of George W. Bush, in particular, has aggressively promoted national
standardized testing in the name of promoting quality public education. The
main argument used to convince California and Washington voters to op-
pose affirmative action programs in 1996 and 1998, respectively, was the idea
that people should be judged by their qualifications and achievements, not
their race.

This new focus on individual achievement is part and parcel of the poli-
cies of the private accumulation welfare state and the growing middle-class
fear that are integral to the era of globalization. The welfare state had to an
extent placed the potential for individual success in the context of group or
societal rights, responsibilities, and entitlements.!* The fixation on individ-
ual attainment results from the fear of downward mobility gripping much of
the middle class. The resulting climate of anxiety promotes individual com-
petition and a predisposition to reject all social entitlements as fetters on in-
dividual liberty. While Americans still believe in the value of equal opportu-
nity, a majority of white Americans view efforts to address systematic forms
of class, race, and gender inequalities in society as deviations from this ideal.
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Indeed, the insistence that people’s access to jobs or education is a matter of
individual effort renders profound class, race, and gender inequalities in life
chances invisible altogether. At the extreme, the undeniable facts of class,
race, and gender inequalities in the context of the assumption that everyone
has a fair chance can and has served as a breeding ground for biological ex-
planations as a way of thoroughly “naturalizing” inequality.!#

The new attention to individual achievement raises questions about the
ambiguous meanings of “merit.” Implicit in the argument that people should
be judged by their own achievements is the belief that we know what merit
is and how to measure it. The idea that people should be selected for jobs and
schools on the basis of merit first surfaced in the 1880s as founders of mod-
ern universities first made their case that technical and scientific knowledge
makes professionals the leaders of society.l® By the 1950s, as mass higher ed-
ucation spread downward into (and helped forge) the middle class, the belief
that people should be selected by schools or for jobs on the basis of their
knowledge became more widely accepted.

Writing in 1958, Michael Young observed a deep contradiction in the prin-
ciple that power should be wielded by those with knowledge, “the meritocracy”
as he termed it.!® On the one hand, the meritocracy stands in opposition to the
rule of society by an inherited elite caste. In this sense, the meritocracy em-
braces the democratic ideal that every individual has equal opportunity to
make it on the basis of his or her own hard work and talent. On the other hand,
the defenders of the meritocracy are unabashedly elitist in the sense that they
must defend the criteria that are the basis for selection of the “most capable”
to schools and jobs. If these standards are not defended, then the best and the
brightest will not be selected for the best schools and jobs, and society as a
whole will lose as “incompetent” people become the decision makers.!?

The architects of mass public higher education aggressively promoted the
ideology of merit to justify their efforts to make colleges the gateway to the
middle class in the 1950s and 1960s (see chapter 2). In the modern world of
high technology and science, they argued, individuals must be rewarded for
the knowledge they attain, not the wealth or race to which they were born.
Society’s leaders would be those with the credentials that marked them, in
the words of John E Kennedy, as “the best and the brightest.” The linkage
between college degrees and jobs became stronger in the 1970s as the union-
ized, full-time, blue-collar jobs that had provided access to middle-class sta-
tus began to fall drastically, and the new high-technology jobs supporting
transnational corporations began to proliferate. With access to the middle
class now running almost exclusively through college, the ideclogy of selec-
tion by individual attainment had the potential to become dominant.
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But virtually at the same time, critics of the idea of the meritocracy began
to make their case.!® “Merit,” they argued, was not a neutral description of
the knowledge needed to become a leader of society; instead, it was an ide-
ology used to justify the rule of society by the wealthy, the white, and the
male, hiding their inherited privileges behind claims of technical compe-
tence and scientific knowledge. College curricula, in particular, came under
the critical scrutiny of students in the Black Power, Chicano, and American
Indian movements in the late 1960s. The biases toward white, male, and upper-
class experiences and interests were also critiqued in the practices screening
people for access to the professions. As ethnic studies programs were estab-
lished in the 1970s, a movement for multicultural diversity was born, gradu-
ally compelling universities and employers to adopt multidimensional selec-
tion procedures in which the life experiences of people from
underrepresented groups could be plus factors in both student admissions and
hiring for academic positions.

The need to critique and recast the official culture of merit in order to cre-
ate equal opportunity thus became explicitly recognized in higher education.
The development of ethnic studies programs, the creation of bridge programs
for disadvantaged students, and efforts to make universities truly multicultural
in curriculum and student life have all been part of the effort to transform the
institutional culture of higher education in ways that can both enrich the cur-
riculum and increase the opportunity for success by students from diverse cul-
tural backgrounds.! Efforts to desegregate occupations by race and gender
have not resulted in the lowering of standards, but in higher standards for all
employees, as women and people of color bring different mixes of skills and
knowledge to the job. Disputing academic and job “standards” and the claims
of neutrality of the hiring and selection process have always been at the heart
of efforts to institute affirmative action programs. Advocates of affirmative ac-
tion programs have long argued that the hiring (and contracting) processes of
most higher-prestige jobs have historically rested heavily on informal “good
ol’ boy” networks in which inherited social ties, not merit, carried great
weight (or determined) who would get the job or slot in a school. As well, the
standards used to select candidates for schools and jobs have traditionally dis-
criminated against minorities and women.?® The rationale for affirmative ac-
tion programs is to provide remedies for precisely these problems.?!

The growing anxiety of middle-class whites in the era of globalization has
fostered desperate efforts to protect their access to selective credentials and
jobs “by any means necessary.” The backlash against multiculturalism intensi-
fied as the trend toward more restricted opportunities began to threaten the
white middle class. A debate over multicultural diversity ensued in the 1980s,
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dubbed the “culture wars” by the popular media. Conservative writers lam-
basted the multicultural agenda as an attack on intellectual rigor by soft-
minded, subjective advocates of particular group interests.? In the 1990s, the
idea of multiculturalism was attacked by two important California ballot ini-
tiatives: Proposition 209 sought to end public affirmative action programs in
1996, and Proposition 21 sought to end English as a Second Language (ESL)
programs in 1998. Both initiatives passed handily, as middle-class suburban
whites agreed with the propositions’ sponsors that affirmative action programs
undermine standards that validly measure individual achievement, and that
ESL programs promote values that diverge from those needed to succeed in
American society.

The reassertion of so-called race neutral concepts of achievement and se-
lection processes in the late 1990s have already dramatically reinforced racial
as well as class privileges. When the University of California (UC) barred
the use of race and gender as factors in the student selection process, the ad-
mission of African American, Latino, Native American, and Filipino stu-
dents to the university’s most selective campuses plummeted. Between 1997
and 1998, UC Berkeley admissions of African American undergraduates
dropped by 51 percent, Latinos by 43 percent, and Native Americans by 39
percent. Between 1998 and 1999, the drop was even more precipitous, with
African Americans constituting 3.9 percent of the undergraduate student
body, down from nearly 14 percent a scarce four years before. Measured in
comparison to their percentage of high school graduates in California, the
UC Berkeley entering class in 1998 was the least diverse of any class admit-
ted since 1970.2° The new “race neutral” admissions process produced these
radical results by heavily weighing factors in which minority students were at
a serious disadvantage. For example, the University of California gave extra
grade points for Advanced Placement courses, which are often not available
in poor inner-city schools. Relying on such measures of achievement, UC
Berkeley rejected over 700 minority applicants with grade point averages of
4.0 in 1998. For another example, law schools have defended the LSATs as
race neutral because they predict students’ grades, regardless of race. Bu, as
William C. Kidder shows, grades are also race and gender biased in law
schools where white men dominate the faculty and curriculum, and so both
the LSATs and grading practices are similarly biased.?*

Another version of the dogmatic reassertion of “race neutrality” appeared
in the U.S. Supreme Court’s decisions in the 1990s concerning the Voting
Rights Act. The majority in Shaw v. Reno (1993) found that race-conscious
redistricting is suspect for discrimination and admonished states to be very
cautious about tampering with existing district lines. As J. Morgan Kousser
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and Lani Guinier show, however, Shaw and subsequent decisions assume that
maintaining the status quo is race neutral, when in fact it is anything but.?’
The problem revealed by this claim of neutrality is the severing of the past
from the present. The creation of the belief that the status quo is race neu-
tral manifests a breathtaking willingness to ignore the specific ways that past
systems of racial discrimination influence the present.

The new trends toward standardization and race neutrality fly in the face
of the evidence that any standardization inherently involves the privileging of
some culture as “official,” and the “official” imprimatur has always been the
historical privilege of upper-class white males. The claim that the choice of
candidates for schools or jobs is “neutral” if the institution does not acknowl-
edge race covers up the many forms of racial advantage that operate in the se-
lection process. The reappearance of these so-called race neutral practices,
after thirty years of trying to change them, is not based on some new insights
about standards or success in ending the use of informal networking (“good ol’
boy” networks/old school ties) in the selection process. Instead, we are wit-
nessing the return to universities’ overreliance on old standbys, such as grade
point averages, test scores, and the “quality” of the candidate’s high school,
despite a multitude of studies demonstrating that such standards are not pre-
dictive of student success and are highly discriminatory.? It is no surprise that
the effect of the “new” admissions processes are almost as effective as legal seg-
regation in keeping African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans out
of selective universities. As well, the elimination of affirmative action has en-
abled employers to return to informal and subjective hiring practices that
privilege their friends and families or anyone with whom they “feel comfort-
able,” generally people who look and act like themselves. The dogma of indi-
vidualism thus cloaks the abandonment of efforts ro critically scrutinize the
biases inherent in American educational institutions and the workplace con-
cerning the processes of selection themselves.

Individual selection on the basis of standardized achievement criteria is of-
ten justified as a level playing field. But this approach cannot give people an
equal opportunity to succeed. Inheritance—and barriers to opportunity—takes
forms other than wealth. Another asset that can be inherited is social capital—
that is, contact with people who can provide access to valuable resources. An
individual may inherit from his or her family and community personal ties to
mentors and sponsors, who can ease the way to (or even guarantee entrée to)
selective schools or jobs. These contacts can be especially valuable at the be-
ginning of careers, when any competitive edge—a summer job working in a
prestigious law firm, for example—can make all the difference in the selection
of candidates to the “best” schools (where “best” is defined as the greatest
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chance of access to elite jobs after graduation). The converse is also true: The
absence of inherited access to networks of influence can place an individual at
a significant disadvantage in gaining access to such resources. Indeed, the lack
of mentors and sponsors can and often does leave people feeling completely
unable to even imagine how they could successfully enter into, or survive in,
let alone compete in such selective settings.?’

Pierre Bourdieu delineates yet another form of inheritance that is of great
significance for increasing (or decreasing) individuals’ opportunities for asset
formation: cultural capital.?® Cultural capital refers to the degree to which
the culture of a group of people is recognized as officially “valid” in powerful
social institutions. Those who are raised in settings where they learn to think
and behave according to the culture valorized by official institutions are thus
advantaged (in terms of access to wealth, power, and prestige) over those
who have to “unlearn” their own culture and then “relearn” another culture
in order to succeed. The focus on individual achievement measured by stan-
dardized selection procedures thus has the effect of rewarding those with the
“right” cultural capital, dogmatically asserting that individuals’ knowledge
results from their own efforts and talents alone, rather from their specific so-
cial situation, their “habitus,” aptly termed by Bourdieu.

The return to the meritocratic principles of the 1950s has unleashed pow-
erful discriminatory mechanisms, which have racial, as well as class, and gen-
der effects. This retreat is happening despite the accumulated evidence of the
last thirty years’ efforts to develop multidimensional selection processes for
schools and jobs. Indeed, it seems clear that this retreat is happening because
of the successes of affirmative action, ethnic studies, ESL programs, and so on.
The increasing numbers of African Americans, Latinos, and Asian Americans
in previously all-white professions and selective schools had the potential to
permanently alter the culture of American institutions. Derrick Bell argues
that affirmative action programs run into increasing resistance as the numbers
of minorities in a selective institution increase toward a “tipping point,” be-
yond which there are sufficient people of color in institutional positions to re-
define institutions’ missions and standards and to challenge discriminatory se-
lection and promotion mechanisms with or without “race-conscious”
policies.”? Bell’s observation may well be accurate, but he explains this resist-
ance as a permanent and unchangeable fact of American society. Racism, he
concludes, will always be with us.° This fatalism is unwarranted. The resist-
ance to affirmative action is not inherent in white people, but is historically
situated in the climate of fear and inequality created by globalization. The
middle class’s mounting anxiety over the scarcity of good jobs, in the context
of the decline of social consciousness fomented by the private accumulation
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state, is stimulating a virulent predisposition to defend racial privileges, in-
cluding the demagogic return to race-neutral meritocratic criteria.

The racial consequences of “neutral” policies are patently obvious—if we
can get the data to prove it. But another part of the reassertion of white priv-
ilege in the era of globalization is the effort to stop the collection of such
data. For example, the architect of California’s Proposition 209, Ward Con-
nerly, has succeeded at placing a Racial Privacy Initiative on the California
ballot in March 2004. The act would bar stare agencies from collecting data
on the race, ethnicity, or national origins of applicants for jobs, contracts, or
social services. If it passes, this ballot initiative could well render the resur-
gence of racial privileges invisible.’! For another example, Attorney General
John Asheroft opposes data collection on the race of people involved in po-
lice traffic stops. This data is essential to ascertain whether racial profiling is
being practiced by local, state, and national police departments.?? If the col-
lection of racial impact data is banned, the myth of individual selection on
the basis neutral and universalistic standards can be perpetuated.

The War on Crime, Individual
Responsibility, and Racism

From Emile Durkheim to Michel Foucault, sociologists have long maintained
that prisons reveal important truths about the society in which they are lo-
cated.?> A look inside America’s prisons is particularly revealing. Some 2.1
million people are currently incarcerated in state prisons and local jails. In a
given year, over 12 million people are convicted of crimes. Some 6.3 million
people are currently on parole or probation. The incarceration rate for the
United States, 702 per 100,000 people, is the highest reported in the world.3*

But this snapshot is incomplete without a look at the racial composition
of the inmate population. Black men, who comprise only 6.5 percent of the
U.S. population, constitute 46 percent of prisoners in the United States. The
rate of incarceration for black men, 3,109 per 100,000 in 1990, is far and
away the highest rate of incarceration of any population in the world.?®
Thirty-two percent of all black men aged twenty to twenty-nine are currently
under some type of correctional control. Black men have eight times the
chance of white men to be incarcerated at some point in their lives. Latino,
Native American, and Asian American men are also disproportionately
found in the nation’s prisons. Latino men have four times the chance of serv-
ing time in prison as do white men. Twice as many Latino men as whites are
currently in prison, on parole, or on probation. Incarceration of women has
increased 7 percent per year since 1970, almost twice the rate (4.5 percent
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per year) for men.3® The racial composition of women prisoners is similar to
that of men.

Most Americans are quite aware that the nation’s prison population is dis-
proportionately nonwhite. Indeed, media and popular cultural portrayals tend
to exaggerate people of color’s criminality, and many whites tend to stereo-
type all young black and Latino men as criminals.>” Majorities of middle-class
suburbanites routinely support strong “anticrime” measures, including in-
creased funding for police and prisons, longer mandatory minimum sentences
for a growing list of crimes and people (youth, immigrants, and so on), and
the death penalty. In some states, such as California and Texas, expenditures
on the criminal justice system now outstrip spending for public higher edu-
cation. The justification for these measures is direct and simple: The “good”
people—the property-owning, fully employed suburbanites—need to be pro-
tected from the “bad” people—the people of color of the ghettoes and bar-
rios, the illegal immigrants, and, in some places, the Chinese and Vietnamese
gangs or the Native American thieves. The people who are sent to prison are
presumed to be those who have violated the values of society and are de-
setving of punishment as a way to hold them accountable for the choices
they have made. In this way, the war on crime is a morality play, a way of as-
serting the value of individual responsibility for each person’s life and de-
fending the “good” people who live responsibly according to the rules of so-
ciety from the “bad” people. Supporters of the war on crime have no trouble
explaining the fact that a large percentage of America’s prisoners are poor
(85 percent of those incarcerated are from the poorest fifth of the popula-
tion) and people of color (72 percent of the prison population is nonwhite in
a society where 70 percent of the population is white). Ghettoes, barrios,
reservations, and Chinatowns are depicted as pathological communities,
seething with drug-dealing gangs of violent criminals, spawned by broken
families and misguided welfare policies.*®

But is the war on crime really about stopping people from committing acts
that are harmful to society’s well-being? Many criminologists have long as-
serted that only some acts that are harmful to society are called crimes, and
these are disproportionately the harmful acts committed by property-less
people.?” The harmful acts committed by corporations—assaults on the en-
vironment, unsafe product designs, work conditions endangering workers’
health and safety, and so on—are rarely covered by criminal statute and even
more rarely lead to criminal prosecution of individuals.*’ Even the criminal
acts of those with property seldom lead to imprisonment. Corporate crimes
go unreported because their private police forces do not report them; police
are less likely to arrest affluent wrong-doers for fear of “damaging their ca-
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reer.” Prosecutors are more likely to drop or reduce charges against wealthy
defendants partly out of a concern that these people will be able to afford
good lawyers and mount an aggressive defense.*! Those who can afford pri-
vate defense have a much lower rate of conviction, and wealthy individuals
convicted of crimes generally receive more lenient sentences. Thus, a chain
of bias makes the war on crime at best a highly selective war, in which only
some harmful acts are criminalized and some of the people who commit those
acts are punished.

As the snapshot of the incarcerated U.S. population shows, the war on
crime does not just single out the poor, but particularly criminalizes people of
color. To some extent, crime in America has always been racialized. Slave
owners were protected against criminal prosecution when they inflicted seri-
ous injury on the human beings they had enslaved, but a person who was en-
slaved could be punished severely for any infraction.” Whites in California
and other states could not be convicted of crimes based on the testimony of
people of color during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.* Lynch-
ing, although technically illegal, was generally protected by the police and
the courts and systematically used against both African Americans and Mex-
ican Americans throughout the Jim Crow era.*

Despite the long history of racism by the criminal justice system, the stag-
gering number of people of color incarcerated in America’s prisons today is
unprecedented. In 1930, some 75 percent of people incarcerated were white
and 22 percent were African American, with a total prison population only
7 percent (!) the size of today’s. The small numbers of black prisoners in
1930—Iless than 30,000 in the entire nation—suggests that the use of re-
pressive force against people of color during the Jim Crow era was much less
likely to involve legal procedures. Instead, repressive force was likely to be
administered “extralegally” by institutions such as the Ku Klux Klan. In
1992, by contrast, 29 percent of people incarcerated were white, 51 percent
were African American, and 20 percent were Hispanic, and the proportion
of nonwhites is increasing.* Today, over a million black men and women are
incarcerated in America’s prisons and jails.

The proportion of inmates of Hispanic origin increased from 7.7 percent
in 1980 to 14.3 percent in 1993 alone. During this period, the rate of im-
prisonment of Hispanics soared from 163 per 100,000 to 529 inmates per
100,000 Hispanic residents in the United States.*® Growing incarceration
rates are partially due to the rapid increase of the U.S. Latino population. But
much more is involved, including the incarceration of hundreds of thousands
of people for immigration law violations (see chapter 4). In cities with sizable
Asian populations, such as San Jose, California, the activities of Chinese and
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Vietnamese gangs have been widely publicized, and efforts by local police to
create lists of suspected Asian gang members have been blocked by Asian
community activists. While small in numbers and usually not specifically re-
ported, American Indians are incarcerated at a rate 38 percent higher than
the general population and have the highest rate of incarceration of any
racial group in local jails.#?

The sheer scope of the criminal justice system’s reach, and the resulting
quantity of imprisoned people of color, injects a new quality into race rela-
tions in America. Increasingly, being black, Latino, Asian, and Native
American involves regular encounters with the police and the criminal jus-
tice system. For example, 56 percent of all African American men aged
eighteen to thirty-five in Baltimore were under some form of criminal justice
system supervision on any given day in 1992.48 A fifty-year-old black man in
Washington, D.C., has an 80 percent chance of having been incarcerated at
some point in his life. As a result of state laws excluding felons from voting
for life, some 15 percent of all black men in the United States have been per-
manently disenfranchised. Many people of color find that their best chance
at getting access to public education or drug treatment happens when they
are incarcerated.

The most important vehicle for the criminalization of African Americans
and Latinos in the 1980s and 1990s was the war on drugs, which was initi-
ated with a panic about the crack cocaine epidemic in 1986. Crack was por-
trayed as “the most addictive drug known to man” in Newsweek and a head-
line in the New York Times warned, “Crack Addiction Spreads among the
Middle Class.” In 1988, a national war on drugs was declared. The war on
drugs was highly selective: only one drug in one form, crack cocaine, was tar-
geted, the one used by the most marginalized and impoverished and racially
oppressed segments of the United States.® In 1989, William Bennett, the
drug czar in George H. W. Bush’s administration, announced the National
Drug Control Strategy. “The drug crisis,” the strategy declared, “is a crisis of
authority. Drugs obliterate morals, values, character, our relations with each
other and God.” During the 1990s, a host of tough laws were passed man-
dating long minimum sentences for drug law violations. Some 250 pregnant
crack-addicted women were subjected to criminal prosecution. Many were
incarcerated and faced temporary or permanent loss of custody of their chil-
dren. In one Florida study, black women were reported to health authorities
for illicit drug use during pregnancy ten times more often than white women,
although their rates of substance abuse were similar.”!

Despite the hype by politicians and highly publicized but erroneous early
statements by “drug experts,” crack cocaine is no different a drug than pow-
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dered cocaine, which had been used by affluent white suburbanites for years,
and is not uniquely dangerous among addictive substances. The major killer
drugs of the United States, alcohol and tobacco, remain legal. Even the crim-
inalization of crack is racialized: While whites comprise one-half of crack
users, 90 percent of those incarcerated for crack possession or distribution are
African American.’? Furthermore, while scientists have decisively demon-
strated that drug treatment is the most effective way to combat addiction, the
National Drug Control Strategy virtually ignored treatment in the late 1980s
and focused on the criminalization of drug use and dealing. Another concern
arose during the Iran-Contra scandal that rocked the Reagan administration
in 1987: that U.S. foreign policy actually supported the production and traf-
ficking of the very drugs criminalized in the United States.”?

Based on these observations about the arbitrary character of the war on
drugs, critics have suggested that the demonization of crack is not about drug
control, but is for the twin purposes of criminalizing the black and Latino
communities and serving as a justification for U.S. military intervention
around the world.’* Using Los Angeles as a case study, Mike Davis shows in
terrifying detail the process by which the police, empowered by the war on
drugs, steadily broadened their definition of black people as criminals.”® Op-
eration Hammer started in 1988 by targeting the drug dealers allegedly re-
sponsible for the “crack epidemic.” But within a short time, the police had
widened the scope of their war on drugs to criminalize gang members, all of
whom were now called drug dealers. Next, the police began to target “suspect
gang members,” where gang affiliation was defined as wearing gang colors
(red or blue), or walking down the street with a known gang member. In a
series of street sweeps in 1989 and 1990, the Los Angeles Police Department
(LAPD) stopped and entered the names of 103,000 young people onto a list
of suspect gang members. What makes this number even more remarkable is
that there were only 130,000 African American men between sixteen and
twenty-five in all of Los Angeles at that time. In 1990, the war on drugs was
further broadened. The LAPD defined entire sections of south central Los
Angeles as “high drug trafficking areas” and began to restrict vehicle flow in
and out of the areas and conduct massive raids in them. As well, after a cur-
few was declared, the parents of teenagers could be held liable if their chil-
dren violated the curfew. It is hardly surprising that the video of Rodney King
being beaten by the LAPD struck a raw nerve in virtually every person of
color in Los Angeles.>

Clearly, the trend of the last twenty years is to criminalize more social be-
haviors and to enforce criminal law more stringently in communities of color.
But why now? Why was the war on drugs declared against crack cocaine in
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1986? Two different explanations of this trend have been offered. The first,
by Troy Duster, suggests that the motivation of the war on drugs (and on
crime in general) is to keep order in ghettoes experiencing structural dislo-
cations as the U.S. economy shifts from an industrial to a service base.’” The
new service-sector jobs, Duster observes, are more likely to be located in sub-
urbs and require people with the cultural prerequisites to relate to middle-
class customers. Employers are much more likely to hire white employees,
even when given a choice to hire an equally qualified black applicant. The
result has been that African Americans living in inner cities are losing access
to full employment as industrial jobs vanish. In the poorest areas of ghettoes,
Duster notes, some people who have been displaced and are losing hope have
succumbed to the lure of crack capitalism and the possibility of making more
money in a day than they could otherwise earn in a year. Crack use thus
grows in proportion to the structural crisis, as people who lose hope turn to
drug use to ease the pain. The war on drug’s arbitrary and brutal treatment of
people of color only deepens the social crisis of the ghettoes. To extend
Duster’s analysis, the criminalization of communities of color involves the
deployment of the repressive apparatus of the state to maintain a social order
in which significant portions of these communities are increasingly margin-
alized from access to stable jobs, social services, meaningful education, and
adequate housing by the processes of globalization.

William J. Chambliss takes a different approach to explain the war on
crime of the 1980s and 1990s. Following the tradition of Durkheim, Cham-
bliss maintains that the purpose of criminal law is to create a powerful notion
of morality to organize a cohesive social order.’® That is, by defining bad be-
havior and bad people (“them”), law also defines good behavior and good
people (“us”). The war on drugs, Chambliss argues, creates a “moral panic”
as a way of deflecting public attention from systematic problems like in-
equality and cuts in social programs. The war on crime, by defining the pub-
lic’s problem as immoral individuals (the “criminals”) deflects the white mid-
dle class’s attention from the larger social crisis created by globalization, with
its rapidly growing inequality and the retraction of public services.

As Chambliss notes, crime was not identified in public opinion polls as
the top social problem of the United States until the late 1980s, culminating
twenty years of conservative efforts to promote this issue. The war on crime
can be seen as a political project to create social order based on individual re-
sponsibility, in which the role of government is to hold individuals account-
able to the shared values of society. A war on drugs is particularly useful, as
the depiction of drugs as bad also depicts a life of hard work, savings, and so-
briety as good. Indeed, some historians of Prohibition have argued that the



It’'s “Mine”: Globalization, Racism, and the Erosion of Social Responsibility —~~ 127

war on alcohol had a similar purpose.”® The war on crime, by claiming that
communities of color are dangerous, crime-ridden areas, also renders invisi-
ble the systematic efforts of white people to displace cuts in job possibilities
and government services in communities of color. The highly exaggerated
claims of criminal behavior in these communities become, in the minds of
terrified whites, the cause of racial inequality.

Both points of view are helpful. Duster’s analysis captures the ways in
which racism has stripped some inner-city areas of access to stable jobs, de-
cent schools, adequate health care, and affordable housing. In this way,
Duster reminds us that the costs of globalization are borne disproportionately
by people of color, and particularly by those ghettoized in inner-city areas
that are the most vulnerable to suburban whites’ efforts to displace these
costs. Furthermore, Duster’s analysis underscores the destabilizing effects of
globalization and the political imperative of using force to maintain order in
communities excluded from access to stable jobs, housing, schools, health
care, and so on. Likewise, Chambliss’s analysis is helpful at looking at the
other side of the same coin: the mind-set of the white suburbanites who pro-
vide the political support for the war on crime. Both analyses can be under-
stood as complementary in the context of the impact of globalization and the
restructuring of the state now under way. In short, the war on crime sacrifices
millions of men, women, and children of color to the effort to convince the
white middle class that a “good” life is a matter of individual responsibility.
The current rethinking of the war on drugs, the death penalty, and manda-
tory minimum sentencing laws thus opens the possibility of a broader discus-
sion about the role of the state in society and the basic assumptions Ameri-
cans make about the ordering principles of society itself.

Conclusion: Structured Racism
in the Era of Globalization

The analysis presented in the previous two chapters suggests that the advent of
globalization, with its increased inequality and disruption of the middle-class so-
cial order, has encouraged political elites and many middle-class whites to ex-
plore ways to reassert white privileges. The racial projects of the global era are
different from those of the slave or Jim Crow epochs, however, as whites can
now mobilize racial privileges without any explicit appeal to white supremacy.
The new vehicles for racial privileges—localism, nationalism, privatization of
welfare, selecting the most qualified, and getting tough on criminals—can op-
erate without open racial bigotry precisely because the privileges are structured,
built in, embedded, and patterned in the day-to-day workings of mass society.
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The racial privileges are embedded in far more than the patterns of inter-
action of one institution or another; they are structured into the reciprocal ef-
fects of institutional arrangements on one another. That is, the fact that local
control gives white communities higher property values means the white chil-
dren of that area can attend better-funded schools. The graduates of better-
funded schools have a better chance of getting credentialed for high-paying
professional, technical, or managerial jobs. The higher incomes secured by
these jobs, coupled with inherited wealth, enable people to buy homes in
“better” communities. Structured racial inequality is produced by the recip-
rocal effects of racial privileges in many different institutionalized forms. The
mobilization of structured racism in the global era is a prime example of what
Thurgood Marshall calls the “present effects of past discrimination.” The rea-
son whites can claim the suburbs, positions in selective institutions of higher
education, and elite professional and managerial jobs today is that, until the
1960s, all institutions were racially segregated by law and informal practice.
The vast racial inequalities of private wealth, social capital, and cultural cap-
ital today are all present effects of past discrimination.

The preceding analysis also suggests that globalization is creating condi-
tions that may undermine these racial projects. In chapter 4, we saw that sub-
urban efforts to use localism as a way to fend off the social crisis of globaliza-
tion are being undermined by the reintegration of cities and suburbs into new
global cities. Similarly, anti-immigrant policies are increasingly vulnerable to
challenge as the proportion of immigrants and their children in the United
States continues to grow. Thus far, | have addressed the ways that globaliza-
tion is creating conditions intensifying the mobilization of white privileges.
But this is only half the story. Globalization is simultaneously creating con-
ditions favorable to the efforts to undermine racial privileges in the United
States. It is to the assessment of these factors, and their impact on social
movements for racial justice in the United States, to which I now turn.
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Introduction to Part III:
Finding Hope in the
Era of Globalization

This book has, up to this point, considered the ways in which globalization
creates conditions in which whites are likely to turn to racial privileging to
protect themselves from the downward pressures of inequality. The next two
chapters examine the other side of the coin: The openings that globalization
creates for efforts to overcome racism. The focus of these chapters is on the
civil rights movement, the great effort begun in 1955 to combat racism
through government action. Chapter 6 looks at the ways that globalization
has created new challenges for the civil rights movement in the last twenty
years. Chapter 7 seeks to identify the ways in which globalization creates
spaces that may potentially provide new possibilities for undermining racial
privileges and identifies the social forces with the capacity and interest to ad-
vocate for racial justice. These new conditions may well lead to the reemet-
gence of civil rights as a central issue in American society. Before undertak-
ing these investigations, a few preliminary observations are in order.

Part I of this book explored the ways political elites and many whites de-
ploy racial and national privileges to buffer themselves from growing in-
equality and the social crisis of globalization. As we have seen, globalization
has breathed new life into the system of structured racism that was con-
structed in the United States during the 1950s and 1960s. How, then, can
globalization, the very force that is fueling racist and nationalist reaction, also
be creating conditions for undermining racism? The ability to find hope in
the midst of crisis must be based on the understanding that globalization, for
all of its disruptive and disequalizing impact today, is actually a progressive
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force in human history. The productive forces that make the current stage of
globalization possible are fundamentally reshaping human relationships in
ways that have the potential to bring humanity to a new stage of under-
standing and cooperation. Samir Amin puts it well, “Globalization is, for me,
not a fact of modern history to be erased by an autarkic and culturalist re-
sponse; but a positive fact, a progress in history. . . . But history has no end
and globalization is far from being realized.”

The enormous human potential that lies in the scientific and technical
revolution now under way cannot be dismissed solely because the new tech-
nologies are today producing global convulsions. We are living in a paradox-
ical era, in which world poverty and environmental crises are growing at an
unprecedented rate on the one hand, and scientists are revolutionizing fields
as disparate as genetics, astronomy, and cybernetics on the other. But, as pre-
vious eras of scientific and technical discovery have demonstrated, there is
no turning back from these new frontiers of knowledge. The hope for the fu-
ture lies in learning to use these ideas for, and not against, humanity. It is
therefore incumbent on those who are opposed to the inequities of the pres-
ent era to not simply oppose globalization, but to articulate a vision of glob-
alization that is equitable and just.?

The progressive potential of globalization can be discomforting to those
who are aware that market globalization creates poverty and excludes much
of the world’s populations from its benefits. But market globalization has al-
ready begun to reshape societies in ways that enhance the potential for chal-
lenging the arrangements sought by transnational capital. The global cities
are already, in the words of Saskia Sassen, “contested places,” where growing
pluralities (and even majorities) of the population who are marginalized from
the middle classes—mostly immigrants and nonimmigrant people of color—
have a growing capacity to contest the terms of the social order.? As well, the
declining significance of national borders in economic and social relation-
ships creates new possibilities for transnational and global social cooperation
to address common global problems, ranging from immigration, to labor is-
sues, to the environment. Reflecting these structural changes, transnational
and global social movements are beginning to affect the agendas of local and
national politics around the world.

The potential for renegotiating the terms of globalization is quite real.
The fundamental problem facing transnational capital today is that the so-
cial arrangements most profitable in the short run are socially destabilizing in
the long run, and markets require social stability to be profitable. Further-
more, social stability requires strong state intervention into markets, and
market globalization tends to undercut the state’s autonomy. The problem for
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transnational corporations and political elites who serve them is that they
are interested only in creating global markets, not in the social conditions
that maintain social stability. Put another way, transnational capital has de-
veloped new forms of global markets, but has very little capacity to develop
the political and social institutions needed to stabilize societies.# Because
market systems depend on a stable social order, market globalization is vul-
nerable to challenges, in which people excluded from the benefits of global-
ization, who are in various ways placed outside the social order, can contest
the political and economic arrangements both within nations and on a
global level.

In particular, the U.S. middle-class order that was created during the
1950s and 1960s is today being threatened by the disequalizing effects of
globalization and by the restructuring of the U.S. nation-state. While whites
may try to utilize racial and national privileges to buffer themselves from the
downward pressures associated with globalization, these efforts will fail to in-
sulate many if not most of them in the long run. As more people find the
promises of the middle-class social compact (full-time jobs with benefits,
good schools, social services, and affordable housing) unattainable, we can
expect to see differing forms of political and cultural destabilization. In chap-
ter 7, I consider the idea that the unraveling of the middle-class order may
not be a complete disaster after all and that its demise may open up possibil-
ities for reorganizing society on a more humane, communal, and egalitarian
basis. The Mandarin word for “crisis” has two characters: one signifies dan-
ger, the other, opportunity. One can view the crisis of the middle-class social
order either way, or both ways. In Chapter 7, | explore the ways in which the
crisis opens new opportunities for redistributing social resources and renego-
tiating the terms of globalization.

A final observation: Efforts to eradicate racism in this era undoubtedly re-
quire the mobilization of social movements capable of giving birth to funda-
mental social change. The weight of history and the constraints of the pres-
ent era suggest that national political elites cannot be relied on to remove
racism. There are simply too many ways that racism and national and reli-
gious chauvinism can be used to bolster national unity to assume that polit-
ical elites will not seek to use them to maintain social order. Even worse, as
part II of this book suggests, the conditions of globalization are intensifying
these tendencies. Consequently, efforts to eradicate racism today can only
succeed by bringing pressure “from below” (i.e., from noninstitutionalized,
autonomous, community-based power).

But insurgencies, however unjust the social order they oppose, rarely suc-
ceed in toppling institutionalized power by themselves. The power mobilized
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by those disenfranchised from the existing social order must be sufficient to
cause a significant section of political elites (i.e., people who exercise state
power) to abandon a particular form of oppression and to renegotiate the
terms for maintaining social order.” As we shall see in chapter 6, this was an
important reason why the civil rights movement was successful during the
period from 1956 to the mid-1970s. Grassroots Black Power was brought to
bear on the federal government, compelling a major section of national elites
to turn against the Jim Crow system and to include people of color in the
welfare state regime.

Today, those who work for racial justice need to develop a new agenda in
the context of globalization. What is needed is a new analysis of (a) the
sources of autonomous power that are potentially available to challenge the
existing social order and (b) the ways by which political and corporate elites
might be won over to a new social contract more favorable to people of color
in the United States. This analysis, as we will see in the next two chapters,
leads to a questioning of the civil rights strategy and suggests that a resur-
gence of the civil rights movement may be just over the horizon.
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CHAPTER SIX

Possible Futures of
Racial Justice in the Global Era

The crisis consists precisely in the fact that the old is dying and the new
cannot be born.

—Antonio Gramsci?

Throughout this book, it has been argued that globalization is creating a spe-
cific type of racialized social crisis in the United States in the context of the
destabilization of the middle-class social order. On the one hand, the “fear of
falling” has energized many white people to engage in a variety of projects to
mobilize racial and national privileges to buffer themselves from the crisis.
On the other hand, it has also been suggested in earlier chapters that global-
ization is a stage in history, an irreversible fact of life. How, then, are people
to find hope in this new epoch of human history? How will people dreaming
of and working for racial justice and equity make headway in light of the new
realities of globalization? This chapter inquires into the possible new open-
ings that have arisen in the context of globalization for advancing the goal
of racial justice in the United States.

We saw in part II that the capacity of investors to rapidly move capital
around the world and to reorganize economic life has altered the relation-
ship between capital and the state, on the one hand, and capital and work-
ers, on the other. The result has been a widening gap between the rich and
the poor, and the reduction of the state’s capacity to regulate capital or re-
distribute social assets downward. As well, the growing mobility of capital
and labor has blurred the meaning of national boundaries and membership
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in national societies. In short, the middle-class social order, hegemonic in
the 1950s through the 1970s, is becoming unstable. The problematic rela-
tionship between markets and social order is the subject of Karl Polanyi’s
seminal work The Great Transformation.? In chapter 3, we saw how Polanyi’s
framework was useful to explain how market relationships undermine social
stability. But there is another side to Polanyi’s analysis: the efforts to recon-
stitute social order. Capitalists need social order for markets to be stable and
profitable, but they cannot produce social stability themselves. Polanyi de-
tails the search for order in early capitalist England, which involved the in-
terplay of different class forces seeking an acceptable modus vivendi through
the development of the nation-state. As Polanyi shows, people harmed by
the extension of markets could and did play a significant independent role
in creating the arrangements that stabilized the new capitalist society.

Polanyi’s thesis is useful for understanding the potential for marginalized
people to play a role in negotiating the impact of globalization on societies
today. From the most developed to the least developed societies, the global-
ization of markets is bringing about massive changes that are disrupting ex-
isting social orders. The fundamental problem facing transnational capital
today is that the social arrangements most profitable in the short run—
reduction of the nation-state’s regulatory and redistributive capacities and
growing inequality—are socially destabilizing in the long run. Markets re-
quire social stability to be profitable and social stability requires strong state
intervention into markets.®> The problem for transnational corporations
(TNCs) and the political elites who serve them is that they are currently in-
terested only in creating the infrastructure for global markets, not in the so-
cial conditions that maintain or create social stability. The problem goes be-
yond political will: Transnational capital has developed new forms of global
markets, but has very little capacity to develop the political and social insti-
tutions needed to stabilize global social relationships or national societies.
Because market systems require social stability, but cannot produce it, mar-
ket globalization is vulnerable to challenges, in which people excluded from
the benefits of globalization, who are, in various ways, placed marginal to or
outside the global social order, can contest the political and economic
arrangements both within nations and on a global level. The potential to
challenge the current neoliberal dogma of the TNCs and their institutions is
thus quite realistic.

Things cannot continue on the way they have been going indefinitely in
the United States. As the middle-class order becomes more difficult to main-
tain, and the threat of disruptive protests become more realistic, new ideas
about the best way to maintain social order will have to be developed. We
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have seen that the difficulties that growing portions of U.S. society experi-
ence purchasing a private home, paying for college, or affording health or re-
tirement insurance have already had significant political consequences: the
intensification of racist and nationalist projects discussed in chapters 4 and
5. The crisis of the middle class, while borne disproportionately by people of
color, is also a crisis for many white people, who may find themselves unable
to afford a private home, a college education, or a car. Sooner or later, the
willingness of people to accept either marginalization or exclusion from the
global arrangements—domestically or internationally—is bound to end.
Sooner or later, with enough pressure from the discontented, some political
elites in the United States might move from knee-jerk support for market
globalization, with its lethal mix of neoliberalism and American global dom-
inance (and the implicit or explicit defense of racial and national privileges
that comes with this stance), to support for a different concept of social or-
der: a model that provides for stable jobs, access to education and health ser-
vices, and gives people hope for upward mobility in the global era. This con-
ception of globalization can be termed “social globalization,” the recognition
of the need to find ways to regulate markets and to counter their disequaliz-
ing effects in the name of social justice.

At this time, the efforts to define and realize social globalization, to be dis-
cussed in this chapter, are still at a very early stage in development. Both in
terms of their power and their ideology, the people who have an interest in
social globalization are today still peripheral to American and global politics.
For now, the majority of Americans (of all races) stubbornly clings to the
idea of the middle class, the ideology that organizes its aspirations around the
pursuit of the American dream.* The fabric of the middle-class order is today
stretched, but it has not yet been torn. The impact of globalization is erod-
ing the material basis for the middle class—full-time jobs with benefits, en-
titlement programs, and so on—but not yet the ideology of the middle class
itself. As the economic and political conditions needed to maintain the
middle-class social order continue to erode, American politics will continue
to focus on the problem of saving the middle class (which it already does) on
the one hand, and seeking new concepts of social stability that address the
needs of the growing legions of the discontented on the other.

As the crises created by market globalization deepen, a number of ques-
tions will become increasingly pressing: On whose terms will social order be
defined? Will social order be maintained by increasingly repressive means, to
defend the status quo of increasingly concentrated private wealth and dereg-
ulated markets? Will fear and defensiveness continue to dominate American
responses to globalization? Or will people being cut out of the new global



142~ Chapter Six

arrangements become politically powerful enough to insist on a renegotia-
tion of the social order on terms that include those now matginalized or ex-
cluded outright from the benefits of global markets? Will possibilities arise for
new forms of social cooperation and regulation of transnational capital in the
global era? Will we find hope, instead of fear, in the global era?

Here, I explore three political projects aimed at addressing the problems
created by globalization in the United States. As we will see, the success of
each of these efforts depends on making race and ethnicity of central impor-
tance. That issues of race and ethnicity loom large in the effort to define so-
cial order in the global era should be of no surprise to readers of this book by
now. The crisis of globalization has been met by the intensification of racism
and nationalism in the United States. Any effort to create a more equitable
and just social order will have to address the problems of people of color cur-
rently marginalized from and, in some cases, excluded outright from the ben-
efits of globalization.

One final preliminary thought: A crisis may be both a time of danger and
of opportunity.” Globalization in its current form is producing growing hard-
ships for tens of millions of people in the United States, but new social forces
are being unleashed that allow for a rethinking of what in the past might have
been considered fundamental truisms. Among these unexamined beliefs is the
idea of the middle class itself. The middle-class order only became hegemonic
in the historically anomalous conditions of the post—World War Il era and is
certainly not the only way in which a social order can be organized. We would
do well to remember that the middle-class arrangement was developed on a
racist basis, was used to undermine the militancy of the American labor move-
ment {see chapter 2), and justifies the new emphasis on localism and individ-
ualism that are the hallmarks of structured racism today (see chapters 4 and
5). Perhaps, the end of the middle-class social order, with its fetishes of pri-
vate property, individual status, and malls, would not be such a terrible thing.

Studies of social movements show the importance of the destabilization of
power structures for the creation of effective efforts to demand social change
“from below.”® The danger that social destabilization poses to capital and the
nation-state offers the possibility that corporate and national political elites,
in the face of sufficient countervailing power, could decide to rein in at least
the most egregious destabilizing features of globalization. The destabilization
of the middle-class order thus opens up potential opportunities for other ideas
about how to redistribute social resources domestically and to negotiate
global relationships on a more equitable basis.

The crisis of the middle-class order, then, might well become a time of op-
portunity for grassroots politics to have a significant social impact. The ero-
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sion of the American dream may open up new ideas about the “good life,” es-
pecially about the affirmative responsibilities of corporations and govern-
ment to civil society. Frequently unasked questions may be posed, while new
answers to the distribution of scarce social resources may be found. New ways
for people to understand their relationship to one another may be explored.
In particular, the crisis may open up the opportunity to advance the cause of
racial justice, that is, to renegotiate the relationships of people of color and
immigrants to American society in the era of globalization. With this sense
of crisis as a time of danger and opportunity, we can now explore the poten-
tial for responses to the social crisis that might—or might not—produce a
more just and equitable form of globalization.

Civil Rights, the Defense of
Democracy, and Racial Justice

Market globalization’s main impact on the nation-states of the most developed
countries {MDCs) is to pressure them to abandon the regulatory mechanisms
and redistributive programs that were the hallmark of the welfare-state era. For
people of color, often lacking the assets to partake in the bounty of private in-
vestments, the state is increasingly being transformed into a repressive appara-
tus, with growing reliance on the military, the police, and the prisons to main-
tain order. The reduced scope of, and even the wholesale abandonment of civil
rights, is a central feature of politics in the global era. The days when govemn-
ment ensured people’s social rights—that is, the right to a job, the right to a
good education, the right to health care, the right to decent, affordable hous-
ing, and the right to retire with a decent income—are vanishing, especially in
societies with relatively weak welfare states, such as the United States and
Great Britain. The civil rights movement’s successes at extending state power
to provide people of color greater access to employment, education, housing,
and welfare, as well as voting and citizenship, make civil rights laws the par-
ticular targets of those who want to limit the role of government to protecting
the new “individualism” of the private-investment state.

At the extreme, the retraction of social rights and the increasing use of po-
lice and military power to maintain social order take a particularly ominous
form: the direct assault on democracy as a whole. As disequalizing pressures
increase and social welfare programs are abandoned, the role of government
in maintaining social order is being reassessed, with more emphasis on the au-
thoritarian use of repressive state power. Some portion of political elites and
a section of the white middle class may abandon support for democratic rights
altogether in favor of fascist notions of elite rule and chauvinist claims of
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national superiority, wrapped in racist and anti-immigrant ideology. This fas-
cist tendency has already made its appearance in a host of European societies,
ranging from Russia, Austria, and France to the Netherlands and Italy.

The retraction of democratic rights in the name of “homeland defense”
has a growing appeal in the United States. During the 1990s, this political
trend was still on the margins of American politics, primarily articulated by
Pat Buchanan.” The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, provided the
Bush administration with a pretext to open this space to a qualitatively
greater extent. The Bush administration’s initiatives, and Congress’s re-
sponses to them, indicate a breathtaking eagerness to abandon fundamental
democratic rights in the name of “homeland defense” against vaguely (and
even contradictorily) defined international and domestic terrorism. In the
first few months after the attack, the U.S. government took the following
initiatives:

® Congress enacted, with only one dissenting vote, antiterrorism legisla-
tion (officially titled the Uniting and Strengthening America by Pro-
viding Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terror-
ism—USAPATRIOT—Act) permitting the attorney general to detain
noncitizens (some 20 million legal residents in the United States
alone) for vaguely defined “suspicion of terrorism.” The act weakens
Fourth Amendment search warrant protections and allows the attorney
general to designate domestic groups as terrorist organizations. Separate
executive orders allow the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and
the Central Intelligence Agency to spy on American citizens even if
there is no evidence that a crime might be committed.

¢ President George W. Bush created military tribunals by executive order
to try people, including U.S. citizens, accused of being terrorists by the
president. These tribunals, in violation of the Geneva Conventions, can
conduct secret trials, with public disclosure of only the names of defen-
dants and the outcome of the proceedings. Defendants will be judged by
military officers appointed by the president——that is, the prosecuting of-
ficial. Defendants will not be able to choose their own counsel, will not
have the right to a jury trial, and will not be allowed to see all the evi-
dence or to confront all the witnesses used against them. No appeal of
the tribunal’s judgment will be allowed, even for the death penalty.
Those people apprehended may be detained indefinitely without trial or
held after a trial, even if they are found innocent by a tribunal.

¢ The Department of Justice refused to release the names or the number
of people detained since September 11 for “suspicion of terrorist activ-
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ities.” At the time of the gag order, the government claimed to have
1,182 people in custody. Of the 600 or so whose charges were publicly
known, only one was accused of having any ties to the September 11
attacks.

¢ Racial profiling, which was under attack because of the exposure of
widespread abuses by the New Jersey State Police and other police de-
partments in 1999 and 2000, after September 11, 2001, is now openly
advocated as necessary for national security.® Visa holders from vaguely
defined “Muslim countries” are now singled out to be fingerprinted and
tracked in the United States.

These policies, among others, are justified as the price necessary for the defense
of the “homeland,” and have, at least initially, widespread public support.

The assault on civil rights is more than a panicky response to September
11. It is a significant part of the restructuring of the nation-state in the global
era. Politicians who propose antidemocratic policies do so primarily to main-
tain the middle-class order even as inequality, immigration, and new global
ties are undermining it. Left with little bargaining power, the political elites
who are now in power believe that their best strategy is to externalize the so-
cial crisis and blame it on terrorists, immigrants, and criminals, in short, peo-
ple of color (see chapters 4 and 5). This exclusion and repression is particu-
larly aimed at racial minorities and non-European national minorities, who
are offered up as scapegoats to pacify and co-opt the white middle class, the
people who in this country are considered by the elite to be the “politically
relevant” members of society.” As the social crisis of globalization deepens,
especially with the growing disruption of the middle class, one response to it
is the increasingly repressive and authoritarian uses of state power to shore
up the social order by defining who is in and who is outside it on a racial, na-
tional, and religious basis. The growth of nonofficial hate crimes and domes-
tic terrorism against communities of color is another bi-product of the offi-
cial policies.

Antiracist politics today has to remain focused on the state even at a time
of the retraction of civil rights, if for no other reason than to repel the most
serious attacks on people of color. But, even more, the nation-state will re-
main central to the negotiations over the future of globalization as a whole.
As Brigette Young writes:

While the authority of the state has declined within its territorial borders, the
nation-state is still the institutional encasement of the national territory pro-
viding average citizens with political influence and an avenue to exercise their



146 ~ Chapter Six

democratic rights. As a result, the nation-state is still the only place and space
in which the irreconcilable principles of the market and democracy can come
together and citizens can achieve and share a common identity of a “national
community of fate.”!®

Efforts to stop authoritarian tendencies may produce demands for socially
responsible globalization. These efforts can also be expected to become more
energized as the crisis of globalization deepens. Ethnic communities have
long led the efforts to stop the repressive tendencies of government. Antipo-
lice brutality protests and litigation, as well as efforts to stop racial profiling
and to protect prisoners and immigrants’ rights, have been consistently led
by people of color. Immigrant and nonimmigrant Latino and Asian Ameri-
can communities have been politicized and mobilized by the necessity of re-
sponding to attacks on immigrant rights, ranging from protesting the deaths
of thousands at the U.S.-Mexican border to criticizing the FBI's false spying
charges against nuclear scientist Wen Ho Lee.!! The increasing tendencies of
a section of political elites to use state power to repress people of color will
thus continue to motivate and energize ethnic community politics.

Efforts to defend communities of color are inextricably bound up with the de-
fense of democracy itself. There can be no successful defense of democracy in
the United States in the global era without clear opposition to the mounting at-
tacks on communities of color. From the defense of people’s right to education,
to health care, to the right to vote, to defense against the suspension of consti-
tutional protections for people accused of criminal activities, to the criminal-
ization of immigration, it is necessary to recognize that people of color are the
first and foremost to be deprived of democratic rights. The coalitions that form
in defense of democracy must find a common ground in which specific antiracist
issues are recognized and central. To do so would bring into existence a mul-
tiracial, multiclass prodemocracy movement of historic proportions.

Unfortunately, there is no guarantee that this will happen. To the extent
that the attacks on communities of color are not forcefully rebuffed, the de-
fense of democracy itself is weakened. The current performance of the Dem-
ocratic Party is not encouraging in this regard, for example. Despite the
growing importance of voters of color to the Democratic Party, and the pres-
ence of virtually the entire leadership of the labor, women’s, gay and lesbian,
and environmental movements in its ranks, party leaders continue to focus
on the fears of the white middle class, with strong support for neoliberal glob-
alization, criminal sanctions, and anti-immigrant policies, and only luke-
warm support (at best) for affirmative action programs. For these reasons, the
ongoing efforts to inject the concerns of people of color into Democratic
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Party politics are far more than “interest group” politics, they are efforts to
force the Democratic Party to confront the erosion of democracy itself.

The reluctance of the Democratic Party to aggressively pursue issues iden-
tified by communities of color produces a constant pressure toward indepen-
dent (“third party”) progressive politics. This tendency will intensify as racist
assaults on people of color increase and grassroots ethnic community organ-
izations take the lead in demanding justice. The process of building a serious,
independent, progressive political party positioned to the left of the Demo-
cratic Party is, of necessity, a long-term project. Elected officials and grass-
roots organizations with real power will only leave the Democratic Party if
they believe that an alternative vehicle is needed and has sufficient political
power to defend democracy. A viable third party will only come about if
grassroots political leaders succeed in building the broadest possible civil
rights coalition and become convinced that political elites in the Democratic
Party have no intention of renegotiating the basis for social order on terms
demanded by communities of color, labor, women, gays and lesbians, and so
on. If elites are willing to make significant concessions, of course, the Dem-
ocratic Party might be able to redefine the “center” of American politics, as
it did in the 1930s and 1960s. Consequently, while independent political ac-
tion is now a requirement of antiracist politics, the need for, or possibility of,
a third party is still an open historic question.

In sum, democracy is clearly in jeopardy in these early days of the global
era, with no certainty for its future. If democracy is to be saved, and in the
process redefined, it will require a new focus on the marginalization and re-
pression of communities of color. If this were to happen, the effort to defend
democracy could thrust the civil rights movement into the center of Ameri-
can politics for the first time since the early 1970s.

International Accords,
Human Rights, and Racial Justice

The U.S. civil rights movement is primarily national in scope, as it inher-
ently focuses on issues of nation-state power. In this period, for reasons ex-
plained earlier, civil rights projects will likely be primarily defensive in char-
acter. Another promising arena that is available to advance issues of racial
justice in potentially less constricted ways are efforts to insert antiracist hu-
man rights issues into the growing web of international accords.

“Human” rights are conceptually distinct from civil rights. Civil rights are
behaviors specifically protected by government action and are codified at the
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national level. Human rights are claimed to be universally recognized pro-
tections, with the expectation that all nation-states accept them. The chief
importance of human rights protocols is the pressure that can be placed on
governments to conform to them. For example, Amnesty International cites
international legal standards on the treatment of prisoners to urge the early
release of people incarcerated in overcrowded U.S. prisons.!? The 1979 Con-
vention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women
strengthened the hand of U.S. feminist organizations to pressure Congress to
enact the Violence against Women Act, which includes recognizing the
rights of immigrant women fleeing domestic violence to seek political asy-
lum.!® As well, human rights protocols are valuable for local grassroots move-
ments as a way of linking up with international allies for political and mate-
rial support.*

International accords have gradually taken form and become institution-
alized over the last century to address a host of global issues, ranging from
trade and investment regulations to the regulation of war, immigration,
health problems, immigration, and women’s issues. The scope of these efforts
has expanded as government and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs),
as well as grassroots movements, define an increasing number of issues as
global problems. The efforts by nation-states and international bodies of
nation-states to address global issues are, however, limited by national elites’
dependence on global capital. The greater bargaining power of capital over
nation-states motivates those exercising state power to comply with capital’s
requests for the establishment of neoliberal legal and political “rights” that
facilitate freedom of investment, but generally leave people’s needs unac-
knowledged.® Thus, the World Bank-International Monetary Fund (IMF)
structural adjustment programs require national governments to curtail social
services and protection for local industries and labor as conditions to receive
loans. Dependence on governmental and foundation backing also constrains
the work of many NGOs.

Another constraint on the development of international accords derives
from the fact that the main responsibilities for the stabilization of global
arrangements rest with the constituent nation-states.! Global politics is still
primarily international, not global, in this era. Political elites, particularly
those of the most powerful nations, often do not want to compromise their
sovereignty. Consequently, international accords typically proclaim only
symbolic ideas or establish merely skeletal organizations rather than create
the basis for well-developed global institutions. For example, a court with
general jurisdiction over international crimes, which is a fundamental insti-
tution of global government, was not established until 2002. Often, despite
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lofty goals, very little money or specific policies have been put in place to
make human rights in particular a social reality on a global basis. The UN
fund for women in developing countries, for example, had an annual budget
of $11.6 million in the mid-1990s.17

The development of international institutions and rules is also limited
and even undermined by the United States’ subversion of international
agreements in pursuit of its national interests. Global capital’s reliance on the
American “superpower” for coordination and rule making in the new era
gives the United States the ability to subvert nascent global arrangements
that might undermine American national sovereignty. The following are
some recent examples of the imposition of U.S. national interests on global
issues:

e The United States revoked in May 2002 its signature of the treaty cre-
ating the first International Criminal Court, citing the need to protect
Americans’ national sovereignty from “politicized prosecutions.”

® The United States unilaterally withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile Treaty in December 2001, citing national security needs. This pact
had provided the main architecture of global strategic arms agreements
since 1972.

® The United States refused to sign the Kyoto Accords on the regulation
of fossil fuel emissions in 2000, while all other participant nations
signed it.

¢ The United States refused to abide by the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA) to allow Mexican truckers into U.S. markets in
September 2001.

¢ The United States refused to accord people it captured in Afghanistan
prisoner-of-war status, a position seen as a clear violation of the Geneva
Conventions by even its staunchest allies.

¢ The United States threatened to pull out of the General Agreement on
Trades and Tariffs in 1996 when Canada, Mexico, and Venezuela
threatened to sue the United States over its boycott of Cuba.

Despite these serious limitations, pressures to develop and implement in-
ternational accords, and human rights accords in particular, will continue to
grow. Market globalization is rapidly creating and accelerating a host of so-
cial problems that can no longer be solved by any one nation. These prob-
lems range from environmental issues (global warming, ozone depletion, de-
struction of the rain forests, the loss of potable water, and so on) to regional
wars, to immigration issues, to labor issues, to health issues, such as the AIDS
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epidemic. It is increasingly evident that these problems will have to be ad-
dressed globally, not only at an international or national level.!®

This contradiction between the growing need to address global problems
and nation-states’ curtailed capacity to deal with these problems has created
a space for transnational networks of people concerned with global problems,
that is, grassroots global movements. While global agreements are still largely
a matter of international politics, and are dominated by the MDCs’ national
interests, the manifestations of these problems are of growing concern to peo-
ple all over the world and are spawning the development of grassroots or-
ganizations and movements in every country. A large majority of these grass-
roots organizations, especially those located in less developed countries,
address problems of people who are marginalized from the “new world order.”
Consequently, many grassroots movements focused on global problems ad-
dress problems of racism in their work. While globalization “from above,”
that is, from national elites or TNCs, tends to downplay the problems caused
by market globalization, the space created by international accords provides
grassroots organizations and movements with the opportunity to demand
that marginal peoples’ needs be taken into account.

Despite the power of national and transnational elites to limit interna-
tional accords, protocols addressing problems of racism and national chau-
vinism as global human rights issues have long been an element of interna-
tional understandings.!? Official statements of global opposition to racism,
colonialism, and xenophobia appeared early in the development of the mod-
ern framework of international cooperation, such as in the 1948 Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.?® But grassroots movements have been much
more consistent than formal international accords in identifying global prob-
lems of racism. Opposition to the Vietnam War was linked explicitly to
racism in the United States by Martin Luther King Jr., Malcolm X, the Black
Panthers, and the Chicano Moratorium, among others.?! International soli-
darity with the South African antiapartheid movement in the late 1970s and
1980s, mostly by grassroots movements, further crystallized opposition to
racism as a global issue. Efforts to address immigration issues on a multilat-
eral basis have also grown during the past twenty years.?? The UN Confer-
ence on Racism, Xenophobia, and Related Problems, held, appropriately
enough, in Durban, South Africa, in 2001, marked an important stage in the
development of human rights by providing an international setting to de-
velop a global antiracist agenda for the first time. The conference, comprised
of official delegations from UN member nations as well as a parallel confer-
ence for NGOs, was modeled after the highly successful UN Conferences on
the Status of Women. While the United States and Israel withdrew their of-
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ficial delegations from the conference, allegedly over a proposed resolution
to condemn Israel’s occupation of the West Bank (the large majority of U.S.
NGOs did not withdraw), the remaining delegates produced two documents
summing up global problems of racism and the responsibilities of nation-
states to address them.?> The final documents produced by the conference set
the stage for further global efforts to address racism and anti-immigrant
xenophobia as human rights issues.

The extent to which there is growing attention to problems of racism in
international agreements is a reflection of a fundamental reality of the post-
colonial era: The large majority of peoples and nations of the world, who
have directly experienced racism and national oppression through colonial-
ism, slavery, and postcolonial racist regimes for centuries, are gaining enough
autonomous power to place problems of racism on the international agenda.
Even in the earliest days of postcolonialism, the newly freed nations through-
out Africa and Asia were able to influence the debate over the Jim Crow sys-
tem in the United States. One of the reasons the U.S. government shifted its
position on segregation and actively sought to overturn the legal support for
Jim Crow in the late 1940s and 1950s was in response to pressure brought on
by newly independent African and Latin American nations.?* The vehicle of
human rights accords today presents people historically oppressed by colo-
nialism, slavery, and neocolonialism with the opportunity to raise issues
about their marginalization from the new global arrangements.

A process of interplay between grassroots organizations, NGOs, and nation-
states has gradually emerged around global issues. This capacity was evident
as early as the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, when NGOs com-
pelled the attending governmental representatives to reach agreements con-
trolling greenhouse gases.?® Since then, global protests have accelerated in
scope and frequency against World Bank and IMF restructuring policies; the
movement to outlaw landmines; the protests against Nike, Jessica McClin-
tock, and Kathy Lee Gifford’s sweatshop practices; and numerous other
global problems.?6 The protests in Seattle at the Ministerial Conference of
the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 1999 marked another stage in the
development of global grassroots political power, as a coalition of labor, en-
vironmental, and women’s organizations virtually shut down the meeting,
while President Bill Clinton implored the delegates to make the WTO's se-
cret arbitration process more “transparent” to the public. Since Seattle, every
major meeting of the WTO and the IMF has been met with large and mili-
tant protests, in Melbourne, Prague, Quebec, Genoa, and New York City.
Regular global meetings of NGOs, such as the World Social Forum, bring to-
gether tens of thousands of grassroots activists to develop alternatives to the
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current models of globalization and to strategize about the most effective
ways to advance their agendas.

Efforts to regulate globalization through international accords are thus his-
torically contingent: Their success depends on the mobilization of world pres-
sure against neoliberal international accords and the containment of the United
States’ arrogant abrogation to itself of global power. As with the defense of de-
mocracy, there are no guarantees of success. But globalization increasingly cre-
ates opportunities for the formation of global agreements and institutions to ad-
dress global problems, and these opportunities will continue to grow. Most
importantly, the formation of global rules and institutions can be important sites
of mobilization for the nations and peoples with a long memory of colonialism
and postcolonial racism. These are favorable conditions to compel international
accords to become increasingly focused on issues of racial justice.

A key issue for the United States—indeed, given the United States’ global
domination, for the entire world—will be whether antiracist human rights pro-
tocols will be linked to domestic politics that require the United States to con-
form to global standards. Given the resistance to these standards by the U.S.
government, this task will require ongoing and concerted effort by grassroots
movements. The Seattle protest that signaled a coming of age of the U.S. ef-
forts to address globalization, however, was marked by a low level of participa-
tion by people of color.2” Conversely, participation by women of color in the
third UN Conference on the Status of Women was important for the reorien-
tation of many U.S. women’s movement organizations to prioritize issues of
concern to women of color. The arena of human rights offers important possi-
bilities for people in the United States and around the world to challenge mar-
ket globalization and American nationalism. The capacity to develop the
power to do so will depend on the extent to which human rights issues are
taken up by national and local organizations as a way of framing their work.?3

In sum, the process of expanding international accords to address the
rights of people oppressed by racism and national chauvinism is central to ef-
forts to make globalization socially responsible. The denial of these issues is
possible only to the extent that international accords are made by the polit-
ical and economic elites of the MDCs. Without the participation and lead-
ership of people of color, international accords and human rights protocols
will not be able to address the problems of globalization.

Working-Class Solidarity and Antiracist Politics

Another potential challenge to neoliberal market globalization may come
from transnational networks of labor unions and working-class political pat-
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ties. It stands to reason that the growing globalization of capital would foster
internationalist and antiracist activities by American workers. Workers’ de-
fense against the growing bargaining power of capital can be accomplished
only through international solidarity between labor unions that are still pri-
marily organized on a national basis. This is especially so given the burgeon-
ing international division of labor and global marketing strategies typifying
TNCs. Working-class solidarity also requires efforts to organize immigrant
and other unorganized workers of color within the United States, for these
are the workers who are experiencing the dislocations and downward pres-
sures of globalization the most. As well, the reduction in state regulatory
functions encourages unions to adopt militant organizing and strike tactics,
ones that seek to skirt the legal apparatus constructed to mediate labor-
management relations after World War I1.%°

Some efforts to develop the capacity to address these global labor issues
are under way within the U.S. labor movement. John Sweeny, the president
of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions (AFL-CIQ), is a longtime advocate of international solidarity and of
efforts to organize immigrant workers in the low-wage service sector into
unions. Since his election in 1995, the AFL-CIO executive office has for the
first time officially prioritized and funded activities toward these ends. As
Tamara Kay shows, one effect of NAFTA is that it created a context that has
encouraged some U.S. unions to develop closer international ties with their
Canadian and Mexican counterparts.’® As well, some of the biggest union or-
ganizing drives in the last fifty years have targeted drywall workers, nursing
home workers, and janitors, almost all of whom are immigrants or U.S.-born
people of color.3! The historic Seattle protest against the WTO in 1999 was
also instigated in significant part by labor unions.

Despite these efforts, however, the post—=World War II trend toward the
declining proportion and number of American workers organized into labor
unions continues. Unions’ share of the workforce dropped from a high of 37
percent in 1946 to less than 14 percent today, with only 9.5 percent in the
private sector.’? Despite the AFL-CIO executive office’s calls, most of the
largest unions in the United States have shown little interest in expanding
their membership or in international cooperation. Two of the biggest set-
backs to global trade in recent years—the U.S. refusal to allow Mexican in-
ternational truckers equal access to U.S. markets and the U.S. decision to
impose high tariffs on foreign steel, both in 2001—were policies aggressively
spearheaded by the Teamsters Union and the United Steel Workers, respec-
tively. The continuing resistance of most of organized labor to the new global
realities should surprise no one familiar with the labor movement’s history.
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From the prosegregation American Federation of Labor and American So-
cialist Party of the early twentieth century, to the antiaffirmative action ef-
forts led by AFL-CIO president Al Shanker in the 1970s and 1980s, to the
AFL-CIO’s Buy American campaign in the 1980s and 1990s, the U.S. labor
movement has by and large clung to defending the standard of living of the
existing unionized workers in the United States.>> The weak connections be-
tween the immigrant rights movement and the labor movement are prob-
lematic for both movements.

The logic of defending the existing membership ineluctably leads many
unions to defend the racial and national privileges of their members. As Kim
Voss and Rachel Sherman show, the inertia behind unions’ prioritizing “service”
to their existing membership is quite powerful at the level of the union local, as
the entire organization of union activities and leadership is predicated on this
assumption. The potential for a revitalized American labor movement, Voss and
Sherman suggest, requires a fundamental change in orientation: unions must
shift from providing services to their members toward becoming organizers of
the unorganized. This reorientation requires a substantial shift in unions’ prior-
ities and resources, as the priority is given to organizers who can link the unions
to broad networks of unorganized workers outside the workplace and to linking
up with social movements that share the same strategic interests. Globalization
is creating fertile new conditions for this revitalization, both by increasing the
importance of international solidarity in the face of TNCs’ practices and by in-
creasing the numbers of immigrant workers within the United States.

But globalization, with capital’s greater bargaining power over workers, is
also creating more fear and defensiveness on the part of many unionized
American workers. As long as unions remain focused on defending their ex-
isting membership, especially on the basis of racial and national exclusive-
ness, the power and numbers of unionized workers will continue to dwindle.
The question is: What will compel the American labor movement to break
out of its defense of an increasingly narrow section of the working popula-
tion? Voss and Sherman argue that change will occur in a fragmented way, as
locals that have experienced a disastrous political crisis, such as a failed
strike, seek a new orientation, turn to the leadership of organizers with a long
history of movement building, and accede to pressure for change from the in-
ternational union leadership.

Perhaps incremental and sporadic change is all that can be currently
hoped for from the labor movement itself, as Voss and Sherman suggest. But
history also shows that there are periods when an upsurge in protests from
communities of color can lead to efforts to revitalize the labor movement, in
what Sidney G. Tarrow describes as “cycles of protest.”** If history is any pre-
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dictor of the future, the attempt to organize workers of color may happen out-
side the existing labor movement and be driven by ethnic community poli-
tics. In their remarkable account of the rise and fall of the League of Revo-
lutionary Black Workers, Dan Georgakas and Marvin Surkin demonstrate
that the efforts to organize black and Arabic workers in the automobile in-
dustry were initiated not by the United Auto Workers, but by a grassroots
federation of black workers, the Detroit Revolutionary Union Movement,
that arose during the Detroit uprisings of 1967 and 1968.3> While some 2.5
million black workers were organized in AFL-CIO unions, the unions’ racism
meant that the black workers had little choice but to engage in independent
action apart from existing labor organizations. The rise of the League of Rev-
olutionary Black Workers, a product of black insurrections and anti~Vietnam
War activism as well as labor militancy, demonstrates the capacity of ethnic
politics to transform itself into working class consciousness. However, the in-
stability of this early effort is notable as well: without the institutional sup-
port of the unions, the radical black labor movement of the 1970s was un-
able to survive more than a few years.

[t is notable that the most successful union organizing drives of the last
decade have taken place in the most global of American states—California—
and in sectors with high concentrations of Latino and Asian immigrant
workers. As Miriam J. Wells notes, Latino and Latina immigrants in the ho-
tel industry in San Francisco are often eager to participate in unions because
of their experiences with labor unions and labor parties (let alone revolu-
tions) in Latin America.’® Ethnic community ties are the key to at least some
of the organizing drives’ successes. Concerning the drywall workers’ strike in
Los Angeles, Ruth Milkman and Kent Wong observe “the fact that at least a
few hundred men from the tiny Mexican village of El Maguey worked in the
drywall trade, and were bound together by close kin and friendship ties, was
by all accounts an important source of the solidarity that emerged in the or-
ganizing campaign.”®’ Latinos from many nationalities are able to overcome
their divisions and work closely together in the Hotel and Restaurant Em-
ployees organizing drive, a measure of how their common racial and class sit-
uation in the United States provides a basis for unity. Many of the successful
organizing drives incorporate leadership from outside the labor movement,
especially from church and grassroots community organizations.

The dynamics of globalization will continue to create conditions favorable
for the development of a transnational and antiracist labor movement to con-
front global capital. Such a movement will probably arise from both within
the existing labor movement and outside it, from ethnic communities. As
Milkman and Wong note, “[Tlhe success of the drywall campaign depended
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on the unusual combination of bottom-up organizing by workers themselves
on the basis of preexisting immigrant social networks, on the one hand, and
the financial and legal support provided by the labor movement on the
other.”8 If the labor movement is to be revitalized, this “unusual combina-
tion” will have to become the rule. It is likely that the continuing marginal-
ization of people of color within the U.S. labor movement, and the continu-
ing reliance of organized labor on nationalist buffers to protect its members
from globalization, will compel working-class politics to arise, as they did in
the 1960s, from ethnic community organizations. The test will be whether
there will be sufficient new vitality in the labor movement to be able to relate
to and support the working-class aspirations that arise in ethnic communities.

Ethnic Politics and Globalization

Globalization is creating more than the opportunity for renegotiation of the
social order; it is producing conditions that are invigorating both transna-
tional networks of activists and ethnic community resistance that may play a
decisive part in that process. It has been argued throughout this book that
the stubborn reality of market globalization is that all people are not being
organized into the market system—Ilet alone into a transnational “modern”
social order. Even those who are being organized into global markets often
enter them on racialized and increasingly unequal terms. Globalization’s ten-
dency to marginalize or exclude people of color has given new life to ethnic
community formation and resistance.

From the neoliberal perspective, the growing ethnic consciousness of the
global era is depicted as a reactionary withdrawal in the face of moderniza-
tion. Ethnic groups are seen as those who are resisting the restructuring of
society necessary to enable people to participate in the global economy.*
From the other end of the political spectrum, some Marxists also decry eth-
nicity as mere “identity politics,” a devolution of consciousness that marks
a turning away from working-class politics. Francis Fox Piven and Richard
A. Cloward argue:

[Tlhe fatal flaw of identity politics is easily recognized. Class politics, at least
in principal, promotes vertical cleavages, mobilizing people around axes
which broadly correspond to hierarchies of power, and which promote chal-
lenges to these hierarchies. By contrast, identity politics fosters lateral cleav-
ages which are unlikely to reflect fundamental conflicts over social power and
resources and, indeed, may seal popular allegiance to the ruling classes that
exploit them.*
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“The thickening of identity politics,” Todd Gitlin writes from the left, “is in-
separable from a fragmentation of commonality politics.”#! Similar criticisms
of ethnic “balkanization” have been proclaimed by Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr.
from the “center” and Dinesh D’'Souza from the right.# The rightest, neolib-
eral, and Marxist critics of ethnicity all miss the central point: Ethnicity is
born of necessity, created by people who are otherwise left out of the social
contract with little or no voice in the restructuring of society.

Certainly, as Piven and Cloward suggest, it is possible for ethnic cleavages
to undermine working-class unity. But working-class unity—such as it ever
was in the United States—has been on the decline for many years. The ris-
ing emphasis on ethnicity in this era is not a cause of the declining influence
of working-class movements, but one of the results of this decline. The dis-
organization of white workers in the United States is a legacy of the creation
of the middle-class social order in the 1950s and the assault on organized la-
bor ever since then.¥ The prominence of ethnicity thus results in part from
the weakness of working-class forms of resistance to market globalization.
But ethnic communities are not backward or deformed. They are comprised
of dense social networks that enable people to take autonomous action. Eth-
nic communities are consequently, at times, the best organized sites of resist-
ance to both racial and class problems associated with market globalization.
Rather than dogmatically rejecting ethnicity as a reactionary impulse, it is
more useful to recognize the progressive potential within it.

As Robin D. G. Kelley observes, critics of ethnicity miss one of the most
crucial elements of ethnic politics: People who are struggling for liberation
from one form of oppression do not necessarily, or even usually, do so to the
exclusion of other issues.* Instead, as Kelley observes, people who are op-
pressed typically develop an expansive agenda that seeks to build alliances
with all people struggling for social equality. Black feminism, for example,
has generally been concerned with both redefining black unity on a nonsex-
ist basis and linking the struggle for black unity with the struggle for human
emancipation from economic inequality, racism, sexism, and homophobia.
Kelley quotes black feminist Anna Julia Cooper, who in 1893 wrote:

We take our stand on the solidarity of humanity, the oneness of life, and the
unnaturalness and injustice of all special favoritisms, whether of sex, race,
country, or condition. . . . The colored woman feels that woman’s cause is one
and universal; and that . . . not till race, color, sex, and condition are seen as
accidents, and not the substance of life; not till the universal title of humanity
to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness is conceded to be inalienable to all;
not till then is woman’s lesson taught and woman’s cause won—not the white



158 —~~ Chapter Six

woman’s nor the black woman’s, not the red woman’s but the cause of every
man and every woman who has writhed silently under a mighty wrong.®

This duality, the articulation in this case for the particular interests of black
women and the recognition that these issues are a component of a universal
interest of all humanity, is the very essence of the dialectic of ethnic solidar-
ity itself.46

The growing inequality and racism that are hallmarks of market global-
ization in the United States, then, provide a context in which people can,
and often do, seek to build ethnic solidarity and to find ways to build bridges
across the ethnic divides. American history is full of examples of ethnic com-
munity politics that take on a broader democratic or working-class coalition
form. From the abolitionists, to the Niagara movement, to the Sleeping Car
Porters’ Union, to the civil rights movement, black community-based ac-
tivists have participated in and anchored a wide variety of multiracial coali-
tions.#” Mexican, Japanese, and Filipino workers formed multinational
unions in the early California labor movement.*® Black feminists have long
sought to unite with all women and with black men.*

Too frequently, these political or economic impulses fail to produce stable
multiethnic, multiracial coalitions around societywide (or global) issues. Un-
fortunately, the principal reason for this instability is the enmity of estab-
lished organizations toward the issues and leadership of ethnic communities.
The ongoing problems of racism and national chauvinism have been well
documented for the labor, women’s, peace, environmental, and gay and les-
bian movements.’® But history also reveals successful periods of multiracial
coalition building, most notably the abolitionists in the 1850s and 1860s, the
labor movement in the 1930s, and the civil rights movement from the 1960s
to the present.

The prospects for ethnic community unity and empowerment have been
hotly debated for decades. At the dawn of the global era, in 1977, William
Julius Wilson proclaimed that race was of declining significance in the shap-
ing of people’s opportunities in the United States.’! One of Wilson’s argu-
ments was that the growing economic gap between middle-class and poor
African Americans was undermining their racial-ethnic unity. John Mol-
lenkopf argues that the growing numbers of black immigrants (Haitian, West
Indian, African, and so on) who do not share African American ethnicity
have fragmented black unity.’? Mexican Americans and Chinese Americans
also face challenges to ethnic unity, both in the form of greater class divisions
and the growing national origins of Latino and Asian immigrants, conditions
brought on by the globalization of markets.
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But the racialized and nationalist responses to globalization in the United
States, combined with growing immigration from the postcolonial countries,
simultaneously raise racial consciousness and ethnic unity. Faced with assaults
on jobs, social services, education, housing, citizenship, and so on from the pri-
vate sector and the public sector alike, people of color of all classes and na-
tionalities have to find new ways to survive and resist. One of the most impor-
tant resources available for both survival and resistance is ethnic community
itself. The process of being marginalized, coupled with historic cultural, famil-
ial, and institutional ties, provides people with a powerful basis to come to-
gether to address their common problems. The resulting ethnic communities—
both located in geographic space (ghettoes, barrios, Chinatowns, reservations,
and so on) and as political and cultural constructs (the black community, the
Asian community, and so on)—provide their members with sets of social net-
works, cultural identities of inclusiveness and belonging, and chances of access
to political power and economic resources that the dominant group would not
voluntarily concede.’> The new manifestations of ethnicity in the United
States, like those around the world, are quite fluid, as people grope with the
new conditions of globalized society in search of community and the means to
effectively respond to new political and economic challenges.

The dynamic ways in which people use the experiences of racial and na-
tional oppression to construct ethnicity in the United States have been ex-
plored in a number of studies. Yen Le Espiritu describes the ways in which
Asian immigrants overcome the fragmentation and isolation that small num-
bers of people from many different Asian nationalities experience in the
United States.>* As Espiritu shows, people from a vast array of different na-
tionalities and class locations use their common racial experience as Asians
in America to construct what she terms “panethnic” blocs to accomplish
common goals, such as increasing access to social services and education,
protection of civil rights, and political power. Similarly, M. Annette Jaimes
examines the ways in which the many diverse indigencus peoples of North
America have used their common racial status as “Indians” to unite across
tribal lines to achieve common goals.”®> Mary S. Pardo shows how Mexican
American women find common ground despite significant national, cul-
tural, and class differences among recent immigrants and first- or second-
generation U.S. citizens.*®

Globalization is altering the conditions in which ethnic unity is developed
in the United States. Certainly, as Wilson maintains, class divisions are be-
coming increasingly evident within ethnic groups as part of the growing in-
equality between rich and poor in American society as a whole. Certainly, in-
creasing immigration is creating new national divisions within and tensions
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between racial groups. It is reasonable to expect that as class and national di-
visions grow, different interests should fracture ethnic solidarity. But this is
not primarily what is happening. Instead, ethnic unity continues to be repro-
duced in the face of growing immigration and economic inequality due to the
pressures of racism and nationalism, a fact revealed in ethnic voting patterns
and support for community-specific social services, civil rights, and immigrant
rights. African Americans, for example, became increasingly well organized as
a voting bloc throughout the 1980s and 1990s and played a vital role in the
2000 elections.”” As well, middle-class people of color continue to actively
maintain ties to the working-class and poor base of their communities. For ex-
ample, a survey of all medical doctors who graduated medical school in the
last twenty years found that African American physicians were remarkably
likely to enter practices where they provided services to underserved black
populations.”® Pardo similarly finds that middle-class, suburban Mexican
Americans regularly return to East Los Angeles to renew their ties to La
Raza.* The resurgence of Native American ethnicity marks an important
renaissance of many traditional societies.

A singular feature of the global era is that common antiracist interests op-
erate to unite ethnic solidarity even as class and national divisions under-
mine it.%° The persistence of ethnicity, and the innovative forms that ethnic
groups have adapted in changing circumstances, stand as testimony to peo-
ple’s need for collective identities and vehicles for the defense of, and ad-
vance of, their interests. We can expect a continuation of progressive resist-
ance to globalization to find expression through ethnic formations.

Conclusion: The Possible Futures
of Antiracist Politics in the Global Era

What will it take to create socially responsible globalization? Given the
growing leverage of capital over the state in the era of unfettered market
globalization and efforts by the United States to substitute its own national
power for global governance, attempts to hold capital accountable to people’s
social needs will require massive grassroots responses to the growing crises of
market globalization. Movements for socially responsible globalization will
initially arise around many different issues, in many different places. Creat-
ing a global movement capable of constraining the destructive effects of mar-
ket globalization will require these movements to link up around a common
vision of socially responsible globalization. This vision will have to advocate
for a social order that is democratic, inclusive, and open, rather than au-
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thoritarian, exclusive, and built on fear. To achieve social justice, transna-
tional capital will have to submit to governmental regulation and to the re-
distribution of resources from the top downward. A movement for socially re-
sponsible globalization will have to wield significant political power to
overcome the powerful resistance of transnational capital to social arrange-
ments that will constrain profitability.

In the previous sections, | explored the potential for a civil rights move-
ment, a human rights movement, and a labor movement to develop in the
United States in the context of globalization. What is clear from this analy-
sis is that the successful defense of democracy, equity, and world peace in the
global era will require all movements for social justice to come to terms with
the growing importance of racism and ethnic communities, both in the
United States and around the world. If they fail to do so, they will ignore the
worst problems of market globalization and will therefore be disarmed as
the assaults on racially and nationally oppressed peoples become increasingly
powerful.®! But the previous analysis also suggests that each of these move-
ments faces significant barriers to accomplishing this reorientation.

What will it take to reorient the American labor movement to the new
global realities? What will compel the U.S. government to acknowledge the
human rights of people marginalized by globalization? And what will moti-
vate people to defend democracy in the face of mounting nationalist and fas-
cist tendencies? The previous analysis suggests that the likeliest impetus for
movements for socially responsible globalization will not come from within
existing institutions, but from the self-organization and political power of
ethnic communities. Social movements, as they succeed, tend to become in-
stitutionalized in ways that undercut their militancy. The impetus for change
is unlikely to come from within established movements themselves. Rather,
movement revitalization is likely to require external stimulus. The people
most directly affected by the crisis of globalization—the direct targets of re-
pressive state power, the people pushed down the hardest by the disequaliz-
ing trends of globalization—are initially the people with the greatest capac-
ity to challenge the self-serving dogma of market globalization. The growth
of ethnic communities’ political capacity will present democratic, transna-
tional, and working-class movements with new energy and ideas. The revi-
talization of working-class politics and the civil rights and human rights
movements in the global era require placing ethnic communities’ leadership
at the center of those movements’ agendas. Ethnic politics, while capable of
sparking movement revitalization, also depends on movement success, for
without the resurgence of movements for peace, justice, and equity, ethnic
communities will continue to be marginalized and oppressed.
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Efforts to achieve socially responsible globalization will require transna-
tional social movements to develop a new orientation, one that is simul-
taneously global, national, and local. Transnational social movements will
have to simultaneously be rooted in local ethnic communities, work for
the defense of national democracy, and seek to create new global forms to
advance social justice. In the global era, as Peter Waterman puts it, “the
external invests the internal, the local redefines the global.”®? The devel-
opment of transnational social movements and the development of local
ethnic resistance to globalization are interdependent: Transnational net-
works will gain influence to the extent that they tap into the energy of
ethnic community resistance, and ethnic community resistance will break
out of its isolation and become stabilized by the organization of transna-
tional networks. Only such a dialectic between the global and the local
will produce sufficient power to compel national political elites, especially
in the United States, to face up to the need to rein in unregulated global
capital.

The interplay between these levels of political work offers important new
possibilities in these early decades of the global era. Grassroots community
leaders, especially in ethnic communities, are becoming increasingly skilled
in mediating between these levels.®> This legacy goes back at least as far as
the efforts by Martin Luther King Jr. in the 1960s to link the civil rights
movement to the Non-Aligned Movement and by Malcolm X to connect his
work to the Organization for African Unity.% At this time, it may appear
that such linkages are not particularly influential. But if the middle-class
social order becomes destabilized, as this analysis suggests, possibilities for so-
cial movements to have a significant effect on the future of globalization will
continue to present themselves. Whether or not these possibilities are acted
on is a matter for history to decide.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Globalization and the Revitalization
of the Civil Rights Movement

The previous chapter examined the potential openings for social movements
for equity, justice, and democracy in the global era. As we saw in chapter 6,
globalization is not only creating new conditions for the mobilization of
white privileges, but it is also reshaping the possibilities for opposition to
racism. The purpose of this chapter is to examine the challenges globaliza-
tion has created for one social movement and what might be done, given the
reality of globalization, to revitalize its capacity. This chapter focuses on the
civil rights movement because it is, even today, the most sustained and suc-
cessful effort to confront racism in modern American history. As well, if the
analysis in chapter 6 is correct, conditions demanding the revitalization of a
broad civil rights movement are emerging today.

The successes of the civil rights strategy in the past were due to its focus
on the uses of state power against racism and for racial equity and justice.
This strategy was to a degree successful because it recognized that the power
of the state is increasingly important for the organization and stabilization of
capitalist societies, both at the national and the global levels. But the civil
rights strategy also reveals the limitations of reliance on state power in the
global era. Globalization is undercutting some of the civil rights movement’s
central assumptions about state power and highlighting the need for a shift
in priorities from litigation, legislation, and policy advocacy toward grass-
roots organizing and community empowerment strategies. At the same time,
the past achievements of the civil rights movement, especially in the elec-
toral arena, may become increasingly important in advocating for a more just
social order in the face of the destabilizing forces of globalization.
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The civil rights movement is undoubtedly experiencing grave difficulties.
The lawyers, students, politicians, and community activists who have mobi-
lized for government protection from discrimination for people of color and
immigrants have found themselves increasingly on the defensive over the
past two decades. Civil rights activists’ efforts now mostly go into preventing
anticivil rights legislation from passing. The federal courts, and the U.S.
Supreme Court in particular, once so receptive to the civil rights movement’s
agenda, have become so hostile that civil rights attorneys now often try to
keep cases away from them. The assault on the civil rights movement has be-
come so intense that those who are trying to destroy it now claim to be a
“new” civil rights movement. The opponents of affirmative action, for ex-
ample, called their California ballot initiative the “California Civil Rights
Initiative” and formed the American Civil Rights Institute to advance their
cause. Opponents of civil rights are also trying to obliterate the history of the
civil rights movement. During the campaign for Proposition 209 in Califor-
nia, proponents of the abolition of affirmative action attempted to use Mar-
tin Luther King Jr.’s words to justify their position.! Stephan Thernstrom and
Abigail Thernstrom argue, with complete disregard for the words and deeds
of the civil rights leaders of the 1960s, that opposition to affirmative action
is consistent with the “original” philosophy of the civil rights movement.
After a generation of defensive battles, many people who want to work to
end racism, particularly youth, now question the civil rights movement’s rel-
evance. Many antiracist activists agree with constitutional law scholar Der-
rick Bell that the civil rights movement failed to end racism and instead per-
petuated people of colot’s subordination to white power in a myriad of ways.?
Many young people now think of the civil rights movement as a part of the
past, of little relevance to their lives today.

For all these reasons, an analysis of the impact of globalization on the civil
rights movement is needed. Such an analysis enables us to more clearly as-
sess the weaknesses and strengths of the civil rights strategy for ending racism
in the context of new economic and political conditions. This analysis high-
lights the problems facing the civil rights movement today by showing that
the assumptions about economic expansion and the expanding role of the
welfare state that were true when the civil rights movement arose are no
longer valid. But, as we have already explored in chapter 6, the civil rights
movement might become increasingly important in the United States in the
very near future as the defense of democracy becomes an all-important task.
A critical assessment of the civil rights movement’s strengths and weaknesses
is thus essential to prepare the ground for what is likely to become its great-
est test since the 1970s.
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The Civil Rights Movement and the
Middle-Class Social Order, 1955-1975

The concept of civil rights, explains Max Weber, refers to the formal prom-
ise that government will protect specific behaviors against discrimination.4
The adequacy of the civil rights strategy—the use of state power to under-
mine racial privileges and oppression—has as much to do with the capacity
of the state to meet the demands placed on it as it does with the movement’s
grassroots power. The civil rights movement is only one particular phase of
the antiracist struggle for freedom, justice, and equality, one that arose in a
specific historical context. Throughout the 500-year-long history of the Eu-
ropean colonization of Africa and the Americas, and the creation of the
United States, a wide range of strategies to combat racism were attempted,
ranging from slave rebellions and abolitionism, to trade unionism, to politi-
cal empowerment, to different forms of cultural, political, and economic sep-
aratism. Like other antiracist movements, the power of the civil rights move-
ment of the 1950s and 1960s was rooted in the black community, a power
that was highly visible during the insurgencies against both the Jim Crow sys-
tem of legal racial segregation in the South and the system of structured
racism in the North from the 1950s to the 1970s.? But the civil rights move-
ment of that era was more than a black insurgency; it was a complex, mul-
tiracial, multiclass coalition aimed at mobilizing state power at a time when
the mass middle-class social order was stable and growing.?

The early civil rights movement was in some ways a creature of the
middle-class social order. As discussed in chapter 2, national political and
corporate elites seized the opportunities presented by American global dom-
inance in the 1940s and 1950s to create a new political and economic arrange-
ment: the middle-class social order. The mass middle class, constructed by both
expanding nation-state action and private labor-management agreements,
constituted a new basis for social stability predicated on the ownership of a
private home, a job that paid a “family wage,” and access to a college edu-
cation. National political elites were vulnerable to the black insurgency
against the Jim Crow system during the 1950s and 1960s for reasons rooted
in the logic of this new middle-class social order. First, support for racial
equality under the law presented national elites with numerous opportuni-
ties to expand federal (welfare state) power over the states by creating a na-
tional concept of civil rights.” Second, the black insurgency against racism
compelled national elites to make good on their avowed commitment to the
ideology of a mass middle-class social order based on merit and equal op-
portunity for all.2 And third, the civil rights movement’s exposure of the Jim
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Crow system posed an increasingly serious liability for U.S. strategic inter-
ests in the establishment of its global influence, particularly in the newly
liberated colonies of Africa and the Caribbean.

Martin Luther King Jr. well understood the relationship between the black
community insurgency and the middle-class social order of the 1950s and
1960s. In 1967, he wrote, “The American racial revolution has been a revo-
lution to ‘get in’ rather than to overthrow. We want a share in the American
economy, the housing market, the educational system and the social opportu-
nities.” There was nothing about the middle-class order of the 1950s or the
expanding role of the federal government, however, that automatically guar-
anteed the eradication of legal segregation, let alone racial equality. It was al-
together feasible for the new middle-class order to be erected on a racially seg-
regated basis (as it was in apartheid South Africa, for example). The power of
the white South in the 1950s was formidable, entrenched in the leadership of
both houses of Congress and the Democratic and Republican Parties.!® The
McCarthy-era witch-hunts deterred a progressive challenge to the emerging
middle-class order. The profound impact of the black insurgency on national,
political, and corporate elites and on the U.S. economy, politics, and culture
required enormous courage, persistence, and a clarity of vision of the possibil-
ities in that period. Nevertheless, it was the fact that national elites were com-
pelled to support its demands that turned the black insurgency into a force
that transformed the U.S. legal and political systems.

The expanding influence of the civil rights movement was bound up with
the growth of the welfare state in the 1950s through the mid-1970s. Civil
rights demonstrations were coordinated with lawsuits and executive or leg-
islative lobbying to pressure political elites to take action. As victories were
won, grassroots organizing was further invigorated. As the dialectic between
movement mobilization and state action produced tangible results, the civil
rights movement gradually expanded its political influence and agenda and
took on a more multiracial and multiclass character.!! But this coalition was
short lived. In the years 19641968, an unprecedented series of over 110 ur-
ban insurrections took place in virtually every city with a significant black
(and, in places, Latino) population. These massive urban insurrections un-
leashed a wide range of political movements, including revolutionary black
and Chicano nationalisms and a militant black labor movement.!? The fact
that these insurrections took place during the Vietnam War also critically fo-
cused attention on the United States’ global dominance, captured by the
Black Panther's antidraft slogan “No Vietnamese ever called me nigger” and
by the Chicano Moratorium rally in Los Angeles in 1968. The civil rights
movement, by this time well positioned with national political elites and
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supported by a large section of white liberals, was compelled to develop a new
political agenda in response to these events.

The urban insurrections and antiwar protests of the 1960s provided the
impetus for the development of a new form of civil rights politics, one that
escaped quickly from the bounds of the struggle for the integration of people
of color into the middle-class social order.!3 Before 1966, the main focus of
the civil rights movement was the creation of legal equality, that is, the abo-
lition of Jim Crow segregation laws. In 1966, most of the civil rights move-
ment’s leaders put forward the proposition that people of color could only
achieve equal opportunity if they had equal access to decent schools, ade-
quate housing, and good jobs. To ensure this, civil rights activists demanded
that the national government enable and fund programs to actively redis-
tribute social and economic resources from whites to people of color, a set of
“affirmative action” programs. Such affirmative action required white liber-
als to take a major step beyond their support for integration. Affirmative ac-
tion meant that whites would have to be willing to surrender racial privi-
leges, such as advantages in getting jobs, education, housing, political power,
and so on. As soon as the new agenda was articulated, most whites aban-
doned the civil rights coalition.!4

Propelled by the power of black, and (in 1968 and 1969) Chicano, Puerto
Rican, and American Indian insurrections, the civil rights movement devel-
oped a broader and more ambitious political agenda, one that raised issues far
beyond the “affirmative” responsibility of government to remedy the effects
of past discrimination. In 1966, the civil rights movement’s foremost advo-
cate of integration, Martin Luther King Jr., reached the conclusion that
racism was inextricably linked with poverty and militarism. Unless the gov-
ernment addressed the economic causes of widespread poverty and stopped
spending one-third of its budget on the military and waging war on people of
color overseas, he reasoned, it would be impossible for government to take
the meaningful steps necessary to eliminate racial disparities and barriers.
King threw down the challenge:

Tlhere is a need for a radical restructuring of the architecture of American so-
ciety. For its very survival’s sake, America must re-examine old presuppositions
and release itself from many things that for centuries have been held sacred.
For the evils of racism, poverty and militarism to die, a new set of values must
be born. Our economy must become more people-centered than property- and
profit-centered. Our government must depend more on its moral power than
on its military power. Let us, therefore, not think of our movement as one that
seeks to integrate the Negro into all the existing values of American society.



172 ~~ Chapter Seven

Let us be those creative dissenters who will call our beloved nation to a higher

destiny, to a new plateau of compassion, to a more noble expression of hu-

maneness.!?

The civil rights movement thus underwent a remarkable transformation in
1966, turning its attention away from “getting in” to the middle class toward
redressing the unequal distribution of resources in American society and the
relationship of the United States to the rest of the world.

The problem facing the civil rights movement was that its new agenda far
outstripped the political, economic, and cultural arrangements of the middle-
class social order, as well as people of color’s power to alter the social order.
After 1966, many civil rights advocates understood the enormity of this chal-
lenge, the “radical restructuring of American society” that would be neces-
sary to end racism. The demand to equalize opportunities for people of color
entailed broad and fundamental social change: The movement’s agenda
called for basic alterations in the role of government and the workings of the
economy to effect a redistribution of wealth, power, and social services like
health care, welfare, and education. The movement sought a redefinition of
the basic culture of the nation, to root out assumptions of white racial supe-
riority from literature, cinema, the theater, sports, and schools. The move-
ment also called for a redefinition of the definitions of merit that determined
who was “qualified” for access to selective educational and employment op-
portunities. And the movement was thoroughly international in its vision,
calling for a new U.S. foreign policy that eschewed militarism and imperial-
ism. The idea of racial justice now was rooted in a concept of social justice,
both domestically and globally.

The more sober and serious activists quickly realized that the civil rights
movement did not have the power to successfully accomplish its goals by it-
self. King wrote in 1967, “We must frankly acknowledge that in past years
our creativity and imagination were not employed in learning how to de-
velop power.”'¢ In the mid-1960s, the attention of many civil rights activists
turned to the development of political power. As the civil rights activists
took up this task, they began to support the development of ethnic commu-
nity solidarity as a vehicle for autonomous power. Indeed, in the mid-1960s
activists began to grasp the relationship between separation and integration
as a creative dialectic rather than as opposite ideas. King, reflecting on the
Student Non-violent Coordinating Committee’s slogan “Black Power,” put it
this way, “We want to be integrated, but we don’t want to be integrated out
of power. We want to be integrated into power.”!” Elsewhere, King argued
“there are times when we must see separation as a temporary way-station to
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a truly integrated society.”’® King and other civil rights leaders warned
against separatism as a strategic goal, insisting that autonomous political
power exercised by people of color had to be linked in coalition with whites
if it was to produce meaningful changes in American society. But, from 1966
onward, the main energy of grassroots organizing was focused on developing
black, Chicano, Puerto Rican, and American Indian power movements and
exploring the possibilities for working-class antiracist politics, not building
coalitions with white national elites.

The achievements of the 1955-1975 civil rights movement were histori-
cally significant. The movement’s success at eliminating the system of Jim
Crow laws in 1964 and 1965 was a fundamental prerequisite for any effort to
equalize opportunity for housing, employment, education, or any other scarce
social resource. The civil rights movement also had a major effect on the de-
velopment of the welfare state, compelling national political elites, still enjoy-
ing the resources available in the waning days of American global hegemony,
to respond to urban insurrections and civil rights activism by channeling sig-
nificant state resources toward addressing racial inequalities, including the
problems of the neglected inner-city poor.!® The civil rights movement was
also successful in its demands for the creation and enforcement of equal em-
ployment opportunity laws.2® Another area in which the civil rights movement
had a direct impact was on school desegregation efforts.?!

All told, the civil rights movement succeeded in directing significant eco-
nomic and social benefits of the middle-class social order to people of color.
Buoyed by newly won access to higher education and public-sector jobs in par-
ticular, the black middle class doubled in size between 1960 and 1980 to 36
percent of all blacks.?? Of course, not all black, Latino, Asian American, and
Native American progress in the 1960s and 1970s was the result of welfare
state programs.?® For example, the decline in black poverty rates (from over 70
percent in 1940 to 40 percent in 1960, from nearly seven times that of whites
in 1940 to three times that of whites in 1990) had something to do with
African Americans leaving the rural South and entering the urban industrial
labor markets.?* But whites stubbornly resisted the desegregation of urban la-
bor and housing markets, even during the longest economic expansion in U.S.
history.?”> The civil rights movement was instrumental in redistributing em-
ployment, educational, and housing opportunities toward people of color, op-
portunities to participate in the middle-class social order of that era.

Perhaps even more significantly for the long run, civil rights movement
activists got valuable experience learning how to win and exercise institu-
tional power during this period. For example, civil rights activists were not
content to simply administer federal War on Poverty funds, but often used
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public programs as sites of community organizing. Jill Quadagno com-
pellingly chronicles this struggle for power. Citing the Community Action
Program, for example, Quadagno writes, “Community action originated as a
[federal] program to consolidate social services and improve service provi-
sion. In transferring resources directly from the federal government to the
poor, it rapidly became an agent in the struggle for political rights. . . . [T]he
civil rights movement absorbed community action programs, using them to
redistribute political power from local machines to black organizations and
black leaders.”?¢

Other communities of color initiated similar efforts. Carlos Mufioz Jr.
notes that many founders of the Chicano movement had been spurred to ac-
tivism by their involvement in community-based War on Poverty pro-
grams.?? Similarly, the founders of the American Indian Movement had ini-
tially hoped to organize urban Native Americans to demand access to federal
poverty funds.? During the 1970s, the first wave of black civil rights activists
became mayors of large cities and members of Congress and state legislatures.
This process of political empowerment also occurred in the Latino and Asian
American communities, although later and slower to develop in large part
due to racialized citizenship laws and anti-immigrant policies. A different
process of empowerment, the struggle for treaty recognition, was initiated by
Native Americans.?

The power of communities of color was not only expressed through the
political process. Cultural self-determination became an increasingly promi-
nent theme in the period after the Watts rebellion in 1965. The influence of
African American intellectuals, ranging from Dick Gregory, to James Bald-
win, to Imamu Amiri Baraka, to the Last Poets, sparked a Black Conscious-
ness movement that changed American culture. The American Indian
Movement, the Asian consciousness movement, and the Chicano liberation
movement all took cultural forms, crystallized by the Third World Strike at
San Francisco State University in 1968. By the mid-1970s, black studies,
Chicano studies, and a few Native American and Asian American studies
programs were founded at leading universities. Many of the faculty who
founded these departments were themselves community activists.>

In sum, the civil rights movement, from its inception until the mid-1960s,
was in many ways responding to the new opportunities for racial justice in
the middle-class social order. Sustained economic growth and national elites’
concomitant effort to develop a mass middle-class social order and a welfare
state to bolster it provided the civil rights movement with the opportunities
to succeed. But the civil rights movement was far more than an effort to “get
in” to the middle class: Its vision and energy was rooted in people of color’s
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aspirations for freedom and justice, a vision that was global, a vision that al-
ways challenged and quickly outstripped the support of national elites and
most middle-class whites.

The dynamics of globalization began to reshape the possibilities for the re-
structuring of American society almost as soon as the demand for restructur-
ing had been made. The new economic and political conditions of globaliza-
tion—ever-widening inequality, elimination of entitlement programs, and
growing immigration—posed fundamental challenges to the civil rights
movement. Without a summation of what they had accomplished, and with-
out clarity about the new conditions in which they operated, civil rights ac-
tivists often became disoriented and dispirited. But as we will see, the civil
rights actions of the 1980s and 1990s lay important groundwork by develop-
ing new capacities that may someday be of historic significance.

The Civil Rights Movement
in the Era of Globalization

As globalization ended the expansion of full-time jobs with benefits and the
welfare state began to contract in the mid-1970s, the civil rights movement
entered a new phase of its efforts to achieve a democratic, nonracial society.
In this new period, many of the assumptions of the previous era were no
longer valid. National elites no longer had the capacity to expand the wel-
fare state to control social and political conflicts. Many whites became more
defensive of their racial privileges as their access to good jobs and benefits
were threatened. The new political and economic conditions of globalization
challenged civil rights activists to find a new way to advance demands for
racial justice, one that no longer relied as much on national elites or white
liberals to open the doors to the middle class.

The urban fiscal crises of the mid-1970s were both an early manifestation
of globalization and a signal of the civil rights movement’s future troubles.
The extensive closure of urban core businesses, especially in manufacturing,
left many people of color (who had been blocked from moving to the sub-
urbs) without access to full-time jobs that could serve as entry-level positions
in expanding economic sectors, which were now located in white suburbs.
This economic “restructuring” deprived inner-city African Americans, Lati-
nos, Asian Americans, and Native Americans of access to the single most
important factor that had lifted generations of European immigrants and
their children out of poverty: entry-level jobs in expanding economic sec-
tors.’! The erosion of urban tax bases as businesses and high-income, mostly
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white, workers fled the cities also left city governments unable to meet the
increasing demands of urban residents.’? Cuts in public spending on educa-
tion, subsidized low-income housing, health care, and food subsidies further
crippled poor urban communities in the 1980s.

The civil rights movement’s challenge in the face of these trends was to
find new ways to compel government to take action, for only the commit-
ment of the nation-state to equal opportunity and justice could stem the
growing tide of jobs and capital leaving the central cities—and their ghet-
toized residents—behind. But the new conditions meant that national polit-
ical elites were no longer as capable of, or interested in, redistributing re-
sources to people of color. The conditions of growing political intransigence
and hostility toward people of color provided a prod for the civil rights move-
ment to develop a new approach to power: a greater focus on developing the
autonomous political mobilization of communities of color to compel na-
tional elites to take action.

During the late 1970s and 1980s, black political empowerment became in-
creasingly important as a way to influence the uses of state power to promote
racial justice. But, as growing numbers of black elected officials took office in
the mid-1970s, it appeared to many grassroots activists that African Ameri-
cans had gained political office in cities too late to help many poor urban res-
idents. Manning Marable observes of the black electoral victories of the

1970s and 1980s:

Most of the cities they managed--Newark, Hartford, Chicago, Detroit, Cleve-
land—suffered from an exodus of industry and a declining tax base. . . . In-
creasingly, black mayors were placed in a quasi-neocolonial posture: they de-
pended upon black votes to guarantee their success at the polls, but once
elected, they often implemented public policies that contradicted their con-
stituency’s material interests. They had assumed “electoral responsibility,” yet
they had no power to resolve the crisis created by capital.®}

There was another unintended consequence of black political empower-
ment: Due to the civil rights movement’s successes, as many as half of the
black middle class, often blocked from private-sector jobs by discrimination,
was employed in the public sector during the 1970s.** The reliance on
public-sector employment left the black middle class vulnerable to layoffs
when hundreds of thousands of government jobs were eliminated in the late
1970s and 1980s. The wave of cutbacks in public-sector jobs, continued with

the 1990s’ military base closures, severely and disproportionately hurt the
black middle class.
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Finally, as King was all too aware at the end of his life, the civil rights
movement had never succeeded in forging a lasting coalition with whites.
Even as the civil rights movement was expanding its vision and political ca-
pacity in the 1960s and early 1970s, white reaction against the civil rights
movement’s efforts had begun. But, in that era, even in the face of growing
white hostility, the civil rights movement had successfully maintained an al-
liance with political elites to develop programs that addressed minorities’
barriers to employment, education, and social services. Richard Nixon, for
example, had built his Silent Majority political base for the 1968 presiden-
tial election by appealing to white reaction against the civil rights move-
ment. But once in office, Nixon supported the development of the most ag-
gressive affirmative action programs in U.S. history.?> The job growth and
concomitant expansion of welfare state programs during the era of the ex-
panding middle class made it possible for political elites and many nonelite
whites (however reluctantly) to accept redistributive programs because white
people were not at that time being asked give up jobs, education, housing, or
social services to achieve racial equity. They needed only to make room at
the table as the economic and social pie expanded. Put another way, during
the 1960s and 1970s, gains for people of color were acceptable because it was
also a period of gains for whites.

The new conditions imposed on the United States by globalization rapidly
eroded national elites’ and nonelite whites’ willingness to support expensive
and redistributive social programs. Growing numbers of white suburbanites
abandoned the Democratic Party and put Republican presidents in office
from 1981 to 1992. By 1992, twelve years of Republican appointments left
the federal courts dominated by judges who were hostile to the basic tenets
of civil rights law of the previous era. Opponents of affirmative action and
expansive interpretations of voting rights were installed in the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission and the Department of Justice Civil
Rights Division. During the late 1980s and 1990s, most of the legal prece-
dent that had opened doors to people of color in education, employment,
and political power was struck down or reframed beyond recognition.?

But even in the hostile climate of the 1980s, the civil rights movement’s
political power continued to grow. Despite his enormous popularity among
whites, President Ronald Reagan was singularly unsuccessful in dismantling
some of the key components of the civil rights agenda, particularly affirmative
action programs, school desegregation efforts, and the expanded use of the
Voting Rights Act to redraw congressional and local districts.>” Even though
the Supreme Court retracted much of the legal basis for affirmative action in
a series of 1989 decisions, Congress in 1991 passed a Civil Rights Act that
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restored much of the law the Court’s decisions had undermined. During the
so-called Reagan Revolution, Jesse Jackson mounted two impressive cam-
paigns for the presidency and for a time became a central figure in the Dem-
ocratic Party and American politics. The Free South Africa Movement be-
came a significant force in American politics. In 1992, the largest number of
African Americans and Latinos ever elected to Congress took their seats, in-
cluding six African Americans from majority black districts in the South that
had not elected a black representative since Reconstruction.’® The Congres-
sional Black Caucus became one of the main power centers of the period. In
the 1980s and early 1990s, the civil rights movement might have been in-
creasingly on the defensive, but it was also increasingly powerful.

By the mid-1990s, however, the continuing erosion of the welfare state
and the rise of the private accumulation state, as well as growing inequality
and attacks on civil rights—especially of people of color—had taken its toll
on the civil rights movement’s political influence. The Republican seizure of
control of both houses of Congress in 1994, in particular, empowered a mas-
sive assault on civil rights, including the elimination of the welfare system,
assaults on immigrants’ rights, and harsh mandatory sentences for a long list
of crimes (see chapter 5). In the face of defeat after defeat, civil rights ac-
tivists’ reliance on elected officials, judges, and administrative regulations to
achieve some measure of equal opportunity and justice made less sense.

The problem was further complicated by the position in which many civil
rights activists found themselves. A generation of activists had made the de-
cision to “go in” to American institutions as lawyers, professors, health care
workers, social workers, and managers. By the 1980s and 1990s, many ac-
tivists had succeeded in getting themselves into positions in which they ex-
ercised some institutional power. But, as Bell warns, the relatively small num-
bers of such activists meant that they were often unable to challenge the
fundamental ways in which resources were distributed and power exercised
in their institutions.’ In the increasingly hostile climate of globalization,
many of these activists have been frustrated by their inability to transform
the mission and processes of their institutions. Indeed, by the end of the
1990s, rebuffed by courts for over a decade and unable to mount effective
electoral campaigns to reverse the government’s direction, even the most
stalwart civil rights activists were reconsidering their strategy.

The irony of the 1980s and 1990s was that civil rights activists won more
elections and people of color voted in unprecedented numbers, but the civil
rights movement had less capacity to compel government action against
racism. As the politics of the global era emerged, civil rights activists in-
creasingly expended what power they had simply to defend gains of the past,
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rather than to address the growing racial problems of the present. The civil
rights movement had reached a crossroads. How were people opposed to
racial privileging supposed to achieve equality and justice at a time when se-
lective universities were slashing minority admissions, when cuts in govern-
ment programs were adversely affecting minority communities and the black
middle class in particular, when courts were reversing thirty years’ worth of
civil rights rulings, and when the criminal justice system was being unleashed
on communities of color?

The civil rights movement’s vision of a just society remains today, in the
most general terms, similar to that of 1966. The eradication of racism will
take a “radical restructuring of society” in which the state plays a key role in
redistributing resources and curtailing market forces’ destructive capacity.
The eradication of white privilege and the creation of a society without
racism will require, as the movement articulated it in 1966, the end of mili-
tarism and poverty. In the global era, this vision—one of world peace and so-
cially responsible governmental regulation of capital to mitigate inequality—
remains compelling. The problem is not the civil rights movement’s vision of
social justice; it is its lack of sufficient power to compel the “radical restruc-
turing” that its vision mandates. In the conditions created by globalization—
the racialization of growing inequality and the emergence of the private ac-
cumulation state—how are people going to be able to effectively mobilize
around demands for racial equity and justice?

The Relationship between Community Power
and State Power in the Era of Globalization

The preceding analysis suggests that the civil rights movement has to eschew
dependence on state power at a time when government is decreasingly likely
to take action to create a just society. The need for state action, however, has
never been greater: Only a revitalized nation-state can curtail the growing
inequality and greater divisiveness between whites and people of color, U.S.
citizens and immigrants caused by market globalization. These trends are
tearing at the fabric of the dominant, middle-class social order. The need for
state intervention into the growing social crisis of globalization in the United
States is becoming increasingly urgent: to develop a new basis for social sta-
bility in the face of the disequalizing effects of market globalization. Efforts
to regulate global capital and to redistribute assets will necessitate expanding
the role of transnational state power and, to some extent, subordinating all
nation-states under global institutions. In many ways, these are the ideas
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about the “radical restructuring of the architecture of American society” en-
visioned by King over thirty-five years ago.

The challenge for civil rights activists in the era of globalization is to en-
hance their capacity to insist on this “radical restructuring,” even as the shift
from the welfare state to the private accumulation state is today undermin-
ing that capacity. The potential opportunities for such a radical restructuring
of the state rests in a combination of three factors: the growing instability of
the middle-class social order, the growing size and potential political influ-
ence of ethnic communities, and the growing momentum toward the devel-
opment of transnational accords. As we saw in chapter 6, there are today po-
tential opportunities for the development of new movements aimed at
compelling state action for socially responsible globalization, movements
based on working-class interests, human rights, and civil rights. In that chap-
ter, it was argued that all movements in the global era will have to centrally
focus on the demands and capacities of ethnic communities if they are to
make headway in challenging market globalization. In this chapter, I exam-
ine the ways that civil rights activists can today take advantage of the po-
tentials for change in this period.

The greatest achievement of the civil rights movement over the past
twenty years is its activists’ institutional positioning. As discussed earlier,
civil rights activists have succeeded in embedding themselves in institutional
positions where they exercise some influence on state power, either as policy
makers or elected officials, and direct the resources of private institutions to-
ward communities of color. Today, many thousands of individuals who iden-
tify with the civil rights movement work in institutions where they have a
degree of institutional decision-making power. From elected officials to pro-
fessors to lawyers, the status and power of people committed to racial justice
is impressive.** As well, thousands of nonprofit organizations continue to op-
erate within and advocate for ethnic communities, providing effective fo-
rums for people’s needs. The problem, however, is that these civil rights ac-
tivists rarely have much independent power within their institutions or access
to significant community-based, grassroots power and that the community-
based programs rarely have much influence over government programs. As a
result, the power of the civil rights activists is primarily shaped and con-
strained by the institutions in which they are located. Most civil rights move-
ment activists, having devoted the last twenty or thirty years to getting into
positions of institutional authority, have lost the capacity to mobilize power
autonomous from state power, that is, power rooted in communities of color,
or movements of workers, women, or sexual minorities. The inability of
many civil rights activists to mobilize such autonomous power is becoming a
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more significant liability as the capacity of the state to address the needs of
people of color continues to decline—indeed, as the state becomes increas-
ingly repressive in its relationship to ethnic communities.

The major exception to this observation is in the field of electoral poli-
tics. By definition, electoral politics involves the direct organizing of people
within their communities. As such, electoral politics is both directed at in-
stitutional power and is a form of grassroots organizing, especially in ethnic
communities, where social networks distinct from governmental institutions
are found.*! Politicians representing ethnic communities thus have a dual
role: on the one hand, to effect governmental policies and programs to help
their community, and on the other hand, to empower their community to ex-
ercise autonomous power. The contradiction between these two tasks is of
great importance to the civil rights movement. Governmental programs of-
ten have the effect—and the intent—of preventing the autonomous exercise
of power by marginalized people by limiting the political options for elected
and unelected officials. The question, then, is: Under what conditions can
civil rights activists influence state power while continuing to increase the
autonomous political capacity of communities of color?

As we saw earlier, the civil rights movement’s success in the 1960s was due
to its ability to link grassroots movement power to state power in a highly
creative and effective way in the context of the development of the middle-
class social order. In the global era, reestablishing the relationship between
state power and community power will take a reorientation of civil rights ad-
vocates who are now in positions of institutional power. Essentially, the con-
ditions created by globalization now require advocates for communities of
color to place primary emphasis on grassroots organizing rather than on the
exercise of state power. It may appear to civil rights advocates that this re-
orientation is asking that they give up what power they have to fight the cru-
cial defensive battles of this era. To the contrary, this proposal recognizes the
potential for changing the role of the state in society in this era, a potential
due to the growing social significance of ethnic communities and the loss of
social stability in the global era.

As communities of color are increasingly cut out of the social order by
racist and nationalist responses to market globalization, ethnic solidarity will
be more important as a necessity of survival in the face of growing underem-
ployment, cuts in state services, and increasing state violence and repression.
The dynamics of globalization will also continue to increase the size of ethnic
communities by encouraging the immigration of people from less developed
countries into the United States. Despite efforts to restrict citizenship, the po-
litical capacity of ethnic communities will continue to grow, and probably
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grow rapidly, in the decades to come, as immigrants’ children exercise their
right to vote and to dissent from repressive policies. Meanwhile, more of the
population that currently identifies as middle class, both whites and people of
color, will find it difficult to sustain the basic elements of the American
dream: home ownership, an income sufficient for discretionary spending, and
access to a college education. State power will be used for increasingly repres-
sive projects, undermining fundamental democratic principals in the process.
And international problems will escalate, especially as American power and
neoliberal dogma undermine the development of transnational means to reg-
ulate market globalization. This combination of growing ethnic power, de-
clining middle-class stability, and escalating social problems opens up impor-
tant new opportunities for social change.

It was suggested in chapter 6 that these conditions are potentially sup-
portive of the revitalization of working-class and transnational movements.
But the likeliest focus for ethnic politics in the immediate period will con-
tinue to be on civil rights, for this is where the links of ethnic community
grassroots power and advocates for racial justice in institutional positions are
best organized and where the assaults on people of color are most visible. As
ethnic power is organized to advocate directly for the needs of people of color
through electoral politics and protests of government actions, the potential
for the revitalization of working-class movements, as well as efforts to support
international peace and stability, will increase.

What can civil rights advocates accomplish, given their institutional po-
sitioning and, typically, their distance from community power today? The
simple answer: Civil rights advocates need to return to community organiz-
ing, but in a new form, as activists in institutional positions. To do this will
require a radical new vision of working inside social institutions.*? Rather
than just “doing the job,” activists will have to reinvent theit positions and
their relationships to the institutions in which they are located. To do this
will require civil rights advocates to undergo a fundamental reorientation,
away from using institutional positions to provide services for constituents or
clients toward learning how to use institutional positions for the purpose of
community organizing and empowerment. The institutionalization of social
movements can be regarded as both a success and a problem.* Institutional-
ization brings with it stability and access to power, prestige, visibility, and
economic resources. But institutionalization also compels activists to “play
by the rules” and to be “realistic” about the possibility for change. The insti-
tutionalization of social movement organizations and leaders, then, can po-
tentially co-opt social movements and greatly restrict the activists’ range of
options.
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But this need not be the case. Instead, it is possible for leaders of social
movement organizations, or activists in institutional positions, to use their re-
sources for the purpose of community empowerment. As Kim Voss and Rachel
Sherman show for the labor movement, such a reorientation is difficult to ac-
complish, as it requires a major shift in resource allocation and a change in
the organizational culture and structure itself.* It also requires a change in the
concept of leadership, away from that of a dispenser of resources and gate-
keeper of power toward a model of leadership based on assisting people to
identify their grievances, to get organized, and to enable them to act on those
grievances. For example, instead of just being school teachers, activist teach-
ers can make their school a site of community organizing, focusing on bring-
ing together parents, students, and community leaders to make demands on
the school system as a core component of their jobs. Instead of being just pub-
lic health doctors providing health care for patients, medical personnel can
learn how to turn their hospital or health agency into a community center,
where they organize and empower community members to demand better
health care. Instead of being just elected officials trying to make deals that de-
liver services and resources to the community, elected officials can learn to fo-
cus on community organizing as central to all of their work, and not just dur-
ing elections. Instead of providing legal services to clients, civil rights
attorneys can learn to organize community meetings around specific issues
and empower people to address the problem themselves.*

In making this transformation, civil rights advocates will be able to draw on
their existing institutional capacities, which many have retained despite in-
creasingly hostile conditions. But even more importantly, advocates in institu-
tional positions might learn to draw on the political capacity of communities
of color. To do so, they must be willing to sacrifice short-term gains (or even
efforts to minimize losses) in the interests of long-term community empower-
ment. Rather than taking the position of professionals providing services to
subordinate clients, advocates must learn how to become community activists
and empower communities to make direct demands on public and private in-
stitutions. Professional activists are going to have to set aside the institutional
imperatives—winning a lawsuit, seeking to provide much needed services to
people with bottomless needs, and so on—in favor of efforts to organize people
and to empower them to set the agenda and to create the grassroots leaders and
organizations to carry them out. This orientation goes against the grain of in-
stitutions’ own logic and may lead them to issue formal or informal sanctions
against those who advocate it. Advocates are going to have to learn how to be
simultaneously “insiders” and “outsiders,” using the institutional resources to
which they have access not to further the institution’s mission (or their own
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carcers), but to organize and empower marginalized communities. At times,
this may even require advocates to not use skills they have developed for in-
stitutional purposes, and may compel them to remember “nonprofessional”
skills, such as how to organize a community meeting or how to do media
work. Despite the risks inherent in this reorientation, the power that can be
mobilized “from below” may become much more politically significant in the
coming years, thereby increasing the capacity of advocates in institutional
positions to make demands on their institutions or the state as a whole, and
thus to participate in an effective way in the efforts to make globalization so-
cially responsible.

The civil rights movement is a favorable setting for this reorientation to
take place. Those activists in institutional positions are clearly frustrated by
their growing inability to win substantive reforms for people of color, a frus-
tration that can be an impetus to try out new ideas. People of color need no
convincing that civil rights are important, be it to curtail police violence, to
defend affirmative action in education or employment contexts, or to ad-
vance the rights of immigrants and refugees. And, the large majority of civil
rights activists still have strong ties to ethnic communities. Unleashing the
capacity of ethnic communities requires making the connection between the
institutional activists and communities of color.

As we saw in chapter 6, ethnic community politics will not be limited to
one arena, such as civil rights. Ethnic community politics is all-sided, re-
flecting the complex class, gender, sexual orientation, and racial and inter-
national issues that are the impetus for the development of ethnicity in the
first place. The revitalization of the civil rights movement, then, has imme-
diate implications for the revival of all movements for socially responsible
globalization.

Case Study: The Campaign to Stop
Proposition 209 in California, 1994-1996

The strengths and weaknesses of the civil rights movement were in full view
during the campaign to stop the passage of Proposition 209, the 1996 Cali-
fornia ballot initiative to end public-sector affirmative action programs. As
discussed in chapter 5, Proposition 209 did not use direct racist claims to at-
tack affirmative action; instead, it used language suggesting that affirmative
action was inconsistent with the fundamental idea of merit, that is, the idea
that everyone should be treated equally. Proposition 209 supporters charged
that the civil rights movement had abandoned its principles after the passage
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of the 1964 Civil Rights Act by supporting “preferential treatment” for peo-
ple of color and that they, the supporters of Proposition 209, were the “true”
civil rights activists.* For this reason, they named their ballot initiative the
California Civil Rights Initiative.

The task facing supporters of affirmative action was daunting because
they had to convince the majority of the California electorate that (a)
racism is still a major fact of life in California and (b) affirmative action
programs are essential to create equal opportunity. Initial polls in 1994
suggested that Proposition 209 had over 70 percent support among likely
voters and that its passage was all but inevitable. When California gover-
nor Pete Wilson decided to back the initiative, Proposition 209’s passage
seemed ensured. Despite these odds, a group of civil rights activists—
comprised mostly of attorneys working for nonprofit public interest law
firms, but also including some union organizers, women’s advocates, and a
few grassroots community organizers—decided to oppose the proposition.
The group that initiated the campaign to prevent the passage of Proposi-
tion 209 began with an impressive track record of victories in the courts
and successful lobbying of the California legislature. By working together
consistently for decades and developing institutional positioning (mostly
in nonprofit organizations and unions), the leaders of the anti-209 coali-
tion began with access to some funding and some political clout.

Mounting an effective electoral campaign in the most populous state (35
million people) was going to require expertise in polling and message devel-
opment. And, to pull off a campaign that had to use television and radio ads
to reach all the voters in a large, spread-out state, millions of dollars would
have to be raised. None of the core activists had the experience to pull off
such a task. To make matters worse, many Democratic Party leaders, espe-
cially President Bill Clinton, considered the effort to oppose Proposition 209
too risky and warned potential donors, elected officials, and candidates to
avoid making affirmative action into a “wedge issue” that would drive white
voters away from Democratic candidates for office.*?

Despite the long odds, the campaign against Proposition 209 picked up
momentum and supporters. Efforts to build a stable coalition between femi-
nist organizations, civil rights organizations, and labor unions did not suc-
ceed. Neither did efforts to develop a sustained grassroots campaign—
although one organization, Californians for Justice, did outstanding grass-
roots organizing through voter registration and “get out the vote” drives in
the Bay Area counties and Los Angeles. But the two coalitions that emerged
to oppose Proposition 209 did have sufficient historic standing to have access
to resources (mostly through labor unions and feminist organizations) and
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were able to mount effective media campaigns, both through “free” media
(articles, editorials, and op-ed pieces) and paid advertising. As a result, by
the last stage of the election in October 1996, polls showed that Proposition
209’s passage was by no means guaranteed.

Despite the good fight, Proposition 209 passed with 54 percent of the
vote. The campaign against Proposition 209 ran into two significant prob-
lems rooted in the history of the civil rights movement. The first stemmed
from activists’ lack of expertise in running a statewide electoral campaign.
The activists in the No on 209 Campaign decided that the complexity of the
campaign required leadership by a professional campaign director and poll-
sters. Professional political consultants were hired to take responsibility for
polling, message development, and paid advertising. These professionals
were long-term Democratic Party workers, who earned their living and made
their reputations by running electoral campaigns, mostly for candidates run-
ning for national offices. As the decisive last stage of the campaign neared,
however, the professional campaign staff repeatedly delayed developing a
campaign message. Without a unifying message, campaign materials re-
mained unfocused and uninformed by polling results. Finally, the campaign’s
television ad was developed with little input from the campaign steering
committee, and, when it was aired, activists saw to their horror that the
wrong message was used.*® The lack of a clear message certainly contributed
to Proposition 209’s passage.

Why were highly skilled pollsters, media advisers, and political consult-
ants unable to develop a message or an effective television ad? The problem
was not a lack of skill, but a lack of commitment to defeat Proposition 209.
Political consultants’ long-term career interests require that they appease
powerful interests in their political party. The No on 209 Campaign was run
largely outside the Democratic Party and was perceived as a threat by pow-
erful Democrats, including the president, who adamantly refused to utter the
words “vote no on 209” at any time during the campaign. The professional
consultants therefore had a conflict of interest with the civil rights activists,
a conflict resulting in the failures that sabotaged the campaign.

The other problem in the No on 209 Campaign was its decision not to pri-
oritize a grassroots campaign. The choice facing the campaign leadership was
between taking all steps to try to win the campaign or to focus on long-term
base-building efforts. In a state the size and complexity of California, media-
driven campaigns are essential to reach all potential voters. Media campaigns
for ballot initiatives cost between $2 and $8 million, although the record for
a California ballot proposition is over $20 million. The campaign leadership
decided that its priority was to defeat Proposition 209, which meant that pri-
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ority had to be given to raising the money to run a media campaign. Grass-
roots organizing was left up to constituent organizations. The failure to de-
velop a statewide grassroots organization meant that, once the campaign was
over, people who had been active in the effort to defend affirmative action
had virtually no way to continue to work together and nowhere to sum up
the experiences of the 209 campaign.

The combination of these two problems suggests that civil rights move-
ment activists may have to take a longer-term view of each campaign they
wage in the present conditions of globalization. The problem for the No on
209 Campaign was that it relied too heavily on political elites with a vested
interest in state power and did too little to organize and mobilize community-
based power. While trying to defeat Proposition 209 made sense in the short
run, this decision made long-term base building virtually impossible. A grass-
roots base building strategy would concentrate on organizing communities of
color and progressive whites so that the next time (and there will surely be a
next time) an effort to roll back civil rights appears, activists will be organ-
ized, educated, skilled, and ready to take on the challenges of stopping it
more effectively. The problem for the activists in the No on 209 Campaign
was they that lacked the power and the experience necessary to accomplish
both defeating Proposition 209 and base building simultaneously.

It may well be, however, that future campaigns to defend civil rights will be
capable of managing both electoral tasks because of the lessons learned in the
209 campaign. The effort to defeat the ban on racial classifications in Califor-
nia, for example, is being led by the same activists who worked to stop Proposi-
tion 209. They bring to this effort the skills and lessons gleaned from the No on
209 Campaign. Also, the growing number of Latino and Asian voters, as well
as the redistricting of California after the 2000 census, is altering the political
landscape, increasing the likelihood of a successful effort to block a racist ballot
initiative. Finally, the racial polarization that resulted from strong Republican
support for every anti-immigrant and anticivil rights ballot initiative of the last
two decades has begun to worry top Republicans, including President George
W. Bush, who is warning California Republicans to stay away from the racial
classification initiative. In short, all of the elements of globalization are at work
in California, both increasing the propensity toward anti-immigrant and racist
measures and the capacity of people who would oppose them.

Conclusion: Finding Hope in a Time of Fear

The beginning of a new era in world history is always a time of fear and of
hope. New ideas and new social relationships are being glimpsed, but they
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are superimposed on top of old ideas and old social patterns, producing an ef-
fect Saskia Sassen aptly refers to as “decentering.” Globalization is develop-
ing through the extension of markets and capital investments, and is creat-
ing extraordinary contradictions everywhere. As we have seen, globalization
is simultaneously undermining the significance of space and territory and en-
hancing the importance of localism as a way of fending off social crisis. Glob-
alization is simultaneously creating the possibilities for a greater sphere of co-
operation between peoples and encouraging efforts to wall people off from its
benefits. Globalization is simultaneously undermining people’s traditions and
enhancing ethnic solidarity. In the most general sense, globalization offers up
a dazzling vision of all humanity living together in a global village, while si-
multaneously ripping apart social orders and spreading social crisis every-
where. In many ways, people today are torn between worlds, uncertain of the
past, the future, and even the present.

It is not surprising, then, that racism and nationalism are on the rise to-
day. When people are afraid, they fall back on known ways to buffer them-
selves, to fend off what they perceive as a threat. This fear is supported by the
material benefits that can accrue from the defense of their racial or national
privileges. The challenge in this era is to give people hope in the face of the
uncertainties and dangers of the present, to demonstrate to them that the cri-
sis of globalization can best be addressed by going outward into the world, not
inward into the old forms of privilege and oppression.

Coming to grips with the challenges and possibilities for racial and social
justice in the era of globalization is a daunting business, indeed. Just at the
time when civil rights activists have gotten themselves entrenched in legisla-
tures, courts, classrooms, and professional and managerial positions in private
enterprise, the dynamics of racism and the potential spaces for antiracist pol-
itics are changing again. The evidence that change is upon us is mostly bad
news: increasing assaults on racial and national minorities, the wholesale
abandonment of democratic principles, growing insecurity, and rapidly esca-
lating inequality. The only way for people committed to racial and social jus-
tice to not become paralyzed in the face of these negative changes is to see the
potential for social justice that lies nascent in globalization at this moment.

We can be certain of some enduring truths: People everywhere will con-
tinue to yearn for freedom and justice, and, consequently, systems of oppres-
sion will not stand without challenge for very long. I have argued that the
potential challenges to the crisis of globalization comes from two sources:
first, the continuous if episodic upsurges in popular resistance in the face of
growing crises in the global era and second, economic and political elites’
need for, and interest in, social stability. But most of all, hope comes from a
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longer-term view of the present situation. Globalization itself will continue
to steadily undermine the racist and “localizing” practices discussed in this
book. No matter what the U.S. government does, the capacity of any nation-
state to deal with the crisis on its own is declining. No matter how white sub-
urbanites try to wall off the effects of globalization, local communities are be-
ing rapidly absorbed into global cities. No draconian restrictions on
immigration will stop the process of the erosion of national boundaries, es-
pecially between the United States and Mexico.

All of these efforts to forestall the impact of globalization are at best short-
term fixes. Increasingly, the world is inexorably being bound together. The
only question is on whose terms.
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