
Prologue

I am old enough to remember Pearl Harbor.
At the time of the attack by the forces of Imperial Japan on December 7, 

1941, on a substantial number of American ships anchored in that port in 
Hawaii, I was attending an elementary school in what today would be called 
a lower-middle class neighborhood. My fellow students came from a vari-
ety of backgrounds. There were Protestants and Catholics and Jews; many 
were the children or grandchildren of immigrants from Europe. There were 
several African American children whose parents had more recent roots in 
the American south. As far as I can remember there were no kids of Asian 
background. For most of us, our only introduction to folks from that part of 
the world occurred in art class. There, in the spring semester of 1942, our 
diverse array of pint-sized patriots, all united to “Bury the Axis” (a common 
reference to Germany, Italy, and Japan), learned to draw posters of “The 
Japs,” the yellow-skinned, slant-eyed, near-sighted, buck-toothed, horrible 
people who were threatening our way of life. Almost 80 years later I can still 
do a sketch of that evil-enemy’s visage (Figure 1.1).

Chapter 1

Pride and Prejudice
Variations on a Theme

Figure 1.1 Crudely drawn caricature of an enemy in World War II .
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Figure 1.2  Political cartoon of “subversive threat” of Japanese Americans, 1942.

In our art room and in the school’s corridors were posters with cari-
catures like that and slogans denouncing all of our enemies. These were 
accompanied by symbols such as the swastika of the Nazis, the fascist logo 
of the Italians, and the rising sun of Japan. Perhaps because the Germans 
and Italians looked an awful lot like so many other white people in the 
country, it was harder to make them comically sinister. Not so with the 
Japanese. They were easy for us to draw and to ridicule.

Of course, schools were not the only place where evocative illustra-
tions of patriotism and put-downs of enemies were posted. They were 
everywhere, not least in the newspapers. Here is one classic example 
(Figure 1.2).

The picture below was drawn in the early days of World War II. It 
dramatically shows a long “Fifth Column” (a common expression for sub-
versive forces amongst us working for an enemy) of cartoonish Asians 
stretched out along the California coast, each in turn accepting blocks of 
the explosive, TNT, from a similar-looking individual. The assumption 
portrayed was that these were disloyal Americans (presumably of Japanese 
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origin), ready and willing to wreak havoc in this country on behalf of 
their real homeland, Japan.

Like the pictures we were taught to draw, that fear-mongering political 
cartoon was one of many visual, spoken, and material forms of propaganda 
meant to fan the embers of suspicion of certain designated “others,” bolster 
patriotism and enhance the defense of the country against untrustworthy 
alien elements, even at the cost of interning those who came or whose parents came 
to the U.S. from Japan as immigrants, most of whom were fully naturalized citizens.

The cartoon, titled “Waiting for a Signal from Home,” was drawn by 
a man named Theodor Geisel who signed his drawings and stories even 
then as “Dr. Seuss.” The cartoonist and writer would later become the 
creator of many imaginative books for children of all ages including his 
much later sendup of racism itself in his story of “The Sneetches” – about 
those who had stars on their bellies and were envied by those who didn’t.

After World War II Geisel apologized for some of the crude pictures he 
had drawn of members of various American minority groups and foreign-
ers when he was a student at Dartmouth College and, later, during the war 
itself. Yet the fact remains that if another now-contemporary cartoonist 
changed the smiley faces of the Japanese Americans in Geisel’s old “Fifth 

Figure 1.3 Recent Anti-Mexican poster distributed by Neo-Nazis in U.S.
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Column” cartoon to those looking “Latino” and made them bandidos with 
big mustachios and wearing sombreros, coming up instead of down the 
California coast, the very same sentiment would be conveyed about those 
who some claim to be threatening to subvert the country, including Ameri-
can citizens of Mexican heritage.

The fact is that this is being done today by those in the highest reaches 
of government and in the vulgar portraits of homegrown National Social-
ists (Nazis). No better example of such blatant racism is to be found that 
that expressed in the recent poster shown in Figure 1.3.

Such pictorial devices stand side by side with harsh words and harsher 
policies and practices that make demons those people in dominant posi-
tions as well as those who feel left out often see as threatening. These are 
the tropes of intolerance. They are used to reinforce differences among 
and between groups, maintain hierarchies, and invoke fervent communal 
or national pride while targeting specific racial, religious, ethnic, or polit-
ical groups, thereby reinforcing a dichotomy between “We” and “They.”

The Power of Culture

That We/They dichotomy, highlighting distinctions between one’s own 
group and others, is as old as human society and is commonplace in the 
legends and lore of many people. It was given a specific name in the first 
decade of the 20th century when William Graham Sumner coined a new 
word, ethnocentrism. (It is a composite term whose core is the Greek word, 
ethnos, meaning “culture.”)

In Folkways, published in 1906, Sumner defined his invented term as “a 
tendency that leads people to exaggerate and intensify everything in their 
own folkways which is peculiar and which differentiates them from others.”1

Writing around the same time as Sumner, Rudyard Kipling described 
this same phenomenon in more lyrical terms:

All good people agree,
And all good people say,
All nice people like Us, are We
And everyone else is They.2

Sumner, a Social Darwinist and one of America’s first professors of sociol-
ogy, and Kipling, a dyed-in-the-wool British imperialist and noted writer, 
each touched a common chord in their prosaic and poetic descriptions. 
Each noted that human beings favor that which they know best and see 
others through their own cultural biases.

In another poem, “The Stranger at My Gate,” Kipling put some sub-
stantive meat on the bare bones of that sociological truth:
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The stranger within my gate,
He may be true or kind,
But he does not talk my talk -
I cannot feel his mind.
I see his face and the eyes and the mouth
But not the soul behind.

The men of my own stock
They may do ill or well, 
But they tell the lies I am wonted to,
They are used to the lies I tell;
And we do not need interpreters
When we go to buy or sell.3

Whatever Sumner and Kipling may have thought about the roots of 
their own beliefs, the fact is that such attitudes toward others are not 
innate aversions; they are learned. As stated in the simplest terms in the 
musical South Pacific and corroborated by myriad studies by behavioral 
scientists, “You have to be taught to hate and fear/You have to be care-
fully taught.”

What is conveyed in those two lines about being taught to hate clearly 
refers to communally specific dispositions relating to all sorts of rules of 
behavior, not least those dealing with social relations.

While those who do the teaching may play down distinctions between 
their own group and others, it is quite common to emphasize them and 
not infrequently to exploit them as did my third-grade art teacher using 
the  Japanese caricature that would result in instilling suspicion of and bias 
against those who were different. Such sentiments, often preceding any 
actual contact with designated adversaries, are assumptions and attitudes 
called prejudices.

The Paradox of Prejudice

Prejudice itself is a complex concept. It involves beliefs, such as nega-
tive ideas about certain groups; feelings, including suspicion, fear, and 
revulsion, and even predispositions to act in particular ways, such as 
being wary of those we don’t know “when” as Kipling says, “we go to 
buy and sell.”

Both pride and prejudice are enhanced and heightened by messages 
about what is right and wrong, what is good and bad, what is acceptable 
and what is unacceptable, as well as whom to love and whom to fear – 
all ideas transmitted by various agents of socialization. Most prominent 
among the conveyers of such values and norms are parents, peers, teachers, 
and preachers. Sometimes other figures play highly significant roles in this 



6 Pride and Prejudice

process of indoctrination, especially in paternalistic, authoritarian socie-
ties where many rules for acceptable thoughts and behavior are dictated 
from “on high,” from State or Church or both and violations for transgres-
sors are subject to various forms of punishment.

While few modern behavioral scientists accept old theories of innate 
aversion, not a few have found strong feed-back relationships between the 
conveyance of ideas about others, their unconscious acceptance, and even 
certain neural responses that manifest themselves in measurable reactions 
to simulated as well as real encounters between those most like themselves 
and others.

Not surprisingly, those being socialized internalize whatever distinc-
tions are conveyed about those others. And they may be encouraged to 
translate dark thoughts and feelings into acts of discrimination ranging 
along a continuum of behavior.

Discrimination often takes on the properties of a processual phenome-
non, with one act building upon an earlier one.

Having singled out those “others,” it is often the case that the next step 
is to blame them for being responsible for specific ills, or even for all the 
ills of society and then to treat them accordingly.

Common ways of doing this include humiliating them and setting 
up and enforcing rules of separation, and other institutionalizing ways 
to keep people “in their place” both literally and figuratively. Included 
in such actions are forbidding access to certain public facilities like 
libraries or parks or public swimming pools, maintaining a system of 
segregated schools and restricted neighborhoods, and even harsher 
measures.

To enforce such segregation – and to be sure none are trying to pass as 
being something other than who they really are, sometimes those discrimi-
nated against are required to carry identity cards or even to wear identifiable 
badges as was required of Jews in Nazi Germany and its occupied lands in 
the early stages of World War II where a yellow star of David often with the 
word “Jew” in the local language – Jude in German, Juif in French, Jood in 
Dutch, etc. – had always to be worn on their outer garments (Figure 1.4).

If people can be persuaded that those so stigmatized are the real cause 
of their suffering, then it is logical to think and say that something must 
be done to mitigate the situation. Such sentiment may then lead to calls 
to further action such as organizing and mobilizing cadres of like-minded 
persons, setting up a bandwagon effect to persuade those of their “own 

Often it starts with a stereotype, a generalized image of some group and 
its members. Stereotyping can lead to stigmatizing, the singling out those 
who are either clearly different or designated as being so – and then often 
made to feel that way. They may be given labels and, not infrequently, 
insulting nicknames.
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kind” to join the cause to help “take back the neighborhood [or the 
country].”

One matter rarely discussed when describing the characteristics of prej-
udice and discrimination based on such bigotry is a perverse paradox, a 
sense of psychic gratification often felt by those imposing the rules on 
others and seeing them enforced. It is a form of what in German is known 
as Schadenfreude, an expression referring to the sheer pleasure and smug 
satisfaction gained from witnessing the misfortune or suffering of others. 
In this regard prejudice not only gives political and economic advantages 
to those in authority; it also has a clear psychological function, at least for 
certain people. It pumps up egos and exalts conceit.

Sigmund Freud described this in a terse sentence: “In the undisguised 
antipathies and aversions people feel toward strangers with whom they 
have to do we may recognize the expression of self-love, of narcissism.”4 
Such narcissism is often broadened to include the specialness of group 
membership.

In John Dollard’s classic study, Caste and Class in a Southern Town, 
published in the 1930s, without naming it, the author documented this 
phenomenon, pointing to the finding that, in addition to keeping Black 
people “in their place” and benefitting from the low-kept cost of their 
labor, even the poorest whites had one thing that, in many ways, proved 
paramount. They weren’t black!.5

Figure 1.4  Star of David Jews were forced to wear in Germany and all 
 occupied countries.
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A much more recent expression of this is to be found in the controver-
sial novel To Set a Watchman, a book many say was actually the original 
unexpurgated iteration of the prize-winning novel, To Kill a Mockingbird. 
In its pages many of writer Harper Lee’s characters, including the saintly 
Atticus Finch, are shown to harbor such self-satisfied feelings of agency 
and superiority.6

Creating a sense of Schadenfreude can be a useful instrument for dema-
gogues to employ in the promulgation of the sort of group narcissism to 
which Freud had referred.

If this seems a bit far-fetched, think of how people often feel when 
engaged in or watching everyday sports rivalries, especially witnessing 
the ignominious defeat of the opposition. Substituting a different sort of 
targeted foe and one that is more menacing than an opponent on the 
football gridiron, soccer field, or basketball court, it is not difficult to un-
derstand what happens in the arena of intergroup interactions. Nowhere is 
this clearer than in the experiments of sociologist Muzafer Sherif and the 
school teacher Jane Elliot, each of whom showed how easy it is to get peo-
ple who are basically similar to one another to take on all the characteris-
tics of bigots within a few days, merely by designating certain members of 
their groups as different and then reinforcing such distinctions.

In the first instance, the researcher described the setting up of “Color 
War” (Reds against Greens, for example) rivalries among children from 
the same socio-economic level and from similar communities in a summer 
camp setting; in the second, the teacher separated children into groups ac-
cording to their eye color and then played favorites with one cohort while 
denigrating those in the other group. In both cases, the equivalent of racial 
prejudice occurred as did many expressions of discrimination against those 
who were otherized.7

Not a static phenomenon, the creation and exacerbation of animosity 
just discussed often builds on itself. It can lead to such extreme conse-
quences as quite clearly illustrated in the diagram adapted from a design by 
Ellen Tuzzolo and the Safehouse Progressive Alliance for Non- Violence 
(Figure 1.5).

Discriminatory acts against designated foes are shown in this graphic 
as an ascending hierarchy. It may start with indifference to the plight of 
those less fortunate to seemingly minor actions such as name-calling and 
verbal abuse to various forms of exclusion and segregation to acts of terror, 
such as lynching; ethnic cleansing (attempts to expel entire communities); 
and spasms of violence such as murderous attacks on schools or places of 
worship or entertainment to organized genocide, that is, the annihilation 
of entire groups. Those who engage in any of these actions are all ex-
pressing some sort of distain for the targeted groups. This is true whether 
they really believe that what they are doing is right or have been cajoled 



Pride and Prejudice 9

into acting on behalf of others’ fears and fantasies. They may be what one 
sociologist once called “the gentle people of prejudice,” that is, those who 
go along to get along even though they are well aware that what they are 
doing is wrong.

This is why bullies are so powerful. As former FBI chief James Comey 
said, “It is so much easier to be a follower, to go with the crowd, to just 
blend in.”8

While it effectively offers a visualized summary of much of what has 
just been considered and while adding even more examples of the process, 
there is an interesting twist to the use of this particular diagram.

Deemed by the teacher who created it and by civil rights promoters as 
an effective vehicle for portraying the cumulative effects of bigotry, the 
poster itself was damned by some who said it “was devised to convince 
liberals that all whites were racists.”

On the campus Salisbury University in Maryland where the pyramid 
was first presented in a course on diversity, opponents to its use overlaid the 
diagram with the words, CAMPUS REFORM, a censorious expression 

Figure 1.5 A Hierarchy of Discrimination.
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by conservative students. Their protest was accompanied by the notation 
that “Campus Reform [presumably the name of an organization or lobby-
ing group] exposes the liberal bias and abuse against conservatives taking 
place on America’s colleges and universities.” They asked their followers, 
“Will you help expose liberal bias on America’s?”

The challenge to the content of the diagram is a rather dramatic exam-
ple of another sort of dichotomy that exists in many societies and, these 
days, certainly in ours: that between those prideful of their identities as 
progressives or liberals and those said to be “on the Right.”

While missing or intentionally ignoring the point of the exercise which 
was to expose all manifestations of hate, the protest against its use is not to 
be ignored. It represents a sort of counterpunch that has become a com-
mon tactic of resisters to change at many colleges, in the halls of Congress 
and other places where discrimination is of major concern.

One is reminded of the phrase written by William Safire but spoken 
by Spiro Agnew, about that “effete corps of impudent snobs,” who, it was 
suggested, think they have all the answers to social issues.

In a way the expression offers a warning against such arrogance. As in 
the past, there are on every campus and in the wider society, large num-
bers who feel that those who decry any offenses made about racial, reli-
gious, or sexual minorities have their own biases. These are often manifest 
in what one astute commentator called “respectable bigotry.”9

A good example is the ease with which some of those who decry the use 
of pejorative words for African-Americans or Latinos or gays unabashedly 
refer to “white trash,” “rednecks,” and “hillbillies.”

It is important to recognize that there are many gradations of 
 involvement – and many forms of reactions – by both those in dominant 
groups and those being targeted. No-holds-barred bigots from the ex-
tremes often find themselves lumped together under a single rubric named 
many years ago by Eric Hoffer. He called them “True Believers.” In his 
litany of what might be called the tenants of their faith, hatred tops the list. 
Other characteristics cited by Hoffer are a readiness to follow, a vulnera-
bility to persuasion and coercion, and a veneration of leaders.10

True believers are found in many ideological spheres – social, reli-
gious, economic, political, and often combinations of these. Such a multi- 
variate case is almost intuitively understood among those who advocate 
white supremacy, who seek to maintain what they see and often call 
“racial purity.”

A Pigment of the Imagination?

What is meant by racial purity?
Many say there is no such thing.
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The sociologist Rubén Rumbaut calls it “a pigment of the imagina-
tion.” His clever statement is at once an exposé and a reason for reflec-
tion on the power of illusion and the opportunity for oppression. Yet the 
word race cannot be lightly dismissed. In itself is it something that needs 
unpacking.

Race is indeed a social construction. It has roots in two rather differ-
ent although often related patterns of discrimination: discrimination as 
marking distinctiveness based on outward characteristics and as connect-
ing such realities with assumptions about and the treatment of others. In a 
sense it is connecting looks to outlooks.

The term race entered the vernacular in the 18th century when 
 proto-anthropologists and others used it in taxonomies of human differ-
ence based on general similarities in physical appearances – skin color, 
hair texture, physiognomy – often broadly linked to geography. For ex-
ample, the Swedish biologist and physician Carl von Linne, also known 
as Linnaeus, The Great Classifier, claimed there were four races. He gave 
each a Latin name: Africanus niger (Black Africans), Asiaticus luridus  (Sallow 
Asians), Americanus rufus (Red Americans), and Europaeus albus (White 
 Europeans). Others said there were five races; still others said there were 
ten or more. Their varied lists often depended on how far afield they trav-
eled and how closely they looked into the matter.

Those trying to understand human differences don’t have to be geneti-
cists to report that owing to isolation or tradition individuals tend to pro-
duce offspring who are more similar in appearance to one another than to 
others. Such endogamy gives rise to large cohorts of those with generally 
similar physical attributes. Moreover, people in different climes frequently 
display a variety of manners and mores that to outsiders may seem strange, 
even exotic. This may explain why, as noted above, physical traits are of-
ten thought to be coupled to manners and mores.

To further envision this, imagine that, instead of a Christopher Colum-
bus who headed west searching for a short-cut to India, a west African 
explorer was sent out by his king to sail round the bulge of the Continent 
and then due-north to seek gold said to exist on a huge island up in that 
part of the world. And suppose that he and his crew landed on the shores 
of one of the British Isles and found a pale-skinned people who looked 
very different from any he had ever seen. Moreover, those he observed 
seemed to be acting very strangely and speaking in a gibberish he could 
not understand. Might he not assume a connection between their outward 
appearance and their behavior. Even if it would be proven to be a false 
assumption. It was a logical one.

The European classifiers studying such relationships would use such 
logic but see it as causative. And, going much farther and using what 
can best be called their Eurocentric biases, they not only documented the 



12 Pride and Prejudice

seeming connection between the physical appearances of those in certain 
groups and the way they acted but claimed that those most like themselves 
were clearly a superior to all others.11

While we will never know what the imaginary African explorer might 
have done, almost invariably the Europeans who spoke and wrote about 
the topic, ranked “The Races of Mankind” in a hierarchy that used their 
own culture as the natural prototype against which all others were meas-
ured. A stunning poetic expression of this contention is to be found in a 
short poem, “Foreign Children.” It was written by the Edinburgh-born 
writer, Robert Louis Stevenson who, like Kipling, was also aptly called “a 
white man’s poet.” It was read by hundreds of thousands of children in the 
English-speaking world.

Little Indian, Sioux or Crow,
Little frosty Eskimo,
Little Turk or Japanese,

O’ don’t you wish that you were me?
You have seen the scarlet trees
And the lions overseas;
You have eaten ostrich eggs,
And turned the turtles off their legs.

Such a life is very fine,
But it’s not so nice as mine:
You must often, as you trod,
Have wearied not to be abroad.

You have curious things to eat,
I am fed on proper meat;
You must dwell beyond the foam,
But I am safe and live at home.

Little Indian, Sioux or Crow,
Little frosty Eskimo,
Little Turk or Japanee, 
Oh, don’t you wish that you were me?12

Some said the racial hierarchies were God-given distinctions and even 
cited biblical passages to justify the claim. But it was also common for 
powerful figures to use what came to be called “scientific racism” as a 
useful rationale for distinguishing between themselves and others, whom 
they sometimes called heathens, savages, and primitives, and as a justifica-
tion to subdue and then “civilize them.” This was a convenient intellectual 
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ploy frequently used in an era of rapidly expanding British, French,  
Belgian, and Portuguese imperialism. In a half-facetious poem about 
America’s own exploits in the Philippines, Kipling called it taking up “the 
white man’s burden.”13

Over the years since such typologies were constructed no evidence has 
been found to indicate that intelligence or potential for any particular kind 
of activity is genetically connected to “color.” Yet, assumptions about race 
remain and are frequently exploited.

The fact is that like “blackness,” “whiteness” is a social construction as 
are notions about “racial” hierarchies. As such, researchers have found that 
persisting ideas about those who are white and those who are non-white 
are internalized by everyone. This means that, despite claims expressed by 
those who see themselves as absolutely “color-blind,” the insidious power 
of socialization in a society where systemic racism exists means that none 
are immune to widespread images of those who are different.

In modern times the word ethnicity has often been interchanged with 
race or substituted for it. But they are not the same.

In the United States the whole semantic discussion is clouded by the 
fact that many people use the word ethnic more narrowly to refer to those 
who are minorities.

A dictionary definition says a minority is literally less than fifty percent 
of a given population but to that statistically accurate definition another 
is added by most social scientists: “…members of any subordinated groups 
regardless of size are known as minorities.” An oft-cited example is the 
case of apartheid South Africa where blacks constituted the largest seg-
ment of the population, but clearly had minority status.

Yankees and Other Ethnics

What would become the United States was founded mainly by a small 
group of descendants of English colonists, sometimes called Yankees. 
Once independence from Great Britain was obtained, the Founding 
Fathers had differing views about how to deal with groups who came 
from abroad, including the thousands of captive slaves who had been 
brought from Africa and those who were voluntary migrants from Eu-
rope. Over time those in the latter cohort became a more and more 
varied lot.

Ethnicity refers to identity based on common histories and common 
values and rules for behavior, often expressed by the use of a common 
language or dialect, and the practice of a common religion. In such 
terms, white Anglo-Saxon Protestants (often referred to as WASPs) are 
as ethnic as any members of one of the hundreds of tribes of truly native 
Americans.
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While some were religious dissenters and others were adventurers and 
fortunes seekers, most were individuals driven out by poverty or the lack 
of mobility and attracted by the promise of better opportunities in the 
New World for themselves and even more for their children.

With its growing reputation as a land of plenty, the United States be-
came a compelling magnet for many of Europe’s poor starting early in 
the 19th century. The need for workers in rapidly growing industries of 
all sorts from mining to the manufacturing of garments and to help build 
the pathways for cross-country transport of goods, services and people, 
notices about westward expansion and open spaces for homesteading, and 
the discovery of gold in California, all increased the attraction. Railroad 
barons and leaders of what came to be known as the Industrial Revolution 
led campaigns of recruitment across the Atlantic, reaching farther and far-
ther into the European continent. Some went even farther afield to bring 
contract laborers from China.

There is little question that the primary intention of the employers and 
their agents was to dramatically increase the labor force to accelerate ex-
pansion and manufacturing, not to make the country more diverse. Yet 
the latter was the inevitable result.

There were some early legal attempts to control the borders, such the 
Alien and Sedition Act of 1798 which permitted the government to deport 
undesirable immigrants. This was a portent of later attempts to control 
the flow of migrants and keep the nation a white Protestant bastion. Most 
dramatic in the decades just before the Civil War was the formation of 
anti-Catholic groups and organizations, including the Know Nothings, 
made up of those particularly concerned about the “Irish invasion.” Yet, 
until the passage of the Chinese Exclusion Act in 1882, there was little 
governmental action to control the entry of migrants. In fact, with almost 
each succeeding decade, what Walt Whitman once described as those “of 
every hue and caste” were added to the increasingly diverse demographic 
profile of the United States. For all intents and purposes, the vast majority 
of European migrants were welcomed or, more accurately, allowed to en-
ter. The term “illegal alien” was almost unheard of.

The members of the different groups brought their own cultural baggage 
which included ways of speaking, manners of dressing, favored cuisines, 
and their own sets of expectations often referred to as “The American 
Dream.” Once resettled in their new country ready acculturation did not 
come as easily as many hoped.

While not always following the same course, many newcomers would 
go through stages of adjustment starting out as naïve “greenhorns” caught 
in the bewilderment of their new world. To cope with their ambiguous 
status, they often turned to support and assistance from those with whom 
they were frequently lumped and formed new bonds of interdependence 
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even as they continued to seek to move from the margins of the society 
into its mainstream.

Time and again the immigrants created something quite unique in his-
tory, what Nathan Glazer aptly called a new social form: the American 
ethnic group. The newcomers were no longer Romans or Sicilians or a 
 Neapolitans or simply Italians; they became Italian-American. Such nation- 
of-origin identity became, at least for many, their source of identity and a 
prime identifier.

What is important to note here is that the weight of either side of the 
hyphen in influencing the second generation depended on many things, 
not least on their degree of acceptance by those in the dominant groups.

Those who were the least different had the easiest time. In a few genera-
tions such cohorts might even lose the hyphen. Few Americans think of an 
Eisenhower, a Haldeman, an Ehrlichman, or a Trump as German Ameri-
can, yet to this day, a Moynihan is still an Irish American, and a Cuomo is 
still an Italian American. And few can ever mention Jesse J ackson or Con-
doleezza Rice without noting that they are African  Americans. Barack 
Obama and Kamala Harris are put into the same pigeonhole, despite the 
fact that both are of mixed parentage. Obama’s mother was white; Harris’s 
mother was from India.

What is also noteworthy is that hyphenated identifiers, whether the 
hyphen is actually placed between the two parts of the binominal appel-
lation or is implicit, became more and more commonplace. (Even WASPs 
sometimes specified themselves as being American Americans or as Native 
Americans – and they did not mean Americanus rufus).14

Recognizing the power of the hyphenated identity of so many, the mat-
ter has long been a source of policy discussions on all sides.

In the United States – and in other countries as well – in order to 
survive binomially, particularly for minorities, also means learning to be 
bi-cultural in a most basic manner.

Given social structural factors, in most cases there is a marked asymme-
try. While members of minority groups are almost destined to live their 
lives in two social worlds, as African American or Mexican Americans or 
Chinese Americans, such is rarely the case for those in power. It shouldn’t 
be surprising to learn how limited the latter understand let alone know 
much about those they tend to look down upon or see as others. It is a 
clear manifestation of what today many call “white privilege,” the sense of 
superiority that is internalized in the course of early socialization.

While some in dominant positions may try to learn the ways of those in 
minority groups – and even try to copy them, too often they only learn 
them superficially, in exaggerated caricature.

Those in minority communities know this and also know that one of 
the most critical distinctions between themselves and those who hold most 
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of the power is that that they cannot do what those in the ruling group 
take for granted. As seen in recent years that reality, so characteristic of 
relations 100 years ago, obtains even for those who are citizens.

In addition to that distinction there is one more that is relevant to our 
concerns, especially as related to a broader concept of national identity: 
that between citizenship and membership.

The former refers to a legally recognized native-born or naturalized 
subjects of a state or nation. But being a citizen, even in the United States 
today, does not mean ipso facto that citizenship confirms social acceptance. 
Millions of people with roots in other countries, sometimes of third and 
fourth generation, are still seen by many as foreigners. No better example 
of this can be found in the attacks on four progressive members of the 
House of Representatives who, despite all being American citizens (three 
of them born in the U.S.A. and the fourth having been naturalized) were 
told by the President of the United States, Donald Trump, to go back to 
where they came from.

The heated contretemps over such statuses – made not in 1919 but 
2019 – is a reminder that our country still faces what the Swedish econo-
mist Gunnar Myrdal called “The American Dilemma” three quarters of 
a century ago.

The dilemma about which Myrdal wrote was shorthand for the discrep-
ancy he observed between a professed creed of true equality for all citizens 
and the reality of great disparities in the conduct of many Americans, 
especially in regard to the principal focus of his research on race relations 
in the late 1930s.15 (Its persistence was all too evident in 2020 when the 
deep disparity between white and black deaths in the U.S. during the 
terrible coronavirus pandemic revealed in multi-variate analyses showed 
clear evidence of discrimination in testing, care, and treatment of those, 
most notably a large percentage of African Americans, who often were the 
least able to follow protocols owing to poverty, prior and chronic illness, 
and often unavailable services for care.)

At the time of his field work which focused on the plight of A frican- 
Americans in this country, Myrdal did not look into other situations of 
dominant-minority relations. Had he done so he would have seen sim-
ilar patterns of discrimination between each of the various groups and 
dominant whites, while, at the same time emphasizing the special plight 
those then called “Negroes” in this country and their unique history that 
started in slavery, persisted in the post-Civil War days of laws supporting 
segregation, and – has been made so evident in our own times – continue 
to suffer from the scourge of racism effecting all aspects of social life. 
No other groups, save for Native Americans, including other “colored” 
minorities and immigrants from all over, have had to cope with such a 
sustained stigma.
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The Promises and Challenges of Multiculturalism

When looked at over the years since the U.S. became an independent 
nation, a time when the population in the colonies consisted mainly of 
people from the British Isles and from Africa, and while, as shall be de-
tailed in Chapter 3, there were many attempts to bar the gates, it is the fact 
that it was necessary to have ways of dealing with those who had already 
passed through them. Several approaches were offered. Some by those 
in power; some by those who were advocates for newcomers. The most 
common proposals can be summarized as assimilation, amalgamation, and 
accommodation. 

The first refers to the idea that those who enter the country from abroad 
might become accepted by those who set the tone and the rules if they 
shed their “foreign ways.” It was – and is – clearly a one-way process, one 
of “Anglo-conformity.” Moreover, when first mentioned by the likes of 
George Washington and John Adams, it referred only to those who were 
of European and, preferably, west European origins. In the early days of 
nationhood there was little thought of enslaved Africans or Asians or those 
from south of the Rio Grande River and certainly not of the indige-
nous people ever becoming citizens. (Later, of course, a large chunk of 
 Mexico – and all who were indigenous there became a part of the nation, 
although they were often viewed as a people apart – as some still regard 
their descendants.)

The second process, promulgated in the late 19th century and early 
in the 20th and often characterized in the image of “The Melting Pot,” 
would be seen to many historians looking back to the days of the huge 
Atlantic migration as having been more of a romantic dream than a re-
ality. Indeed, as Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan wrote in 
their book about New York’s multi-ethnic character in early 1960s, “the 
melting pot never really happened, not in New York or in places… that 
resembled New York.”16

While always a wonderful, unifying image, the picture of such amal-
gamation into a new all-American alloy has long been marred by the per-
sistence of a sort of ethnic tribalism based on defensive insulation people 
use to protect themselves from further ostracism and to assist others like 
themselves to continue the fight for acceptance.

The third model, that of accommodation, was essentially a description 
of the reality that many were reluctant to totally give up their own her-
itages. And though the idea of the melting pot was more appealing, to 
many relegated to society’s margins, it seemed more pipe dream than a 
real option. Instead of a fondue, at best their reality was best likened to a 
salad bowl or a lumpy stew of mixed ingredients that sometimes blended 
together and enriched the overall concoction but still contained distinctly 
separable parts.
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Horace Kallen who is reputed to have said, “Men may change their 
religions, their politics, even their wives but they can never change their 
grandparents” called such accommodation “cultural pluralism.” Others 
called it “liberal pluralism.”

The pragmatist and philosopher John Dewey, an advocate of this ap-
proach said it was incumbent upon Americans to remember that the point 
of those seeking to uphold its spirit was to see that “the hyphen connects 
instead of separates.” As will be shown in Chapter 3, that was hardly ac-
ceptable to those “American Americans” who said it still implied an unac-
ceptable dual not a singular loyalty.

The fact is that, over the years since the beginning of nationhood, all 
three processes have taken place to varying degrees. There has been a 
good deal of assimilation, more amalgamation than many would have 
ever imagined and, through various forms of adaptation, a clear pattern of 
accommodation, too.

There is little doubt that education in English and lessons in civics, the 
perspectives of the English-rooted Founding Fathers that gave the country 
the basic core of its ideas and institutions were transmitted to newcomers. 
But it is also true that there was a good deal of mixing of cultures in the 
caldron of this society, Glazer’s and Moynihan’s view notwithstanding. 
This is seen in new expressions in language, in architecture, in patterns of 
social organization, and, not least, in food. (What is more American than 
hot dogs, pizza, French fries, and [not or] bagels?) And in a land whose 
motto is E Pluribus Unum [“Out of Many, One”], we remain a plural soci-
ety, but one marked by continued structural separations even as traditions 
and norms of ancestral cultures get attenuated.

What also remains is a conflict over the meaning and future of such 
pluralism.

Not a few social scientists have long worried that E Pluribus Unum could 
easily turn into E Pluribus Plures [“Out of Many, Many”]. The expansive 
idea that our differences make us strong can also become a source of divi-
sion, even of polarizing particularism along racial/ethnic lines.

What the sociologist Milton Gordon once called “corporate pluralism” 
was a warning sign that such might occur.

Writing in the early 1960s, Gordon predicted that in the then-near fu-
ture the two forms of pluralism could compete in shaping the nature of 
intergroup relations in the United States for the rest of the 20th century.17 
He was most prescient.

Corporate pluralism is about group rights. It was proposed as a kind of 
counter to the view that appealed to many immigrants, especially from 
various parts of Central, Eastern, and Southern Europe who found that 
if they adopted many of the manners of the old establishment they had a 
fair chance of realizing their American Dream which, in fact, many did, 
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especially in the years following World War II. Matthew Frye Jacobson 
and others have referred to this as a process of “whitening.”18

For those who were of non-European background, the barriers of rac-
ism in its most traditional sense continued to bar their way and even with 
monumental changes in law in the days of the post-World War II civil 
rights legislation, it was still nearly impossible to run an even race.

Some said “freedom is not enough.” They called and later demanded 
special assistance. This led to a challenge to the sort of liberal pluralism, 
based on a fundamental meritocratic system envisioned by Horace Kallen, 
John Dewey, and other Progressives. It assumed that, without discrimina-
tory barriers, all could run an equal race. The corporate form, based on 
the fact that tremendous hurdles remain to even get to the starting gate, 
was something new.

Such policies as “affirmative action” which gave points or other advan-
tages to those handicapped by racial discrimination were seen by those 
promoting the approach not so much as recompense but as means of leve-
ling the playing fields. But others saw it as a new form of discrimination, 
“discrimination-in-reverse.”

During the campaigns of those supporting wider group-based efforts for 
greater equity, especially during the 1960s and 1970s, a backlash occurred 
that often led to a resurgence of a kind of tribalism and a new rhetoric of 
comparative suffering

If you think you have it rough, you have no idea about what it was like 
to have been an Irish immigrant in the 1850s [or a Chinese laborer in 
the 1870s or an Italian peasant struggling to make it in 1900] when 
nobody gave us any special treatment.

Around this same time, by the addition of a little suffix, ism, to the descrip-
tive word, “multicultural,” many corporate demands were recognized and 
multiculturalism became an ideology sometimes institutionalized in law.

Seen by those most beleaguered as a doctrine assuring greater fairness, 
many outside their ranks as well as some within them, worried that it 
might lead to further divisiveness. Some who claimed to understand the 
need to help those struggling in society worried that the implementation 
of group rights that only serve designated groups such as Blacks, Asians, 
Hispanics, Native Americans, and Pacific Islanders (in Canada such groups 
are referred to by the phrase “visible minorities”), would leave many poor 
white people at a distinct disadvantage. They argued that, whatever the 
intentions of their promulgators, concessions made only to those who 
qualified for special treatment would be gained at their expense. Many 
others of more recent immigrant background bridled at the idea that they 
would have to pay for “the sins of somebody else’s fathers.”
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A month before he died, Amos Oz, a keen observer of American as well 
as his own Israeli society, put this in perspective:

Well, you know, 30 or 40 years ago, when various movements in-
spired the whole world into believing in multiculturalism and co-
existence of different narratives of history and different narratives of 
right and wrong and different narratives of human behavior, I was 
very enthusiastic about it.

But, in front of our own eyes, multiculturalism, or a variety of 
identities, very rapidly developed into a kind of universal loathing. 
Millions of people in your country, and in my country. wake up in the 
morning and start loathing those who do not agree with them, who 
think differently, or those who look to them as an immediate threat 
on their way of life.19

Going even farther than recognizing and celebrating diversity – and, said 
some, ignoring such warnings – a number of advocates of multiculturalism 
in this country proposed and, especially on college and university cam-
puses, many implemented a new form of institutional support for specific 
minorities based on what they called affinity groupings. Often included 
are those who are Asian/Southeast Asia-identified, Latina/o-identified, 
Black-identified, and trans- and non-binary-identified.

In some ways affinity groups are a variation on what social and polit-
ical scientists have long identified as “interest groups.” Yet, in other ways, 
they are far narrower in definition. Instead of those joined by commitments 
to particular political parties, social clubs, professional pursuits, musical 
passions, or other common interests, affinity groups came to mean those 
marked mainly and often solely by the stigmatizing characteristics of race, 
ethnicity, gender, as well as sexual preference. 

Some of the most ardent promoters of affinity groups recognize that it 
is, indeed, a new form of segregation, self-segregation, and is based on dis-
illusionment with the possibility of true integration. Others believe that, 
by highlighting their rejection of the clearly racist status quo, they will 
generate new support for their cause and inspire potential allies (mainly 
white people) to join their ranks and say that Black lives matter to them, 
too (Figure 1.6).

The encouragement for those in minorities to have safe-space to be 
with those with whom they are primarily identified clearly has many pos-
itive functions, not least it helps to raise consciousness and unite those 
with common backgrounds to both feel more secure with those who share 
their most significant characteristics and to gain strength and be in a better 
position to challenge discrimination. But it may also have two unintended 
and, possibly, negative outcomes.
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First, it may intensify the sort of backlash that occurred in the 1970s to 
such actions as forced busing to integrate schools or the sort of affirmative 
action programs just cited. It can exacerbate rivalries among all those com-
peting for scarce resources – including those in other minority groups – to 
further their separate causes for grievance and lead to the just-mentioned 
quid-pro-quo demand: “We white students constitute an affinity group. 
We want our own space, too!”

In a broader sense the controversy over giving institutional support for 
affinity groups may illustrate what has long been seen as a flaw in the 
American political system: the failure of many in minority communities 
to set aside their differences and align themselves with others in quite 
similar situations and those who don’t have such a label (such as white 
workers) but are also feeling shut out in order to wage winning campaigns 
based on something that binds many of them together in a common estate 
such as social class.

Second, the endorsement of separate affinity groups makes good sense but 
when, say, set-aside campus housing for particular groups is e ncouraged, 
it can be misconstrued and readily pounced on not so much as another 

Figure 1.6 “Black Lives Matter,” a rallying cry of the new Civil Rights Movement.
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example of interest group action but as concrete evidence of what Amos 
Oz was concerned about and what, some time ago, Harold Isaacs called a 
reversion to “the idols of the tribe,”20 something, Arthur M. Schlesinger, 
Jr., in The Disuniting of America, written a decade later, feared would lead 
to the balkanization and disaggregation – of America.21

Resistance and Retribalization

Long before the word “multiculturalism” entered the popular vernacular 
or Milton Gordon wrote of corporate pluralism, Peter Shrag published a 
prescient and provocative article in Harper’s magazine. He then expanded 
his essay into a book with the same title, “The Decline of the WASP.”22 In 
its pages he suggested that the long-time hegemony of white Anglo-Saxon 
Protestant Americans was perceived as being under threat from ascending 
groups of Catholics, Jews, Blacks, and immigrants. A month later, the 
sociologist Peter Rossi wrote about this same phenomenon but included 
in his assessment not only those called WASPs but aspiring Catholics and 
Jews who had finally begun to move from the margins to the mainstream 
of society.

In a short article, “Alienation in the White Community” Social Action, 
a publication of the Council for Christian Social Action of the United 
Church of Christ in May, 1970, Rossi stressed the fact that, in his stud-
ies fear and anger were far more prevalent among those who felt they 
were being left out or left behind than hatred or racism. He noted that 
the tendency of those feeling this way was to blame the distant elites in 
The Establishment who had little understanding of their angst or their 
vulnerability. He gave a veiled warning that unless those in power woke 
up to the concerns of white, predominantly working-class Americans, 
others would readily capitalize on the situation to their own ends. Rossi’s 
prophesy was to be revealed in numerous studies that followed and in a 
series of books that would be on the best-seller lists of major newspapers 
and the subject of radio and television shows throughout the nation 50 
years later.

In many ways, Rossi’s worst fears and those of Isaacs and Schlesinger are 
being seen in the resurgent wave of racist, populist, and white nationalist 
expression that marks the present day.

Rossi had warned his readers to recognize that all who are cut bleed and 
all who are frightened cower. They needed to keep these truths in mind in 
advocating ways to address persisting disparities. “Or else….”

In this formulaic statement we already have a clue to what might happen 
if a strong champion of the cause of such allegedly alienated folks plays on 
their fear and anxiety and mobilizes them into a crusade of vilification of 
those said to be blocking their way.
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It would be likely that such a person would score high on the measures 
devised by T. W. Adorno and a group of social scientists who looked into 
the characteristics of authoritarian personalities.23 Their studies con-
ducted years ago, using both interviews and structured questionnaires 
to gain insights into ethnocentrism in general at more specific forms of 
bias, showed that the extremist scorers’ most common traits were rigid 
and dichotomous thinking, anti-intellectualism, superstition, and the 
tendency to stereotype and project their own problems onto scapegoats. 
They concluded that those with such personality traits would be most 
prone to follow charismatic leaders who would play on their concerns.

While not all those studied by the Adorno team turned out to be high 
scorers on their scales, many, feeling hurt or left behind, seemed ready to 
join a cause that would reinstate their “rightful” (read: dominant) place in 
society. This has been found to be the case for many others with far less 
rigid personalities but who are, as Rossi had found, very anxious about 
their place in a changing society.

Although under the radar to many academics and activists who claimed 
to speak for all who are hurting, large numbers of working-class white 
males have felt left out of public concerns and commitments. Among the 
most prominent to be discussed at length in Chapter 4 are those S. M. 
Lipset called the “Once-Hads” and the “Never-Hads,” characterized by 
people who say, respectively, “If it weren’t for those [fill in the blank]… I 
would be much better off” and those who said, “I always thought I had a 
chance but now I have to compete with those who may be poor like me 
but get all sorts of advantages. It isn’t fair.”

Not a few worried that, if ignored, such grievances could again turn 
(as they have in the past) into a right-wing revolt punctuated by such 
catchphrases as “This is my country and they are taking it away.” But none 
should gainsay the power of the people to stand up to such claims.

A most dramatic example of this came in June of 2020 when revul-
sion at the murder of an African-American by police in Minneapo-
lis led to demonstrations of hundreds of thousands of black and white 
Americans. In an interesting twist on what was discussed in the pre-
vious section, not a few leaders of a latest call for fairness, justice and 
true integration to called for the establishment of a new affinity group, 
 “anti-racist whites.”
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