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One of the most important arenas of recent scholarship on race and ethnicity
.fo‘cused on patterns of political mobilization and their impact on the position of minoas
ities. This is the core concern of the paper by John Solomos and Liza Schuster whicr};
engages critically with the emergence and development of the main analytical m(,)dels i
this field. Highlighting the relatively recent development of the rigorous study of thn
politics of race and racism, Solomos and Schuster provide an account that is focused 06
the key theoretical frameworks in this field as well as on examples of the changing role OI;“
political n.lobilization in shaping the position of racial and ethnic minorities. Drawing on
research in a variety of political settings, they suggest the need to move beyond
g.eneralizations about the nature of political mobilization towards a more nuanced and
situated account of the changing boundaries of political involvement and exclusion.
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Racial States

David Theo Goldberg

The Race from State Theory

One of the most telling evasions in these past two decades of thinking about race has
concerned the almost complete theoretical silence concerning the state, Not just the way
the state is implicated in reproducing more or less local conditions of racist exclusion, but
how the modern state has always conceived of itself as racially configured. The modern
state, in short, is nothing less than a racial state. It is a state or set of conditions that
assumes varied racially conceived characters in different sociospecific milieus. So, in one
sense, there is no singular totalized phenomenon we can name the racial state; more
precisely, there are racial states and racist states. Yet it is possible at the same time to insist
that there are generalizable conditions in virtue of which the modern state is to be
conceived as racial, and as racially exclusionary or racist. The history of the modern
state and racial definition are intimately related. So it is surprising perhaps that the
theoretical literature on state formation is virtually silent about the racial dimensions of
the modern state. And the theoretical literature on race and racism, given the culturalist
turn of the past two decades, has largely avoided in any comprehensive fashion the
implication of the state in racial formation and racist exclusion.

This is not to say that there haven’t been microstudies focused more empirically on the
racial experiences of particular states such as South Africa (Greenberg, 1987; Wolpe,
1988; Magubane, 1990, 1996; Posel, 1991); or on state implication in policies regarding
race, for instance, in the United States or in Britain or in South Africa (Marx, 1998); or
considerable work on the use of state apparatuses like law to advance racially configured
projects {e.g., critical race theory, critical feminist theory, LatCrit theory). In contrast to
the strong body of recent feminist theorizing about the state (Pateman, 1988; MacK-
innon, 1989; Brown, 1995; Ferguson, 1984) those thinking about the state in racial terms
have tended to delimit their conceptions to the obvious, extreme and so seemingly
exceptional cases like Nazi- Germany or South Africa or the segregationist South in the
USA (cf. Burleigh and Wippermann, 1991). Eric Voegelin’s provocatively prescient
intervention, Race and Stare, first published in 1933 and recently released in translation,
offers the hints of an analytic vocabulary. Yet he reduces the relational scope between
race and the state — between ‘“‘the race idea,” ‘“‘race theory,” and the state — not
unsurprisingly, to the case of Nazi Germany and the Third Reich (Voegelin [1933]
1997, [1933]/1998).
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There has been little recent theoretical work nevertheless — especially since Stuarg
Hall’s timely intervention in the late 1970s (Hall, 1980/ Hall et al., 1978) or Arendt’s anq
Cassirer’s insightful interventions in the immediate aftermath of World War II (Arendt,
1951; Cassirer, 1946) — focused explicitly on how the modern state came to be racially
conceived, on the historical codefinition of race and the state in their modern manifest-
ations, and on state articulation -of racially configured and racist commitments (cf,
Joseph and Nugent, 1994). It is all the more remarkable then that Stuart Hall, of al|
analysts, writes a genealogy of the modern state around this time that makes no
mention whatsoever of the role of race in its conception or institutional emergence
(Hall, 1984).

One notable exception to the prevailing contemporary oversight may be Omi and
Winant’s book on racial formation in the United States which includes a chapter
explicitly entitled ““The Racial State” (Omi and Winant 1986:70-86, revised in 1994).
In light of the wide citation of that book in both its editions it is notable therefore that
there is virtually no reference to their chapter on the state.' Omi and Winant at least raise
the question sociologically and outline a theory regarding the racial forming of states.
Their chapter is helpful in posing the problem, in drawing attention to the central
implication of the state in racial definition and management, and in out/ining a theory
about how the state assumes racially conceived and racially expressive projects. The
structure of their proposed theory nevertheless presumes a conceptual discreteness about
the state and race that I am concerned here to challenge.

Race is integral to the emergence, development, and transformations (conceptually,
philosophically, materially) of the modern nation-state. Race marks and orders the
modern nation-state, and so state projects, more or less from its point of conceptual
and institutional emergence. The apparatuses and technologies employed by modern
states have served variously to fashion, modify, and reify the terms of racial expression,
as well as racist exclusions and subjugation.

Thus racial definition is entwined with modern state elaboration from what Dussel
calls the “first modernity” in the orbit of Spanish expansion and onward. Racial
definition of modern states is elaborated with the “voyages of discovery” (the very
concept bears racial significance) and the debate in the 1550s between Las Casas and
Sepulveda over Indian enslavement, through the second “planetary modernity” (Dussel,
1998:11ff) from the seventeenth century and Enlightenment debates over the consti-
tutions of colonial and liberal states, “national character” and citizenship criteria, to the
postapartheid moment. It accordingly marks contemporary population shifts via exten-
sive migration, policy debates, and legal decisions revolving around color blindness, the
emergence of “fortress Europe” and the American “prison industrial complex.” Indeed,
racial configuration fashions the terms of the founding myth, the fabrication of historical

memory, necessary (as Charles Tilly insists) to both the discursive production and
ideological rationalization of modern state power (Tilly, 1994b). But it is also the case,
especially since the racial project and racist exclusions became obvious in the eighteenth
century, that the figure of the racial state — and of particular racist states — was fashioned
in part by the resistant response of those it most directly and viscerally affected, namely,
the racially characterized, marginalized, exploited, and excluded.

Classical liberalism (which includes in its range much of the commitments of contem-
porary conservativism in the form of neoliberalism) thus was a key element historically in
promoting racial reasoning and its racist implications as central to modernity’s common
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moral, sociopolitical, and jurisprudential sense. And it. is not far—'fetched to suggest that
racially conceived compromises regarding racist ex.clus1ons ~ ranging from Fonstltutlonal
endorsements of slavery to formalized segregation, colonial ru'le and. its aftermat%l,
affirmative action, immigration and crime policy — have been varlously. instrumental in
sustaining a consensual dominance of liberalism in modern state formation over the past

century and a half. . . ' -
In general, modern states arc intimately involved in the reproduction of nationa

identity, the national population, labor, and security in anfl through the articulation of
race, gender, and class. The view of the state I am suggestlng hert?, and relatedly of the
complex, nuanced, and subtle entanglement (Tilly, 1994a) of 1dent1t¥ processes, cultural
and commodity flows, and state institutions, apparatuses, and functions is clearly more
complex than dominant critical accounts of the state. The latter hav'e tende(‘i to reduce
the state and its apparatuses in one of two prevailing ways. The state 15 conceived on one
set of views as a purely autonomous political realm. Here it is taken as analytlcall‘y
distinguishable from civil society or the public sphere, as well as from the economic
processes of the society. On another set of views, the state 1s (‘:ons.ldered' an epiphenom-
enon, a reflection and so effect of deeper underlying determinations (like the mode of
production, class relations, or the economy). o .

Catharine MacKinnon (1989) rightly dismisses this epiphenomenalism of the state
and of liberal theory’s view that the law is society’s text, its rational mind. The law and
the state are not simply rationalizations of dominant social relations.‘ MacKmnop argues
that this epiphenomenalism hides the state’s gendered/sexual de‘ﬁmtlon from view. But
in critiquing these forms of Marxist and liberal epiphenomenalisms of th(? state, Mac-
Kinnon explicitly reinstates an epiphenomenalism of her own, by makmg the. state
reflective of — reducible to — sex/gender interests. The state in- her view simply
rationalizes male power (MacKinnon, 1989, esp. p. 161). This again vievs{s tl}e s.tate
and law as nothing else than instrumental to interests set elsewhere, a set qf institutions
and texts whose nature is imposed upon it from outside itself, from a defining condltl(?n
external, prior in ontological logic, to the state. Thus MacKinnon, like almost all l\/.Ian.(lst
and liberal theorists, fails really to theorize the nature and definition of state constitution
in itself. She continues to share with these views the image of the state as an unmarked
medium, a set of institutions themselves abstractly neutral, autonomously fash'ioned, that
get taken over, invaded, and invested with content or interests by groups vying for aﬁnd
expressing power. Autonomy theory and epiphenomenalism collapse, necessarily s'cekfng
each other out. Like others, MacKinnon imputes specificity to a state whose const’lt}ltlon
is taken to be autonomously defined only by indirection, only by theorizing what it is the
state reflects, what it is supposedly an epiphenomenon of. ‘

In states that are racially conceived, ordered, administered, and regulated, the racial
state could be said to be everywhere — and simultaneously seen nowhere. It (more or less
invisibly) defines almost every relation, shapes all but every interaction, contours
virtually all intercourse. It fashions not just the said and the sayable, the done gnd
doable, possibilities and impermissibilities, but penetrates equally the scope and' quality,
content and character, of social silences and presumptions. The state in its rac1'al 1"e‘ach
and expression is thus at once supervisible in form and force and thqroughly invisible
in its osmotic infusion into the everyday (Essed, 1990), its penetration nto common
sense, its pervasion (not to mention perversion) of the warp and weave of the social

fabric.
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There is a deep tension here between the state as a set of institutions representative of

specific political interests, or a site around which the struggle for such political repre-

sentation takes place, and the political as more diffuse, as infusing all social relations and

subject formation. Theoretically, this tension emerged explicitly in the wake of the i
1960s. It manifests most clearly in the swirl of views around Althusser and his followers
regarding repressive and ideological state apparatuses as well as the interpellation of
subjects, renewed deployment of Gramsci’s analysis of hegemony as social reproduction
through popular consent, and Foucault’s critical interventions concerning subjection,
normalization, and governmentality (Gramsci, 1971; Althusser, 1971; Buci-Glucks-
mann, 1980; Hall, [1986] 1996).

) The racial state accordingly is as much a state or condition of being as it is a state of
] ‘IM i governance. Actually, it is more accurate to speak of racial states, for the forms and
i ‘IM “ H manifest expressions are multiple and multiplicitous, diverse and diffuse. Racial states
are places among others where states of being and states of governance meet. For

’l““‘ ! instance, race has long enabled citizens both to deny the state’s implication in violence
il "‘ and, where acknowledged, to deny any personal implication or to abrogate responsibility.
Citizens of racial states thus are able to trade on the ambiguity between condition of

m I being and form of governance, at once benefiting from (the historical and contemporary

. effects of) reproducing racisms and distancing themselves from any implication in
1 ’[ | them.

It is important to recognize here that the racial state trades on gendered determin-
ations, reproducing its racial configurations in gendered terms and its gendered forms
racially. Bodies are governed, colonially and postcolonially, through their constitutive
positioning as racially engendered and in the gendering of their racial configuration.
White men enacted the “dirty”” governance of colonialism; white women, excluded from
the formalities of colonial governance almost altogether, in very large part were excluded
also from the colonies, or from those colonial spaces least like Europe. Largely ripped
from traditional forms-of labor, ‘““non-European’ men were put to work manually, where
they were employed at all, under grueling, debilitating, ultimately crippling conditions.
Under historicist regimes, namely, those colonial forms of governance predicated on
seeing the local inhabitants not as inherently inferior but historically immature and so in
principle capable of development, the more educated indigenous middle and educated
classes of men would be employed at lower levels of local colonial administration, their
sons ultimately becoming the nationalist leaders of the decolonizing movements a half
century or more later. Black women, black women of mixed origin, and Asian women
likewise were racially devalued and driven to lesser or deskilled work in domestic or
manufacturing or agricultural arrangements. And they were under constant threat of
sexual invasion and exploitation by white men (and often by men generally), as too were
young boys not classed as white, though to a lesser extent than girls and women (Haym,

The modern state was never simply an epiphenomenon or conduit of capital. This is
especially so when one considers the state in its colonial — colonizing or colonized — form,
or more broadly in its racial shape and ordering. Racial states most broadly construed, as
modern states generally, often have served capital’s interests, more or less self-con-
sciously, and certainly always have expressed its gendered interests. They have done so
not least by regulating the (racially ordered and deeply gender-differentiated) labor
supply and by policing the gates and terrain of bourgeois access and style, substance,
and aesthetics, the shapes and roles of families. Thus they have ensured economic well-
being for some and social law and order diffusely. Capitalist states have drawn heavily on
these racial possibilities. They have concerned themselves virtually throughout their
formation accordingly with three conditions that have deep racial definition: first, with
regulating migration and immigration, not least with the labor supply and labor costs in
mind; second, with shaping social, and particularly sexual, interaction with the view to
sculpting the face of demographic definition; and third, with controlling crime, predi-
cated primarily in relation to property rights.

Capitalist states — or more carefully, states that operate in the terrain of capitalist
economic formation and a more or less expansive capitalist world system — nevertheless
are not simply reflective of capital’s interests. Indeed, one could make the matter more
complex still by insisting that capital’s interests are never singular, and often not unitary,

So racial violence perpetrated in the name of and by the state invariably assumes for their class composition — not simply for representing the interests of the capitalist class.

gender-specific expression, and state-shaped racially figured labor policies and | They are capitalist rather for occupying a particular “objective” structural position in
virtue of reproducing an historically specific and internally contradictory mode of produc-
tion, locally and globally (Poulantzas, 1969:73; Holloway and Picciotto, 1977:4~6).

There are times when states have insisted on representing or mobilizing interests
antithetical to those of capital. Particular states, for instance, have insisted upon working
protections and improved living conditions for the working classes over bourgeois objec-
tions. Many states regulate im/migration even in the face of labor shortages that would
drive wage rates and so labor costs up. And many support greater leisure as a mode of
social control in the face of pressures to extend the working day, while recently some
economically developed states have moved at least nominally to equalize wage rates across
race and gender.

A state can be called capitalist, then, primarily in the structural sense of enabling the
reproduction of capital overall, of mediating in some general and contingent sense the

1991). either intra- or internationally.® Capitalist states are capitalist, as Poulantzas points out, not
practices are almost always contoured to reproduce a state of gendered effects. The ;
} promotion of migrant labor flows by the colonial state in South Africa in the late ‘
\t nineteenth century, through the imposition of hut and poll cash taxes, drove black
! men from the land to seek work in mining, secondary industry, and urban domestic
} settings. Rural women were left to tend for children, agriculture, and the rural home-
1 stead, with devastating effects on family units. Urban black women were driven
' mainly into domestic labor, menial manufacturing jobs, managing shebeens (illegal
home bars), or prostitution, reduced almost invariably to servicing whites and men.
\‘ The statutory restriction of mixed marriages throughout the southern United States
until 1968 principally affected black women, effectively restricting them from claiming
‘ paternity support for the children fathered by white men as a result of rape and
j coercion.
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contradictions that capital and its fractious factions almost inevitably generate. So Stateg
are not in any narrow sense functional for capital’s reproduction, or for the extension ang
expansion of accumulation. Rather, capitalist states constitute at most the terrain of
struggle over the range of selected strategies (what Jessop calls “strategic selectivity”) for
capital’s reproduction and accumulability locally and globally, short and long term. They
offer the field for fashioning the sort of underlying hegemony, the (re)production of
consent, that would sustain overall such reproduction and accumulation across classes
(Jessop, 1990:9-10).

Thus, as Comaroff concludes, “the history of governance is irreducible to the history
of political economy or vice versa” (Comaroff 1998:338), though they do, and inter-
actively, set horizons and so define the range of possibilities available for each other (cf.
Williams 1981:83-9). States of governance and political economy offer for and in relation
to each other the limits of conceivability and possibility rather than the specificities of
their discretely or mutually produced outcomes. State institutions seek to control
capital’s resources to their own political ends, just as the representatives of capital
undertake to bend the state to its instrumental concerns. They do so not least by
attempting to massage the contradictions within and between capitals and their fractions
so that these tensions remain productive rather than implosive.

Where Marxists like Poulantzas theorize the state as “relatively autonomous” from
infrastructural material production, then, they still maintain the primacy of the mode of
production in setting the limits of social conception and comprehension. State derivation
theorists, for instance, insist that the political and its expressions are derivable from the
forms that capital and the economic assume at any historical moment (Holloway and
Picciotto, 1977). This is preferable perhaps to liberal political theorists such as Habermas,
Offe, Rawls, or Kymlicka who claim to theorize the political in almost complete absence of
discussion regarding capital formation and accumulation. Yet in shaking social theory
loose of these moorings, in undoing the hold of the base—superstructure metaphor on
thinking the social, “relative autonomy” should not give way to thinking of material
production, politics, and economics as totally autonomous or independent of each other.
Rather, the shift makes the causal connections multidirectional and historically specific.
Thus it no longer is necessary to maintain determination of the state by the interests of
capital ““in the last instance.” There are historical moments when the forces and resources
of capital have been deployed by design to reproduce the conditions of sustaining the
racial state — the racial conditions of the state — either generally or in a historically specific
form like apartheid even to the detriment, short- or long-term, of capital’s interests.

The relative autonomy of state and capital, accordingly, concerns their autonomous
logics. These in turn prompt the possibilities of state and capital defining themselves in
and through each other, their strategic deployment in relation to each other, their
strategic selection of elements from each other necessary for their existence and’ survival
or to craft outcomes each defines in its best interests. But relative autonomy here
concerns also the relative “need” to define themselves through - and so by means of
the terms of — each other (cf. Jessop, 1990:83—4). Neither economic nor political spheres
are inherently privileged, though both at least are necessary, and mutually so. To these
historically specific and so contingent purposes, the state and capital (and to these one
could add law and culture) look to mediating terms to effect a language of mutual
comprehension and deployability, and of common practice. They are, in short, terms
of reasoning ~ logics — that make it look like they are at one, of a piece, engaged in
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common projects that are seemingly the product of common sense. P.eople after all .don’t
live out their economic, political, social, legal, al.ld‘ cultural lives discretely but inter-
actively, in interconstitutive and mutually determmm.g terms. .
It must be insisted relatedly that the racial state is racn.al not 1‘ner¢"1y or r.eductl.v? y
because of the racial composition of its personnel or the racial implications of its pollcwi
— though clearly both play a part. States are racial' more dee'ply'because of thf': struct.uila
position they occupy in producing and reprodl'xcmg, constituting and éffectmg racia ()lr
shaped spaces and places, groups and events, ll.fe worlds and possibilities, accesses ;n
restrictions, inclusions and exclusions, conceptions aqd modes. (?f represent?tlofl. They
are racial, in short, in virtue of their modes of population deﬁr.u'tlon, deterrn.lnat‘lon, and
structuration. And they are racist to the extent such (.ieﬁnmon, detérmmatlon, and
structuration operate to exclude or privilege in or on racial terms, an'd in so ﬁ.lr as they
circulate in and reproduce a world whose meanings and effects are racist. ’I.‘hls isa w9rld
we might provocatively identify as a racist world order. But more about this in conclusion.

Racial Subjects, Racial Selves

Racial rule is caught always in the struggle between subjf:ct‘ion and citizenship, as
Comaroff (1998:329) characterizes the contradiction of colon.lal:sm (Coo’;,)er and S.toler,
1997). In the case of racial governance, this (set of) tens10n(§) is “‘resolved . p.ragmatlca(lil'y
though always contingently in different directions for racial rule nat'urahstl'cally predi-
cated than for the historicist. Under naturalist regimes — those def.inmg thel.r marglnz}l-
ized subjects as inherently inferior — this dilemma between social belf)nglng 'and- its
conditions of enactment tends to be fashioned in terms of the terr(?r of ab]ecF subjection,
of physically threatened and imposed violence. This is a belqngmg conceived onliy as
property relation, whether enslavement, debt peonage, coercive contractual work, or
i waged labor. . '
nor;(;rrlalllli)s]torigist racial regimes, by contrast — those conceiving their racial.ly 1qent1ﬁed
subjects as historically differentiated in maturity and development — the tension is playe>d
out formatively in favor not principally of physical terror but rath.er' the (never to be.%
fulfilled promise of citizenship. Here social belonging does not p‘r1v1!ege some for;n }(:
property relation but the deferred longing for a common humanity %deologu':a?lly ash-
ioned. If for racial naturalism the inherently inferior could never qualify for c%tlzenshlp,
for racial historicism racial subjection was effected through the .holy grail of legal
citizenship and its attendant rights (Comaroff, 1998:33?). C.itizenshlp was a status arllld
standing not only never quite {to be) reached for the rac1al_ly ¥mmature.but for w'hom. t‘ e
menu of rights was never quite (as) complete. Even wzt.hm. patgrahst and hlst9r1c1ls:t
scope, the multiplicity of the dimensions as well as the variability in styles o.f rule imply
that the modes of racial rule and regulation are never fixed, given, or singular, but
multiple, shifting, site-specific, temporally and discurtc,ively deﬁneq. -
So subjection is internalized and to that extent seemlngl}f sel‘f-de51g'ned and fashioned.
The racial state, thus, could be said to strive for a racial subjection wh.xch, though usually
perceived as externally imposed upon subjects, actually is self-fashioned a.nd self-pfo—
moted. “Racial subjection” seeks as such to turn imposition into self-assumption, assertive
charge into autonomous, self-imposed choice, harness into hegerr.lon).f. Thus, there is no
clear-cut contrast between state and individual, between asserted institutional power and
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The historical trajectory of the colonial state developed in relation to European
discovery, pacification, commerce, and rational administration of non-European
peoples (Comaroff, 1998:323ff), of those deemed without history and culture. By
contrast, the genealogy of the racial state is more complex. Obviously it includes,
precisely because implicated in, the colonial trajectories identified so insightfully
by Comaroff. But the racial state cannot be delimited to its obvious colonial form.
There are two conceptual reasons for this beyond the clearly political one that to
do so would be to bury responsibility for the racial state in and with a colonial past
that even where transformed leaves its traces, more or less firmly imprinted, upon the
present.

First, as I have insisted, the racial state trades in its emergence on the shaded space
between the state as lived condition and the more formal mode of governance, between
subjection in the sense of existential constitution and subjection as a mode of govern-
mental imposition and political constitution. Gramsci captures this connection between
the political sphere, civil society and coercion in his classic formulation of the state:
“State = political society + civil society, in other words hegemony protected by the
armour of coercion” (Gramsci, 1971:263). The racial state accordingly is the embodi-
ment, the exemplar par excellence, of the shift in theorizing the political from institutional
forms to governmentality, from politics as domain and discipline to politics as disciplin-
ary practices embedded in the everyday. Thus it must be presumed to outlive its colonial
expression not least because in penetrating the everyday the racial state was destined to
“survive” its institutional forms.

Second, and this by way of periodization, the racial state at least in its emerging form
as a set of assumptions about the nature of being and living, was deeply implicated not
only in fashioning and effecting the outcome of the colonial imperative but in making it
conceivable. In short, the presumption of the racial state opened up the possibility of
thinking the colonial project at all. As sets of institutions, and as ways of thinking and
institutionalizing the governance of societies racial in both their metropolitan and their
colonial expression, racial states emerged materially out of, as they were elaborated in
response to, the “challenges” of colonial rule. And so conceptually they gave rise to
conceiving the possibility of the colonial, while they emerged institutionally in elaborat-
ing rule in the colonies and — though less visibly but at least as presumptively — to
marking the nature and scope of metropolitan societies in Europe too. Racial states
accordingly have shaped the possible and marked out the impossible in the latter also.
The charged atypicality of the Irish or Jews in the European context, for instance, is
comprehended and sustained only by identifying each respectively with and in terms of
the conjunction of blackness, (European) femininity, and the lumpenproletariat, as I
have revealed elsewhere in Carlyle’s case (Goldberg, 2000).

The (racial) state, in its institutional sense, must be seen thus not as a static thing but
as a political force fashioning and fashioned by economic, legal, and cultural forces (forces of
production, of sociolegality, and of cultural representation). It is a player not just in
productive, distributive, circulating, and consumptive patterns and tensions, and in their
reproduction. It has been central to political contestations over control of the materi-
alities of society but also (and especially) of its own instrumentalities, its means and
modes of rule and representation, of social supervision and control, over the style and
substance of social governmentality. In short, the state is a contestant in the markets of
representation, of who speaks for whom and in and on what terms.
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Racial Governmentalities

In their particularities, then, racial states oversee a range of institutional, definitive, and
disciplinary practices. They are engaged in definition, regulation, governance, manage-
ment, and mediation of racial matters they at once help to fashion and facilitate. For one,
racial states define populations into racially identified groups, and they do so more or lesg
formally through census taking, law, and policy, in and through bureaucratic forms, and
administrative practices.

Second, racial states regulate social, political, economic, legal, and cultural relations
between those racially defined, invariably between white citizens and those identified ag
neither white nor citizen, and most usually as black (or more or less with blacks*). These
are relations more often than not tense and internally fraught, exacerbated by their
racially imposed character. The racial complexity may be intensified by the fact that their
shape is determined in part by the externalization of tensions, ethnically or nationally or
in some other sense politically defined, within and among those competing for the
benefits, privileges, and profits of whiteness. Historical examples of these intrawhite
tensions abound: between northerners and southerners in the USA, between Afrikaner
and those of British background in South Africa, or between Flemish and Walloon,
Dutch and F rench-speaking in Belgium.’

Relatedly, racial states govern populations identified in explicitly racial terms. The
identification legally and administratively of groups as inherently inferior or historically
immature, as native or indigenous to colonized spaces, is taken invariably to entail — 7o
require — their management and oversight. Such regulation commands not just what the
racially regulated can do but where they can and cannot go, what educational institutions
they can access, with whom they can fraternize, and where they can reside. But it
commands also under what conditions the racially marginalized are profiled and crimin-
alized — which is to say, subjected to surveillance and suspicion, punished, imprisoned,
placed on probation, and paroled.

Fourth, racial states manage economically. They oversee economic life, shape the
contours of racially conceived labor relations, structure the opportunities or possibilities
of economic access and closure. To these ends, racial states will intervene to secure the
conditions for the reproduction of capital, not least by ordering resources and attempting
to ameliorate tensions threatening the conditions for capital’s expansion externally and
internally. Thus states will open or stem the flow of the racially figured labor supply in
response to the needs of capital, but delimited also by political demands and worries.
Racial governance accordingly assumes different forms under naturalist and historicist
presumption, for states insisting on the claim to inherent inferiority, in the first instance,
and reproducing historical immaturity, in the second: most notably, slavery, segregation,
and forced labor in the former mode; assimilationism, indirect rule and developmental-
ism in the latter. In the naturalistic extreme, racially identified groups are treated much

like the natural resources found in the environment, no different than the objects of the
landscape available for the extraction of surplus value, convenient value added to raw
materiel. Thus the racial state participates in, as it promotes, racial rule — whether locally
or at a colonial distance. It rules not just through labor regulation but by insisting on
managing most if not all forms of exchange, commerce, intercourse, raw materials,
production, trade, markets, labor circulation, distribution, and redistribution. At the
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“polak” (Poles), “spicks” (Spanish) and “kikes” (Jews). The characterization in an 1898
debate over the disenfrachisement of Italians in the USA exemplifies the power and
(dis)privilege at work in racial identification: <. . according to the spirit of our meanip

when we speak of ‘white man’s government,’ [the Italians] are as black as the blackest
negro in existence” (quoted in Cunningham, 1965:34; Barrett and Roediger, 1997,
p.9).

It follows that the racial state is at once implicated in the possibility of producing and

reproducing racist ends and outcomes. Race has been invoked normatively in inst-
tutional terms and state contexts almost always to hierarchical purposes. This fact deeply
delimits the taking up of race as an organizing theme to antiracist ends. It is not simply
the invocation of race per se that is fraught with this danger, for as historically contingent
on social determinations race conceptually is open to the ends of antiracist mobilization,
Rather, it is the deep historical implication of race in state structure, its relative
penetration of state definition, organization, and determination that delimits its resistant
potential even as it renders strategic racial invocation essential. It means that race can be
mobilized to antiracist purposes at best only as a short-term and contingent strategy. We
have witnessed the limits of affirmative action recently in just these ways, for instance.
The effects of antiracist race mobilization have tended to be ambivalent and ambiguous.
In invoking the very terms of subjugation, in “standing inside them” to transformative
purposes, racial invocation likely re-inscribes elements of the Very presumptions pro-
moting racist exclusions it is committed to ending. Hence Sartre’s struggling over what
in Antisemite and Jew he nominates “antiracist racism,” the conceptual contradiction
hinting at the pragmatic tension.

We might usefully bear in mind here the distinction Etienne Balibar insists upon
between “(official) State racism” and “racism within the State,” between what Balibar
characterizes as the “exceptional state” and “exceptional moments” of the normal state
(Balibar and Wallerstein, 1991:39; Balibar’s emphasis). A state may license racist expres-
sion within its jurisdiction simply by turning a blind eye, by doing nothing or little to
prevent or contest it, by having no restricting rules or codes or failing to enforce those on
the books. By contrast, a state like Nazi Germany, apartheid South Africa, or Jim Crow
Louisiana may assume racism as a state project, definitive of state formation, articulation,
in a word, (national) state identity. Between the two instances lies a myriad of racially
articulated expressions both licensed and practiced by state mandate. One set of
examples concerns the racial characterization of the criminal classification system (i.e.,
activities or profiles associated with a devalued racially identified population treated
more harshly than otherwise comparable activities or profiles of those not so devalued).
Another covers civil service job classifications (e.g., white prison guards of predomin-
antly black prisons in states with a long history of racist structures most notably in the
criminal justice system; white truck drivers and black manual workers; white male bosses
and black female clerical staff).

In these many microexpressions, as well as more explicitly at the macro level, the
racially conceived and reproducing state is characteristic of, not exceptional to, modern-
ity. Modernity is defined by racial conditions even as it characterizes those conditions as
abnormal or exceptional. So while racist states may seem exceptional, their very possi-
bility is underpinned by the normalcy of the racial state. But there does remain a
difference, captured by Balibar’s distinction, in degree if not kind between states in
and through which race is sewn into the social fabric by way of racial routinization and
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Nevertheless, racial routinization in states that are more or less racially predicated runs
deeper still by invading all aspects of sociomaterial life. Tt colors child-rearing (memberg
of “races” regarded as “alien” or of “lesser value” in Nazi Germany were forced into
abortion, castration, and sterilization), schooling, recreational activities like sports and
recognizable religious practice. It manifests through marriage licensing and annulment,
technical training and higher education; through spatial design and control, especially
urban planning, apportioning residential and labor spaces, and relatedly property own-
ership; as well as through laboring conditions. In the extreme instance, again, the Law for
the Reduction of Unemployment introduced by Hitler in 1933 extended marriage loans
to citizens, the conditions for repayment of which they could satisfy by producing
children. As Burleigh and Wippermann (1991:46) note, this law was designed to effect
three principal outcomes: to multiply a “pure” German population, to reduce un-
employment of men, and most notably, by forcing women to return to their traditional
maternal roles. As examples such as these reveal, racial routinization is reproduced in
temporal templates, marking life by a racial brush from early childhood, for example,
through health practices such as inoculation injections; driving, drinking, and conscrip-
tion ages; as well as voter registration and voting rolls. And racial routinization is licensed
materially in the card of identity registration that serves as the codification and so
condition of these social acts and duties, responsibilities and rights, all of which are
more or less racially thick.

The routinization of race silently in social life is reproduced also through criminaliza-
tion, taxation, retirement, death, burial, and inheritance formalities, all factors the state
regulates or oversees, manages and mediates. In short, the modern state has come to
enact racial configuration in virtually all, or at least all significant, social practices and
conditions, markers and indices from birth to death and burial, from the personal to the
institutional. The more penetrating racial categories are in a state’s lexicon and bureau-
cratic practice, the more such practices routinize racial reference and social shaping.

Thus all these domains and practices, conditions and regularities, codes and orders
come at various moments in modern states to be racially conceived and enacted, ordered
and structured, produced and reproduced, color and culture coded. They constitute
regulative and regulated regimes in good part through state administrative apparatuses
like the census, tax forms, passports, lending and banking practices. In short, the exercise
of racial states in the merging of their institutional forms with — their penetration into —
daily life renders the trace of the state’s racial dimensions relatively invisible. Racial
regulation is reproduced through routinized governance of/over family, civil society,
labor and markets, private and public morality, ownership, public monuments and
parades, open and closed ceremonies, common and commonly restrictive and restricted
social practices in living and in death (Comaroff 1998:337-8). In racial states, as Ben-
jamin Disraeli commented over a century ago, all comes to be race. And in the twist of
their most extreme manifestations, in the penetrating institutionalization of race, race
comes to be all.

One should be careful here, however, as Foucault and those he has influenced have
emphasized, not to reduce all subject formation and subjection to the political, directly or
indirectly to the state institutionally conceived. This is a position one might call politicism
or statism in the face of economism. Subjection in both senses is at least multiply
determined and most likely overdetermined, often (though pace Foucault also not com-
pletely) internalized. So social subjection (mostly) becomes self-regulating and self-
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directing. The institutional state assumes as its necessary condition the state or condition
of being, of lived culture and cultural life, the imposed becoming the 'self-chosen, the
fabricated the given, the historically fashioned the state of things, the social the natural. If
there is anything approaching a “national character” perhaps this is all it. amounts t9, t.he
(informal) codification of the cultural characteristics and values qf a dominant or majority
group whose definition is state-related or directed. Again, imposition may be more or less
violent, more or less coercive, more or less subtle. Coercion is more the former 1n'the case
of naturalist racial regimes, sustained principally by repressive apparatuses, while more
the latter in historicist ones, reproduced largely by ideological and discursive apparatuses
though underpinned always by the threat of repressive violence.

Racial Assertion and the Nation-state

Race and nation

These remarks raise the distinction between race and nation. Race may be thought of as
the social or cultural significance assigned to or assumed in physical or biological markers
of human beings, including the presumed physical or physiognomic markers of cultural
attributes, habits, or behavior. Nation, by contrast, is the significance of cultural markers
as assumed or assigned (imagined) indicators of common originary belonging, wherc‘a race
(or ethnicity, as cultural socialization) might be one of those (imz}giped) markers asmgr.led
significance or dominance in picking out members. Where this is so, race and nation
overlap, more or less isomorphically. ‘

It is worth observing that race (or ethnoracial identification) has a thickish history of
being legislated — directly, baldly, and in its own (mostly unmediated) terms. Nat%on has
not been so legislated, at least not directly and unmediated. Thus the resFrlc‘tlonS. of
immigration law historically have been predicated in terms either of ethnora’cml identifi-
cation or state origin. Here the reference in some laws to “national origin™ is actually to
where people were born, or the citizenship they hold. This difference between race and
nation has to do with the very basis of their conception. So itis thought possible to legislate
race directly, in its own terms, in ways in which nationhood is deemed not so amel.lable to
legislation (in contrast to nationality, which really is the legislation .of state b(‘elongl.ng apd
potential access to state rights, privileges, and resources). This dlffer.ence in legislative
amenability may have to do with the privileging of a presupposed physical optics thought
to make racial identification accessible in ways the cultural references of nation.are not (or
less s0). The former is imagined to have a “substance” available to the latter only thr9ugh
some more readily questionable idealist metaphysics. German law, for instance, establishes
German national belonging only in virtue of marking nationhood in racial terms. GerITlan
origin is defined as the claim to German blood. Belonging to the nation is a matter not just
of being born in Germany but of being born to parents whose blood or genes awkwardly are
considered “to run German,” who in that sense are “racially” German.

Racial assertion

The German citizenship codes make clear that it is the business of the state to state,
of authorities to author the law, to assert themselves (Comaroff, 1998:340, 342). Histor-
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1cally.,’1t has been the business of racial states to assert themselves — to stat i
COndlthI.IS - racially. It has been their business to generate the possibilities ‘;thefr
bound.arles in no more or less than racial terms. The institutionalization of rac 0b e
state, its routinized assumption in the structure of state institutions, has made it ) y'the
tf(e)r con(téml[:l(]))rary s;z(l)toes to assert themselves racially without explic;t invocation (I:? :ﬁﬁ
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gains of status quickly dissipate if not guarded, in the absence of their reassert’ioalllv1 'IEEe
state then can never not speak itself, for as soon as it stops stating itself, so to speak. it cases
t(? be a state. leewise, in so far as race in its status claims 18 dialog,ical ang idc:ol ce'asels
dlSCUI"SlVC and illocutionary, it presupposes for its enactment its assertibility, its re Oizcad)
capacity at every moment of being stated. Thus, in the face of its own social, silen e
ceases to reproduce itself; it cannot reproduce and replicate sans the state. in the ab oo of
1ts more or less invisible institutionalization. But once institutionalized i1’1 and th Sen}(:e W
state, the state now racially conceived cannot speak, cannot state itself, other e
FCI‘II:IS qf race. So modernity’s race to the state became at once the s,tatin f i
1nst1tut10nal.asserti0n. Race stated, in short, is the state raced. B s
tOOTrz jj}}lf (t:h:’ howev;:‘r, and once again paradoxically, is to give the racial state perhaps
oherence. For as suggested above, the state may be thought of as the phantom
of governance and authority, a territorial placeholder for sets of often com eti d
more or less local institutional interests and powers. In this sense, the statE l:ogviillzzs
pe for the assertion and authorizati’on, legislatli)on and
ower(s). T.he latter two institutional practices offer to the
and mode, the shadow of anh?rrlz?i:i’tz):;g:;;:z (i)listtl};lee? . V(;ice, Jifie hoter nguge
messiness. They offer, that is, the artifice of national culztllclia? pr(;) - het'erogen'eous
community — in the face of fractured disunity and anaréhy the a,rt:iifr;cei)xfp}fesswe un'lty'_
the face of proliferating heterogeneities. , peseneym
Comaroff‘ (1998:329) distinguishes between colonizing states in Europe that ¢ d
emselves in their metropolitan conditions with “manufacturing h(I))mo en 0? C’(’:med
colonized states devoting themselves to “managing difference,” regulatin gtheelthy iy f
heterog.enel.ty, of anarchy (statelessness). F abricating homoger;eity in the fnetro orleat Ot
home,‘ 1t might be said, was predicated upon displacing heterogeneity to the I())utf;s"dél
Colom'zed states thus were initially shaped to represent racial otherness as exteri l'te.
C}oncewed as embodiments of material states, they were considered in naturalist st
¥1e outside tbe civil(ized) societics of metropolitan order. As the colonies becarlr?e ierms .
ingly sewn into a.world capitalist system (offering raw materials consumptive ancrr'eai-
tural Products, fnmeral wealth, and markets) and as colonial gove;nmentality tookgsilcau;
over time (offer.mg employment, opportunity, adventure, excitement, and the exerci pf
power)? managing heterogeneity shifted from the semiavoidance o’f exteriorit tlse}(l)
regulative and ordered intimacy of “containerization” (Tilly, 1994a). The shit}ft t(r)aflsf
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formed unknown objects of adventurous discovery and examination into elaboration of a
logic of colonial rule, first through imposing direct rule and later mediated via indirect
management of more peripheral units in a growing global order. The colonial state
accordingly turned “savages” dialogically and governmentally first into “colonial sub-
jects,” by subjecting them to colontal rule and regulation, and then again into “units of
labor.” And in doing this, the colonial state transformed ‘“‘savages” ironically into legal
persons (cf. Baker, 1998).° The ambivalence of colonial subjectivity is revealed here, for
“Jegal persons” were extended little more than formal personhood. These are persons for
or really “before” the law, regulable units or administrative entities rather than fully
human beings.

The modern state may be conceived accordingly as a container. It has enabled the
internal dynamics of modernity to be played out by offering not just a backdrop for
pressing modern tensions but structural constraints on their explosiveness, and so on the
scope of their effects. These are the tensions between futurism and nihilism, revolution-
ary zeal and conservative denial; between technological imperative and antitechnological
commitment; between a retrospective ancien régime and a prospective avant-grade;
between repression of the new and its celebration; between fixity and the given in tension
with flux and change, speed and motion. The modern state is tied then to a fixed mode of
managed accumulation with the logic of production largely dictating the limits of
circulation, exchange, and consumption.

In their racial framing, thus, the freedom of the modern state (and perhaps this is the
state condition generally) is necessarily illusory. It is predicated always and necessarily on
an unfreedom both for those ruled and for those ruling. Racially ordered and manifested
freedom — the freedom of whites, historically speaking — accordingly is no freedom at all.
Power, generally, and racially predicated and ordered power particularly, requires always
its own reproduction, its reiterated assertion, freedom’s necessity a logic of determin-
ation that at once discounts the freedom such necessity dictates (cf. Butler, 1997).

Relatedly, as states have increased their scope and range, their growth in institutional
determination and (formal) authority over the lives of their inhabitants — both citizens and
noncitizens, those in and out of the state alike — de facto control, efficiency, and effect have
diminished (Comaroff calls this “the Minogue Paradox,” 1998:336). There is, one could
say, a point of diminishing returns, a marginal effectivity of rule. The more repressive, the
more likely resistant. And the more cemented, the more internally cracked. This is
especially so regarding racial repression and rule. States, as Weber famously insisted,
are those institutions effecting a monopoly over the legitimate means of physical force.
Thus the greater state insistence on effecting and exercising such monopoly, the more
visible. The greater the violence states promote in everyday life, the more they have to
resort to threatened or explicit violence as the mode of rule. And the more violence
becomes a norm, the readier those within and without the state are loosened, if not

licensed, to resort to forms of personalized and anonymous violence. This is especially
exacerbated by racial terms, for race, while making institutionally visible the perpetrators,
picks out the objects of violence in emphatically identifiable ways.

In becoming systemic and institutionalized, racial violence effectively renders its
perpetrators individually irresponsible, in both senses of the term. If racial violence is
normalized as a given of daily life, individual responsibility is abrogated either to
invisible social forces (ancient histories of antagonism, poverty of culture, etc.) or to
errant individuals. The perpetration of racial violence in the state’s name is clouded over,
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epiphenomenon of, power’s expression, the determinants of which are otherwise estab-
lished (for instance, economically). While this is not always inaccurate, I have been
arguing by contrast that race is itself the expression of relations of power. It is the
embodiment and institutionalization of these relations.

Jewsiewicki and Mudimbe (1995) argue that it is not some naturally pre-existing nation
in the name of which state creation is.mobilized. Rather, states instrumentally invent
nations as a form of generalized socialization. By the same token, I am claiming, states are
instrumental in inventing races both as a form of socialization and as technologies of
order and control. States fabricate races, imputing to them a semblance of coherence.
They do not create races artificially from whole cloth, however, but pick up the threads
for designing the racial fabric from various sources, scientific and social, legal and
cultural. States then are fundamental to weaving race into the social fabric, and indeed
the fabric of the modern state is fashioned with racially woven threads. States thus are
endowed or endow themselves with “races”; they adjust and adopt races to governmental
purposes. While states are instrumental in the institutional conceptualization of races,
racial conceptions define and refine state formation.

That race is a marker, an expression, indeed, constitutive of modern relations of power
makes it especially amenable to the expression of state power, one might say, to the
central defining condition of modern statehood per se. Through race there is displaced
from the modern state, covered over, the raw expression of state power. Such power,
nothing more than created, is projected through racial terms as the given order of things,
seemingly intractable and' so established by natural or teleological law. The consensual
rationalization of modern statehood acquires the anchor of racial naturalization; and the
givenness of race, its teleology, becomes legitimated — reinforced - through the vencer of
consensual agreement of citizens to the state and state fabrication. Those rendered
racially inferior or different are locked in and away. The almost conceptual vacuity of
race (Stoler, 1997) enables configuration of transnational extrastate identities — for

example, “the white race” or diasporic Pan-Africanism — as well as the reification and
magnification of local, intrastate racial exclusions (cf. Balibar, 1990). These two move-
ments do not simply pull away from each other. Rather, the elasticity of race pulls them
back as they stretch apart into a taut, mutually reinforcing racial order.

Now violence is conceived usually as the invocation and use of instruments (in the case
of the state, state apparatuses) to implement the effects of power’s exercise at the expense
of those upon whom it is exercised (Arendt, 1986). But we might think of violence more
extensively also as the dispersal throughout the social of arrangements that systematically
close off institutional access on the part of individuals in virtue of group membership,
and indeed that render relatively hidden the very instrumentalities that reproduce that
inaccessibility. This is violence not just in virtue of wrenching life’s possibilities from
some in order to elevate those of others, though it is clearly that. It is violent the more so
in refusing to acknowledge the sources of the inaccessibility, attributing them through
the forces of racial subjection to the individualized or group capacities, or their relative
absence, of those who lack access. It follows that racial conditions-of life as we have come
to experience them throughout modernity — the racial state in that broader sense of the
term identified above — are inherently violent. So racial states in both their institutional
and existential senses are not simply the exercise of power but equally states of violence.
And the more violent the racist imposition, the more likely will it be that effective
resistance will have to respond violently to some degree also. Here the violence of
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resistance is generically that of breaking the COIlCCp.tl:lal and social s;ranglelr:i(el(si, ;rl:(ei
yoke, of “given” and naturalized relations and conditions that have been en

i istorically in the name of race. .
rel’f;‘iizlitr?rtlli?sl Zonception, not only were (.:olonial. Cf)ndit'ions‘ in thc;1 Con%o g‘rerelizlai;e
and later the Belgian Congo violent, or colonial z‘ldmmlstratlo.n'm Bec ulana'l an od refus—,
but also those colonizing regimes licensing the ¥nstrumentahtles of exc ilsxor} an refus-
ing to do anything about them. The same point extends to the racia regﬁnlesOt o
United States, southern and northern, but z}lso‘to the federal governr.nen; tha ?tion 0};
failed to-curtail lynching but through constxtutlonal“law enabled the mll’[,) exr}eni ale " o
the “one drop rule,” the institutionalization of the “separate but equal” principle,

segregated social space.

A Racist World Order

Finally, racial states are elaborated, reproduce(.l,' exFend.ed, and sust'au}rlled - 1nfsh2(r)tr,rl tlizz
exist over time — in virtue of their relative posn.lomng in the estabh‘s mdenff o t'an help o
global arrangement. Race was discursively fas}'noned as 1ts.elab0rat11ng- efini 1((1)\,1 erivzle
to imagine and create a world known even by its prot:flgonlsts as co omzat;on (Mer ami
[1841] 1928). Bodies were racially producefi, constituted as bea.rers (;) poe itical and
economic, legal and cultural, power and meanings. They were constltul:ie as pe SSpOf wors
and objects of racial violence in relation to Fhelr 1‘n'sert1on mto.a wor proc;1 s of racil
states, conditions, and arrangements. Belgian mlht.ary and mls.smna(riy mih ched ©
Central Africa. Indigenous people were dehumamz.ed z}nd dehmb§ as hey or 1her
relatives were Christianized. European women traveling in the colonies at t e en do he
nineteenth century could see their patriarchal homelands as free by comparison esp
the fact that they still lacked the vote (Grewal and CaPlan, forthcoming). o
We find in these examples and countless others like them. the I‘Cp.rf:SCI.ltaUO o
worldly web of racial arrangement, relatifonﬁllyfpr}(:.duce(;i E:::a::;lif:spO;I:l(;gr:gga?onote s):
ion-states in terms of the fashione . '
I\)Ref?llpileel(ri) Il{):itchnttlt:racterized this as “‘nationalist internationalism.”® 'The;e meanm%z
and the institutional arrangements upon which. they- depend and which they recrea
have shaped the outlines of possibility for t}}eir 1nhab1tants.. " tobal ordering
As much as power was cemented racially in state format'lons within alg ol ) ordt ha;
resistance to any part of the racial ordering of states, affairs, and pe(?g cu tm; eifn s
had to assume proportionate global reach. Not o.nly was .the abolmo.rust motvlaver
transnational in organization, so too the debate in America concer'nmgcp;)s s atioz
prospects for freed slaves conjured global movemc?nts. Thus the Amerlcartx ia;)i ;)rrlné tor
Society, founded in 1817 by the likes of ]effer.son, insisted on Afrlc';r'l repa 3 ion (as i
Lincoln famously later) because the racial differences b’et.w_een whites ;m cks ere
deemed so naturalistically deep as to prevent “'the races’ 11v.1ng peaceably togetf f;i,eria
Society was infamously instrumental in foumlin}g. an‘d fundl'ng the free s}:atle. l;) ibert .
On the other side of the divide, the African Civilization Society, led by. the ‘1 els o tz
“black nationalists” Alexander Crummell and later Edward B.lyden, ‘hkew1se oodethat
Africa as postabolition salvation for freed .snges. C‘r‘u.m.rr.lelg’m gartx-cularthi:rilil:tues »
emigrating American blacks had the resposibility to “civilize Afr;:a 11(1)1;(;
Christianity and commerce (Crummell, [1861] 1996; Blyden, [1862] ).

253




i\ 11
T I b

David Theo Goldberg

. . . . . . . - .
Py lllth()l()Illal and antiracist CaIIlpalglllllg, most IlOtably m the Wake Of massive IIllgl an
t

mobilizati i
mobil ;:0;11, hzve re.colgmzed the global scope of racial conditions Racial states 3
shored up 1in larger or smaller wa i : o,
] ys, more or less directly, by thei
ness to racial states everywhere. Resi derstood the mee s
- Resistance movements have und
respond to racist conditions in a i oo o pecd to
; ppropriately global terms. The i
respor : ditior . . campaign led by M
: lglp s EtI;etiﬁol{lJ s regime in Central Africa grew from London but certainly loczlkedofr el
andpPariSo | :1 SteSriland F(,iui‘_(l)p't; ﬁ)olonial subjects, upon studying at the likes of Oxforoé
\ m and -Heidelberg, Moscow and 1. i i
s 1o g oterdam clberg, ouvain, returned to their ho
alist decolonizing movem 1 o
. ents in the name of P icani
N & : ! ¢ ot Pan-Africanism a
o gfereie. BOt; sought and secured international connections, reflected not only in tlllld
Comferen ::; So?N acer 1911 but also in the international sites of the various Pan—Africar‘:
o the g SV . o;kl,\JLondon, Paris, Manchester). Among the earliest mobilizationg
g United Nations was the Conventi i ide i
: on Against Genocide in 19
first of many Declzfratlons on Race followed just two years later 10 and the
There is a negative implication to '
wor’th closing by noting. At the tu
Afrikaner nationalism enabled the
spirit. We see here how the interco

this globalizing of racial conditions, however, well
rr.1.0f the nineteenth century, the emergen’ce of
British to think themselves free of discriminatory
Toosely ordered et e CTe nilinectedness of what I have tentatively identified as a
et o Tacial wo ys 1c.proce.ss has served not merely to mobilize racist
e Righ,ts o nf)ezt amsjuts}:am rficml res.lstance movements. Relations between the
Conscionmomn e minde a’;g?spil;tgzd strlllggle, between Black Power and Black
i m . world system equally shores u i
:i);iui:():;ig] cs(;:ilt;(()):; gtlf)bally and loc':a.lly. It has enabled denial gf their owriJ iri‘f:;?cl;}-’
dinplacins o licaz:. 10nb31;1q condltxon.s of those claiming greater racial tolerance,
apnang O amiap}:rtheilgn e lgd the veil of thos‘e more extreme expressions. The
i in Burope and the United Statescould declare thomes et ves A1 fberss
color blindness, against racism and at least ambivr:l embse e agamSt' apart}'leid o
blind to the relation. The implications of these que ‘;nt Sor afﬁr'manve i globalim
ton for mere on less e Plicatio hese questions of !aw, violence, and globaliza-
analysis, but I must leave this E) an(i,thr:: 22%::(:;01(1;: fG:)e;:Illirsgta;%SOlc 'a lclhfo6r) rstsined
, : ch. 6).

Notes

1 Etienne Balibar, most notably in his focus on iss

Baliba ues of nationali i i
ool dstinenin o notab] nalism and nation formation, offers

: . g race and the state, but he too provides no sustai i
L}:; :Zc;;le:(r)fr:;mrrz of lthe modern state (Balibar, 1991; Balibar and Wallerste?ri?el(;;?;l}';l)se:
Logg, peared re 9e;1)t L alctguple of bqoks on t!ie state, race, and culture (Lloyd and Thomas
focus, Jenn ,“ - Help ul on t?le Intersection of these phenomena, it is notable that their
ulturally fashioned and driven. Thus while they theorize aspects of racially conceived

state: y i ivi
S, the fail to address comprehen51 € accounts of the founding framing
s 3

modern state making per se e forming of

Ido n.ot mean to make too much of this, in light of Stephen Small’
revealm.g'that the white men fathering mixed black offspring were
any position to extend advantages to their children, other than the
where unusually they might have wanted to (Small: this volume)

s careful empirical research
usually poor and hardly in
ir nominal whiteness, even
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3 «...the state...does not have this unity, this individuality, this rigorous functionality...”
(Foucault, 1991:103).
For instance, the legislature of the State of California in 1850 prohibited the conviction of a
white defendant in criminal proceedings on the strength of testimony offered by a black,
mulatto, or American Indian witness. In People v. Hall (1954), the murder conviction of a white
man was overturned on appeal on the argument that, as a member of “the Mongoloid race,” the
principal witness, a Chinese man, was identifiable with blacks and so his testimony was ruled
inadmissible because unreliable (see Goldberg, 1997:39).
Anthony Marx (1998) has argued recently that political elites resorted to racist exclusion, most
notably in the form of de jure segregation, to consolidate whites in the face of intrawhite conflict
(Civil War in the USA, the Boer War in South Africa), national instability, and potential
demise in power. So de jure segregation apparently was fashioned to unite whites in these
societies. By contrast, Brazil suffered no internalized conflict among whites, and so there was
no need to resort to segregation of blacks as a way of uniting a divided nation identified with
whiteness. In Brazil, discrimination accordingly assumed less overt forms. Marx takes racial
formation in these societies to be imposed more or less top down by elites seeking to ensure
solidity in their nation building in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries. He adds inanod
to nuance that formal exclusion prompted resistant racial identities among people of color
which were necessary in turn for protesting such exclusion and mobilizing for inclusion and
resource sharing. Here again Brazil is differentiated from the other two instances, for in the
former lack of formalized racism is deemed to result in the relative lack of resistant race-based
identity formation.

Marx conceives the state minimally and traditionally in a Hobbesian vein, as using race
instrumentally to the ends of stability and security (Marx 1998:4, 13). He accordingly offers no
account of race and race making beyond what elites and resisters are taken superficially and
obviously to do in relation and response to each other. So he fails to show how race is used, what
it stands for materially and symbolically, what work and conditions in different contexts it is able
to effect beyond the bald unification of whites in the face of their own potential conflict.
Accordingly, he suggests a totally reductionistic sense of race as functional to social definition,
determined by a mix of economics and politics, the effect of which is to force an artificial
similitude between the USA and South Africa in order to save the thesis. Superficially both the
Civil and Boer Wars were conflicts for control over territories and wealth. By contrast, however,
the Civil War was not an ethnic conflict among whites that necessitated state imposition of
segregation to resolve. Nor in 2 more subtle reading of their respective histories are either simply
reducible to black—white bifurcation, even as that racially created division has dominated both.
Indeed, as I have argued above, the state was implicated in modern race creation from the outset,
as race was mobilized to mold modern state definition in different ways at different times. And if
ethnic tensions among whites in the making of modern states supposedly are resolved througha
broader black—-white bifurcation, how is it that Belgium fails to fit that model?

Charles Mills (1998:187-9) calls this “subpersonhood.” He insists, again, that the creation and
elaboration of the category of subpersonhood is a product only of what I have identified above
as the naturalist tradition. As he says, .. for these beings [subpersons ], a different set of normative
rules applies; natural law speaks differently” (Mills 1998:188; his emphasis). A little later Mills
insists that Kant, “preeminent Enlightenment theorist of personhood and the founder of the
modern concept of race,” places Native Americans at the bottom of his hierarchy of races, a
rung beneath blacks. But nothing Kant says bears this ordering out. Quite the contrary, Kant’s
characterization of “Negroes” — as “stupid” with “no feeling rising above the trifling” — is in
clear contrast to his sometime, if begrudging, praise for “the savages of North America” whom
he insists are not one of “the four original races” but derivative from the “Hunnic (Mongolian
or Kalmuck) race” of northern Asia (Kant, [1775] 1950:17-18). Thus he says of the latter that
“Among all the savages there is no nation that displays so sublime a mental character” for “they
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have a strong feeling for honor” and are “truthful and honest”
(Kant [1764] 1960:110-12).

While devoting relatively few pages to the use of militar
Lugard nevertheless recommends that a soldier shoot q
tionists as a show of power. He promotes the willingness to use force rather than sparing
immediate life at risk of revealing weakness and facing the need for a much larger response later
(Lugard [1922] 1965:580). For an elaboration of “principles of imperial policing,” see Gwynn
(1934). Since its establishment over 50 years ago, the state of Israel has had in effect a legal state
of emergency designed for the most part to deal with its internal “Arab question,” legislation

and above all driven by “vajor»

y force and-only late in his large book,
uickly to kill a single or few insurrec.

that enables “the Israeli cabinet to supersede the legislative process” (New York Times, April 7,
2000: A10).

Balibar understands this to begin with Nazism (Balibar, 1990:287). I am suggesting that it was
initiated at least with colonial formations in the nineteenth century.
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Chapter 18

Racisms and Racialized Hostili.ty
at the Start of the New Millennium

Stephen Small

Introduction

When analyzing earlier periods of US history, it is easy to identify who was a‘rac1st anq who
was the victim of racism. The Europeans who ordered the murdet: of Native Ar.neru;:‘m;,
who stole their land, and forced them on the “Trail of Tears” and 1250 community b l%’lt
on reservations were racist. The owners of plantations (Wh'c‘lt I call m'aster—enslaver‘s )
who bought and sold, raped and exploited, Africans and I‘X(frlcan-Amerlca:?s, Lvere ramlslts;i
as were the poor whites who served as overseers and. slave-'catc,l’uers. T. e S(l)]-cahed
scientists who classified blacks at the bottom of the “‘chain of being,” suggesting they ;1
smaller brains, the men had bigger genitals, the women were more able t(l)\/I ha1.1f e
childbirth? — these were the racists. So were the SL'lp.porters’ ,of the 1d'ea of the' Vani ehst
Destiny of whites to rule the world “from sea to shining sea,” the “Soc1al’}3arw1:iuls)ts who
saw whites as the “fittest of the fit” and envisaged .tl}at t‘he unfit “races” woul ec;me
extinct; and the eugenicists who advocated the sterilization of the unfit racesd(Ha:v tm;,
1997; Larson, 1995). The Ku Klux Klan, who bombed a}nd burnt,and raped an (;:as re;l ed,
were racists; in California, the politicians and corporatlons'that ‘ﬁrst encou.ragl:: ::151 c efa;;
labor, and then attacked and abused, Chinese and ]apar.xese immigrants, pazld t derln e.zsstod
the work they did, denied them access to land ownership and forced them into dilapidate
areas that became the first “Chinatowns” were racists. Throughout the. twentieth czntull;y,
the immigration laws that prevented Chinese migrants from entering tl:ie deS i :) oa:t
deported Mexicans and Mexican-Americans en masse when no l.ong‘er needed for }a:b ,
the restrictive covenants that prevented people of color fr?m living in certain nell%‘ or-
hoods, the laws that prevented them from atten(?ing certain schools., or from wor 1n§ 1;;
certain police forces and fire departments, (;r9 g:;d them less for doing the same wor

ites — these were racist (Almaguer, .
Wh'llfle:: vafilo(l)lfs politicians who fr(almed the Constitution, and the 3/5 Clause; who wr;te dthef
Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, and the National Quotas Act, v‘{ho anne.xed one.t ir od
Mexico and turned it into the United States; who outlawed interracial marriage an
classified the children of such marriages as biologically df:generate, Psychologncally UE-
stable and social misfits — these were the racists (Takaki, 1982; Splckz‘zrd, 1989). T e
politicians who interned thousands and thousands of Japanese Americans in conc§gtratlon
camp conditions were racists. The Governors of .Arkansas and Alabam.a, who salf st;grlc;
gation today and forever, these were racist. In times gone by, the racists were far fro
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