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he place of African Americans in American society has been a con-
troversial question on the political agenda throughout American
history. The system of chattel slavery established at the very outset
generated intense debates for over two hundred years, even in the
framing of the major founding documents of the nation, and ulti-
mately triggered a bloody Civil War. Even after formal emancipation,
the Southern “Jim Crow” system of official discrimination and segre-
gation and parallel, though somewhat milder, practices in the North
kept blacks in an officially designated lower-caste status.!

That began to erode after World War II, perhaps most symbolically
in 1954 in the unanimous Supreme Court ruling that racially separate
school systems were unconstitutional because they were inherently
unequal. Steadily growing institutional strength and political organiza-
tion in Southern black communities soon led to increasingly numerous
civil rights protests. Federal government policy finally shifted dramati-
cally when the 1964 Civil Rights Act provided guarantees of equal op-
portunity and the 1965 Voting Rights Act secured full black enfran-
chisement.

Ironically, Northern urban ghettos almost immediately began to
erupt in “long hot summers” of violence. Racial problems came to be
viewed by the general public as among the nation’s “most important
problems,” and many observers felt that America was in a state of ra-
cial crisis.2 A presidential commission concluded with great pessimism
that “our nation is moving toward two societies, one black, one white—
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separate and unequal” (Report of the National Advisory Commission lecting in one place this collisi _
3 . ollisio .
on Civil Disorders 1968, 1). And racial issues have been on the polit- sent a Valuablg) contribution n of intellectual approaches will repre-

ical agenda ever since. Beginning in the 1970s, court-ordered busing
produced extensive protest and eventually massive levels of “white
flight.” Racially tinged issues, such as welfare, crime, “permissive
judges,” and government regulation, have been the subject of strenu-
ous political debate and draconian legislation for three decades. Now
referenda aimed at abolishing affirmative action in government are
increasingly appearing on state ballots.

Tt would be surprising if the effects of 350 years of formalized ra-
cial inequality could be quickly climinated. Much progress has been
made, of course. But significant racial gaps in most domains of the
quality of life continue to exist. And the races are highly polarized
about what to do about them. The role of government is perhaps the
most centrally contested issue. The authors represented in this vol-
ume have major differences of opinion, as will be seen, but they all
share the belief that the opinions of the electorate will in the end be
decisive.

This book, then, focuses on the nature of public opinion about race
in the United States and on its effects on politics. However, public
opinion does not exist in a vacuum. It is about something. In our case,
that something concerns the reality of blacks” lives in America and
what government should be doing about it. This chapter begins, there-
fore, with a brief appraisal of blacks’ situation in America. Though
much progress has been made in the last half century, blacks continue
to be substantially disadvantaged relative to whites, and that racial gap

seems not to have closed much in recent years. We then review how
government policy has addressed it over the past four decades. The
policies of the 1960s focused on prohibiting explicit racial discrimina-
tion against individuals. They were soon supplemented by tougher ac-
tions aimed at the tenacious and subtle roots of racial inequality. These
in turn have come under increasingly skeptical scrutiny by Congress
and the Supreme Court. We then turn to public opinion about racial
issues. Although all Americans now overwhelmingly endorse formal
racial equality, whites and blacks sharply disagree about most racial

olicies, and whites themselves are quite divided. Finally, we take up
the central thrust of the book, the principal competing theories about
the sources of white public opinion about race, variously emphasizing
prejudice, social structure, or ordinary politics. The main body of the
book consists of the debates among these theories. We hope that col-
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creased sharply through the 1970s, and the racial gap in initial college
enrollment had virtually been eliminated by 1980. But since then, the
racial gap in college enrollment has increased substantially, and blacks’
rate of college graduation is falling off (see Farley 1996, 231).8
Blacks and whites remain surprisingly isolated from one another.
Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton (1993, 2) concluded that, as of
1980, “no group in the history of the United States has ever experi-
enced the sustained high level of residential segregation that has been
imposed on blacks in large American cities for the past fifty years.”
At that time, Reynolds Farley and his colleagues (1978) proposed the
image of “chocolate city—vanilla suburbs” to describe the phenomenon
of black-dominated central cities surrounded by nearly all-white sub-
urban rings. Since then, blacks have increasingly moved into the sub-
urbs. Often that simply reflects the spillover of black residential areas
beyond city limits, however, and blacks remain the most residentially
segregated minority grow 10 Gimilarly, blacks are by far the least likely
of all minority groups in America to engage in racial or ethnic inter-
marriage; as of 1990, only about 6 percent of all marriages by young
African Americans were interracial (see Farley 1996, 264)."!

Blacks have become an increasingly important political force in
their own right. Black registration and turnout surged following pas-
sage of the Voting Rights Act in 1965 and today are comparable to
those of whites in the nation as a whole.’? Black voters are among the
most loyal supporters of the Democratic Party at the same time that
they generally demonstrate a strong sense of racial solidarity in poli-
tics.'* One result is that the number of black elected officials has in-
creased enormously since the civil rights era, most elected in majority
black constituencies. Nevertheless, the racial gap persists in this
realm as well. The best rule of thumb is that prominent black candi-
dates tend to split the electorate along racial lines. They usually re-

ceive almost all the black vote, while the white vote divides on the
basis of racial attitudes, party identification, and ideology.”® Blacks
clected in majority white constituencies are the exception.’® So while
11 percent of the voting-age population is black, less than 2 percent

of America’s elected officials are.

The size of the black middle class has increased substantially. The
percentage of blacks earning at least twice the poverty-line level of
income rose from 1 percent in 1940 to almost 50 percent by the mid-
1970s. But in this respect, too, progress has slowed markedly; that
proportion has not changed since then (Farley 1996, 955). Also, even
this emerging black middle class continues to have much less finan-
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family (e.g., D’Souza 1995; Sowell 1994; Roth 1994; Thernstrom and
Thernstrom 1997). Others point to white racism and a wide range of
discriminatory practices, such as arbitrary traffic stops by white police,
restrictive home mortgage lending policies, differential imposition of
the death penalty, and white taxpayers’ refusal to provide resources to
overcome racial disadvantage.” Considerable systematic research has
been done on racial discrimination in domains such as employment,
housing, education, financial services, health care, the retail market,
and the criminal justice system. Recent reviews conclude that it con-
tinues to be real and pervasive.21 Even middle-class blacks prove to be
exposed to relentless and ubiquitous personal experiences of discrimi-
nation (Feagin and Sikes 1994; also see Hochschild 1993).
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FEDERAL RACIAL poLiCY

The fate of African Americans, and of race relations in America, will

depend on many factors. At this juncture, however, Americans find
themselves in a period of great controversy and collective uncertainty
about racial problems. Some of the greatest controversies now con-

cern the proper role of government in dealing with those problems.

Between the end of Reconstruction and the end of World War 11,
f race, and the

the federal government rarely addressed the problem o

two political parties differed little on such questions. In the South,

blacks had been effectively disenfranchised, and the Republican Party
ontested all-white Dem-

had virtually disappeared, leaving a nearly unc
ocratic Party in power. The national Democratic Party shied away

from issues of race because its strong Southern base had dispropor-
tionate seniority-based influence in Congress. The Republican Party
was restrained by its more general ideological caution about govern-
mental action. And blacks themselves were largely politieally inactive.

In the early 1960s, however, liberal Democrats began to assert lead-
ership on civil rights, and the parties began to polarize around racial

issues.2 In 1963, the Kennedy administration was somewhat reluc-
tantly pulled into the increasing confrontations between Southern au-
thorities and civil rights activists. Matters escalated quickly, however,
and by 1965, lan

dmark civil rights legislation was in place, providing
federal guarantees for equal opportunity in a wide variety of domains.
Its goal was to remove racial discrimination and so

establish a race-

blind standard. As Martin Luther King, Jt., said, the hope was that
people would be judged by “the content of their character” rather than
An “intent” standard was set: a violation of

“the color of their skins.”
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However, here, too, an increasingly

conservative Supreme Court began to pull back in the late 1980s.%
Almost all affirmative action programs in college admissions have
been voluntary. They expanded greatly in the 1970s. In the Bakke v.
Regents of the University of California case in 1978, the Supreme
Court outlawed explicit racial quotas, though still allowing race to be
used as one factor among many in admissions decisions. But in the
Hopwood v. Texas case in 1996, it ruled out preferential standards of
admission to the University of Texas, and that fall a statewide initiative
eliminated affirmative action by state and local governments in Cali-
fornia, including by public universities.*
Guaranteeing blacks’ right to vote had been a central objective of
the civil rights movement. T he 1965 Voting Rights Act had placed fed-
eral officials in specific districts with histories of discrimination in
order to facilitate black voter registration. Although this greatly in-

creased black voter turnout, the number of black elected officials still

fell far short of proportionality. When that act was renewed in 1982,
t agreed that legisla-

therefore, Congress and the Justice Departmen

tive redistricting plans should be required to maximize the number of
“majority—minority” districts, with the goal of increasing minority rep-
resentation. This, too, was ultimately reversed by the Supreme Court,
in Shaw v. Reno in 1993 (Thernstrom and Thernstrom 1097, 426).%

Finally, the question of “multiculturalism” in educational curricula

has pitted cultural minorities desire for recognition and respect
against the goal of assimilating all Americans to the broader society.
Controversy has arisen Over using languages other than English,
teaching ethnic history, broadening the traditional canon to include
other cultural traditions, requiring courses in cultural diversity, and
oven occasionally rewriting the curriculum entirely, as in “Afrocentric”

curricula that reinterpret traditional discip
spective. These debates also raise more

group—based as oppose
treatment, and state neutrality with respect to groups
Hollinger 1995; Peterson 1995; Appiah and Gutmann 1996).%
Effect standards for the eliminatio
described as «race-conscious” remedies,
Supporters argue that institution:
change have been so deeply and
ric of American society that little
tive methods had not been used.

proportionate hiring voluntarily.

lines from an African per-
fundamental questions about

d to individually based rights, difference-blind
(Glazer 1997;

n of discrimination, often now
have been intensely debated.
al racism and whites’ resistance to
subtly embedded in the entire fab-
would have changed if more proac-
They argue that demanding findings
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PUBLIC OPINION ON RACIAL ISSUES

In ad .
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. s w. at the public wants and why. Addressing those public
our primary purpose in this volume. questions

THE JIM CROW BELIEF SYSTEM

&iOr;?(;lhzec.l ideology Qf white racial superiority began to develop i
to Sl}f:l ve s p;l{(; r to the C%Vﬂ War, in response to abolitionist challerf ersl
Criminag(.)n ezl Emanc1pat10n, the Jim Crow system of legalized égis—
of the ninetan }jegregatlon gradually took hold over the later years
oremaist deenlt century, built on the foundations of that whitz su
e andli I;e(;) ogy. By all accounts, it was broadly accepted in th(;
eed was quit
World War IT. quite common throughout the nation before
1t had three maj
jor components. One was “racialism,” i
. L E J theb
211351\(; sver(fa inherently inferior to whites because of their faczhif zhat
ol \i, Z ormal pattern of social distance and segregation soch tﬁz;
cte to wﬁi Supposed to .stay in their place,” separate an;i subordi-
regated, a ldei),lespemally in public. Public facilities were racially seg-
S ,m n chs. and whites were not to be personal friendsyor %o
that black?t/y. third was a legalized pattern of discrimination, such
i inforio er}? n<1)t alli)lv;zed to vote and were provided with se]gJarate
r schools, whi i .
ment and elsewhere.?® ile whites were given preference in employ-
Thi i
1930512n%eilgiosysmm came under attack from intellectuals in the
o Do s, CapsgeFd most visibly in 1944 by Gunnar Myrdal’s The
g mmad. ortunatel
Opini _ y, an early survey by the Nati
wﬁ;zl}lloﬁtzrescizlmh Centeé in 1942 provides bench};nai]k dita 2;222};
' nges can be measured. Si .
all thr red. Since then, white s
princi;i ]Tle;z?}llts seems to have precipitously declined. Herlepvls)rgiltrg\);
; y e most complete analyses available, those of Schuman
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et al. (1997). Table 1.1 provides some examples. The belief that blacks
are inherently inferior to whites is now at a low ebb. In the 1996 Gen-

eral Social Survey (GSS), only 10 percent of the white respondents to

a national survey said the racial differences in jobs, income, and hous-
ing arise “because most

blacks have less in-born ability to learn”

(Schuman et al. 1997, 159).%

Support for formal segregation has also s
1942, most whites supported separate schools for blacks and whites

(68 percent) and segregated sections in public transit for blacks and
whites (54 percent). In 1958, 96 percent of adult whites disapproved
of “marriage between whites and nonwhites,” and as late as 1963, 63
percent approved of laws forbidding racial intermarriage, as aston-

ishing as that seems today. But support for formal segregation col-

lapsed over the next decade, and today it is practically nonexistent. In
the mid-1990s, only 4 percent lieved that black and

of white adults be
white children should go to separate schools, and 13 percent sup-
orted laws forbidding racial intermarriage.

Before World War 1L, most whites also thought formal discrimina-
tion against blacks was perfectly appropriate, but support for this had
also collapsed by the end of the 1960s. In 1942, for example, most (55
percent) thought that whites should have the first chance at any kind
of job, but by 1972, only 3 percent thought whites should have such

reference.
These changes among whites have largely eliminated racial differ-
ences of opinion about the old Jim Crow ideology. For example, in
1995, 99 percent of blacks and 96 percent of whites thought black and

white children should go her than to separate

to the same schools rat
schools. Tn 1996, 97 percent of blacks and 86 percent of whites op-
posed whites’ being able to keep

blacks out of white neighborhoods
(Schuman et al. 1997, 103, 107, 243).

Only on the question of racial
intermarriage is there much remaining difference between blacks and
whites, as table 1.1 shows (Schuman et al, 1997

). Interestingly enough,

Myrdal himself had forecast that this might be the most difficult issue
for whites to come to grips with.

Several findings in surveys of whites’ racial attitudes during the

tic view of the future. One was early

1960s gave reason for an optimis
ds in attitudes about the Jim

ovidence of generally liberalizing tren

Crow ideology. The others were the substantially greater support for
racial equality in the North than in the segregated South and greater
support among younger and more-educated whites than among older
and less-educated whites.* 1f a vigorous civil rights effort in the South

harply diminished. In

Increasing Opposition to the Jim Crow Belief System

TABLE 1.1

BLACK RESPONDENTS

WHITE RESPONDENTS

Current

1960s 1970s Current

Early

89% (1996)

90% (1996)

74% (1977)

Are blacks” worse jobs, i
jobs, income, and housing b
blacks have less inborn ability to learn? (éo ;‘:;use most

Racial inferiority

Should white and black students go to the same or to

Segregation

99 (1995)

63 (1964) 86 (1972) 96 (1995)

32 (1942)

b separate schools? (% Same)
o you approve of marriage between blacks and whites?

83 (1997)

67 (1997)

27 (1972)

4(1958)

(% Yes)

Favor discrimination

85 (1963) 97 (1972)

45 (1944)

kind of job, or should white people have the first chance

Should Negroes have as good a chance as whites at any
at any kind of job? (% As good)

Existence of discrimination

Are blacks” worse jobs, income, and housing mainly due to

66 (1996)
53 (1997)

41 (1977) 34 (1996)
18 (1978) 19 (1997)

49 (1963)

community to get any kind of job for which they are

qualified? (% No)

discrimination? (% Yes)
Do blacks have as good a chance as whites in your

Source: Adap ed from S XN U y
ted f chuman et al. 1997, 104-8, 156-60, 24044, 258-62 All data are from national surveys

Note: The percenta es exclude £ 0! in| ta from the base, i g response: ch haven’t thoughi ufficie e 0 havi
£ C neutral
responses and miss;
T data fro ba: ncludis g PO S such as "ha
2 n ught about it” or in
S cient interest
to have an

opimon Wordir g 1s appxo)ﬂmate and minor changes n wordmg occurred in some items over time
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could reverse three centuries of structural racism in that region and if
the white population’s educational level continued to rise throughout
the nation, {ll-educated older whites, steeped in the racism of an ear-
lier day, would gradually be replaced by a new generation of college-
educated youths, enlightened by modern social science. Cohort re-
placement all by itself might gradually erase the Jim Crow ideology.
Current surveys sustain that expectation (Schuman et al. 1997).
White public opinion has indeed come to fully repudiate the Jim Crow
doctrines so common half a century ago, as We have seen. The way
was led by younger, college—educated, and Northern whites (Schuman
et al. 1997; also see Glaser and Gilens 1997). This racial caste system
had lasted for about 350 years, but it was almost entirely dismantled
in the 25 years following World War IL. Surrendering it was a truly
momentous change in our society, and it came about in a relatively

short period of time.

|SCR|MINATION

Whites were not blind to the racial double standard that infected our
society. As shown in table 1.1, in 1963 about half of the whites (49

percent) believed that blacks in their community did not have as good
a chance as whites “to get any kind of job for which they are qualified.”
But today most whites appear to believe that racial discrimination is
no longer a significant factor, For example, 66 percent of the white
respondents in the 1996 GSS said that racial differences in jobs, in-
come, and housing were not “mainly due to discrimination.” In a 1997
Gallup poll, 81 percent believed that blacks have as good a chance as
whites in their own local job market, while 79 percent said that in their
community “plack children have as good a chance as white children
togeta good education,” and 86 percent said that they have “the same

chance to get any housing they can

1997).
On this point,
erceive 1MOre discrimination and less
whites. In 1996, blacks were twice as lik

34 percent) to believe that socioeconomic gaps between
were “mainly du man et al. 1997, 157, 259

PERCEPTIONS OF D

blacks and whites part company. Blacks

e to discrimination” (Schu
Blacks were far more likely to perceive unequ
local job market than were whites
gin) and more likely to perceive unequal e
portunities in one’s own community as well.

afford” (Gallup Poll Social Audit

consistently

equal opportunity than do

ely as whites (66 percent to
the races

)'33
al opportunity in the
(bya53 percent to 19 percent mar-
ducational and housing 0p-
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As we have seen, substantial raci
. n, acial gaps remain in most soci
nomic, and political indicators of well-being. But Wh;).: 1Sf0 Zf;t}i e
%grseym];nent-:hoild do about them remains a matter of ’great conll'lg ,
. Despite whites’ increased support for inci ]
. . general principles of for-
Zpraalbrﬂa;;aloefqpeality, 1th.e}; have long been quite dividgd abfut tl?e ((l);—
eral intervention to accomplish such goal
government intervention to overcome f b 'uc b Fren
: rvel ormal discriminati
ilrllg;ll)};hcpntr}pxlzgrmal El the 1960s. In 1964, 63 percent ?elll:rl iﬁ;nbggli
ite children should go to the same school i
cent felt that the federal schools, while only 47 per
ent government should ens h i
Similarly, 85 percent felt that bl ure that they did
; acks should have th
at any kind of job, but onl © same chance
‘ , y 43 percent felt the federal
should intervene to ensure it. Th SR
; . These contrasts can be seen b -
:;)go l’iiblis L.l and 1.2.% The white public was then deepljycgll/li%aerd
ut whether the federal government should be involved i
teeing equal opportunity. B
As indicated earlier, frustration
‘ ] over the ever-changing mane
:fo’;ligl; Oop)ponegts led government officials to propogse gpoliciesu :E:li
yond guaranteeing equal opportunity and actual
greater equality between the races. The s
. / cen t ) se have often been descri
Zse outcpme—onente(l or “race-conscious” policies because n?::: 231'(%
& 6tllce p numerical inequalities between the races can trigger reme-
o ﬁaﬂrc1 ion. As can be seen in table 1.2, whites are generally more
Onpu y olpposed to .tllese policies than to those that seem to}ensure
o a}r; Z%use p(ip(irtlémtg. Thgmighout the 1970s and early 1980s, fewer
nt of white adults usually supported busing chi ’
: . child.
zp:fte Ssghec;} 11r11t<13gr?t10111). Opponents typically outnumbegred 1supr)(z)rcl)rtto
ecial help for blacks and other minoriti b .
margin. Special preferences for blacks in j “and i ac issions t
e acks in jobs and in admissions to
enerally been o db i
S —— g y pposed by most whites, and b
. rly, experimental studies h h | 4
geting programs specifically f e shown that tar
. y for blacks rather than for poor i
%ifg;zgﬁ Ipr Fsmg r-ace—conscious as opposed to more unl)versalliesfc)ilt):hjeulsIi
(Schumai é):' jloci%lgprolgggn;z significantly increases white opposition
. , -94.175; i
Vma%jmd Ao A 5; Bobo and Kluegel 1993; Snider-
- ((i)cs)e :}ama;lpol.icy. proposals not only now draw more opposition
general principles of racial equality, but also have not shown
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Equal outcomes

Equal opportunity

RACE IN AMERICAN POLITICS 15

the liberalizing trends we saw earlier for those principles. There has
been no increase since the 1960s in support for federal action ensuring
school integration or equal employment, as shown in table 1.2.57 Sup-
port for outcome-oriented policies has not increased in most other
cases either. Similarly, the demographic differences that foreshad-
owed liberalizing changes about the old Jim Crow doctrines are con-
sistently much reduced concerning racial policy preferences. Younger,
college-educated, or Northern whites are in general somewhat more
supportive of equal opportunity policies than are older, less-than-
college-educated, or Southern whites, but the differences are usually
smaller than on the Jim Crow—era issues. These demographic differ-
ences are still further attenuated about the more contemporary out-
come-oriented policies. To be sure, whites living in the Deep South
are still the most conservative on questions such as busing or special
government aid to blacks. But such regional differences are less sharp
on questions of affirmative action, and sometimes even reversed.
Younger cohorts are not uniformly more liberal than older cohorts,
and in any case, cohort differences tend to be small. The effects of
educational level on attitudes toward these contemporary issues are
also somewhat more complex than on the older, Jim Crow-era issues
(Schuman et al. 1997).%
The result is that blacks and whites are deeply divided over racial
policy issues. As can be seen in table 1.2, the vast majority of blacks
favor policies to guarantee equal opportunity, while whites are sharply
split, or sometimes mostly opposed. Blacks’ support is not as mono-
lithic when it comes to outcome-oriented policies, but they still draw
majority black support. Both busing and preferential treatment in hir-
ing and promotion were supported by 59 percent of the black respon-
dents in 1996 national surveys, in contrast to the substantial white ma-
jorities opposed to them (Schuman et al. 1997).%

In short, one goal of the civil rights movement of the 1960s was to
outlaw formal segregation and discrimination. That goal is now virtu-
ally unanimously accepted. Almost all Americans now accept Justice
Harlan’s famous dissent in Plessy v. Ferguson: “*Our Constitution is
color-blind, and neither knows nor tolerates classes among citizens™”
(quoted in Thernstrom and Thernstrom 1997, 33). However, the use

59 (1996)

12 (1996)

(% Give

gives blacks a

= _ of governmental action to achieve that goal is at best sharply contested

g and in some cases strongly opposed by the white majority. There is
& ttle evidence of any liberalizing changes over time about such poli-
&

es, and there are no systematic demographic differences that would
uggest that compositional changes in the white population will inevi-
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tably lead to greater liberalization. In contrast, blacks strongly support
such racially targeted policies, though with more ambivalence about
so-called race-conscious policies. This necessarily produces consider-

able racial conflict about such policies. The contrasts between these
two types of issues, and between white and black opinions, represent
the starting point for the debates drawn together in this volume. It
resents and extends those debates with the hope that we will all bet-
ter understand our people, our nation, and perhaps even ourselves.

ICAL MODELS OF WHITE OPINION

liberal racial policies among whites has been
esearch and intense debate by American so-
century. Here we try to summarize
derlining the areas of strongest

THEORET

Explaining opposition to
the subject of extensive 1
cial scientists over the past quarter-
the most prominent alternatives, un
controversy. Qur intent is to present these alternatives in as impartial
a fashion as possible, though surely our own involvement in some of
these debates will ensure that we will fall short of that hope.

These models fall into three general categories. The first grows out

of the long tradition of sociopsychological analysis of racial prejudice.
Such models usually begin with the assumption of early-life socializa-
al values and also rely on contemporary theo-

tion of prejudice and soci
The second grows out of the sociological

ries of cognitive processing.
focus on social structure, emphasizing group differences in power, sta-
tus, and economic resources as the prime movVers. Ideology is often

treated as a justification for such group interests. The third focuses

particularly on the politics 0
racial policy is now primarily motiv
are race-neutral. As a result, whites’ opinions are stron

by the exact nature of the policy proposals under consideration.

SOC|OPSYCHOLOGICAL MODELS

A variety of sociopsychological perspectives share th

formal racial equality is now a
also suggest that racism has not disap
forms. They differ about the nature of th
how racism interfaces wit
racial content.

SYMBOL!IC RACISM, MODERN RACISM, AND RACIAL R

alternative is that such a new

{ race. It suggests that public opinion on
ated by values and ideologies that
gly influenced

e assumption that

settled issue in this society. But they
peared; instead, it has taken new
ose new forms and about

h values and attitudes that have no manifest

esenTMENT One
form of racism lies behind much of
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221;13?3 appsnteTr}nporary opp(()lsition to racial policies and black political
. This originated with David Sears and i
finding that Jim Crow raci S s
ism had already been repudiated
outside the South by 1969 that it s R
side the ¢ was no longer a useful predict
gll(liiées cpolltlp)al dpreferences. Instead, they found that othelr raciidoitfif
s, described as reflecting “symbolic racism,” i
! : d a : . were strongl -
Ziatecli with whites’ votes against the black candidate in the c%oieaigs
n'%i es mayoral race in that year (Sears and Kinder 1971)
- 1;fe:;}ved }11ntoba more general theoretical position. The new
ism has been variously described as “s i i
f sm has been ymbolic racism,”
) Intipdern recrsm, or “racial resentment,” reflecting slightly different
y rp}rletatlons of ihe same general reasoning and measurement.*
o ;ZCiSIeI(ln;lyOmebogies severgl general propositions. First older forrns
predict attitudes toward racial polic . i
: y or voting beh
gnly iztveeiily, 131 pprt due to the decline in support for them % Seci)vn(()lr
espite that decline, the socialization of negati ff . ,
, the t and stereo-
types about blacks continues leavin ot of 1 "
cor , g a reservoir of racial anti
d(;looupled _from racialist beliefs. Third, blacks are perceivedail;l lrpfzﬁily
wlétes io Vlolete such cherished American values as the worlz ethicy
se .-reh.ance(,1 1mgulse control, and obedience of authority. The nev;
racism is said to derive from a coalescin i ial ¢
'  der g of negative racial affect wi
tl;e lpercelved \flOIat.IOIl of such traditional values. Finally, the i(on‘g;}i
of the new racism includes the beliefs that discrirnination no longer
p;;s}c;z radmagor baliner to tLle advancement of blacks, that blacks ShOlglld
er to make it on their own, that they are d di
and that they are too often gi bect ‘ emanding too muck:
: ' given special treatment by government
pgée?r elites (see Kinder and Sanders 1996; Sears >1/9gSS~ Searsnelfjl I;ii
. : Sears, Henry, and Kosterman this volume). ) .
makr; alt a\;agr;ety otf %mpirical studies, this new racism has been found to
contributions to explaining whites” attitudes t i
: : oward r
pggc;/ba;nd \t/l(itin%fpreferfences in elections with black candidates ?)(\Jfli
ve the effects of such alternative predi i ,
- ve the . predictors as Jim Crow rac-
iaﬁ,s Iplohtlcdal 1deology? party identification, individualis]m, authoritz(;—
- am,i(;r emographic variables (see Kinder and Sanders 1996; Kin-
; . ears .1.981; McConahay 1986; Searset al. 1997). Furtherinore
; reﬂepjposmon to racial policies or black candidacies generally does
- g(;:e Shripsponse to dlreal personal racial threats, such as having
; ren in a district with busin feeli
= ; 1 in 2 g or feeling personall I-
yge pn tt(; beinl% victimized by black crime. These lat‘if ﬁndingsyci/il;l—
] rest-based accounts of whites’ racial attitudes (Sears and
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volume.* Second, it seems clear th i

volume , at neither symbolic racism -

persp)pll;lcly}f] pireafezeeﬁces are much influenced by racial threats tolxlzt(f)llli’zzs

personall mam,t am_—intglrest). ‘But the role of whites’ shared group in-

forests n mainta ing the racial status quo may have been underesti-
is point, too, is addressed by research in this volume 1

The symbolic racism approach has stimulated its share of contro-

versies. The major critiques are that the various components of sym-

bolic racism do not represent a coherent belief system, that it is in-

distinguishable from old-fashioned racism, that it mainly reflects
ideological conservatism cather than having much to do with racism,
d racial policy prefer-

that any association between symbolic racism an
ences is merely tautological because both measure attitudes toward
special treatment of blacks by government, that its origins do not lie

in a blend of antiblack affect with perceptions that blacks violate tradi-

tional values, that some of the items frequently used to measure sym-

bolic racism can be interpreted as indexing racial threat, that group
rful form of ra-

interest rather than self-interest may be the most powe
cial threat, and that the theory is narrowly focused on the case of Amer-

{can race relations rather than being more broadly applicable to cases of
intergroup conflict in general (Bobo 1983, 1988b; Sidanius et al. 1992;

Sniderman and Tetlock 1986b; Wood 1994).%

A number of studies by proponents of the symbolic racism perspec-
tive have addressed these issues. Tirst, the various components of
symbolic racism do tend to form a coherent belief system, though
there is evidence that it consists of two highly correlated subfactors
focusing, respectively, on blacks” and on society’s responsibilities for

blacks” disadvantages (Tarman and Sears 1998). Second, when factor
analyzed, symbolic racism and old-fashioned racism form two distinct,
though correlated, dimensions. Symbolic racism has the far stronger
included in multivariate analyses predicting to

offect when both are i

olicy preferences (see Sears et al. 1097; Hughes 1997; McConahay
1986). Third, symbolic racism is indeed correlated with race-neutral
conservatism. But when ideology is controlled for, symbolic racism re-
mains the most powerful predictor of racial policy preferences, while

ideology tends to have a minor residual effect. Fourth, when measures

of symbolic racism are purged of all items referring to government or
entially unchanged (Sears

special treatment policy, the results are ess
ot al. 1997; Sears, Henry, and Kosterman this volume; Tarman and

Sears 1998; also see Alvarez and Brehm 1997).

However, important questions remain. The original theory hypoth—
esized that symbolic racism stemmed from a combination of racial ai-
fect and traditional values, especially individualism. The contribution
of racial affect seems clear, but most studies to date have not found

a strong contribution of individualism, at least not as conventionally

measured. The origins of symbolic racism represent the crux of much

current research, including that described in several chapters in this

SUBTLE, AVERSIVE, AND AMBIVALENT RACISM Other fo «
i’;iislréit}iay}eel;een ?escnberi in related, but somewhat di;g:e?iﬁ:iefrizv
While the the Sry (t) symbolic racism has been criticized as too speciﬁc
e ol (;a es, Thomas Pettigrew and Roel Meertens have de-
veloped an anac Eo{uz aspproach that would explain racism in Europe
e e et ite g tates. They suggest that blatant prejudice is
e Oftpe e in both areas by subtle prejudice, which is com-
prised of th anei etrlllse os traditional values, the exaggeration of cultural
i e e oatianm) servos ey et odones thaaot
ng a large afi , they provide evidenc
g:jéuf:f:tg ;]ildg?d.dlstlnct from (though still related to) b?aigii ;)Ii:tilﬁ
dicti,n o d}; istmctdfrom political conservatism, and useful in pie-
chctin immigratsioplvyﬁe é)r(t)iil(l:;es rgllfivant to outgroups, such as policies
um;; Pettigrew and Meertens alril)95).ettlgrew 1997 Petigrew this ol
faShi\;erfzgli ;;zﬁnilst}gl:g;iz sin(liilta}il'ly believe that the decline of old-
: : and that most whites i
g;rr?ss)llti{;efa:i) the p}l;inciples of racial equality. But, I:S)Vivnatrl(ieegtilelcl)me(l)};
oymbo HaCkssr’;‘i},1 w 1tefsl.cont1nue to have lingering negative feel?n S
toward bla an.Xie is cog (iict between egalitarian values and antiblack a%—
i o Wht}; an ! scomfort, especially in the presence of black
il not be 1C (erslftopé::fpre e;lre rnotivated to avoid blacks so that
anc} D(;lVidiO o 197v(x;;t their own racist feelings (Gaertner
1 this vi o
equahtcy 1;;;1:3, yvhites aivowed dedication to the principles of racial
i A .le Sn Os;tuat'iolns that. unambiguously call for the applica-
nonpreju(hceg e rp{cm equality, whites will generally respond in
P ool Afys. owever, in more ambiguous situations, their
L otios about A rlican Amencans may lead to the avoidance of’ inter-
| on, For exa ple, some studles of helping behavior have demon-
s e 1rrliatory beliawor against African Americans when the
onolters horlipre:%udiced explanations for it. When other people
i e p,'aleclining to help a distressed black person can
s nraci terms (Frey and Gaertner 1986; Gaertner and
). This theory has not been applied to the base of whites’
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eferences. But its reasoning would suggest that whites’
hould contribute to greater opposition to racial

opposition can be so readily justified in nonra-

racial policy pr
latent racial anxieties s
policies because such
cial terms.

Finally, the concept of r

acial ambivalence also describes general

support for equality coupled with residual negative racial affect.

Americans’ general support for egalitarian values generates positive
feelings toward blacks, but their equally general support for the Prot-
estant ethic generates ne s toward them, creating am-

gative feeling

bivalence. Situations that prime egalitarian values should stimulate
positive feelings toward blacks, whereas situations that prime individ-
ualism should stimulate

negative feelings toward them. This link be-
tween negative feelings about blacks and the work ethic bears some
the theory of

resemblance to the theory of symbolic racism. However,
less research to date than have the

racial ambivalence has stimulated
other approaches (see Katz and Hass 1988; Katz, Wackenhut, and
Hass, 1986).

waLiTy One of the most influential psy-

the years following World War
hnocentrism and

THE AUTHORITARIAN PERSO
chological explanations of racism in

11 was that certain personality pathologies lead to et
outgroup antagonism. Theodor Adorno and his colleagues proposed

that individuals raised in a harsh disciplinary environment developed
o constellation of personality characteristics including intolerance of
ambiguity, cognitive rigidity, submissiveness to authority, convention-
ality, and intolerance of other Yer or different or lower in

s who are wea
status. Together, these traits comprised the authoritarian personality
syndrome and contributed to gen

eralized ethnocentrism (Adorno
et al. 1950).

After much methodological controversy, and a long
use, this construct was resurrected and reorganized by
meyer around three core themes: submissiveness to est

legitimate authorities, generalized aggressiveness,

social convention. In a variety of context
measure of right-wing authoritarianism b
related with measures of general
of hostility toward a variety of specific out
little research has examined the influence 0
eralized ethnocentrism on public opinion abo

meyer 1994) %

period of dis-
Robert Alte-
ablished and
and adherence to
s and countries, Altemeyer’s
as proven to be strongly cor-
ethnocentrism as well as measures
groups. However, relatively
{ authoritarianism and gen-
ut racial issues (Alte-
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COVER i
perSistz ;gp Itsh m A further perspective is that extensive racism still
pers m,t . at new, post—crvil-rights-era, normative proscriptions
re-ud-u Z 1}’;5 overt expression. That is, even those with underlyin
plo ]1 iced beliefs understand that the public expression of racisﬁ i%
no Izngfei acceptable in most circles and usually comply with that
yie]dédae Veizgst over;ly. A number of sociopsychological methods have
T o (lairécg o( spch a dynamic. For example, whites attached to
-detector apparatus (e.g., a “bo ipeline”
' : g, gus pipeline”) e
zrlnotre (riieg;tive attitudes toward African Arnericansl) tEl)ian the ilfonj)ss
in:eir\:i ei:; dsglf—geport questionnaire (Sigall and Page 1971) yVVhiteIsl
ptervics ed y lacl< 1ntemewers express less negative racial attitudes
than th ;/l pg’g;;ﬁl}ite interviewers (Kinder and Sanders 1996; Schu
. . In experimental studies, whites sh ide f
covert racism in terms of nonv ’ AN
erbal leakage of antipath i
can Americans, includin g e e
: , g greater seating distance fi
time voluntarily spent with o e o
them, less eye cont
fime. : , ye contact, less verbal fluenc
an utltsare(} Ct:one of voice, and even variations in electromyographich
pn aels & rosil)y, Bromley, and Saxe 1980; Vanman at al. 1990)
o t}oat (Zi(r) Cirailebofh work, sogialdpsychologists have increasingly re-
ehavior and judgments can b i
P ' : e mediated by cogni-
SICC;I; ou’csu‘le1 of condscrous awareness. Irnplicit automatic, or Zonforl
us racial attitudes may therefore b i ’ :
. ¢ e mediated by processes th
;1:(3) relatively unava;llable to the individual’s own intrl/)sl;)ection Sucall
cesses are typic ly measured in t ‘
S erms of the relati ibili
of positive or negative res e
ponses to race-related stimuli h
gory labels or pictures presented sublimi ot atitades
subliminally. Implici i i
gory labels or pict y. Implicit racial attitudes
presumably automatically activated i
of race-related stimuli (Devi ST e
. 4 4.
by (Devine 1989; Dovidio et al. 1997; Fazio et al.
Th i
plorat?;lfh this a[r)ea leearly represents a promising new avenue of ex
, anumber of questions remain Fi i ]
ATV . . . First, studies of the relation-
plicit racial attitudes and “explicit”
i . explicit” measures (such
genefa:;t)zn;lard m}easures (Zlf prejudice found in survey studies)(have
omewhat mixed results to d
emiec . : ate. Second, some interpret
indiVidpl ;i!lt inneasures of rac1al attitudes as bona fide “pipelines” g an
- s br~111'e racial attitudes, circumventing biases introduced b
e ts}ira i ity 'and self-presentation (e.g., Fazio et al. 1995) Other}s]
ent%yp ) fat nnplicrt measures instead themselves represent a differ-
- b]ackso( ];acisrn, aset of O\rerlearned, negative, affective associations
evine 1989). Third, this research was primarily stimulated
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of aversive racism, so it has generally focused on pre-
dicting whites’ direct interpersonal responses to blacks, such as their
nonverbal behaviors. More conscious and deliberative political judg-
ments about racial issues may be better predicted by standard self-
report measures of racial attitudes, such as those normally used in sur-

vey research (Dovidio et al. 1997).
Because these effects occur automati
ness, and even among people low in “exp
impact of racial attitudes may be even more
clear from considering self-report measures
at least some evidence that implicit racial attitudes may not always
be fully activated; that they may in some circumstances be activated,

but not applied in judgment; and that processing goals and self-
uence their application (Blair and Ba-

resentational concerns may infl
naji 1996; Fazio and Dunton 1997).% Even taking into account such

ts so far suggest that the socialization of preju-

modifications, the resul
dice may be more insidious and more difficult to undo than often

hoped.

by the theory

cally and outside of aware-
licit” racism, the continued
pervasive than would be
alone. However, there is

SOCIAL STRUCTURAL THEORIES

A second set of theories reflects a sociol
structure and group interests. These theories generally share the view
that individuals identify with their own racial and ethnic groups, that
the competing interests of those groups generate intergroup conflict,
and that dominant groups develop ideologies to justify and legitimize
their hegemony. Whites opposition to racially liberal policies thus
flows principally from the process of protecting their own interests.

ogical emphasis on social

+ Donald Campbell organized a number

REALISTIC GROUP CONFLIC
of theories of intergroup relations in anthropology,
sociology into a gen
that intergroup attitudes and behaviors
the relationship between the groups’ mat
of the groups coincide, intergroup attitu
tive. However, if the groups are competin
tergroup attitudes should be more negat
whites political responses to racial issues should
sum competition with blacks for jobs, promotions,
colleges, government contracts, or other goods.
tion to racially ameliorative policies——and their an

tend to reflect

psychology, and
oral “realistic group conflict theory.” He concluded
the nature of
erial interests. If the interests
des should be relatively posi-
g over limited resources, in-
ive. From this perspective,
be driven by zero-
admission slots to
Thus, their opposi-
tipathy toward the
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civil 1 .
b1;/1(13 Xr;%hts glp)verlrllertl}tl, its leaders, and even blacks themselves—ca
ained by the threat black ites’ privi ool
o s pose to whites’ privileges (Campbell
Ahe i
o] Sez;vy cofncentra_tlon of blacks may be particularly likely to stimu-
u s€ 0 collective threat among whites. V. O. Key, Jr., noted th
¢ Ieo $Osst rilpllally conservative Southern political candidates in the ]ii:
oro inox; tended to receive their strongest support from whites
hegegm ()Ilylrij&sls1rr111(1)sttpoplulate}()l1 by blacks, presumably because white
ost vulnerable in such areas (1949).5
he ' 1.5 Such racial-
o élc’sext effec’ps coptmue to be noted today under the rubric of ricvlvaeja
Whitgy\,/ (etspec;ally ﬁn the Deep South. For example, in the early ?9905r
white D:% ];r ;{ e racist candidate for governor and senator in Loui’
, David Duke, was highest in areas ]
. . Of .
tratlonl( Giles and Buckner 1993, 1995).5! greatest black voter regis
Rea i i , '
erann czptf‘ltlczls of interest may be sufficient to cause negative in-
i thep itudes, but they may not be necessary. Relative depriva-
fion th try argues that the perceived discrepancy between one’s actual
circt Ofsdences and. others’ circumstances may be a stronger determ2il
e I~iVaﬁlssa‘psfactlon with one’s lot in life than is the absolute level (;"
& Ep} v Sﬁ?ﬁ n o:lier words, the mere perception of group deprivation
cient to trigger outgroup ant i
may t p antagonism; real conflicts of in-
terest mp}y no"c be necessary (Vanneman and Pettigrew 1972) SocliIalil
i feu‘p)y 'eonsts go still further. Tendencies to give favored ou'tcome
foke CaW ingroup members and discriminate against outgrou memS
b Oflz ocplpr even in experimentally formed groups withoutzn his:
Izr ¢ on 1et or competltion over limited resources, or indeec}ll an
pUCh i eraction or relatlonship with other ingroup members. In fac‘cy
et aI;g.roup favoritism exhibits itself even when the randorpness 0%
signment into such groups is com |
e ! p etely transparent to partic-
Vpi dels (;I‘ap;eldand Turner 1986).5 This perspective his not yef belecn
v has};n {pp ied to the study of public opinion on matters of race, but
s o fllenpied.sorr.le theoretical perspectives in the area.’ )
| im;t) rtlstpl(j:;lon bedtween self-interest and group interest has
ant. A considerable body of
b : ) y of research has found whites’
: Slilcpohcy apreferences to be little affected by their own self- intel:jsst
racial issues. Individual whi :
L : : whites whose own lives are m -
ed by issues such as busing or affirmative action 11 ol
not to be more opposed t ici A A
e tpip o such policies than are whites who are not
e rya bc ed at all. However, whites” opposition to liberal racial
y be more closely related to their sense of how the policy
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at is, a sense of group inter-
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might affect their own group’s interests. Th,
est may be more important than any sense of individual self-interest.**

The same is true for relative deprivation. Fraternal deprivation———the
sense that one’s own group is deprived relative to other groups—is

more politicaﬂy influential than egoistic deprivation——the sense that
oneself is deprived relative to other salient individuals (Vanneman and

Pettigrew 1972).

THE SENSE OF GROUP POSITION Much current work is developing a
variant of the group conflict perspective, treating prejudice as flowing
from “a sense of group position.” In this view, “the real object of preju-
dice . . . is beliefs about the proper relation between groups . . - [that

is,] relative group positions” (Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith 1997, 38).%

This model contains a number of basic tenets. First, people differen-
tiate themselves from others through the use of group categories,

accompanied by a belief in ingroup superiority. Second, ingroup
members view members of outgroups as alien and different. Third,
members of dominant groups come to believe that such membership

confers legitimate proprietary rights to
other resources. Finally, dominant group
threats from members of lower-status groups
share of those resources. Thus, the sense of gr
views the affective and cognitive underpinnings o
ing directly from realistic conflict over group
of threat from inferior groups. Moreover, it
economic and political interest
flict theory to focus on status as well.
Two general kinds of evidence hav
spectives. First, whites tend to oppose I
do blacks, even with contro
logical, and racial attitudes. This suggests that
erest and that those con
ant political consequences.” However, cIb
never possible to control on everything, calling for
surement of the presumed mediators of

Sears and Kinder 1985). Consistent with
though, recent research has shown that whites who perceive

import

+ween the races are the s

conflict of interest be
.ables that we have

liberal racial policies, again net of the other vari

been discussing.”

The conceptual boundary between thi

superior status, power, and
members readily perceive
who desire a greater
oup position model
f prejudice as flow-
interests and perceptions
goes beyond the concrete

s that are central to realistic group con-

e been provided for such per-
iberal racial policies more than
Is on a wide variety of demographic, ideo-
the two groups have
bedrock conflicts of int flicts of interest have

itics note that it is

more direct mea-
these racial differences (eg.

the group position argument,
greater

trongest opponents of

s model and the new racism
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mo i
thedf(is nlli for always sharp, however. On the one hand, proponents of
view critique some measures of s ic raci
. ' : ymbolic racism as reflect-
Lr:)gl.group interests or their rationalization. On the other hand sect
b glzl ;a;gsmdtheoi}i]stsfﬁnd that the sense of group position rnd]drcle_l
andons the focus on realistic i
rgely abandons the group interests and tangible
structs that can be construed
o ’ strued as more symbolic.®®
elabz:;rtencfe Iilobos more recent concept of “laissez—fair}emracism”
claborat slsatg)r; e; on "d{e sensg of group position model. It places the
of racial attitudes more fully within its histori
text, tracing the ultimate decli ! P hisorea o
, ecline of old-fashioned raci
' . ' : acism back to t
ilvzrsmge (l)f labor-intensive agriculture in the South.® Such an ideololgf
o longer required without a continui .
0 inuing need to justify whites’
" white
ezgi;);itiicvi }1lise of i()ﬁzcks as low-wage agricultural labor. J}Iovvaver th:t
ange did not undo whites’ sense i ,
on 1 of entitlement to thei
21;1nw(iegeld group position relative to blacks. Thus, a new form of r:dr
i ites” : !
sm ¢ ;vle oped to defend.vvhltes dominant position within the changed
nationallc context, 11;1 which blacks became participants in the broa%er
economy that is based on free m i
' ' arket capitalism. Laissez-
fla;(rie racism therefore consists of two major comporfi)entS‘ the const(i:rf
n i ' .
ue th:iitgs stereotyping olf blacks and the placing of responsibility
economic racial gap on blacks th
bk oot ial g s themselves. In this form
ry shortcoming is no longer some i i 7
' . e inhere iori
bu’;}ﬁeir cultural resistance to the work ethic ot infertorty
1 e . . ’
ok fati}:.: rr:(?(sierri I('ilClSHl pe}rspectives, this theory predicts that
- ism is distinguishable from old-fashi i
plose . ! ' old-fashioned racism, is a
behetrs I;r};adict;r of raeml policy preferences, and is closely linked to
o 0111)t e socioeconomic stratification system. An important
Sourc;: ;?‘I;h et\}xlzeen the perspectives, however, lies in the purported
e change in racial attitudes discu i
ree ¢ ssed earlier. Lai fai
o ' . Laissez-fai
- ég; 1sfno£cl a nevv brand of racism, but instead reflects the transfolr(?
mterest;) }v ites’ group interests and their continued defense of those
Conﬁnui. n Cent.rast., the modern racism perspective focuses on the
i ng socraiization of negative affect toward blacks and perce
at they violate cherished American values.* P

SOCIA
. t}te Z ;) MINANCE THEORY Social dominance theory also begins
‘ sumption of a social stratification system that distinguishes

dominant i
and subordinate groups. But unlike the other social struc-

tural theo . . . . .

= grounes, it regerds individual differences in personality within

- ﬁrsff as crucial elements in maintaining that hierarchical sys-
assumes that human societies tend to be structuredyas
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oy a dispropor-

economic privilege relative to

subordinate groups. Both the categorization into groups and the as-
signment to dominant and subordinate positions aré regarded as arbi-
trary and socially constructed. The theory suggests that there are three
broad categories of such hierarchies: age—based, in which “adults”

dominate “minors”; gender—based, in which males dominate females;
t varies across societies, based Variously on

and a third category tha

such dimensions of stratification as race, caste, ethnicity, nationality,
social class, lineage, Of clan. While age and gender systems are said to
be found in all social systems, the third system of social hierarchy is
thought to be restricted to those societies producing sustainable eco-
nomic surplus (ie., simple horticultural, advanced agricultural, agrar-
ian, industrial, and postindustrial societies).®
The heart of social dominance theory concerns itself with identi-
fying the psychological, ideological, and institutional mechanisms that
produce and sustain these group—based social hierarchies. One of the
most important individual-level forces is social dominance orientation,
the desire to establish and maintain such social inequalities. Tt has
been found to be related to many attitudes about policies that favor
dominant groups and disadvantage subordinate groups. Such findings
have been obtained in quite a aumber of different cultures and na-

tions.
Social dominance theory argues that group—based social hierarchies
d reinforcement of mechanisms at one

are driven by the interaction an
ological) with those at other levels of

Jevel of analysis (e.g., the psych:
analysis (e.g., the institutional). For example, people with ethnocen-

tric values are known to self-select into “hierarchy-enh
tions, such as the military and the police. More

tend to reward those employees who engage in
jors toward members of subordinate social groups.

with egalitarian values will be attracted to career
attenuating” institutions, such as social work or p
institutions will tend disproportionately to allocat

“based social hierarchies. Dominant groups €nj

ount of power, status, and

gI'Ollp

tionate am

e positive soci

reward most strongly those employees
bers of subordinate

behavior toward mem

fional treatment of group members is 2

between individuals’ own preferences and institution
Within social dominance theory, then, “the American

simply a special case of more general forces that tend to maintain

grou

al norms.

ancing” institu-
over, such institutions
antiegalitarian behav-
62 Similarly, those
s in “hierarchy-

hilanthropy. These

value to members of subordinate groups. They will in turn tend to
who exhibit such egalitarian

ps. As a result, institu-
function of the interaction

dilemma’ 18
the
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Z?fliitgfeellrlsjtgemonydof some .social groups over others. While the spe-
- f)m ; V;orlsfan transactlons that produce group-based social hi};r-
i arr}l/drom one Soerety and/or historical epoch to another, the
el invagri ane ;ssentral hrerarchical structure itself should be rela—
i C}; ocial dominance theorists suggest that better under-
standing the o Erzography' of these underlying mechanisms will yield
s i oo ;11 erstanding o.f the oppressive relationships amon
general and greater insight into the dynamics of e
grolgrp c§nﬂlcts within specific historical contexts ynamics of specific
leaglllléz S}lfl,a?eperspectrve advanced by Mary Jackman and her col-
leagues sha ths aspe;t}?of both realistic group conflict theory and social
dominance heory. : is also centrally features the ideas of an interest-
o ro1erarc y ar'l(.l the collusion of dominant and subordinate
Brou] JaCkII; ‘ ;n;)r’fg ;E[abﬁhty and avoid conflict (Jackman 1978, 1994
£ t,heory an and hu a 1984). In contrast with realistic group con—’
o maintair,l o g ,Is e srlggests that dominant groups often attempt
fo maintain th exE oitation of .subordinate groups through ideolo
rather (b rough open eor1ﬂ1ct and force. They develop ideol o
L fluSUf]y ef(ﬂstmg inequalities as fair and just.®® prieoese
 Thus, Jackman interprets whites” greater 51r ort f i
{ellé)(lz; oi }rz;:;altfquahty than. for liberal racial pEc))Il)iCies (;1; %)erllriiajilplrg:
o, %ad o 21) empts to maintain their dominant position. A newyide—
ol Further(ran constructed as the previous ideology began to lose
utiliy. Purthers ore, she argues that higher education does not in-
interests and m(frrsxlr(liesl’:ezll rirlllpllllari?il;?s' Wh’illes pore e of ther
intores ] ning their privileges.
fagi(éaetl;)fncr())ri};n [ztrovrdes them vx'/ith the ability to collstruc%a suspoeill(c)irell
e voal s 216}1}’[1 to equality, masking their underlying resistance
o it OgUt. ; us, educated whites present themselves as un-
SR aving to do anything that would jeopardize their
, , economic dominance over blacks.%

POLITICAL THEORIES

A thi i
i hrlci gfoaﬁsgalu‘;l;eoretllclal .positiorr, associated with Paul Sniderman
o Stmgture, erIrr;lp asizes politics more than it does psychology
T stcts ro.l fls pesfaen arose primarily out of skepticism
et OhCiee of racism m'determining opposition to contem-
L thgt ek s as proposed in the new racism models. It focuses
| zer11§ getto clrooee only among the political alterna-
e Oy po itical institutions and presented by public lead-
e, it is important to look most closely at the nature of
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ach is thus “institution—oriented” rather
these authors have generally not

1, so we will simply describe it as a

those alternatives. This appro
than “getor-centered.” However,
used any particular descriptive labe
“politics—centered” approach.65

One proposition in particular stands at
are concerned, there is no longer the issue of race, no simple, emo-

tional, gut-level response to any racial issue, driven by attitudes toward
blacks themselves. Instead, the politics of race has evolved into a va-
eatment, social wel-

riety of distinct “policy agendas,” such as equal tr
fare for blacks, and race-conscious policies (e.g., affirmative action).
Whites™ attitudes vary considerably across these areas in three ways.
Their level of policy support varies considerably, with opposition to
affirmative action being most intense and pervasive (Sniderman and
Carmines 1997a). Their policy attitudes cluster within each area
rather than reflecting consistent support or opposition to all racial
olicies across agendas. And opposition to each set of policies is deter-
mined more by its unique politics than by racial animus or group inter-
ests. As a result, different predictive models are required to explain
opposition to the three different sets of policies (Sniderman and
Piazza 1993).

Most important, therefore, is general political ideology because
elites tend to frame all domestic issues in ideological terms. Conserva-
tives and liberals differ espeoially in the value they place on govern-
mental solutions to social problems, so the preferred role of govern-
ment should perhaps be the most central explanatory factor in whites’
attitudes. But general moral values are important as well. For ex-
ample, fundamental considerations of fairness and equal treatment

are especially important in gene ffirmative action

rating opposition to a
because they “thrust in exactly the opposite direction” from it: “in the
d tolerance . .

 the ideals of equal-

center stage: as far as whites

name of achieving racial equality an:
been upended” (Sniderman and
mines 1997a, 3). College-

likely to use their ideology and values
t practiced with
akes issue with the new
blacks violate individu-
niderman and Pi-

ity and tolerance have themselves
Piazza 1993, 177 Spiderman and Car
educated people are especially
in responding to racial issues because they are mos
such abstractions. However, this perspective t
racism’s emphasis on whites” perceptions that
alistic values and relegates them to a minor role (S
azza 1993, 56-64; Spiderman and Carmines 1997a, 31-33).
These authors do recognize some continue

fluencing whites’ opinions about racial issues. In fact,

allude to the minority of whites who continue to express nega

d role of racism in in-
they frequently

tive ste-
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reotype i
e s et e Tadbnd. oy e evidonon 1o
of ra c . Indeed, they present eviden
hostiﬁs, pia;c (pcppiosnior;) te affirmative action is likely to generate fziec:ag
oo P c;n t}? being the product of it (Sniderman and Piazza
ot preferenéen eir view, is a strong determinant neither of racial
e ids rllor of seemrngly nonracial explanatory factors
ness of various poel(i)c?gsy ’ g%lilllltaergelc:s 1;11 es"ta}?d udgments ol the fair:
s « ) s it has are said to
i ﬁ(ﬁ?iﬁziiﬂn%n% the less educated (Sniderman and Piazzl;elglggf
pn in thelr e p re(;‘pnt. writings, they emphasize the growing num;
pers of whites o) g(;(o will toward blacks and their strengthening de-
sire o soe that bac s are better off. They suggest that the racial toler-
oving tha Whi{emost whites on matters of principle is genuine by
e bk s genera.lly do not use race-neutral justifications to
g opportuifpr()tpo(ritlonatelx for negative treatment, even when
A 135_38)‘@7 o do so (Sniderman and Carmines 1997a, 65—
Mor i
e }ebréjzeitrlg/ these tl'leonsts have suggested that prejudice may
aetualy be 2 st Irll%irp pé)Jlllltépi (gorce among libplrals than among con-
servative: ' conservatives have principled, race-
neutral gp::z Cicgl%ppzlsmg governmentally based racigl policies
ence for gogzemmeniafrsolsuetlirsnt: igettl:ry i theigid6010gica1 Prefer:
ence for g ! 1 their prejudice against blacks.
raCia}:l };; (())l\i/;dea(ptviltdznce lzo’rh that prejudice has a larger i%npact on thse
ek IibemJSyShOWu es 0h llperels trlan on those of conservatives and
e pOhCies more be51tat10n in expressing their attitudes toward
et hberahsn; psresum'a' ly due to their ambivalence. They suggest
trat Hherals enm in(sirs because elites’ support for race-conscious
remedies ha ﬁ% (Srede a great deal of “unacknowledged anger” in
 ranlcand. f:r fru erman arrd Carmines 1997a, chap. 3).%
- W},liCh Whitzom rape be1r1g the quintessentially intractable is-
SN peop p) are immovably pro or con, these theorists
o oo pSu c car:i ¢ more easily swayed about racial policies
o Provious é]e tpposei ,if .convmcing moral arguments are made
oo attin ars OV\;&I’ racral. policy are at heart about politics and
o rzce_%ue ora pohtrcal reprioritization by liberals because
o o onpipmus pohcy'agenda has made things worse, not
o SUChe all rmatlve action violate traditional Americarr val-
ey policies are exc'lusive and race-targeted. They sug-
o more universalistic color-blind policies, with justifi-
appeal to moral principles reaching beyond race.J They
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provide experimental evidence that particularistic policies have lim-
ited appeal irrespective of which particular group they are targeted
for. More broadly targeted policies with universalistic justifications are

capable of achieving levels of political support that could potentially
regalvanize progress toward racial equality (Sniderman and Carmines
1997a, chap. 4).5

has earned a substantial audience because of its

This approach
wide-ranging explication of the role of po]itical values in whites™ re-

sponses to racial issues and its use of a wide variety of statistical and
experimental techniques. Given the heavy volume of research this ap-
roach has generated, it is perhaps not surprising that some findings
fit the theoretical portrait more closely than others. For example, the
most recent work presents the effects of prejudice, and its interaction
with ideology, as uniform across all racial policies rather than varying
according to “policy agenda” (Sniderman and Carmines 1997a, 59-97;
Spiderman, Crosby, and Howell this volume). Second, judgments of
fairness and support for equal treatment are thought to mediate the
link between race-neutral values and opinions about racial policy, but
they are not measured directly and so need to be inferred from differ-
ential responses t0 complexly different political alternatives.*® Third,
a clever, unobtrusive measure of racial attitudes has been developed
and seems to indicate that a large number of whites who express ra-
cially liberal attitudes on standard survey questions take quite the op-
posite position when given a covert opportunity to do so. This finding
has not been explicitly reconciled with several others interpreted as
showing that the good will toward blacks that many whites express oD
survey questions is quite genuine. Also, conservatives express no more
negative attitudes toward affirmative action on this covert measure
than do liberals, a puzzling contrast to the view often presented else-
where that ideology is & central determinant of whites’ attitudes to-
ward racial policies (Gilens, Sniderman, and Kuklinski 1998).

Finally, some of the most recent research is troubling with respect
to the debate with the new racism theorists. First, at some junctures,
the older stereotypes about blacks do seem to have considerable in-
fluence, and a “commitment to racial equality” index has strong rela-
tionships with attitudes about affirmative action and government assis-
tance to blacks (independent of the justiﬁcation used for the latter).®
Second, in some recent experiments, they find that opposition to racial
policy is strongest when the proposed recipients are black, described
ina stereotype—conﬁrming manner, and among respondents who hol
the strongest racial stereotypes: “what is crucial is not race by itself,

ﬁ
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no i
itsto\\:,ilf?:tlgl the at)straot, not even individual effort considered on
T o e e i T
ar 40, en ; ginal).”™ Moreover, they provi i-
atiV;e télsz }slufprlrli ;i Eopjviérgcpg)n holds special appeal to poli}tfildal Zocrlii:rv\lz—
S SO K %h eoﬁzs_ seem to be quite similar to those central
Ot i
Some}(l)(}rtsh l;a}(\épl atlsofcarned ont research that specifically challenges
gy i efs of this pohtlcel approach.™ First, despite vastly c%if—
eeion (p support for different racial policies, factor and re-
o Wheph s stplggest that they still share an underlying racial com-
g a,ntie ah(ter . at be racial entipathy, symbolic racism, or group-
e effecgts - aria}rlnsrn. In .addition, racial attitudes continue to ha\lfje
strong off Ol.tn v&i ites’ racial policy preferences even when ideolo
aghes 1987.1 Iica .values are controlled (e.g., among many othergsy
iy rese;lr(:(}el’(tilgreplv and Meertens 1995; Sears et al. 1997). Sec:
P e e p so has prov'lded evidence that conservative values
it in act substantively related. Some go as far as to sug-
B iss;les : ain part to the political party realignment around ci\;gil
o intert\;]ingtisrpfand .conse.rvative political values are now inextri-
cably ntertvined. lpg discussion of this realignment, see Carmines
S th, 1sal.l and. Edsall 1991a). Third, as education in-
sy S0 do s;) ; e relationship between racism and ideology, as well
L (Se(p : Snewer forms of racism on attitudes toward racial
poliey Sor,ne.gh.;l eirs et al. 1997; Sidanius, Pratto, and Bobo 1996)
PositiOI,] ome. ve egun to eontest the notion that a substantial o i
b COli;ppEsgous pohCles stems from a sense that such poi)i-
s n pr1nc1ples of racial egalitarianism. Instead, one
gt tcornrlriiltment to. egalitarian values strongly predicts
e Kosts any nd of racial policies (see Hughes 1997; Sears
erman, C erman this voiume; Sidanius et al. this Volume- S 'd:
HO, rosby, and Howell this volume). .
W
approacivlezsthp;e guzzies end up being resolved, this more political
approach has p ylei . aali important role in reviving research on ideolog-
g - importanpo.tplc Vahies as sources of opinion on racial poliog
e mporta f, it has prowdedresearch outlining one possible olity—'
ork for placing America back on the path to racial qua]jt;

CROSS-CUTTING THEMES

These theories i
e :p)l;ps 1ntersect et several points that it might be useful to
ore previewing the original contributions that follow.
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THE ROLES OF RACE AND RACISM

There is substantial disagreement among scholars about the extent to
plied to contemporary

which the term “racism” is appropriately ap
whites’ attitudes.™ Some see racism as having largely disappeared,
along with the formal barriers to equality. Others see it as continuing,
but in altered form, as some kind of “new racism.” There is even dis-
agreement about whether those “new racisms” are in fact much differ-
ent from the “old racisms” or indeed about whether they reflect racism
at all. Tn addition, there is some disagreement about the form any such
new racism takes.

A central question is whether or not race and racism have major

r whites” attitudes toward racial policy. Most have an-

influences ove
s. Perhaps most extreme are the

swered yes, but for different reason
implicit racism theorists, who suggest that racism matters a great deal
and in ways that are outside the awareness and control of even the
most egalitarian—minded individuals. The symbolic and aversive rac-
ism perspectives suggest that the power of racism can now be found
in a conjunction of primitive affective responses to blacks and tradi-
tional but nonracial values, while biological racism is largely a thing of

the past. The social structural theorists assert that race matters, but

primarily as an expression of other forces, such as realistic conflicts of
group interest or the desire to maintain the ingroup’s position in the
social hierarchy. At the other extreme, the politically centered theory
says that race matters, but more for questions of principle than policy,
and then mainly for the less educated.

There is general consensus about two aspects of the empirical data
on this point. One is that blacks are far more supportive of contempo-
rary racial policies than are whites. A second is that the “new racism”
measures are quite closely correlated with whites’ attitudes toward ra-
cial policies (Hughes 1997; Kinder and Sanders 1996; Pettigrew and
Meertens 1995; Sears et al. 1997). But at that point, consensus van-
ishes. Some hold that even old-fashioned (or blatant, or classical) rac-
ism still has a substantial effect, while others say it does not.™ There
is controversy over how to interpret measures of the “new racisms.”

Symbolic racism theorists see them as the consequence of the linkage
of racial resentment and ideology stimulated by political elites in the
post—civil rights era. Aversive racism theorists see them as the accept-
able expression of latent negative affect toward blacks. Group-interest

theorists see them primarily as reflecting perceptions of racial threat
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an . . .
o ldhréigéiiz;tattiﬁgs pf group interests. Social dominance and ideologi-
g e };mo Ipris‘ts view them as inerely measuring one legitimiz-
e e e glirziaiiﬁ used to maintain the positions of dominant
D e ideOl(pgy 1a§3/(})lrceicilter3d theorists see them as reflecting
e e oty e redundant tautologies of measures of pol-
Ar
- Whiia;ii hacria 'ij controversy concerns the level of consistency
o (pfimoil 1acr0ps racial policy issues. Some believe that
o o e o raCiglaiiimus underlies whites’ preferences about
@ broad vanely “rrapip issues, )};/hereas others believe that there
A ps ¢ acial agendas.”™ Support for racial policies varies
Ao es, ;ls we have seen. Almost all whites support gen-
eral prine fn . ei(iﬁretirtea;pgri bltlt are more divided about govern-
ment 4 ; , ost oppose race-conscious polici
dray an do similar policies tar
o Hfi;);(;iilly (11;8[1)0 Sani(ij1 Kluegel 1993; Sidanius et al. Ehis voiumegestss
, Controvers. o ; }1111 Erman and Carmines 1997a). However, ihere
B o Pohcies}iar ert V\(fi fe’t er black-targeted policies are opposed more
this volume; Sni%lifmar?r gtr}éiir))%rzsg SiISUChlflS}:man (Sidanius etal
s volume;. , a lowe this volume).
 Buter s;i éi; lf;/(iiasl (;f s.upport vary quite widely across issues, a com-
underlie all of them Iggl;;tzz %fiocliip;lzasedﬁantiegahtariamsm ol
. e . confir i
Eiltir(;or}ﬂlﬁtmg findings.”™ A final test of consiIsI;:iocr; afsgifst(i);r t?italysm
cicto ape tC :;Ei;/;r;oug rzpial policy attitudes are the same. Here,ft)(r)((e)
there are conflit Eg ndings. The politics-oriented theorists repor’é
fhat whites arrive I?S sitttitudes' about equal opportunity, federal treat-
e cious p.ohcy on the basis of quite different consid-
niderman and Piazza 1993). Others find that symbolic rac-

:Aiphls tpe'strongest predictor of attitudes in all areas of racial poli
debatre atively little difference across areas (Sears et al 19975)0’]?‘?1%
es among these different perspectives have helped ;co cryst.allizz

dle a“e!“a“\/e [)()SS]I)I[I“eS, a“d flllthGI I(bS(iarCh Hlay advaDCG us t()

ID )
EOLOGY AND TRADITIONAL VALUES

A secon

 foco tc}il zh}(:mz concerns the role of race-neutral ideologies and val-

e o the ran s of social structuralists, political ideology is to a sig-
gree a tool used by dominant groups to maintain their hegg—
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mony. In contrast, politically oriented theorists argue that it composes
principles of self-governance reached through careful consideration
s a central causal role in determining attitudes

and education and play:
toward racial policy. In the middle, perhaps, aré new racism theorists,
ertwined with rac-

who see components of conservative ideology as int
ism, but with both making independent contributions to racial policy
preferences.77

Beliefs about the causes of inequality similarly play a major role in
of perspectives. According to social structural theories, they

a number
for the current state of in-

provide dominant groups with justifications
equality and the maintenance of a privileged group position. In fact,
such theorists have particularly noted the importance of individualistic
and the absence of structuralistic explanations of inequality as justifi-
cations for opposition to racial policy.™ This position has culminated

in the model of laissez-faire racism, which puts the denial of discrimi-

nation and stereotypes about blacks’ lack of effort at center stage.
Symbolic racism similarly invokes the denial of continuing discrimina-
tion and perceptions of blacks’ lack of work ethic, though conceptual-
izing both as measuring a conjunction of antipathy toward blacks and
traditional values rather than as being interest-based justifications for
structural inequality.

Another major theme concerns traditional American values. Sey-
mour Lipset has argued that “American exceptionalism” is based on a
set of core values, of which the most relevant to racial policy issues
are individualism and egalitarianism (see Lipset 1996). It has indeed
often been observed that this pair of values forms an existential di-
lemma for many Americans when it comes to matters of race. The
primary goal of the civil rights movement was racial equality, the 0s-
tensible benefit of which was that each individual, black or white, had
the opportunity to succeed on the basis of his or her own merits. In
that sense, the two values operated in synchrony. Today they may work
in conflicting directions, as the work ethic operates at Cross-purposes
with racial policies that attempt to correct a free market’s tendency to

produce unequal outcomes.™
Individualism in its own right was one of the building blocks of
fect toward blacks. It also takes

symbolic racism, along with negative af
center stage, along with other political values, in the politics-centered
theory, where it represents a core tenet of conservatism untainted by
racial considerations. In social structural theories, individualism is one

among several ideological instruments serving to justify and rational-
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g da tudes toward racial policy.® Another standard measure
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ki .H owever, the reinterpretation of egalitarianism
e ond hlz EO etagues (1)n this volume suggests that multiple fac
. onstruct. One potentially refl % « i i
e y reflects “pure” egalitarian-
e gngtvfor equal treatment—while a second reflects %esistance
i perbns Coalrrll(i:rel:; ti)ward eqt(liahty, resembling racial resentments
. closer to individuali h
b | ps coming ' ism than to what most peo
egalitarianism is. Plainly, the field would also benefit frolr)n fEIre

ther deco i

nstruction of egalitariani
' nism i
| e g and careful measurement of its



36 DAVID SEARS, JOHN HETTS, JIM SIDANIUS, LAWRENCE BOBO

INTERESTS

The sociopsychological and sociological approaches to intergroup con-
flict perhaps collide most around the question of interests. The sym-
bolic racism theory, taking a symbolic politics perspective, argued that
self-interest (that is, personal racial threats) were not strong moti-
vators of whites™ racial attitudes. Realistic group conflict and politics-
centered theorists criticized the symbolic racism perspective for em-
phasizing the role of self-interest and ignoring group interests, which
were said to be more central to political life in general (compare Sears
and Funk 1991 with Bobo 1983; Sniderman and Tetlock 1986b).
Much subsequent theoretical and empirical work has emphasized the
importance of the distinction between the two kinds of interests, with
even group conflict theorists now concurring in the general weakness
of self-interest (see Bobo 1983, 1988b, this volume; Hughes 1997).
Nonetheless, questions remain about the notion of group interests

at both the theoretical and the empirical levels. Most obvious, most

assume that blacks have a strong interest in the objectives of liberal ra-
loyment, education, housing, busi-

cial policies: more equality in emp
ness, and so on.®* Also, Sears and Kinder offer a distinction between

symbolic and realistic group interests (Sears and Kinder 1985). The
line has not been sharply defined, however. Even resources as seem-
ingly tangible as money, political power, or territory have their sym-
bolic elements (e.g., Lane 1991). And the sense of group position the-
ory places more emphasis than realistic group conflict theory does on

status and other more symbolic, intangible goods.

At a measurement level, there is tension about the use of objective
al perceived interests and/or in-

indicators of interests as ignoring re
sufficient direct measurement of those perceived interests (see Bobo

1983, as opposed to Sears and Kinder 1985). Identification with the
white ingroup, for example, has to date not been much explored, and
some are skeptical of interpreting the racial differences in policy pref-
erences that remain after controlling on a wide variety of other vari-
ables as reflecting differential group interests. There is consensus here
at the moment, then, that focusing on group interest is more proﬁtable
than an emphasis on self-interest. But there remains considerable the-

oretical and empirical work to be done.

THIS VOLUM E
al, the contributions in this

As with American race relations in gener
nd continued conflict. The

volume represent a mixture of progress a
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CerIpi re;sw‘;pip; ,foltlppv (;epresent the major theoretical positions con
s’ attitudes toward race and raci i i
= al policy. They sh
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— r(.eilcisn}i1 ibri t}11<e aftermath of the 1960s and instead becam
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[ ooupiedmith individualistic shortcomings. The
e importance of racial res i fically
g : ' entment and its specifical
preworllla;t:;e 11<nbthree. ways. First, they provide a detailed refnal sis (IJ}E
o ork by Sniderinan and Michael Hagen (1985). The yshow
e y priented individualism was a potent component of (z] 0si
Contrasta(t:;la pghcy, but not to policies focusing on class or gen(iﬁ' Iii
- n,Ot ~e}1]q nd that etandard measures of race-neutral individlial—
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alism and the role of gov-
rovide several rebuttals of
reflects ideological con-

ate thoughts about individu
+ about race. Finally, they p

sentment merely

questions activ:
ernment, but no
the contention that racial re

servatism and not racial prejudice.
David Sears, P. J. Henry, and Rick Kosterman build on the general

consensus that symbolic racism is a most powerful ingredient of oppo-

on to racial policy. But they note the vexing question of its origins.
from a mixture of racism and traditional values,

alism, as originally asserted? And what is the role

of egalitarian values that have no manifest connection to race? First,

they provide additional evidence that symbolic racism is distinctly ra-
cial, and distinctive from conservative political ideology, in whites’ atti-
tudes. However, it seems to be more closely associated with inegali-
tarian than with individualistic values. A deconstruction of attitudes

about equality yields overwhelming support for the pr'mciples of equal
treatment and opportunity, but much division about how far to pursue
further equality in practice. They find that egalitarianism as ordinarily
measured in public opinion data is composed of two separate dimen-
sions. The first again taps whites’

broadly consensual commitment to
principles of equal opportunity and equal treatment. The second,
however, appears to tap resistanc

e to further efforts to increase equa.-
ity. They then present evidence

that the latter is much more closely
linked to both symbolic racism and attitudes toward racial policy and,
more surprising, to individualistic attributions for poverty and racial
disadvantage. This suggests

that the apparent link between symbolic
racism and inegalitarian values may

not be what it seems. Symbolic
racism may reflect not opposition to equal opportunity, but resent-
ment of a “free ride” for blacks who are seen as not leading lives con-
sistent with the ethic of individual responsibility: If so, whites resis-
tance to change would seem to stem more from their perceptions of
blacks lack of commitment to individualism than from inegalitarian-
ism in the usual sense.

Marylee Taylor uses
the role of whites™ raci
preferences. Combining survey
measures
environs. As it increases, SO

such dimensions as tradition

siti
Does it really stem
particularly individu

the effects of racial context as a way to assess
al sentiments in influencing their racial policy
data and Census information, she
the size of the black population in the white respondents’
does white antipathy toward blacks on

al prejudice, attitudes toward racial pol-
icy, racial resentment, perceived group threat, and individualistic attri-

butions for black disadvantage. In contrast, racial context is not related
to attitudes about nonracial social policies. She concludes that such
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findin
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ot dgroup fferences that survive controls on a h’ost o?
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el ptiln erests may play a more substantial role in support
- Sidamuz Pan [;rewously thought. i
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litical theory. They find that egalitarianism remains a systematically
contested issue rather than being a resolved, consensual, and noncon-
tentious feature of American politics. The greater the general social
status of one’s ethnic group is, the less committed one is to social
equality, even when this equality is defined in terms of equality of

opportunity rather than equality of result. In twe studies, they find so-

cial dominance orientation, based on a fundamentally inegalitarian
associated with racial pol-

stance, to be equa]ly or even more strongly

icy attitudes than are conservatism and individualism. In addition,

they find that affirmative action is opposed more if targeted for blacks
than for women or the poor. Contrary to the notion that conservatives
treat the targets of all such policies similarly on principle, they find
that conservatives aré more likely to oppose affirmative action for
blacks than for other groups, while liberals tend to respond in similar
vein to all three groups. Moreover, ideology had stronger effects when
the policy was targeted for blacks, suggesting a close link between race
and ideology. Also, highly educated conservatives were, if anything,
more likely to exhibit a racial double standard than were highly edu-
cated liberals. In both studies, comprehensive structural equation
models yielded stronger support for social dominance theory than for
the politics—oriented view. In addition, the authors present a number
of other findings potentially problematic for both the modern racism
and the politically oriented positions.

Paul Sniderman, Gretchen Crosby, and William Howell carefully
delineate their view that political rather than racial considerations
stand at the center of whites’ attitudes toward racial policy. One analy-
s tests the idea that the new racism is a conjunction of individualistic
values and antipathy toward blacks. Such a model explains relatively
Jittle variance in their data. Second, they challenge the standard ac-
count of ideology and opposition to racial policy, presenting evidence

of substantial cleavage among liberals over affirmative action. For

e, when asked explicitly, conservatives are more likely than

exampl
liberals to express anger about affirmative action, but liberals have

more “unacknowledged anger” about it. Third, racial prejudice exerts
stronger influence on racial policy attitudes among Jiberals than it does
among conservatives, presumably because liberal ideology clashes
with prejudice, while conservatives tend to be ideologically opposed to
governmental solutions irrespective of their racial prejudices. Fourth,
they present evidence suggesting that conservatives are not more
likely to practice a racial double standard than are liberals. They also
highlight the importance of politics in influencing attitudes toward ra-
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cial policies, finding that su fi i
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paragement of minority groups. He urges greater research attention
to whites who promote greater racial equality rather than focusing
solely on those who oppose it.

Jennifer Hochschild suggests that some of the debates contained in
this volume stem as much from differences in style of intellectual work
as from substantive disagreement. Some of the authors are “splitters,”
who contrast alternate theories in “either-or” fashion, while others are
“lumpers,” who proceed in “hoth-and” style. The latter being more to
her taste, she is inclined to find merit in all the approaches repre-
sented here. She has several suggestions for future research. First,
she is critical of the narrowness of the standard conceptualization and
measurement of such key concepts as affirmative action, individual-
ism, egalitarianism, and group identity. She believes the field would
benefit from a broader range of methods, supplementing the standard
survey interview with focus groups, experimentation, intensive inter-
views, and open-ended questions. She applauds a “multifocal” ap-
proach to intergroup conflict, considering not just the American black-
white divide, but also other American ethnic groups as well as Euro-

ean ethnic conflicts. Finally, she urges attention to social structure as
well as to attitudes—indeed to how social structures may affect the
life chances of minority groups without anyone intending it or recog-
nizing it.

Michael Dawson argues that racial attitudes in America must be
understood within the context of a continuing racial hierarchy. This
hierarchical order has not only structured social and political life in
America’s past, but also affects many aspects of contemporary Ameri-
can life. He, therefore, generaﬂy comes down with the “social struc-
tural” rather than the “politics—centered” scholars in these debates. At
the same time, he does agree with the latter that politics really do
matter: even if many white Americans are unwilling to accept fun-
Jamental racial equality, their racial attitudes canmot be exclusively
understood in terms of antiblack resentment, antiegalitarianism, or
group dominance.

Most pointedly, he goes on to comment on the “racialization” of the
research process itself. The research conducted by white and black
social scientists tends to be fragmented along racial lines. Not only
do minority and white social scientists often occupy separate research
communities, primarily investigating opinion within their own racial
groups, but also they tend to employ substantially different explan-

atory models. This racial division of labor may have some malignant
consequences. For example, minority researchers often show consid-
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erable sch “bili "

en: Eoflllaii{lit:guéguelnes.s by reading and thinking about the
often tend to ionor rih minority reSearchers, while white researchers
oocial seientiot Sgt g e work of minority scholars. Moreover, white
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American society. li/laiicht '(i‘l Iglters.e e between race and politics in
S themsel\;es ]ZVI e gained if social scientists, like ordinary
- oross th T , make a greater effort to listen to one anoth

e racial divide. This book is a modest effort in this directioiir
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