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	Reference
	Notes

	RACE, RACISM, OPPRESSION, TRANSMISSION OF INEQUALITY

	National Research Council, 2001. America

Becoming: Racial Trends and their Consequences. Volume I.

	Challenge of studying race:  
· Danger of aggregate groups (e.g. 500 identifiable Native American Tribes)
· Mutability of race in the sense of moving in and out of social groups and the changes in the meanings of those groups over time

· Complex interactions of many variables with race such that only a few things are caused by race, while others are caused by confounded variables.  
· Analysis of racial trends requires “measures and research strategies capturing the unintended racial effects of organizational, relational, and collective processes embodied in the social structure of racial inequality,” but is lacking.  
· Possible “convergence” of racial/ethnic clusters based on educational and economic trends.

	Young, Iris Marion. 1990. “Five Faces of Oppression,” “Displacing the Distributional Paradigm,” in Justice and the Politics of Difference

(Princeton University Press), 39-65.


	Social groups exist only in relation to @ least 1 other.
1. The collective precedes the individual – the group constitutes the individual, rather than the individual preceding the group.

2. Group identity becomes salient only in specific interactive contexts where Us/Them, Self/Other becomes evident.

3. Social justice requires promotion of, reproduction of, and respect for group differences without oppression, as it is foolish to deny the reality of groups.

Oppression is not a unified construct – 5 Faces. It is structural in that a specific oppressor (tyrant) is not required, and eliminating this oppressor does not eliminate oppression. Rather, oppressions are systematically reproduced in the structures of major institutions.  Criteria for determining whether a group is oppressed or not (not a full theory of oppression): 

1. Exploitation: transfer of the results of labor of one group to benefit another, enacting a structural relation of groups with each other.

2. Marginalization: system of labor cannot or will not use these people; therefore they are dependent on others materially and lack dignity, self-respect, and purpose.

3. Powerlessness: lacking power to decide policies or results (social division between planners and executors); lack of opportunity for progressive development, autonomy and respectability @ work extends to social life and through the generations. 
4. Cultural imperialism: dominant group projects own experience as representative of humanity, and the minority group is constructed as deviant or inferior.

5. Violence: Perpetrated against minorities because they are minorities, and their differences invoke irrational fear by perpetrators who fear identity loss; it therefore exists as a social practice in a social context that makes it possible and even acceptable

Distributional paradigm of social justice (contemporary philosophical theory) holds that justice is “a morally proper distribution of benefits and burdens among society’s members.”  .  Although distribution is crucial to conception of justice, this is reductionistic.  Elimination of institutionalized domination and oppression paradigm of social justice means evaluation of any aspect of social organization and practice where they exist or can exist.

	Williams, Patricia, 1995. “White Men Can’t Count.” The Rooster’s Egg: On the Persistence of Prejudice. (Harvard University Press), 97-106.
	The view of affirmative action as favoritism that disadvantages white males is not based on empirical reality (there are still more white males in powerful positions, and they still make more than other groups).  Preferences, created by generalized and routinized notions of propriety, operate at a level just below overt discrimination; racial discrimination is powerful precisely because it is barely perceptible and often seen as neutral. Affirmative action is mistaken for quotas, lowering expectations, etc. and is clung to by those who have no sense of their still great power.  It is a rigid, win-loss dichotomy that excludes the notion that everyone could benefit.

	Guinier, Lani and Torres, Gerald. 2002. Political race and magical realism; Rethinking Conventions of Zero-Sum Power; and Enlisting Race to Resist Hierarchy” in

The Miner’s Canary: Enlisting Race, Resisting Power, Transforming Democracy. (Harvard

University Press).
	Political race: challenges those on the right who say it is not real as well as those on the left who say it’s real but we cannot talk about it. Both sides see race as primarily skin color.  Race is a political and social construction that puts people into powerless positions which they accept despite recognizing the injustice.

3 dimensions of power: 1st is winner-take-all; 2nd is indirect manipulation of rules to shape outcomes; 3rd is mobilization of biases/tacit understandings to exclude/include individuals/groups in decision-making or conflict.  Those with control maintain control b/c they set the agenda.  Power can be exercised repressively (power-over, winning) or generatively (power-with).  Most social justice strategies are power-over, and thus the only difference is in the first dimension – who’s winning, not in how the game is played or who makes the rules.  Once an outsider “wins,” they are coopted, operating at the 1st dimension, potentially influencing the 2nd.   Power-with is psychological and social power gained through collective struggle and creating alternative set of narratives to influence 3rd dimension necessary for social justice.  Look at power as generative, as social production rather than social control.  Resistance fosters resilience, and those from a marginalized group who “infiltrate” existing power structures need to maintain their resistance; otherwise, they legitimate rather than challenge the hierarchy. 

	Minow, 1990. Making all the difference: Inclusion, exclusion, and American law. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
	Abnormal person (different legal treatments followed based on classification), progressed to rights (to be free of unwarranted discrimination), and now social-relations way approaches to making judicial decisions are emerging.  Abnormal is a classification that is given by a powerful majority to a powerless minority, and the legal treatments reify the differences. This has been displaced by rights approach, but it holds on to the abnormal persons view and presumes status quo is natural and good.  It cannot direct decisions about when rights analysis should reject or accept differential treatment (i.e., due to past discrimination).  Emerging social relations approach indicates that one groups’ position can only be understood in relation to another; differences only exist in relation to the other, but the former 2 still have influence.  Classification of 1 group by another is suspect, b/c it locates the problem in the individual rather than group.



	Batts, Valerie. 1998. Modern Racism: New Melody for the Same Old Tune. Cambridge, Mass: Episcopal Divinity School, 16 pp.

	“Modern racism defined as ‘the expression in terms of abstract ideological symbols and symbolic behaviors of the feeling that blacks are violating cherished values and making illegitimate demands for changes in the status quo.’”

· Still based on underlying belief of black inferiority, which does not change due to changes in law.

· Rather, the effect is for racism to become submerged and subtle

Personal racism: prejudice or bias, cognitive or affective misinformation or both, maintenance of conscious or unconscious attitudes or beliefs.

Interpersonal: behaviors based on these conscious or unconscious beliefs.

Institutional: power differential – intended and unintended effects of policies, practices, laws, styles, and rules confer differential advantages and costs along racial lines.

Cultural: ability to define Euro-American values and norms as right and beautiful – the norm, to which one must conform. Cultural racism occurs when others standards, norms etc are perceived as less than.

Dysfunctional rescuing: helping people of color based on belief that they cannot help themselves, which often does not help but rather harms

Blaming the victim, avoidance of contact, denial of cultural differences, denial of political significance of differences, 

Internalized oppression: has similar manifestations in behaviors of people of color as modern racism has in whites.

The 2 interact to reify each other and increase misunderstanding and mistrust.



	Waters, M. 1999. Black Identities.
	Discrimination remains an important part of the explanation of black-white inequality

Immigrants may have different view of their social class than people in US do: 

· they may view themselves as middle or upper class because they were in their home country, or 

· they may view themselves as better off (and therefore middle or upper) here in the US in comparison to their situation in their home country.

Notions of appropriate behavior and values clash and can get immigrants in legal trouble (e.g. childrearing and child abuse; cooking and fire departments).

For those enduring the influences of risk factors and the lived situation of personally mediated, internalized, and/or institutional discrimination, even “good culture” is no match

	Jones, C. (2000). Levels of racism: A theoretic framework and a gardener's tale. American Journal of Public Health, 90(8), 1212-1215.


	Personally mediated racism: Prejudice/discrimination (what most people think of when think racism), intentional and unintentional; acts of commission and omission.

Internalized racism: stigmatized races accept negative messages, don’t believe in others who look like them or in themselves

Institutionalized racism 

1. Differential access to goods, services, opportunities of society by race. 

2. It’s normative, sometimes legalized, and often an inherited disadvantage.

3. Need not be an identifiable perpetrator – inaction in the face of need
4. Because of this that SES related to race in US

5. Most fundamental of the 3 levels and must be addressed for important changes.  Once addressed, the other 2 levels might change over time

	Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. 1996. “Rethinking Racism: Toward a Structural Interpretation.”

American Sociological Review, Vol 62 (June): 465-480
	Race is organizing principle of social relationships that organizes identity at micro level and social life @ macro level. In US, racial practices that reproduce inequality are covert, embedded in institutions, avoid direct racial terminology, and invisible to most Whites.

Ideological, class dynamics, colonial, institutionalist perspectives of racism
1. Ideological interpretation limits understanding of impact on life opportunities, b/c ideology is at the individual level, therefore social institutions aren’t the problem, and education is the solution. If no real social basis, racists must be irrational or stupid (denies rational base).

2. Latter 2 stress social and systemic nature & structured advantage of whites.

3. All are circular: if you emphasize one, you downplay the significant role of the other (legacy vs. contemporary materiality or structure).
Racism he defines as racial ideology of a racialized social system; racism only part of a larger racial system. The more dissimilar races’ life chances, the more racialized the social system.
1. Economic, political, social and ideological levels are partially structured by placement of actors in racial categories or races. Racism is effect of racial practices of opposition (other/same) at economic, political, social & ideological levels.

2. If races receive different rewards, their interests are collective (not individual), based on race relations (not particular group needs), aren’t structural but practical, i.e. related to concrete struggles rather than derived from location of races in racial structure.

3. Systemic salience of race increases when economic, political, and social distance between races decreases & competition causes more rather than less conflict, at least in short run.
4. Racial races become institutionalized, forming structure as well as culture, affecting individual’s social life whether they want or not.

5. Altho’ racist ideology is ultimately false, it is a normal outcome and fulfills practical role in racialized societies 

a. Whether conscious or not, racism is based on races’ different interests & is rational
b. Reproduction of racial phenomena now is explained by contemporary structure, forgetting long-distant past

	Oliver, Melvin and Shapiro, Thomas. 1995. Black Wealth, White Wealth (Routledge)
	1. Ideology of racism both justifies and dictates the actions and institutional decisions that adversely affect target groups; socially constructed meaning purposefully acted on by whites to limit & constrain black population: 

2. Class perspective: relative position with respect to ownership and control of means of production and to access to occupations historically and now.

3. Problem of evidence: impersonal structural forces whose racial motivation that can’t be ascertained often cause black disadvantage that is identifiable; class perspectives usually wash away reference to race.

4. Economists explain differences in wealth by lack of inheritance, low investment in human capital, and extravagant consumption; this misses the underlying reasons for why

5. Why?  Structure of investment opportunity dramatically different; work and wages play a smaller role in wealth accumulation than people think
a. Assets used to buy freedom (survive now), so cannot save or pass on as inheritance

6. Old-age insurance of SSA 1935 disproportionately excluded blacks due to excluding agricultural & domestic workers and marginalized low-wage workers (contributions based on flat rate); more black women work and cannot depend on husband’s benefits so subsidize the benefits of white housewives.

7. Neighborhoods: High market value due to high black demand; white flight kicks in (b/c they are worried that their property values will decrease), creates self-fulfilling prophecy.

8. Tax code: not considered racial, but

a. Blacks have fewer & different types of assets than whites and cannot benefit from lower tax rates on capital gains and deductions for home mortgages & real estate

b. Deductions/exemptions for home and home sales benefit whites more b/c they are more likely to own houses and were more likely to buy low (pre-1970), now own more expensive houses.

9. Economic detour: blacks have faced hardships in pursuit of self-employment never faced (or as fully faced ) by other ethnic groups; so deficit model of black’s failure to make it needs to be revised from focus on lack of bsns tradition, inexperience, low education, etc.

10. Generation after generation of poverty on wealth accumulation has sedimented inequality into social structure; layered disadvantages produce black disadvantage compared to whites (blacks have cumulative disadvantages; whites cumulative advantages).

11. While income differences is largest factor explaining racial diff in wealth, as much as ¾ still remain unexplained.

12. Whites don’t save proportionately more as income grows, but blacks do; convergence at higher incomes – inconsistent with conspicuous consumption.

13. Ample assets accrue to whites increasingly @ each educational level; but only black college grads barely break into financial assets.

14. Employment supplies income, but doesn’t diminish inequality among those who work; the longer blacks work, the farther they fall behind (don’t advance as rapidly or don’t get as great rewards for longevity, placed in periphery jobs with lower wealth potential).

15. Marriage does not mean permanent exit from poverty nor gateway to economic equality; racial stratification occurs regardless of family status, gender, or labor force participation.

	Shapiro, T. (2005). The Hidden Cost of Being African American: How Wealth Perpetuates

Inequality. –

	1. Wealth accumulation & utilization hi-light ways in which opportunity structure contributes to massive racial wealth inequality that worsens racial inequality.

a. Family’s income and wealth are not powerfully correlated, and fusing them prevents addressing its important basis of racial inequality, the increasing concentration of wealth, and public policies that mitigate consequence of such inequality
b. Family inheritance & continuing racial discrimination in areas like homeownership are reversing gains earned in schools & on jobs

c. These inheritances are transformative assets: unearned capacity to lift a family economically & socially beyond what own achievements, jobs, earnings could.

d. Ways families use transformative assets within current structures that reward them for doing so, with racial & class consequences for their homes, communities, & schools.
e. Intra-familial support: white parents more likely to give $ to children; reverse true for blacks.

2. Privatized notion of citizenship: communities, families, individ’s try to capture/purchase resources/services for own benefit rather than invest in infrastructure that would help all; perpetuates cycle of public inability to provide for common good..

a. For advantage families to act differently would be irrational and outside the American Dream.

3. Modern racism = “Laissez-faire racism” used to by whites to justify racial inequality, involving persistent negative stereotyping of blacks, blaming them for own condition, appeals to meritocracy, and resistance to meaningful policies which could ameliorate America’s racist social conditions/institutions.  

a. Whites’ status is taken for granted, they aren’t active actors/agents/benefactors in an unequal relationship;; individuals evade personal responsibility for resulting inequality.

b. National discussion should begin to discuss white advantage at expense of blacks.

4. White advantage: whites adamantly maintain they deserve unearned, transformative wealth benefits, describing themselves as self-made and forgetting that they inherited advantage – frequent confusion of advantages and ability.

5. Unequal educational resources: Scarcity of good schools, but parents do not consider school-related characteristics identified by the DOE to denote good schools when deciding where kids should go; use “reputation,” which build on racial/class composition of school.

a. Children who need the best schools, b/c they come to school already at a disadvantage, are in the worst schools, cementing and magnifying inequalities.

b. Children

i. Working class parents look for safe havens to guide children’s natural growth

ii. Middle-class strive to cultivate & foster talents in children; many know how lucky they are and expressly pursue/leverage advantages for kids

6. Federal tax & housing policies provide foundation for ghettoes and maintaining residential segregation (see above and also Fed’l Housing Admin promotes new housing over repairing, suburbs over cities, private vehicles over public transpo, uniform communities over diverse ones)
7. Suggests asset policies to overcome/reverse growing inequality
a. Child’s savings accounts,  individual development accounts, Down payment accounts

b. Asset policies will not work by selves; asset policy cannot displace social assistance

	IMMIGRANTS

	Portes, Alejandro and Rumbaut, Ruben. 2001. Legacies: The Story of the Immigrant Second

Generation, (University of California Press and Russell Sage Foundation). Chapter 3 & 7.

	· Questions is not whether 2nd generation will assimilate, but to what segment of US society?

· Earlier immigrants could choose to keep or loose ethnic heritage b/c looked like rest of US citizens; today’s immigrants cannot.

· Segmented assimilation: assimilate to different parts of US society @ different speeds; outcomes vary across immigrant minorities, rapid integration and acceptance just 1 alternative.

· Policies of receiving gov’t: exclusion, passive acceptance, active encouragement

· Most economically motivated immigration in recent years is under passive acceptance

· Active encouragement has only been granted to selected refugees, mostly aftermath communist takeovers during cold war.

· Significant differences among ethnic communities that immigrants join: they help their own, but w/in limits of own info & resources, so if they are mainly working class it will be different fr those with professional/entrepreneurial element

· Achieved parental SES and family composition affect pace & character of 2nd generation acculturation & adaptation outcomes: modes of incorporation (gov’tl policies, societal attitudes, co-ethnic communities) will affect SES attainment of 1st generation and influence family structure.

· Selective acculturation preserves parental authority & provides strongest bulwark against discrimination b/c face strains of acculturation together within of own communities.

· Kids of immigrants aren’t willing to work the way parents were & have to bridge gap betw their parent’s modest starting point and their own aspirations in span of several years; prior immigrants could take several generations.
· Counter culture: disappearance of jobs, discrimination kept 2nd & 3rd generation minorities in inner city – “hyperghetto,” but oppositional ideology reinforces blockage it denounces

· Social capital depends upon density of ties (for all of us)

· Groups w/ favorable reception & resettlement assistance more likely to develop ties than those subject to systematic persecution.

· Theory: cumulative process where immigrant backgrounds & contexts of reception influence early adaptation outcomes that in turn condition subsequent ones.

· Decisive turning point for ethnic/national self-identities, takes place in 2nd, not 1st generation

· 2nd generation have to juggle competing allegiances and attachments

· If ethnicity/racial status places them in minority status, more likely to be self-conscious of those characteristics.

· Kids, even in same family, resolve identity issues/conflicts differently & occupy spectrum from conventionally conformist to gang member.

· Changes in character and salience of ethnicity: Linear to reactive, thin to thick (ethnic identity important) identities, divergent modes of self-identification

· Not a fixed nor fluid characteristics

· In absence of racial discrimination & reactive formation, acculturation may thin ethnicity & take its inevitable generational toll

	Portes, Alejandro and Rumbaut, Ruben. 2001. Chapter 10: Conclusion – The forging of a new

America: Lessons for theory and policy. In Rumbaut, R. & Portes, A. (Eds.), Ethnicities:

Children of Immigrants in America. (University of California Press and Russell Sage Foundation).
	Lessons for theory: 

· Path dependence/cumulative causation: initial characteristics & reception upon arrival facilitate future access of 2nd generation to key moral and material resources or prevent it; such access or lack determines probability of upward vs downward assimilation

· Social Capital: ability to gain access to needed resources due to membership in social networks & larger social structures; accounts for immigrant paradox (successful integration doesn’t depend upon complete but on selective acculturation & preservation of ties to parents culture).  Opposed to theories based primarily or exclusively on individual human capital (economists – Borjas, neglects role of contextual forces or portray them superficially)

· Structural embeddedness: 2nd funnel – governmental policies & societal conduct mold local structures incl character of ethnic communities, which directly determine extent to which human capital can be used & social capital accessed.  Just b/c you have human capital doesn’t mean you’ll upwardly assimilate, and vice versa.

Lessons for Policy:

· Social problems seldom addressed until become full-blown crises – so challenges to adaptation of new second generation don’t yet qualify, & instead problems of 3rd generation (along w/ low SES/minority natives) get attn.

· Yet to enter human consciousness that today’s immigrant children may face similar fate

· Nativism triggers predictable reactive processes leading to ethnic reasertiveness, withdrawal from normal mobility channels, & hostility towards mainstream institutions

· Best chance for educational achievement & economic ascent likes in selective acculturation; this path has no political constituency: most effective way would be to back up immigrant parents & the sense of self-worth and ambition grounded in their cultural past.

	Zhou, Min. 1997. Growing up American: The challenge confronting immigrant children and

children of immigrants. Annual Review of Sociology, 23, 63-95.
	· Changes in welfare have eliminated lifeline, and poor immigrants are left to sink or swim 
· Types of assimilation: cultural/behavioral, structural, identificational, attitude-receptional, behavior-receptional, civic

· Socially defined racial minority is blocked on basis of race, they are forced to take alternative survival strategies that don’t necessarily encourage school success.

· Some rely on social capital in own ethnic community to fight for acceptance in larger society

· Others reject ideology & norms & reconstruct ethnicity in resistance to oppressing structure Strong anti-intellectual streak in mainstream youth culture @ all SES levels (counter culture mentioned above).

· Others give up and remain trapped.

· Neither generation/length US residence significantly influenced educational outcomes; children of highly educated immigrants fared better than 4th or 5th generation descendents of poorly educated ancestors regardless of religio-ethnic backgrounds 
· Process of becoming American may not lead uniformly to middle-class status, but rather to occupation of different rungs on ethnic hierarchy 
· Why do some racial minority groups do better than others with each generation in US? Schools “arenas of injustice”

· Those in ethnic communities can relate to other parent-child combos who are having the same struggles, buffer to negotiate tension betw individ fulfillment & family commitment.

· More rhetoric than evidence behind English only movement.
· Dropping out: fluent English proficiency (fully bilingual) < English monolingual < limited English proficiency.

· Proficiency in 2 languaged rel’d to academic achievement

· Proficiency in native language allows kids to access emotional/normative supports of their ethnic group

· When enter middle class communities quickly, may be better to acculturate/assimilate; if enter @ bottom of ethnic hierarchy, maybe better for them not to adopt the norms etc. of the underprivileged

	Nguyen, Huong. 2006. Acculturation in the U.S. In Cambridge Handbook of Acculturation

Psychology, edited by David Sam & John Berry Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,

UK.
	· Successful acculturation is consequential for kids themselves and for economic, political, & social reasons to ensure vitality of US institutions: 75% of elderly population will be white in 2040, & they will be supported by immigrant kids

· Assimilation theory not as applicable to today’s, mainly non-white immigrants; racial discrimination will make it harder for them to adapt, even if they relinquish their old culture

· US racially stratified, as more minorities live in poverty, disparities mean master status used to define a person is race

· Immigrants don’t just become Americans, they become minorities, so take on the status and health profiles of co-race peers

· Limitations of acculturation-adaptation research is that it focuses solely on outcomes, not on mechanisms; conflicts on research showing positive & negative outcomes due to this, as failed to acknowledge mediating/moderating vbls that shape acculturation-adaptation links

· Cultural competence (bi-cultural) & belongingness: both shape adaptation, not either-or

· Assimilation & Distress: assimilation alienates individ fr his/her supportive ethnic group & gives rise to ethnic- and self-hatred

· Separation & distress 

· Context of reception: 

· economy (now, increasing inequalities; Euro immigrants had decreasing inequity)

· concentration of poverty: without middle class role models, roles in economic production & in families, men in low-income communities become marginalized, 

· giving way to oppositional culture, excluded fr mainstreatm American society

· response to a gap betw socially approved goals & avail means of achieving them

· continual replenishment of immigrants, plus ease of communication & travel, helps immigrants sustain their culture

· Ecological theory of acculturation 
· Physical & Health Risk indicators: 1st generation had lowest rate of health/risk beh, followed by 2nd generation (equal to whites), then 3rd & later generation, esp minorities, had highest.  Effect holds across ethnic background/country of origin.  Years in US made a difference.

	Fadiman, A. (1997). The Spirit Catches You and You Fall Down: A Hmong Child, Her American

Doctors, and The Collision of Two Cultures. New York: Farrar, Straus & Giroux.

	· Hmong would rather flee, fight, or die than be conquered by another culture or religion.

· Medicine is religion. Epilepsy is a good thing, as it means that the healing spirit has selected this person to become a Shaman, who has high status in society.  There is evidence of this in other societies, even Western (artists and writers).Being fat is a good thing, as food was scarce

· Arthur Kleinman, medical anthropologist, suggests eliciting patient’s explanatory model for the illness.  

· Although the language barrier was large, the cultural barrier was more important.

· Understandings of health: whose is superior?  Lia did better in her family’s care and not taking medicines than in foster care with exact prescription regimen.

· What is more important – the life (Western med) or the soul (Hmong)

· Violence, starvation, destitution, exile, and death were, however horrific, within the sphere of known, or at least conceivable tragedies. What happened to Lia (became brain dead) was outside that sphere.

· American medicine had both preserved & compromised her life; Fadiman unsure of which hurt her family more.  Not clear about who, if anyone, should be accountable. 

· Collision between Western Medicine and Hmong culture: the family did not follow the prescription directions (because they could not read, because they did not know how the meds worked, and b/c they thought meds were harmful).

· Foreign to doctors that pt can stand firm in the face of expert opinion. Cannot take for granted that pt will follow recommendations or feel they have been given in good faith (doctor is not above their culture)

· If doctors used the social hierarchy, they may have been successful in getting the family to follow their directions

· MDs have the power to call child protective services, and families do not have power. When this happens, families are confused that they have been stripped of their freedom to raise their child in a country to which they fled on the promise of freedom.

· When you fail one Hmong, you fail the whole Hmong community, but also when one Hmong patient fails, all Hmong patients fail. Confirmed worse prejudices on behalf of both Hmong & medical communities against each other.

· Doctor learned that when there is a dense cultural barrier, you do the best you can and be satisfied with little successes instead of total success.  You have to give up total control. 

· Realize that the culture of biomedicine is as powerful as the Hmong culture; if you can’t see your own culture has its own set of interests, emotions, biases, how can you successfully deal w/ someone else’s culture?

	GENDER, SEXISM, SEXUAL IDENTITY, HETEROSEXISM

	Bem, S. 1999. “Gender, Sexuality, and Inequality: When Many Become One, Who Is the One and What Happens to the Others?” In Moen, P., Dempster-McClain, D., & Walker, H. A Nation Divided: Diversity, Inequality, and Community in American Society, 70-107.


	Structural nature of sexism and homophobia.

1. Androcentrism: male as the prototypical human. Discrimination is not overt; male standard or norm is gender neutrality.

2. Not  biological/historical role as mothers, but androcentric organization of social world and institutions that limits women’s access to economic and political resources.

3. Gender polarization creates appearance of link between sex, gender, & sexuality; but there is no natural link & exaggerates differences between sexes.

4. All of social life is organized around male-female distinction.

5. Sexuality does not have a primordially natural form, but is a biohistorical construction that can be differently shaped over time and place – no universal, no ahistorical form.

6. Explanation of the outcome of the majority (heterosexuals) does not require explanation, while that of the minority does: homogeneity is “natural” and diversity “unnatural.”



	Ortner, S. 1974. “Is Female to Male as Nature Is to Culture?” In Rosaldo, M. Z. and Lamphere, L.,

(Eds.), Woman, Culture, and Society. (Stanford University Press), 67-87.
	Structural nature of sexism, and universal inferiority of women compared to men across cultures.

1. Male/female biological differences are only superior/inferior due to cultural definitions.

2. Gender socialization and the fact that early caregivers are women (and men are not present as often) means that boys are more inclined to relate to things abstractly and objectively, and girls are more likely to be subjective and concrete.  This is created by social-structural relations rather than innate biological factors.

3. Due to biology (procreation, lactation), women are identified more closely with “nature” (as something raw and to be transcended); men are identified more closely with “culture” (refinement and transcendence of nature).

4. Due to social roles beginning with nursing and family, women are devalued due to association with children (nature), and with family, which is subordinate to society.

5. Whether women are seen as inferior, or in some cases superior, to human culture, they are nevertheless outside of it and therefore not representative of human experience.

6. Because women are connected to culture, they accept their devaluation.

7. Although women do socialize children, at some point the socialization of boys is handed over to men to perform a “higher-order” function within the culture.

8. Social change requires work from both ends to change the cultural view through changing social structures, but also change social structures by changing cultural views.

	Nelson, J. 1999. “Of Markets and Martyrs: Is it OK to Pay Well for Care?” Feminist Economics.Vol. 5, No.3, 43-59.
	Deconstructs and argues against the fears that higher pay for caregiving will decrease its quality.

1. Neoclassical theory of compensating wage differentials posits that people work for lower paying jobs because they get compensation through other means (i.e. job satisfaction).

2. Things in The Market (theoretical, as if it were apart from society and things were ceteris paribus, rather than places where social interactions take place) are commodified and production for exchange draining them of social meaning. Stop viewing actual markets as perversions of The Market, then commodification is based on social understanding.

3. The fact of exchange does not prove materialism; self-interest does not necessarily mean selfish or a lack of altruism.  Dualistic treatment of motivation (caring feelings) vs. activity (caring acts) is too extreme; motivations and activities vary and interact. 

4. Individuals can be caring and goal-oriented; there is no a priori reason to expect a lower proportion of caring feelings as abilities rise (and wages rise to match abilities); this needs to be empirically demonstrated (and has not been).

5. Rather than focusing on under-supply of care workers, focus on under-demand; the direct recipients of care have limitations that prevent them from effecting their demands on the private market.

	Herek, G.M. (2004) Beyond “homophobia”: Thinking about sexual prejudice and stigma in the twenty-first century. Sexuality Research and Social Policy: Journal of the National Sexuality Resource Centerk, 1(2), 6-24 
	Historical evolution of hostility towards homosexuality: gay and lesbian movement position that boundary between homo and hetero is arbitrary and artificial; they are now seen as a quasi-ethnic minority and political activism uses a reformist civil rights paradigm, which contributes to modern form of hostility and struggle.

· Struggles for employment nondiscrimination, parenting rights, and legal recognition of same-sex couples still based on minority paradigm

· Gay community replaced communism as favorite target for US religious & political conservatives: anti-communist and anti-gay affirm ingroup affiliations and vision of self as good and virtuous compared to the other

· Sexual stigma: enduring condition, attribute, mark that is not inherently meaningful; negative meanings are attached by the dominant group; it engulfs entire identity of the person who has it; stigmatized have less access to power and resources.

Heterosexism is inherent in patriarchy, so eliminating it means radical restructuring of gender roles and power relations.

Heteronormativity

Sexual prejudice is different than hostility based on gender nonconformity as society’s preference for hetero > homo is tangled with male > female; sex and gender aren’t the same.

Regardless of own group membership or beliefs, everyone internalizes stigma in comprehending the roles of the stigmatized and “normal”.

	Herek, G.M., Kimmel, D.C., Amaro, H., & Melton, G.B. (1991). Avoiding heterosexist bias in psychological research, American Psychologist, 44(9), 957-963.
	Research questions: research unlikely to yield scientifically important findings if seeks the cause only for homosexuality and omits heterosexuality from investigation.

	Myers, D.G.  ? (Don’t know where article is from) Prof of Psychology, Hope College
	· Bottom line from half century of theory & research is if there are environmental factors that influence sexual orientation, we do not know what they are.

· Same sex attraction is found in the animal world

· Brain structures differ: hypothalamus of homosexual men closer to women than heterosexual men – hypothalamus also shows functional response differences to sexual scents (homosexual men closer to women’s); anterior commissure larger in gay men than women or straight men.

· Genetics: shared sexual orientation higher among identical twins than fraternals; sexual attraction can be genetically manipulated in male fruit flies

· Prenatal hormones: altered exposure may lead to homosexuality in humans and other animals; men with several older brothers more likely to be gay

· Differences in these 3 areas may be responsible for observed gay-straight differences in spatial abilities, fingerprint ridges, auditory system, handedness, occupational preferences, gender nonconformity, age of male puberty, male body size, sleep length.

· Sex and human values: labels describe but also evaluate; sex is more than biological changes/processes b/c it is connected to love
· After decades of trying,mental health experts now agree that “reparative” therapy can enable ays and lesbians to become straight

· Ex-gay ministry literature acknowledges continued homosexual temptations of those who no longer consider themselves gay

· Evangelical Christians think sexual orientation can be changed by 4:1 margin; Protestants think cannot by 2:1 margin

	Herek, G.M., Capitanio, J.P., Widaman, K.F. (?). Stigma, social risk, and health policy: Public attitudes toward HIV surveillance policies and the social construction of illness. Health Psychology, 22(5), 533-540.
	· Social risk: danger tha individual will be socially or economically penalized if identified with an expensive, disfavored, or feared medical condition.
· Felt stigma: shame and fear of discrimination, motivates individuals with stigmatized condition to attempt to pass as nonstigmatized.

· Enacted stigma: successful passing reduces likelihood of this, but disrupts lives and increases psychological distress.

· This telephone survey study did research on how illness-related stigma is symbolically expressed through attitudes towards health policies.

· Annonymous HIV reporting was supported 2:1, but named reporting opposed 3:1 – indicates fear of stigma rather than opposition to reporting
· When broke this down, name-based supporters had significantly more negative attitudes towards people with AIDS, homosexuals, and injecting drug users – support for name-based reporting is a proxy for AIDS-related stigma
· More than 1/3 of all respondents said AIDS stigma concerns would affect their HIV testing decisions in future.

· Public health officials need to enact and publicize stringent safeguards, oppose laws, policies and individuals that perpetuate stigma to continue successful collaborations with affected communities/groups.

	Herek, G. & Belkin, A. (2005). Sexual orientation and military service: Prospectus for organizational and individual change in the United States. In T.W. Britt, A.B. Adler, & C.A. Castro (Eds)., Military life: The psychology of serving in peace and combat (Vol. 4: Military Culture, pp. 1191-142). Westport, CT: Praeger Security Internationa.l
	· Historical context of modern military policies towards homosexuality
· Current rationales for exclusion: 

· Unit cohesion: this is not unitary construct, and includes social and task cohesion.  When social cohesion is too high, it can be a problem (groupthink, too much socializing). The impact on cohesion, if any, of allowing homosexuals to serve would be on social cohesion, and would not affect military. U.S. has also refrained from ban when needing personnel for combat – a time when cohesion matters most.

· Privacy: if heteros and homos already serve together, why haven’t privacy problems erupted on large scale?

· Organizational change: military has already made changes to include women, people of color, and certain religious groups.  Simple policies are easier to implement – indications that officers and enlisted personnel do not understand military policy is problematic

· Individual change: policy implemenmtation focuses on behavior rather than attitudes. Initial behavioral cooperation may be merely compliant @ first, but cognitive dissonance theory and self-perception theory predict that over time their attitudes will change to match their non-discriminatory behaviors. Contact theory also.

· When military promoted racial equality in ‘70s, it located core of problem in majority culture (not in the victims of discrimination); a comparable focus on heteros will be necessary for similar sexual orientation equality.

	DISABILITY

	Shapiro, Joseph P. 1994. No Pity: People with Disabilities Forging a New Civil Rights Movement.

New York : Times Books

	· People were afraid of them, seeing them as “other”, seeing their disability rather than their humanity.  

· One still does not have to look far to see the structural barriers to their full inclusion, which are in many cases physical structures, in addition to attitudinal and societal ones.  

· Disability cuts across gender, sexual orientation, and racial lines

· People with disabilities are simultaneously viewed as more different, and more similar, which is even more threatening.  Their greater difference lies in the pervasive view that their lives fall outside of the range of a desirable human experience.  They are more similar because their lives are a reminder of what can befall any of us, no matter what our creed, class or color.  

· People with disabilities are either ignored or viewed as pitiable and/or tragic inspirations.  One of the arguments against sexism, heterosexism, and racism, is that these people are as able and worthy as the majority culture, despite their different appearances or tastes.  It is difficult to wield this weapon on behalf of people with disabilities.  

· Difficult to blame the “able-ist,” who bestows charity upon the person with a disability.  

· “To be disabled meant to fight someone else’s reality.  Other people’s attitudes, not one’s own disability, were the biggest barrier” (Shapiro, 1994, p. 112).

· The political ethos of rugged individualism and limited government even more of a structural barrier to people with disabilities than to their brothers and sisters whose “handicap” was race or gender, as people with disabilities were the last to obtain federal recognition of their civil rights.  Although they were late to organize and lobby relative to other civil rights activists, many of them were of the majority culture.  

	Capitman, J. (2002). Defining diversity: A primer and a review. Generations, ?,Fall, 8-14.
	· Systematic oppression: targeting some groups to receive less of what society offers, especially in comparison to nontarget groups, who received unearned positive regard and more than their share.  Pattern is sustained by individual beliefs/attitudes, how people interact, explicit rules and practices of institutions, and moral and aesthetic preferences manifested by institutions (Batts, 2002).
· Less culturally competent services less likely to effectively address health and well-being b/c: failure to elicit needed info, incomplete communication about causes and solutions, fewer solution or preventative recommendations made by practitioners, clients less motivated to adhere to recommendations or seek follow-up, clients less willing to return to same practitioner.

· Many expressions of modern racism are unintentional: making decisions about care without affected group’s participation, blaming victims by associating genetic/behavioral differences associated with negative life outcomes to race/ethnicity; denying political, economic, or historical effects of opporession by considering person as individual and forgetting group membership.

· These unintentional expressions may be based on good intentions, and changing them requires paying attn. to diversity issues.

· Little evidence that attitudes and behaviors of white elders towards caregivers of color needs to be managed – concern is exaggerated.

· Cultural humility.

	Schriner, K. (2001). Disability and institutional change: A human variation perspective on overcoming oppression. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 12(2), 100-106.
	· Disability defined in sociopolitical terms: barriers faced by people with disabilities (PWD) are imposed and subject to change rather than intrinsically linked to impairment.

· Choices about arrangements once made become institutionalized, so difficult to challenge without commitment to change.

· Due to lower educational attainment (due to structural barriers more than personal barriers), PWD are more vulnerable to current labor market trends towards jobs requiring high levels of education/technical training.

· Discrimination does not adequately describe disadvantage faced by PWD, which is so pervasive and has so many unintended consequences from routine or novel practices; systematic failure of social institutions to accommodate human variation regardless of whether failure is result of discrimination.
· Disability-blind standard won’t eliminate discrimination b/c it is necessary (typically) to recognize disability in order to accommodate it, and to recognize different categories which require different accommodations (therefore cannot use racial/ethnic paradigms).

· Racial and gender discrimination can be generally eliminated through “wholesale” changes to policy and practice, but the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) must be implemented at the individual, business, retail level. Decade after enactment, impact of ADA on discriminatory practices is unclear.

· Required political will to stretch discrimination definition as far as necessary to address disability-based disadvantage, which requires public investments and private obligations at odds with US notionsl of individualism, property rights, and limited government.

· Human variation model of disability: Disability occurs where environment of individual can only accommodate a limited range or characteristics

· Although sociopolitical model agrees with human variation model on point above, by characterizing all barriers faced by PWD as discrimination, it risks trivializing prevalent and vicious stereotyping practices by confounding them with general incapacity to respond to individual variation.

· Rights-based approach is necessary, but human variation model may be helpful as achieving goals for PWD more feasible using a strategy of working for more responsive institutions on behalf of everyone.
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