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PART IV Immigrants and Modes of Incorporation

community, market orientation, patterns of interethnic and intraethnic competition, and ethnic
and class resource utilization.

Part IV closes with Barbara Schmitter Heisler’s “The Sociology of Immigration.” In this essay
Heisler concentrates on the long-term consequences of immigration and modes of incorpor-
ation of successive generations of immigrants. She draws attention to new conditions and
call for new theories of immigration, including patterns of transnational immigration and
postnational citizenship.

Colonized and Immigrant Minorities

4+ ROBERT BLAUNER

During the late 1960s a new movement emerged
on the Pacific Coast. Beginning at San Fran-
cisco State College and spreading across the bay
to Berkeley and other campuses, black, Chi-
cano, Asian, and Native American student
organizations formed alliances and pressed for
ethnic studies curricula and for greater control
over the programs that concerned them.
Rejecting the implicit condescension in the
label “minority students” and the negative
after-thought of “nonwhite,” these coalitions
proclaimed themselves a “Third World Move-
ment.” Later, in the East and Middle West, the
third world umbrella was spread over other
alliances, primarily those urging unity of
Puerto Ricans and blacks. In radical circles the
term has become the dominant metaphor refer-
ring to the nation’s racially oppressed people.

As the term third world has been increas-
ingly applied to people of color in the United
States, a question has disturbed many observers.
Is the third-world idea essentially a rhetorical

expression of the aspirations and political ideol-
ogy of the young militants in the black, brown,
red, and yellow power movements, or does the
concept reflect actual sociological realities?
Posed this way, the question may be drawn too
sharply; neither possibility excludes the other.
Life is complex, so we might expect some truth
in both positions. Furthermore, social relation-
ships are not static. The rhetoric and ideology of
social movements, if they succeed in altering the
ways in which groups define their situations, can
significantly shape and change social reality.
Ultimately, the validity of the third-world per-
spective will be tested in social and political
practice. The future is open.

Still, we cannot evade the question, to
what extent—in its application to domestic
race relations—is the third world idea
grounded in firm historical and contemporary
actualities? To assess this issue we need to
examine the assumptions upon which the
concept rests. There are three that seem to me
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central. The first assumption is that racial
groups in America are, and have been, coy)-n-
ized peoples; therefore their social realities
cannot be understood in the framework of
immigration and assimilation that is applied
to Furopean ethnic groups. The second
assumption is that the racial minorities sharea
common situation of oppression, from which
a potential political unity is inferred. The fi.nal
assumption is that there is a historical
connection between the third world abroad
and the third world within. In placing
American realities within the framework of
international colonialism, similarities in pat-
terns of racial domination and exploitation are
stressed and a common political fate is
implied—at least for the long run. I begin by
looking at the first assumption, since it sets
the stage for my main task, a comparison and
contrast between immigrant and third world
experience. I return to the other points at the
end of the essay.
The fundamental issue is historical.
People of color have never been an integral
part of the Anglo-American political commu-
nity and culture because they did not enter the
dominant society in the same way as did the
European ethnics. The third world notion
points to a basic distinction between immigra-
tion and colonization as the two major processes
through which new population groups are incor-
porated into a nation. Immigrant groups enter
a new territory or society voluntarily, though
they may be pushed out of their old country
by dire economic or political oppression. Col-
onized groups become part of a new society
through force or violence; they are conquered,
enslaved, or pressured into movement. Thus,
the third world formulation is a bold attack
on the myth that America is the land of the
free, or, more specifically, a nation whose
population has been built up through succes-
sive waves of immigration. The third world
perspective returns us to the origins of the
American experience, reminding us that this
nation owes its very existence to colonialism,

and that along with settlers and immigrants
there have always been conquered Indians and
black slaves, and later defeated Mexicans—
that is, colonial subjects—on the national soil.
Such a reminder is not pleasant to a society
that represses those aspects of its history that
do not fit the collective self-image of democ-
racy for all men.

The idea that third-world people are colo-

nial subjects is gaining in acceptance today; at
the same time it is not at all convincing to
those who do not recognize a fundamental
similarity between American race relations
and Europe’s historic domination of Asia and
Africa. (I discuss how U.S. colonialism differs
from the traditional or classical versions
toward the end of the essay) Yet the experi-
ence of people of color in this country does
include a number of circumstances that are
universal to the colonial situation, and these
are the very circumstances that differentiate
third world realities from those of the Euro-
pean immigrants. The first condition, already
touched upon, is that of a forced entry into the
larger society or metropolitan domain. The
second is subjection to various forms of unfree
labor that greatly restrict the physical and
social mobility of the group and its participa-
tion in the political arena. The third is a cul-
tural policy of the colonizer that constrains,
transforms, or destroys original values, orien-
tations, and ways of life. These three points
organize the comparison of colonized and
immigrant minorities that follows.

GrouP ENTRY AND FREEDOM
OF MOVEMENT

Colonialism and immigration are the two
major means by which heterogeneous or plural
societies, with ethnically diverse populations,
develop. In the case of colonialism, metropoli-
tan nations incorporate mew territories or
peoples through processes that are essentially
involuntary, such as war, conquest, capture,
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and other forms of force or manipulation.
Through immigration, new peoples or ethnic
groups enter a host society more or less freely.
These are ideal-types, the polar ends of a
continuum; many historical cases fall in
between. In the case of Americas racial minori-
ties, some groups clearly fit the criterion for
colonial entry; others exemplify mixed types.
Native Americans, Chicanos, and blacks
are the third-world groups whose entry was
unequivocally forced and whose subsequent
histories best fit the colonial model. Critics of
the colonial interpretation usually focus on
the black experience, emphasizing how it has
differed from those of traditional colonial-
ism. Rather than being conquered and con-
trolled in their native land, African people
were captured, transported, and enslaved in
the Southern states and other regions of the
Western hemisphere. Whether oppression
takes place at home in the oppressed’s native
land or in the heart of the colonizer’s mother
country, colonization remains colonization.
However, the term internal colonialism is use-
ful for emphasizing the differences in setting
and in the consequences that arise from it.
The conquest and virtual elimination of the
original Americans, a process that took three
hundred years to complete, is an example of
classical colonialism, no different in essential
features from Europe’s imperial control over
Asia, Africa, and Latin America. The same is
true of the conquest of the Mexican Southwest
and the annexation of its Spanish-speaking
population.

Other third-world groups have under-
gone an experience that can be seen as part
colonial and part immigrant. Puerto Rico has
been a colony exploited by the mainland,
while, at the same time, the islanders have
had relative freedom to move back and forth
and to work and settle in the States. Of the
Asian-American groups, the situation of
the Filipinos has been the most colonial. The
islands were colonies of Spain and the United
States, and the male population was recruited

for agricultural serfdom both in Hawaii and
in the States. In the more recent period, how-
ever, movement to the States has been largely
voluntary.

In the case of the Chinese, we do not have
sufficient historical evidence to be able to
assess the balance between free and involun-
tary entry in the nineteenth century. The
majority came to work in the mines and fields
for an extended period of debt servitude; many
individuals were “shanghaied” or pressed into
service; many others evidently signed up vol-
untarily for serf-like labor. A similar pattern
held for the Japanese who came toward the end
of the century, except that the voluntary ele-
ment in the Japanese entry appears to have
been considerably more significant. Thus, for
the two largest Asian groups, we have an orig-
inal entry into American society that might be
termed semicolonial, followed in the twenti-
eth century by immigration. Yet the exclusion
of Asian immigrants and the restriction acts
that followed were unique blows, which
marked off the status of the Chinese and
Japanese in America, limiting their numbers
and potential power. For this reason it is mis-
leading to equate the Asian experience with
the European immigrant pattern. Despite the
fact that some individuals and families have
been able to immigrate freely, the status and
size of these ethnic groups have been rigidly
controlled.

There is a somewhat parallel ambiguity
in the twentieth-century movement from Mex-
ico, which has contributed a majority of the
present Mexican-American group. Although
the migration of individuals and families in
search of work and better living conditions has
been largely voluntary, classifying this process
as immigration misses the point that the
Southwest is historically and culturally a Mex-
ican, Spanish-speaking region. Moreover, from
the perspective of conquest that many Mexi-
cans have retained, the movement has been to
a land that is still seen as their own. Perhaps
the entry of other Latin Americans approaches
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more nearly the immigrant model; however, in
their case, too, there is a colonial element, aris-
ing from the Yankee neocolonial domination
of much of South and Central America; for this
reason, along with that of racism in the States,
many young Latinos are third-world oriented.

Thus the relation between third-world
groups and a colonial-type entry into Ameri-
can society is impressive, though not perfect
or precise. Differences between people of
color and Europeans are shown most clearly
in the ways the groups first entered. The
colonized became ethnic minorities en bloc,
collectively, through conquest, slavery, annex-
ation, or a racial labor policy. The European
immigrant peoples became ethnic groups and
minorities within the United States by the
essentially voluntary movements of individu-
als and families. Even when, later on, some
third-world peoples were able to immigrate,
the circumstances of the earlier entry affected
their situation and the attitudes of the domi-
nant culture toward them.

The essentially voluntary entry of the

immigrants was a function of their status in the
labor market. The European groups were
responding to the industrial needs of afree cap-
italist market. Economic development in other
societies with labor shortages—for example,
Australia, Brazil, and Argentina—meant that
many people could at least envision alternative
destinations for their emigration. Though the
Irish were colonized at home, and poverty,
potato famine, and other disasters made their
exodus more of a flight than that of other Euro-
peans, they still had some choice of where to
flee. Thus, people of Irish descent are found
today in the West Indies, Oceania, and other
former British colonies. Germans and Italians
moved in large numbers to South America;
Eastern Europeans emigrated to Canada as
well as to the United States.

Because the Furopeans moved on their
own, they had a degree of autonomy that was
denied those whose entry followed upon con-
quest, capture, or involuntary labor contracts.

They expected to move freely within the soci-
ety to the extent that they acquired the eco-
nomic and cultural means. Though they faced
great hardships and even prejudice and dis-
crimination on a scale that must have been
disillusioning, the Irish, Italians, Jews, and
other groups had the advantage of European
ancestry and white skins. When living in New
York became too difficult, Jewish families
moved on to Chicago. Irish trapped in Boston
could get land and farm in the Midwest, or
search for gold in California. It is obvious that
parallel alternatives were not available to the
early generations of Afro-Americans, Asians,
and Mexican-Americans, because they were
not part of the free labor force. Furthermore,
limitations on physical mobility followed from
the purely racial aspect of their oppression.
Thus, the entrance of the European into
the American order involved a degree of
choice and self-direction that was for the most
part denied people of color. Voluntary immi-
gration made it more likely that individual
Europeans and entire ethnic groups would
identify with America and see the host culture
as a positive opportunity rather than an alien
and dominating value system. It is my assess-
ment that this element of choice, though it can
be overestimated and romanticized, must have
been crucial in influencing the different
careers and perspectives of immigrants and
colonized in America, because choice is a nec-
essary condition for commitment to any
group, from social club to national society.
Sociologists interpreting race relations in
the United States have rarely faced the full impli-
cations of these differences. The immigrant
model became the main focus of analysis, and the
experiences of all groups were viewed through
its lens. It suited the cultural mythology to see
everyone in America as an original immigrant,
alater immigrant, a quasi-immigrant or a poten-
tial immigrant. Though the black situation long
posed problems for this framework, recent
developments have made it possible for schol-
ars and ordinary citizens alike to force Afro-
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American realities into this comfortable
schema. Migration from rural South to urban
North became an analog of Furopean immi-
gration, blacks became the latest newcomers to
the cities, facing parallel problems of assimila-
tion. In the no-nonsense language of Irving
Kristol, “The Negro Today Is Like the Immi-
grant of Yesterday.”

THE COLONIAL LABOR PRINCIPLE
IN THE UNITED STATES

European immigrants and third-world people
have faced some similar conditions, of course.
The overwhelming majority of both groups
were poor, and their early generations worked
primarily as unskilled laborers. The question
of how, where, and why newcomers worked in
the United States is central, for the differences
in the labor systems that introduced people of
color and immigrants to America may be the
fundamental reason why their histories have
followed disparate paths.

The labor forces that built-up the Western
hemisphere were structured on the principle of
race and color. The European conquest of the
Native Americans and the introduction of
plantation slavery were crucial beginning
points for the emergence of a worldwide colo-
nial order. These “New World” events estab-
lished the pattern for labor practices in the
colonial regimes of Asia, Africa, and Oceania
during the centuries that followed. The key
equation was the association of free labor with
people of white Furopean stock and the associ-
ation of unfree labor with non-Western people
of color, a correlation that did not develop all at
once; it took time for it to become a more or
less fixed pattern.

North American colonists made several
attempts to force Indians into dependent labor
relationships, including slavery. But the native
North American tribes, many of which were
mobile hunters and warrior peoples, resisted
agricultural peonage and directly fought the

theft of their lands. In addition, the relative
sparsity of Indian populations north of the Rio
Grande limited their potential utitity for colo-
nial labor requirements. Therefore Native
American peoples were either massacred or
pushed out of the areas of European settlement
and enterprise. South of the Rio Grande, where
the majority of Native Americans lived in more
fixed agricultural societies, they were too
numerous to be killed off or pushed aside,
though they suffered drastic losses through
disease and massacre. In most of Spanish
America, the white man wanted both the land
and the labor of the Indian. Agricultural peon-
age was established and entire communities
were subjugated economically and politically.
Either directly or indirectly, the Indian worked
for the white man.

In the Caribbean region (which may be
considered to include the American South)
neither Indian nor white labor was available in
sufficient supply to meet the demands of large-
scale plantation agriculture. African slaves
were imported to the West Indies, Brazil,
and the colonies that were to become the
United States to labor in those industries that
promised to produce the greatest profit: indigo,
sugar, coffee, and cotton. Whereas many lower-
class Britishers submitted to debt servitude in
the 1600s, by 1700 slavery had crystallized into
a condition thought of as natural and appropri-
ate only to people of African descent. White
men, even if from lowly origins and serf-like
pasts, were able to own land and property, and
to sell their labor in the free market. Though
there were always anomalous exceptions, such
as free and even slave-owning Negroes, people
of color within the Americas had become
essentially a class of unfree laborers. Afro-
Americans were overwhelmingly bondsmen;
Native Americans were serfs and peons in most
of the continent.

Colonial conquest and control has been
the cutting edge of Western capitalism in its
expansion and penetration throughout the
world. Yet capitalism and free labor as Western
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institutions were not developed for people of
color; they were reserved for white people and
white societies. In the colonies European pow-
ers organized other systems of work that were
noncapitalist and unfree: slavery, serfdom,
peonage. Forced labor in a myriad of forms
became the province of the colonized and
“native” peoples. European whites managed
these forced labor systems and dominated the
segments of the economy based on free labor.
This has been the general situation in the
Western hemisphere (including the United
States) for more than three out of the four cen-
turies of Furopean settlement. It was the pat-
tern in the more classical colonial societies
also. But from the point of view of labor, the
colonial dynamic developed more completely
within the United States. Only here emerged a
correlation between color and work status that
was almost perfect. In Asia and Africa, as well
as in much of Central and South America,
many if not most of the indigenous peoples
remained formally free in their daily wo;k,
ngaging in traditional subsistence economies
:at%xfrm tﬁan working in the plantations, fields,
and mines established by European capital.
The economies of these areas came within the
orbit of imperial control, yet they helped main-
tain communities and group life and thus
countered the uprooting tendencies and the
cultural and psychic penetration of colonial-
ism. Because such traditional forms of social
existence were viable and preferred, labor
could only be moved into the arenas of West-
ern enterprise through some form of coercion.
Although the association of color and labor
status was not perfect in the classical colonial
regimes, as a general rule the racial principle
kept white Europeans from becoming slaves,
coolies, or peons.

Emancipation in the United States was fql-
lowed by a period of rapid industrialization in
the last third of the nineteenth century. The
Civil War and its temporary resolution of sec-
tional division greatly stimulated the economy.

With industrialization there was an historic
opportunity to transform the natior.1’§ racial
labor principle. Low as were the condition and
income of the factory laborer, his status was
that of a free worker. The manpower needs in
the new factories and mines of the East and
Middle West could have been met by the pro-
letarianization of the freedmen along with
some immigration from Europe. But the resur-
gent Southern ruling class blocked the politi-
cal and economic democratization movements
of Reconstruction, and the mass of blacks
became sharecroppers and tenant farmers,
agricultural serfs little removed from formal
slavery. American captains of industry and the
native white proletariat preferred to employ
despised, unlettered European peasants rather
than the emancipated Negro population of the
South, or for that matter than the many poor
white Southern farmers whose labor mobility
was also blocked as the entire region became a
semi-colony of the North.
The nineteenth century was the time ‘of
“manifest destiny,” the ideology that justified
Anglo expansionism in its sweep to the Pacific.
The Texan War of 1836 was followed by the
full-scale imperialist conquest of 1846-1848
through which Mexico lost half its territory. By
1900 Anglo-Americans had assumed eco-
nomic as well as political dominance over most
of the Southwest. As white colonists and spec-
ulators gained control (often illegally) over the
land and livelihood of the independent His-
pano farming and ranching villages, a new pool
of dependent labor was produced to work the
fields and build the railroads of the region.
Leonard Pitt sums up the seizure of California
in terms applicable to the whole Southwest:

In the final analysis the Californios were the
victims of an imperial conquest. . . . The United
States, which had long coveted California for its
trade potential and strategic location, ﬁn.ally
provoked a war to bring about the desuefi
ownership. At the conclusion of fightng, it
arranged to “purchase” the territory outright,
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and set about to colonize, by throwing open the
gates to all comers. Yankee settlers then swept
in by the tens of thousands, and in a manner of
months and years overturned the old institu-
tional framework, expropriated the land,
imposed a new body of law, a new language, a
new economy, and a new culture, and in the
process exploited the labor of the local popula-
tion whenever necessary. To certain members of
the old ruling class these settlers awarded a
token and symbolic prestige, at least temporar-
ily; yet with that status went very little genuine
authority. In the long run Americans simply

pushed aside the earlier ruling elite as being
irrelevant.

Later, the United States’ economic hege-
mony over a semicolonial Mexico and the
upheavals that followed the 1910 revolution
brought additional mass migrations of brown
workers to the croplands of the region. The
Mexicans and Mexican-Americans who created
the rich agricultural industries of the Southwest
were as a rule bound to contractors, owners,
and officials in a status little above peonage.
Beginning in the 1850s, shipments of Chinese
workmen—who had sold themselves or had
been forced into debt servitude—were imported
to build railroads and to mine gold and other
metals. Later other colonized Asian popula-
tions, Filipinos and East Indians, were used as
gang laborers for Western farm factories.
Among the third-world groups that contributed
to this labor stream, only the Japanese came
from a nation that had successfully resisted
Western domination. This may be one impor-
tant reason why the Japanese entry into
American life and much of the group’s subse-
quent development show some striking paral-

lels to the European immigration pattern. But
the racial labor principle confined these Asian
people too; they were viewed as fit only for sub-
servient field employment. When they began to
buy land, set up businesses, and enter occupa-
tions “reserved” for whites, the outcry led to
immigration restriction and to exclusion acts.

A tenet central to Marxian theory is that
work and systems of labor are crucial in shap-
ing larger social forces and relations. The
orthodox Marxist criticism of capitalism,
however, often obscures the significant pat-
terns of labor status. Since, by definition, cap-
italism is a system of wage slavery and the
proletariat are “wage slaves,” the varied
degrees of freedom within industry and
among the working class have not been given
enough theoretical attention. Max Weber’s
treatment of capitalism, though based essen-
tially on Marx’s framework, is useful for its
emphasis on the unique status of the free
mobile proletariat in contrast to the status of
those traditional forms of labor more bound to
particular masters and work situations. Weber
saw “formally free” labor as an essential con-
dition for modern capitalism. Of course, free-
dom of labor is always a relative matter, and
formal freedoms are often limited by informed
constraint and the absence of choice. For this

reason, the different labor situations of third-
world and European newcomers to American
capitalism cannot be seen as polar opposites.
Many European groups entered as contract
laborers, and an ethnic stratification (as well
as a racial one) prevailed in industry. Particu-
lar immigrant groups dominated certain
industries and occupations: the Irish built the
canal system that linked the East with the
Great Lakes in the early nineteenth century;
Italians were concentrated in road build-
ing and other construction; Slavs and East
Europeans made up a large segment of the
labor force in steel and heavy metals; the gar-
ment trades was for many years a Jewish
enclave. Yet this ethnic stratification had dif-
ferent consequences than the racial labor prin-
ciple had, since the white immigrants worked
within the wage system whereas the third-

world groups tended to be clustered in pre-

capitalist employment sectors.

The differences in labor placement for third

world and immigrant can be further broken
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down. like Furopean overseas colonialism,
America has used African, Asian, Mexican, and,
to a lesser degree, Indian workers for the cheap-
est labor, concentrating people of color in the
most unskilled jobs, the least advanced sectors
of the economy, and the most industrially back-
ward regions of the nation. In a historical sense,
people of color provided much of the hard labor
(and the technical skills) that built up the
agricultural base and the mineral-transport-
communication infrastructure necessary for
industrialization and modernization, whereas
the Europeans worked primarily within th-e
industrialized, modern sectors. The initial posi-
tion of Furopean ethnics, while low, was
therefore strategic for movement up the eco-
nomic and social pyramid. The placement.of
nonwhite groups, however, imposed barrier
upon barrier on such mobility, freezing them for
long periods of time in the least favorable
segments of the economy.

Rural Versus Urban

Furopean immigrants were clustered in the
cities, whereas the colonized minorities were
predominantly agricultural laborers in rural
areas. In the United States, family farming and
corporate agriculture have been primarily white
industries. Some immigrants, notably German,
Scandinavian, Italian, and Portuguese, have
prospered through farming. But most immi-
grant groups did not contribute to the most
exploited sector of our industrial economy, thz}t
with the lowest status: agricultural labor. Curi-
ously, the white rural proletariat of the South
and West was chiefly native born.

Industry: Exclusion
from Manufacturing

The rate of occupational mobility was by no
means the same for all ethnics. Among the early
immigrants, the stigmatized Irish occupied a
quasi-colonial status, and their ascent into a pre-

dominantly middle-class position took at least a
generation longer than that of the Germans.
Among later immigrants, Jews, Greeks, and
Armenians—urban people in Europe—have
achieved higher social and economic status than
Italians and Poles, most of whom were peasants
in the old country. But despite these differences,
the immigrants as a whole had a key advantage
over third-world Americans. As unskilled labor-
ers, they worked within manufacturing enter-
prises or close to centers of industry. Therefore
they had a foot in the most dynamic centers c?f
the economy and could, with time, rise to semi-
skilled and skilled positions.

Except for a handful of industrial slavgs
and free Negroes, Afro-Americans did not gain
substantial entry into manufacturing industry
until World War I, and the stereotype has long
existed that Asians and Indians were not fit for
factory work. For the most part then, thil:d
world groups have been relegated to ‘labor in
preindustrial sectors of the nonagricultural
economy. Chinese and Mexicans, for examl?le,
were used extensively in mining and building
railroads, industries that were essential to the
early development of a national capitalis_t
economy, but which were primarily prerequi-
sites of industrial development rather than
industries with any dynamic future.

Geography: Concentration
in Peripheral Regions

Even geographically the Europeans were in
more fortunate positions. The dynamic and
modern centers of the nation have been the
Northeast and the Midwest, the predominant
areas of white immigration. The third-world
groups were located away from these centers:
Africans in the South, Mexicans in their own
Southwest, Asians on the Pacific Coast, the
Indians pushed relentlessly “across the fron-
tier” toward the margins of the society. Thus
Irish, Italians, and Jews went directly to the
Northern cities and its unskilled labor market,
whereas Afro-Americans had to take two extra
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“giant steps,” rather than the immigrants’ one,
before their large-scale arrival in the same
place in the present century: the emancipation
from slavery and migration from the under-
developed semicolonial Southern region.
Another result of colonized entry and labor
placement is that the racial groups had to go
through major historical dislocations within
this country before they could arrive at the
point in the economy where the immigrants
began! When finally they did arrive in North-
ern cities, that economy had changed to their
disadvantage. Technological trends in indus-
try had drastically reduced the number of
unskilled jobs available for people with little
formal education.

Racial Discrimination

To these “structural” factors must be added
the factor of racial discrimination. The argu-
ment that Jews, Italians, and Irish also faced
prejudice in hiring misses the point. Herman
Bloch’s historical study of Afro-Americans in
New York provides clear evidence that immi-
grant groups benefited from racism. When
blacks began to consolidate in skilled and
unskilled jobs that yielded relatively decent
wages and some security, Germans, Irish, and
Italians came along to usurp occupation after
occupation, forcing blacks out and down into
the least skilled, marginal reaches of the
economy. Although the European immigrant
was only struggling to better his lot, the irony
is that his relative success helped to block the
upward economic mobility of Northern
blacks. Without such a combination of immi-
gration and white racism, the Harlems and
the South Chicagos might have become solid
working-class and middle-class communities
with the economic and social resources to
absorb and aid the incoming masses of
Southerners, much as European ethnic
groups have been able to do for their new-
comers. The mobility of Asians, Mexicans,
and Indians has been contained by similar

discrimination and expulsion from hard-won
occupational bases.

Our look at the labor situation of the colo-
nized and the immigrant minorities calls into
question the popular sociological idea that
there is no fundamental difference in condition
and history between the nonwhite poor today
and the ethnic poor of past generations. This
dangerous myth is used by the children of the
immigrants to rationalize racial oppression and
to oppose the demands of third-world people
for special group recognition and economic
policies—thus the folk belief that all Americans
“started at the bottom” and most have been
able to “work themselves up through their own
efforts.” But the racial labor principle has
meant, in effect, that “the bottom” has by no
means been the same for all groups. In addi-
tion, the cultural experiences of third-world
and immigrant groups have diverged in Amer-
ica, a matter I take up in the next section.

CULTURE AND SOCIAL
ORGANIZATION

Labor status and the quality of entry had their
most  significant impact on the cultural
dynamics of minority people. Every new
group that entered America experienced
cultural conflict, the degree depending on
the newcomers’ distance from the Western
European, Anglo-Saxon Protestant norm.
Since the cultures of people of color in Amer-
ica, as much as they differed from one another,
were non-European and non-Western, their
encounters with dominant institutions have
resulted in a more intense conflict of ethos and
world view than was the case for the various
Western elements that fed into the American
nation. The divergent situations of coloniza-
tion and immigration were fateful in deter-
mining the ability of minorities to develop
group integrity and autonomous community
life in the face of WASP ethnocentrism and
cultural hegemony.
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Voluntary immigration and free labor sta-

tus made it possible for European minorities
to establish new social relationships and cul-
tural forms after a period of adjustment to the
American scene. One feature of the modern
labor relationship is the of separation of the
place of work from the place of residence or
community. European ethnics were exploited
on the job, but in the urban ghettos where
they lived they had the insulation and freedom
to carry on many aspects of their old country
cultures—to speak their languages, establish
their religions and build institutions such as
schools, newspapers, welfare societies, and
political organizations. In fact, because they
had been oppressed in Europe—by such
imperial powers as England, Tsarist Russia,
and the Hapsburg Monarchy—the Irish,
Poles, Jews, and other East Europeans actually
had more autonomy in the new world for their
cultural and political development. In the case
of the Italians, many of their immigrant insti-
tutions had no counterpart in Italy, and a
sense of nationality, overriding parochial and
regional identities, developed only in the
United States.

But there were pressures toward assimila-
tion; the norm of “Anglo-conformity” has been
a dynamic of domination central to American
life. The early immigrants were predominantly
from western Europe. Therefore, their institu-
tions were close to the dominant pattern, and
assimilation for them did not involve great con-
flict. Among later newcomers from eastern and
southern Furope, however, the disparity in val-
ues and institutions made the goal of cultural
pluralism attractive for a time; to many of d‘fe
first generation, America’s assimilation dynamic
must have appeared oppressive. The majority of
their children, on the other hand, apparently
welcomed Americanization, for with the pas-
sage of time many, if not most, European ethnics
have merged into the larger society, and the
distinctive Euro-American communities have
taken on more and more of the characteristics of

the dominant culture. :

The cultural experience of third-world
people in America has been different. The
labor systems through which people of color
became Americans tended to destroy or
weaken their cultures and communal ties.
Regrouping and new institutional forms
developed, but in situations with extremely
limited possibilities. The transformation 'of
group life that is central to the colonial
cultural dynamic took place most completely
on the plantation. Slavery in the Unite.d
States appears to have gone the farthest in
eliminating African social and cultural
forms; the plantation system provided the
most restricted context for the development
of new kinds of group integrity.

In New York City, Jews were able to recon-
struct their East European family system, with
its distinctive sex roles and interlocking sets of
religious rituals and customs. Some of these
patterns broke down or changed in response,
primarily, to economic conditions, but _the
changes took time and occurred within a com-
munity of fellow ethnics with considerable
cultural autonomy. The family systems of
West Africans, however, could not be recon-
structed under plantation slavery, since in this
labor system the “community” bf workers was
subordinated to the imperatives of the pro-
duction process. Africans of the same ethni‘c
group could not gather together because their
assignment to plantations and subsequent
movements were controlled by slaveholders
who endeavored to eliminate any basis for
group solidarity. Even assimilation to Ameri-

can kinship forms was denied as an alterna-
tive, since masters freely broke up families
when it suited their economic or other inter-
ests. In the nonplantation context, the disrup-
tion of culture and suppression of the
regrouping dynamic was less extreme. B\%t
systems of debt servitude and semifree agri-
cultural labor had similar, if less drastic,
effects. The first generations of Chinese in the
United States were recruited for gang labor;
they therefore entered without women and
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children. Had they been free immigrants, most
of whom also were male initially, the group
composition would have normalized in time
with the arrival of wives and families. But as
bonded laborers without even the legal rights
of immigrants, the Chinese were powerlesss to
fight the exclusion acts of the late nineteenth
century, which left predominantly male com-
munities in America’s Chinatowns for many
decades. In such a skewed social structure,
leading features of Chinese culture could not
be reconstructed. A similar male-predominant
group emerged among mainland Filipinos. In
the twentieth century the migrant work situ-
ation of Mexican-American farm laborers has
operated against stable community life and
the building of new institutional forms in pol-
itics and education. However, Mexican cul-
ture as a whole has retained considerable
strength in the southwest because Chicanos
have remained close to their original territory,
language, and religion.
Yet the colonial attack on culture is more
than a matter of economic factors such as
labor recruitment and special exploitation.
The colonial situation differs from the class
situation of capitalism precisely in the impor-
tance of culture as an instrument of domina-
tion. Colonialism depends on conquest,
control, and the imposition of new institu-
tions and ways of thought. Culture and social
organization are important as vessels of a peo-
ple’s autonomy and integrity; when cultures
are whole and vigorous, conquest, penetra-
tion, and certain modes of control are more
readily resisted. Therefore, imperial regimes
attempt, consciously or unwittingly, either to
destroy the cultures of colonized people or,
when it is more convenient, to exploit them
for the purposes of more efficient control and
economic profit. As Mina Caulfield has put it,
imperialism exploits the cultures of the colo-
nized as much as it does their labor. Among
America’s third-world groups, Africans, Indi-
ans, and Mexicans are all conquered peoples
whose cultures have been in various degrees

destroyed, exploited, and controlled. One key
function of racism, defined here as the
assumption of the superiority of white West-
erners and their cultures and the concomitant
denial of the humanity of people of color, is
that it “legitimates” cultural oppression in the
colonial situation.
The present-day inclination to equate
racism against third world groups with the
ethnic prejudice and persecution that immi-
grant groups have experienced is mistaken.
Compare, for example, intolerance and dis-
crimination in the sphere of religion. Euro-
pean Jews who followed their orthodox
religion were mocked and scorned, but they
never lost the freedom to worship in their
own way. Bigotry certainly contributed to the
Americanization of contemporary Judaism,
but the Jewish religious transformation has
been a slow and predominantly voluntary
adaptation to the group’s social and economic
mobility. In contrast, the U.S. policy against
Native American religion in the nineteenth
century was one of all-out attack; the goal
was cultural genocide. Various tribal rituals
and beliefs were legally proscribed and new
religious movements were met by military
force and physical extermination. The largest
twentieth-century movement, the Native
American Church, was outlawed for years
because of its peyote ceremony. Other third-
world groups experienced similar, if perhaps
less concerted, attacks on their cultural insti-
tutions. In the decade following the conquest,
California prohibited bullfights and severely
restricted other popular Mexican sports. In
the same state various aspects of Chinese cul-
ture, dress, pigtails, and traditional forms of
recreation were outlawed. Although it was tol-
erated in Brazil and the Caribbean, the use of
the drum, the instrument that was the central
means of communication among African peo-
ples, was successfully repressed in the North
American slave states.
American capitalism has been partially
successful in absorbing third-world groups
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into its economic system and culture. Because
of the colonial experience and the prevalence
of racism, this integration has been much less
complete than in the case of the ethnic groups.
The white ethnics who entered the class sys-
tem at its lowest point were exploited, but not
colonized. Because their group realities were
not systematically violated in the course of
immigration, adaptation, and integration, the
white newcomers could become Americans
more or less at their own pace and on their own
terms. They have moved up, though slowly in
the case of some groups, into working-class
and middle-class positions. Their cultural
dynamic has moved from an initial stage of
group consciousness and ethnic pluralism to a
present strategy of individual mobility and
assimilation. The immigrants have become
part of the white majority, partaking of th.e
racial privilege in a colonizing society; their
assimilation into the dominant culture is now
relatively complete, even though ethnic iden-
tity is by no means dead among them. In the
postwar period it has asserted itself in a third-
generation reaction to “overassimilation” and
more recently as a response to third-world
movements. But the ethnic groups have basi-
cally accepted the overall culture’s rules of
“making it” within the system, including the
norms of racial oppression that benefit them
directly or indirectly.

The situation and outlook of the racial
minorities are more ambiguous. From the
moment of their entry into the Anglo-American
system, the third-world peoples have been
oppressed as groups, and their group realities
have been under continuing attack. Unfree
and semifree labor relations as well as the
undermining of non-Western cultures have
deprived the colonized of the autonomy to
regroup their social forms according to their
own needs and rhythms. During certain peri-
ods in the past, individual assimilation into
the dominant society was seen as both a polit-
ical and a personal solution to this dilemma.
As an individual answer it has soured for

many facing the continuing power of racism at
all levels of the society. As a collective strategy,
assimilation is compromised by the recogni-
tion that thus far only a minority have been
able to improve their lot in this way, as well as
by the feeling that it weakens group integrity
and denies their cultural heritage. At the same
time the vast majority of third-world people in
America “want in.” Since the racial colonial-
ism of the United States is embedded in a con-
text of industrial capitalism, the colonized
must look to the economy, division of labor,
and politics of the larger society for their indi-
vidual and group aspirations. Both integration
into the division of labor and the class system
of American capitalism as well as the “sepa-
ratist” culture building and nationalist politics
of third-world groups reflect the complex real-
ities of a colonial capitalist society.

The colonial interpretation of American
race relations helps illuminate the present-day
shift in emphasis toward cultural pluralism and
ethnic nationalism on the part of an increasing
segment of third-world people. The building of
social solidarity and group culture is an attempt
to complete the long historical project that
colonial domination made so critical and so
problematic. It involves a deemphasis on indi-
vidual mobility and assimilation, since these
approaches cannot speak to"the condition of
the most economically oppressed, nor funda-
mentally affect the realities of colonization.
Such issues require group action and political
struggle. Collective consciousness is growing
among third-world people, and their efforts to
advance economically have a political charac-
ter that challenges longstanding patterns of
racial and cultural subordination.

CoNcLUSION: THE THIRD-WORLD
PERSPECTIVE
Let us return to the basic assumptions of the

third-world perspective and examine the idea
that a common oppression has created the
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conditions for effective unity among the con-
stituent racial groups. The third-world ideol-
ogy attempts to promote the consciousness of
such common circumstances by emphasizing
that the similarities in situation among
Americas people of color are the essential
matter, the differences less relevant. 1 would
like to suggest some problems in this position.
Each third-world people has undergone
distinctive, indeed cataclysmic, experiences on
the American continent that separate its his-
tory from the others, as well as from whites.
Only Native Americans waged a 300-year war
against white encroachment; only they were
subject to genocide and removal. Only Chi-
canos were severed from an ongoing modern
nation; only they remained concentrated in the
area of their original land base, close to
Mexico. Only blacks went through a 250-year
period of slavery. The Chinese were the first
people whose presence was interdicted by
exclusion acts. The Japanese were the one
group declared an internal enemy and rounded
up in concentration camps. Though the notion
of colonized minorities points to a similarity of
situation, it should not imply that black, red,
yellow, and brown Americans are all in the
same bag. Colonization has taken different
forms in the histories of the individual groups.
Each people is strikingly heterogeneous, and
the variables of time, place, and manner have
affected the forms of colonialism, the character
of racial domination, and the responses of the
group.

Because the colonized groups have been
concentrated in different regions, geographical
isolation has heretofore limited the possibilities
of cooperation. When they have inhabited the
same area, competition for jobs has fed ethnic
antagonisms. Today, as relatively powerless
groups, the racial minorities often find them-
selves fighting one another for the modicum of
political power and material resources involved
in antipoverty, model-cities, and educational
reform projects. Differences in culture and
political style exacerbate these conflicts.

The third world movement will have to
deal with the situational differences that are
obstacles to coalition and coordinated poli-
tics. One of these is the great variation in size
between the populous black and Chicano
groups and the much smaller Indian and
Asian minorities. Numbers affect potential
political power as well as an ethnic group’s vis-
ibility and the possibilities of an assimilative
strategy. Economic differentiation may be
accelerating both between and within third-
world groups. The racial minorities are not all
poor. The Japanese and, to a lesser extent, the
Chinese have moved toward middle-class sta-
tus. The black middle class is also growing.
The ultimate barrier to effective third-world
alliance is the pervasive racism of the society,
which affects people of color as well as whites,
furthering division between all groups in
America. Colonialism brings into its orbit a
variety of groups, which it oppresses and
exploits in differing degrees and fashions; the
result is a complex structure of racial and eth-
nic division.

The final assumption of the third-world
idea remains to be considered. The new per-
spective represents more than a negation of
the immigrant analogy. By its very language
the concept assumes an essential connection
between the colonized people within the
United States and the peoples of Africa, Asia,
and Latin America, with respect to whom the
idea of le tiers monde originated. The commu-
nities of color in America share essential con-
ditions with third-world nations abroad;
economic underdevelopment, a heritage of
colonialism and neocolonialism, and a lack of
real political autonomy and power.

The insistence on viewing American race
relations from an international perspective is
an important corrective in the parochial and
ahistorical outlook of our national conscious-
ness. The economic, social, and political sub-
ordination of third-world groups in America is
a microcosm of the position of all peoples of
color in the world order of stratification. This
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is neither an accident nor the result of some
essential racial genius. Racial domination in
the United States is part of a world historical
drama in which the culture, economic system,
and political power of the white West
has spread throughout virtually the entire
globe. The expansion of the West, particularly
Europe’s domination over non-Western people
of color, was the major theme in the almost five
hundred years that followed the onset of “The
Age of Discovery.” The European conquest of
Native American peoples, leading to the white
settlement of the Western hemisphere and the
African slave trade, was one of the leading his-
torical events that ushered in the age of colo-
nialism. Colonial subjugation and racial
domination began much earlierand havelasted
much longer in North America than in Asia and
Africa, the continents ususally thought of as
colonies' prototypes. The oppression of racial
colonies within our national borders cannot be
understood without considering worldwide
patterns of white European hegemony.

The present movement goes further than
simply drawing historical and contemporary
parallels between the third world within and
the third world external to the United States.
The new ideology implies that the fate of colo-
nized Americans is tied up with that of the
colonial and former colonial peoples of the
world. There is at least impressionistic evi-
dence to support this idea. If one looks at the
place of the various racial minorities in Amer-
ica’s stratified economic and social order, one
finds a rough correlation between relative
internal status and the international position of
the original fatherland. According to most indi-
cators of income, education, and occupation,
Native Americans are at the bottom. The Indi-
ans alone lack an independent nation, a center
of power in the world community to which
they might look for political aid and psychic
identification. At the other pole, Japanese-
Americans are the most successful nonwhite
group by conventional criteria, and Japan has
been the most economically developed and

politicially potent non-Western nation during
most of the twentieth century. The transforma-
tion of African societies from colonial depend-
ency to independent statehood, with new
authority and prestige in the international
arena, has had an undoubted impact on Afro-
Americans in the United States; it has con-
tributed both to civil rights movements and to
a developing black consciousness.

What is not clear is whether an interna-
tional strategy can in itself be the principle of
third-world liberation within this country.
Since the oppression, the struggle, and the
survival of the colonized groups have taken
place within our society, it is to be expected
that their people will orient their daily lives
and their political aspirations to the domestic
scene. The racial minorities have been able to
wrest some material advantages from Ameri-
can capitalism and empire at the same time
that they have been denied real citizenship in
the society. Average levels of income, educa-
tion, and health for the third world in the
United States are far above their counterparts
overseas; this gap will affect the possibility
of internationalism. Besides which, group
alliances that transcend national borders have
been difficult to sustain in' the modern era
because of the power of nationalism.

Thus, the situation of the colonized
minorities in the United States is by no means
identical with that of Algerians, Kenyans,
Indonesians, and other nations who suffered
under white European rule. Though there are
many parallels in cultural and political devel-
opments, the differences in land, economy,
population composition, and power relations
make it impossible to transport wholesale
sociopolitical analyses or strategies of libera-
tion from one context to another. The colonial
analogy has gained great vogue recently
among militant nationalists—partly because it
is largely valid, partly because its rhetoric so
aggressively condemns white America, past
and present. Yet it may be that the comparison

with English, French, and Dutch overseas rule
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lets our nation off too easily! In many ways the
special versions of colonialism practiced
against Americans of color have been more
pernicious in quality and more profound in
consequences than the European overseas
varieties.

In traditional colonialism, the colonized
“natives” have usually been the majority of
the population, and their culture, while less
prestigious than that of the white Europeans
still pervaded the landscape. Members of the:
third world within the United States are indi-
vidually and collectively outnumbered by
whites, and Anglo-American cultural impera-
tives dominate the society—although this has
been less true historically in the Southwest
where the Mexican-American population has
never been a true cultural minority. The
oppressed masses of Asia and Africa had the
relative “advantage” of being colonized in
their own land. In the United States, the more

total cultural domination, the alienation of
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most third-world people from a land base,
and the numerical minority factor have weak-
ened the group integrity of the colonized and
their possibilities for cultural and political
self-determination.

Many critics of the third-world perspec-
tive seize on these differences to question the
value of viewing America’s racial dynamics
within the colonial framework. But all the dif-
ferences demonstrate is that colonialisms vary
greatly in structure and that political power
and group liberation are more problematic in
our society than in the overseas situation. The
fact that we have no historical models for
decolonization in the American context does
not alter the objective realities. Decoloniza-
tion is an insistent and irreversible project of
the third-world groups, although its contents
and forms are at present unclear and will be

worked out only in the course of an extended
period of political and social conflict.




