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Peter Hallama, 1. AQCI: Cornell, Stephen; Hartmann, Douglas (1998): Ethnicity and Race. Making Identities in a Changing World, Pine Forge Press/A Sage Publication Company, pp. 21-34 (The Definition of Race)

1.) “Races (…) are not established by some set of natural forces but are products of human perception and classification. They are social constructs.” (p. 23)

2.) The authors distinguish in their text on the definition of race between race as biology and the social construction of race. To explain race in a biological way has always been an inconsistent task. Scientists – if we can call them like this – did never agree on any common definition of human “races” and on the number of “races” living in the world. So one can assume that there is an evident lack of any biological basis for the creation of racial categories.

Race is not a predefined and stabile category; its meaning depends on time and space. Which racial markers, i.e. physical characteristics, are used to divide humans in various categories, can differ too. Deciding factors for the building of races are especially the assignment that outsiders make, the aspect of power struggles and power relations, and the principle of superiority and inferiority.

Race may link to ethnicity, in the case when the group in question develops a common identity. The difference between defining “us” and declaring “them” as “others” is the key point to explain the distinction between race (“them”) and ethnicity (“we”).

3.) Cornell and Hartmann limit their analysis to the creation of races by “Whites”. Following Anthony Richmond, “racism and ethnocentrism are not confined to ‘White’ groups”.
 Did Cornell and Hartmann concentrate simply on the “White” racism, or do they reject any other kind of racism but the “White” one?

4.) “Race” in my opinion and experience is not sufficiently discussed. Often it seems to me, that people are afraid of using this – kind of taboo – term. But I doubt, that not using a word facilitates to extinguish the covert meanings which lie behind it. In denying the biologic derivation of “races”, one can easily claim to be an anti-racist. However, a public debate on the long lasting and obvious current consequences of the social construction of “races” does – in my opinion and experience – to almost no extent exist.

5.) As it says in the article, nowadays there is a more or less agreement concerning the – by humans invented – category of “races”, having no biological basis. A different point of view – described as “Sociobiological view”
 – can be seen in the writings of Pierre van den Berghe. In his eyes, a race is “defined as a group sharing physical (…) attributes.”
 Racism thus is a “discriminatory behaviour based on inherited physical appearance”
 Although van den Berghe considers the social and cultural circumstances, he insists on the precondition of biologically programmed nepotistic behaviour of humans. His assumption that Norwegians and Swedes, because of similar appearance, “could never be racists towards one another”
 is disproved by the fact that the Irish were seen as an inferior race by the English for quite a long time.

6.) Race, although “banned” and replaced from public and political debates, has still a deep impact on social relations. But using the word “race” one should be aware of not misapplying the term in a biological way. Race has always to be seen as a social construct.
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