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As the prominent scholar of critical race theory, David Theo Goldberg suggests:  “[L]iberalism’s dance around race relations at mid-century has given way to the infatuation with racial identities in the dying decades of the millennium.”  With this he argues, that “the productive possibilities of that turn seem to have run their course,” and it is time “to move on.”
  Goldberg’s comments highlight what some have termed the “crisis of antiracism” and more, recently, the “crisis of multiculturalism.”
  Racist movements, as Alana Lentin points out, promote discrimination ‘by espousing a “differentialist” racism based on a conviction in the fixity of culture, paradoxically “borrowed” from cultural relativist anti-racist arguments.”
  Accordingly, on the one hand, this paper seeks to set forth the historiographical issues and problems in the context of the crisis of antiracism and “multiculturalism.”  On the other, with the growing interest in “race” during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Era, it is a call for scholars to think more critically about the way we use and manipulate “race” and not simply to adopt the “race” paradigm that has been prescient since the close of the Second World War. 

First, we need to understand, the problem of the disciplinary gap between history and other fields.  Despite the interdisciplinary character, transnational reach and long-standing career of the antiracism crisis and debate, historians remain peculiarly behind in the discussion.
  As a result, the so-called “history of race” that according to Goldberg “has been widely retold,” has been written largely without historians and is marked by serious conceptual flaws and historical problems.  In reality, since the publication of Jacques Barzun’s study in 1937, few critical “race” histories have been written by professional historians.
  After 1945, historians concentrated on writing the history of “racism,” especially nineteenth-century “scientific racism” and, thus, continued to utilize “race” as a category of analysis.  Second, where there is some understanding of “race” as a “social construct,” historians continue to associate the idea in the present with the physical anthropological conceptions that were, in fact, dismantled before bombs fell on Berlin.  On the one hand, where there has been some attempt to denude the fallacy of “race,” American historians have taken aim at the wrong and long-dead target of biological-“race.”
  On the other, the postcolonial “race” criticism also has not engaged the antiracism crisis, is driven by Foucauldian preoccupation with “biopower” and, thus, also continues to think in terms of biology.

Arguably, historians may face a crisis no less serious than that faced by physical anthropologist at the close of the Second World War.  It is a crisis that centers on the role that historical “scholarship” has played and continues to play in the postwar reification of  “race” and its alter ego “ethnicity.”  Studying “racism,” Social Darwinism, imperialism, Nazism and anti-Semitism in European history, historians have long pointed an accusing finger at the natural sciences.  “The historiography dedicated to the issue of eugenics,” has as Maria Bacur indicates, “developed into a veritable flood.”
  Few scholars, however, have examined the complicit place of the discipline of history in the construction and dissemination of race ideologies.
  This is a peculiar absence given that the well-known Kant Herder Controversy that spanned from 1784 through Herder’s death in 1803 about Kant’s proposal and rationalization of the “race” concept was centered in what was then the discipline of natural history.  But we might also look to comments in Gibbon’s magnum opus.

Roman Emperor Septimius Severus appears in Gibbon’s account as „the principal author of the decline of the Roman Empire“.
 He is described as „a native of Africa, who in the gradual ascent of private honors, had concealed his daring ambition“, and, „like most Africans“, Gibbon continued, he was „addicted to vain studies of magic and divination, deeply versed in the interpretation of dreams and omens, perfectly acquainted with the science of judicial astrology, which in almost every age, except the present, [had] maintained its dominion over the mind of man“.
 If virtue was the mark of a civil man, Gibbon inscribed Severus with the opposite characters. He was vicious. 

The spiral of degeneration was soon evident in the unusual influence of his Syrian wife, Julia Domna, „from whom chastity was very far“.
 Of the mixed fruit of this union, Gibbon described Caracalla as „a monster whose life disgraced human nature“ and the „common enemy of mankind“.
 Rome fell next into the hands of a Mauritanian „coward“, Macrinus, who was quickly undone by the „first emperor of Asiatic extraction“, Elagabalus.
 Prior to his triumphal parade into the ancient capital, he, „who in the rest of his life never acted like a man“, had a portrait of himself hung above the Alter of Victory in the Senate.
 „He“, Gibbon wrote with scorn, was „drawn in his sacerdotal robes of silk and gold, after the loose flowing fashion of the Medes and Phoenicians; his head covered with a lofty tiara, his numerous collars and bracelets were adorned with gems of an inestimable value“ and „his eyebrows were tinged with black and his cheeks painted with an artificial red and white“.
 At the sight of this image, „the grave senators confessed with a sigh that, after having long experienced the stern tyranny of their own countrymen, Rome was at length humbled beneath the effeminate luxury of Oriental despotism“.
    

Gibbon sat down to write his magnum opus in the wake to the Somersett Decision of 1772, a case that heightened awareness of how important the interpretation of custom was as a deciding factor in common law court decisions. Gibbon articulated a potent brand of historical determinism that has operated as a foundational ideology, and, in reality, the various mutations of racial gensing were never self-sustaining, but functioned to reify historical determinism. Arguably, Gibbon’s tealeaves of degeneration fueled racial gensing by his contemporaries Blumenbach and Kant, for example, and the development of a hierarchal classification scheme that emphasized degeneration from an ideal „Caucasian“ type.
 In the wake of the 1848 Emancipation, Gobineau commented that „so long  as the blood and institutions of a nation keep to a sufficient degree the impress of the original race, that nation exists“.
 „If like the Greeks and the Romans of the later Empire“, he continued, „the people has been absolutely drained of its original blood, and the qualities conferred by the blood, then the day of defeat will be the day of its death“. Once a nation changed its race, it had changed its nature and it was „therefore degenerate“.
  Reacting against the changing demography of Europe in the post-colonial era, Claude Lévi-Stauss argued that from birth „the things and beings in our environment establish in each one of us an array of complex references forming a system of conduct, motivations, implicit judgments – which education then confirms by means of its reflexive view of the historical development of our civilization“.
 „The struggle against all forms of discrimination“, was carrying humanity towards global civilization, „a civilization that is the destroyer of those old particularism, which had the honor of creating the aesthetic and spiritual values that make life worthwhile“.

As a historian, taking a look in the mirror, the current crisis of antiracism, in fact, should come as no surprise if one endeavors to consider the longer problem or race-reification in historical research and teaching.  It was not physical anthropology that troubled “colored” American leaders in New York by 1944, but rather history textbooks.
 Across the postwar Atlantic, Allied denazification targeted history curriculum as a crucial area to be dismantled and totally reformed.
  An examination of the oldest professional history journals, such as the American History Review, Historisches Zeitschrift, the English Historical Review and the Annales, for example, reveals the marriage of physical anthropology and history.  History courses, not physical anthropology, were a part of the required core of university education.  In this way the “discipline of history” has played and continues to play a major role in the dissemination of racial “education,” race-thinking and functions as a nexus for the inculcation of race-values.  

By the second decade of the twentieth century there were, in fact, three schools of thought that may be traced back to the Kant-Herder Controversy.  In my larger study, I place this debate in the context trade links between France and German-speaking Europe and the expansion of diversity, mobility and social mobility on the ground in late eighteenth-century Europe.  At my research suggest that, on average, about 20% of the people disembarking at Bordeaux were people of color.  I would also point to Ian Coller’s recent study, Arab France:  Islam and the Making of Europe, 1798-1831, where he discussed the tremendous immigration of diverse populations to Marseilles via the Ottoman ports and the racial massacre that erupted there during the Napoleonic period.  With regards to the schools of thought, however, two schools of “race” thinking grew from Kant’s original rationalization of the concept, namely “racism” and “antiracism”.
  Johann Herder and Georg Forster rejected the race concept altogether and antirace thought – in the sense of opposition to the race idea – traces back to Herder’s Ideas Toward a Philosophy of the History of Mankind (1784).

Driven by growing antiwar sentiment, outrage over atrocities committed against indigenous populations in Africa, a rising tide of indigenous discontent in the colonies as well as ethnic nationalism and anti-Semitism at home, antiracism as a cohesive transnational political movement began to coalesce around a series of international conferences that were held in early twentieth-century Britain.
  The first of these was the international law conference, “Nationalities and Subject Races,” held in June of 1910.
  Chair of the conference, John Hobson, closed his remarks citing John Stuart Mill’s (1806-1873) view of the British colonies as ‘a gigantic system of out-relief for the sons of the wealthy classes.’
  The second conference grew out of the first.  This was the First Universal Races Congress of 1911.  Held in London, the Congress drew more than twelve hundred representatives from every corner of the globe.
  Jane Addams, Franz Boas, John Dewey, W.E.B DuBois and Alfred Kroeber were amongst the American participants and, in the German ranks, Ernst Haeckel, Walter Schücking, George Jellinek, Paul Laband, Felix von Luschan, Friedrich Meinecke, Georg Simmel and Ferdinand Tönnies.  The French contingent included Emile Durkheim, Jean Finot and Alfred Foullée. The British contingent included Hobson and, amongst the scholars that attended, there were a significant number of international law professors. 

This geopolitical environment informed London’s hosting of the First Universal Races Congress between the 26th and 29th of July in 1911. More than one-thousand public officials, scholars, journalists and others, who traveled not only from every corner of the Empire as well as Germany, France, Japan, the United States. Boas, Dubois and countless others who would shape sociopolitical reform movements attended, including Sayed Ameer Ali, Brajendranath Seal, Bipin Chandra Pal from India, Dusé Mohammed Ali from Egypt, Mojala Agbebi of Nigeria, Wu Tingfang from China, Riza Tevik (Turkey), and Hadji Mirza Yahya from Iran. The Congress was a critical transnational moment and one where the new concept of culture was disseminated and broadly transferred across geographical divides. Antiwar and international peace oriented in nature, the organizers expressed the view that „whatever the ostensible reasons assigned, the underlying cause of conflict [war], has been the existence of race antipathies“.
 „The attitude of distrust and aloofness“, the organizers suggested, „was giving way to a general desire for closer acquaintance“.
 „Out of this interesting situation“ had „sprung the idea of holding a Congress where the representatives of the different races might meet each other face to face, and might, in friendly rivalry, further the cause of mutual trust and respect between Occident and Orient, between the so-called white peoples and the so-called colored peoples“.
  The threat of this movement was immediately recognized by those who subscribed to eugenics and, in response, the British Eugenic Education Society immediately organized a First International Eugenics Conference that was held in London a year to the day of the Universal Races Congress.  

There are a couple of points I want to emphasize from here.  First, early antiracism developed under the umbrella of British patronage, which came a moment when imperialism faced sharp criticism in European capitals.  In his capacity of President of the Congress, The Right Honorable Lord Weardale (Philip Stanhope) suggested that “[n]o impartial student of history can deny that in the case of nearly all recorded wars, whatever the ostensible reasons assigned, the underlying cause of conflict has been the existence of race antipathies.”
  “Nearer and nearer” the day was approaching, Stanhope warned, “when the vast population of the East [Japan and China] will assert their claim to meet on terms of equality the nations of the West, when the free institutions and the organized forces of the one hemisphere will have their counterbalance in the other…”
  “Are,” he asked rhetorically, “we ready for this change?”
  Accordingly, there was an ulterior motive for the sudden advancing of “race” liberalism.  As Fritz Kramer has noted, Adolf Bastian (1826-1905), amongst others, had begun to argue that direct colonial rule was not necessary:  “It being possible, according to his view, to use one’s knowledge of a culture to dominate it.”
  The purpose of ethnology was to further such knowledge, by means of which “the savage who is enveloped by the chains of his own thinking can easily be led on a rope.”  Herder’s anti-race and anti-colonial stance was “turned into nationalism by his successors, contrary to his intention.”
  Nevertheless, the Congress marked a turning point in the decade-old transnational debate on what was variously termed the Rassenproblem (Race Problem) or Rassenfrage (Race Questions).
  In Europe, it appeared as the “Jewish Question.”  In the United States, it was the “Negro Question” east of the Mississippi and the “Chinese Problem” in the West.  In Australia, the Problem was aborigines and in Canada it bespoke of conflict between French and English descendents.  In liberal hands, the “Race Problem” was recast and focused on “Inter-Racial Problems.”  Finally, the Question was always a legal one and was bound-up with debates about the status of persons in under Western law.  

Critical works that opposed what became known as “race prejudice” appeared in the first decade of the twentieth century.
  It was, however, at the Congress that the ideology of race as social heredity gained wide acceptance.
  More than any other philosopher, Fouillée’s ideas were brought forward in the work of the Chair of Howard University’s Philosophy Department, Alain Locke.  “So complicated [is] the idea and conception of race,” he told Howard University students in 1915 that many feel that it should be thrown “out of the categories of human thinking.”
  Even if possible, he continued, “let us not presume … that it would be desirable.”
  By 1924, he had revamped race into a social heredity.

If, instead of the anthropological, the ethnic characters had been more in focus … there probably would have resulted a much more scientific and tenable doctrine of the relationship of race to culture. Race would have been regarded as primarily a matter of social heredity, and its distinctions due to the selective psychological ‘set’ of established cultural reactions. There is a social determination involved in this, which quite more rationally interprets and explains the relative stability or so-called permanency that the old theorists were trying to account for on the basis of fixed anthropological characters and factors.

Human society, Locke alleged, required a certain level of particular homogeneities, a view that formed the basis of his theory of a consciousness of kind.  “Consciousness of kind,” according to Locke, “is a healthy and a normal and a fundamental social instinct.”
  Social heredity has been essentialized, here.

Since the close of the Second World War, historians have been reifying neoliberal antiracism as the “good” movement and its ideology of race as social-heredity.  As a result, we simply have failed to engage the history of antiracism on a critical and analytical basis.  We have overlooked the emergence of a left-wing racial ideology in the first half of the Twentieth Century, which arguably serves as an unquestioned foundational premise of our research.  In his decidedly Darwinian tract The Conservation of Races (1897), DuBois conceded the weakness of race-thinking.  The “American Negro” had been led “to deprecate and minimize race distinctions, to believe intensely that out of one blood God created all nations, and to speak of human brotherhood as though it were the possibility of an already dawning tomorrow.”
  “The history of the world,” he continued, “is the history, not of individuals, but of groups, not of nations, but of races, and how who ignores or seeks to override the race idea in human history ignores and overrides the central thought of all history.”
   The Congress unleashed the rapid expansion of left-wing nationalisms and pan-nationalisms that were propped-up by ethnoracial historicisms.  “During the week of the Congress,” Alfred Haddon wrote, “there could be seen in the halls of the University of London men and women of all shades of color and of different religions in friendly converse or planning schemes for breaking down racial and other prejudice, as well as the betterment of mankind.”
  In the end, however, he concluded that many of the participants had come “in response to strong emotion and desired to draw attention to their own or their friends’ grievances.”
  The environment was “highly charged,” and “each fanned the flame of his own enthusiasm and that of others.”

Nevertheless, both the analytical legitimacy and utility of “race” were undone in the wake of the dangerous rise of Nazi Rassenpolitik.  These years witnessed a resurgence of antirace thought.  The concept was dismissed by Julian Huxley and Alfred Haddon (1936), the historian, Jacques Barzun (1937), and Ralph Bunche (1936) respectively, as a word signifying “a hypothetical past [or] a problematic future,” a “superstition” and “social voodoo.”
  “Racial thinking,” Bunche insisted, “is an obstacle to clear thinking.”
  “The goal of Negro betterment organizations,” he argued, “should be absolute equality as ‘full blown Americans’.”
  Closer to the catastrophe at hand, already in 1933, Eric Voegelin thoroughly unwound the fallacy of “race” in two seminal studies.  He also emphasized that the problem of “race” was a double-sided coin.
  The self-referential counter-racialisms that had grown-up along with rabid eugenical “racism,” ultimately served the purposes of racists movement by consolidating, organizing and reifying the very difference on which their ideologies depended and in this way had also fueled the flames that led down the dangerous road to Rassenpolitik.

It would seem that many were not dissuaded from their commitment to the ideology of race by either the disturbing reality of the Nuremberg Laws (1935) or the detailed studies of respected scholars.  Snidely reviewed in the AHR by Clark Wissler of the American Museum of Natural History in January of 1938, Barzun’s study was discredited.  “THOUGH the author regards this volume as a critical history of thought on race,” Wissler opened, “it can hardly qualify as a calm weighing of evidence.”
  The author had failed, in Wissler’s opinion, to look beyond Germany, France and England – “each of which has at all times been proud of its achievements, symbolized as Nordic, Celt, and Saxon” – for “manifestations of pernicious race thinking’.
  ‘When an American Indian regards himself as fortunate in being neither a White, a Chinese, nor a Negro,” he asked rhetorically, “is he not engaged in ‘race mania’?”
 “The author would probably say that the Indians were nationalistic and not race-minded, but,” Wissler wrote stretching the imagination, “the Indian tried to exterminate the White man as the source of White culture.”
  Writing for the Journal of Negro History in early 1938, from his post as the Chair of Fisk University’s sociology department, Charles Johnson employed tactical dissuasion.  Bunche’s booklet was “for the most part, however, far from being a contribution to Negro ‘folk’ education.”
  Readers didn’t “need it” and should stick with the “less dogmatic writings of Boas, Klineberg, Herskovits, Radin and Hankins.”
  Representative of the new social heredity triad in the social sciences, following the work of Franz Boas, Melville Herskovits and Paul Radin were cultural anthropologist, while Otto Klineberg and Frank Hankins dawned from the fields of psychology and sociology respectively.  Only months after the publication of these opinions, in March the Nazis walked into Austria and in October into the Sudetenland.  In November, the world learned of Kristallnacht.  By September 1939, the Second World War was full blown and the number of concentration camps began to quadruple.
Paradoxically, historians themselves were on the wrong side of history.  Antirace scholarship and sentiment not only unwound the strict orthodoxies of biological hierarchies, but had also challenged the schools of social heredity that was the bread-and-butter of the toddling “social sciences” of cultural anthropology, sociology and psychology.  In one of the worst historical examples of academic self-interests, “race” was put on life support and given a “social science” transplant.  With this came the spurious redefinition of “racism.” “Race,” the leading light of cultural anthropology Ruth Benedict dictated from her influential position at Columbia University, was not “the modern superstition” as some “amateur egalitarians have said.”
  It was “a fact,” the study of which had already “told culture-historians much, and further investigations … may even show that some ethnic groups have identifiable emotional or intellectual peculiarities which are biological and not merely learned behavior.”
  Rather, she held, “racism” was the modern superstition:  “[t]he dogma that one ethic group is condemned by nature to hereditary inferiority and another group is destined to hereditary superiority.”
  Although the term ‘racism’ had been the currency of the extreme right in Europe from the closing years of the nineteenth-century, its ideological reconfiguration as a problem and one to be studied historically consolidated the scholarly ascendance of antiracism.
  Nonetheless, the formation of “racism” as an area of historical inquiry was part and parcel of an effort to save the ideology of “race” from the concept graveyard.  The new consensus was confirmed with the publication of the eight-hundred-plus page, interdisciplinary volume When Peoples Meet:  A Study in Race and Culture Contacts (1942) that was edited by none other than Alain Locke with Bernhard Stern.

The marriage of anthropology and history survived 1945, but the tarnished couple now dawned new clothes.  Historians quietly pulled the rug over their duplicitous role in the construction and dissemination of race-thinking and, in no small measure, by assigning blame to the natural sciences.  At the new antiracism gala, the couple cleaned themselves up and “History” dutifully agreed to attend to the study of “racism.”  Here, the role of the United Nations in the construction of the new “race” idea cannot be emphasized enough.
  Racial essentialism retooled as social heredity, was inscribed in The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948).  Under Article 15.1, “Everyone has a right to nationality.”  With regard to social security, Article 22 makes reference to “economic, social and cultural rights.” The force of the new social heredity paradigm was evident in UNESCO’s important The Race Question (1950).  “It would be better,” it stated, “to drop the term ‘race’ altogether and speak of ethnic groups.”  The sea change was also evident in Montagu’s shifting opinion between 1942 and 1952.  In the first edition of Man’s Most Dangerous Myth, he argued that “race” and “culture” were not connected.  In the 1952 addition, he added the appendix, “‘Race’ and ‘Ethnic Group’.”  Here, he argued that the term ‘race’ should no longer be used by lay persons, because scientist has not clarified its meaning.  Instead, the term “ethnic” should be used in its place.  It marked a semantic language change that, in reality, was “race” flying under a new flag.  

The organization by which the new “race” ideology would be inculcated – transnationally –and was again through institutionalized “education,” most notable “historical” studies.  Underneath the seeming egalitarian principles of antiracism was a specious remapping of the same old “white,” “black” and “yellow’ pan-racial stooges of old.  In the wake of Nazi atrocities, racialization “white”-down was no longer acceptable, but the antiracism that followed was marked by an odious coercion of “non-Europeans” into the reification of  “their” own “race” identities under the auspices of “history.”  Here, in an environment of post-War American hegemony, the majority-minority in the United States was mobilized to play a leading role and duped into taking the lead in the self-referential inscription of the new racial hierarchy based on social heredity.  This model was soon applied to other “colored races.”  By 1951, Herskovits defined the course of “Afroamerican research” firmly within the new area of “ethnohistory.”
  In historical scholarship, there is a straight line from Benedict to her student, Sidney Mintz, who co-authored with Richard Price The Birth of African-American Culture (1976) and from the anthropologist, William Davis to St. Claire Drake and the ‘African diaspora’ concept. 

Sarah Daynes and Orville Lee have given scholars the free pass, suggesting that “[i]n there effort to both free themselves from racial science and show its negative consequences, scholars have unwittingly let the phantom of essentialism reappear.
  For the lay population such a free pass might well be in order, but none is warranted scholars.  In light of Barzun’s writings and the ultimate outcome of Nazi Rassenpolitik, historians know or should know or should have known (as was suggested to the perpetrators tried at Nuremberg) the fallacy and deadly consequences of “race” thinking.  The growth of new racialized discourses has grown with globalization and been transposed onto the “diaspora” concept, i.e. non-“European” migration (dispersal) and “transnational,” which some see as “Europeanization.”  More recently, even in the context of German History, there have been bald suggestions that “reclaiming ‘race’ as a category of analysis and action has been politically enabling, socially progressive, and historically illuminating [for ‘Afro-Germans’ and other ‘minorities’].”
  “[I]f we define racism as the essentializing of ‘differences that might otherwise be considered ethnocultural’,” a leading voice of the discontinuity school of German history suggests, paradoxically, “into characteristics that appear ‘innate, indelible, and unchangeable’ while organizing theme into systems of domination and subordination, then race becomes a source of positive identification not only for those in the dominant reaches of the racial hierarchy.”
  “It,” he continues, “delivers forms of political subjectivity and other idea about the self that the racially subordinated can be capable of embracing too.”
  One has to wonder why some scholars are so anxious to encourage “Afro-Germans” along the road of discovering “African” or “Black” “identities” instead of German ones.

The view that “the past causes the present and so the future” is amongst the litany of purposes for studying history that have been suggested by the American Historical Association.
  If we are to learn from history, this would seem impossible if historian, themselves, fail to do so.  Again, although the antiracism crisis debate is now twenty-years old, historians are largely absent.  Where there is some recognition of the race-reification problem, far too often it is suggested that we cannot stop relying on it as a category of historical analysis.
  Integrally related to the race-reification problem, apparently, we historians didn’t get the memos on either the failed perspective of sociology or the historical problem of left-wing nationalisms, which, “just as their right-wing mirror images, have been capable of breeding intolerance and racial prejudice.”
  Historians have headed neither the warnings of Julien Benda, Voegelin, Bunche or Barzun, nor the unfortunate lessons of mid-century warfare and genocide.  Thus, a century since social-heredity gained sustainable legitimacy at the First Universal Races Congress, we have come full circle to arrive back at inter-“cultural” intolerance, violence, genocide and trahison des clercs.  To return to Goldberg’s call, the idea that historians cannot move beyond the reification of race and reliance on it as an analytical category is just not acceptable, especially given the example of gender as a useful category of historical analysis.
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