	 “Can a New Race Surmount Old Prejudices?”
                                                              Ellis Cose

Geneticists have concluded that there is no legitimate biological rationale for dividing people into “racial” groups according to such physical details as skin color, hair texture, or shape of eyes. It would make as much biological sense, they argue, to define “races” according to genetically transmitted characteristics like resistance to malaria or the ability to digest milk (in which case West Africans, Arabs, and northern Europeans could belong to the same “racial” group). Ellis Cose examines some of the absurdities and inconsistencies Of our racial classification system in this selection from his most recent book, Color Blind: Seeing Beyond Race in a Race-Obsessed World, New York: HarperCollins Publishers Inc. (1996). The problems of racial definition are compounded, he observes, by the increasingly multiethnic population of the United States. But a growing uncertainty about old racial categories may also undermine old divisions and hatreds: Can a multiracial nation solve the persistent problem of racism? Cose (b. 1951) has been a journalist for more than two decades and has worked for such major newspapers and magazines as the Chicago Sun-Times, USA Today, the Detroit Free Press, and Newsweek. His half-dozen books address a wide range of topics, including immigration, male privilege, and black anger.

Americans are accustomed to infinite shades of ebony, but the South African journalist Mzimkulu Malunga found the notion hilarious. So he named one celebrity after another — Tina Turner, Vanessa Williams, Mariah Carey — tickled at the thought that anyone might consider them all black. The impromptu racial-identity game soon had the small group in Soweto in stitches. It seemed an appropriately absurd end to an evening spent for the most part, in more serious conversation in a country whose governing principle once had been: “Tell me your race, and I’ll tell you your place.” As his guests finished a dinner of beer, beans, beef, and a grits-like delicacy called pap, Malunga, business editor of The Sowetan, finally shrugged as if to say: Race is a strange and flexible concept, with an endless capacity to confound.

That evening took me back to an encounter, some years earlier, on a bus several miles outside Caracas, Venezuela. Upon learning I was from the United States, the dark-skinned woman beside me had peppered me with questions. Did I find Venezuelans to be prejudiced? Was there racism in the United States? Were Canadians less biased than their neighbors to the south? Finally, she focused on her son, seated directly in front of us. He was the color of caramel and about seven years old. His father, she told me, was “white,” and the son, despite his dusky appearance and faintly African features, had decided that he was white, too. At first the idea struck me as ridiculous, but, by and by, I found myself thinking, “Why the hell not?” By any logical calculus, he was probably more “white” than “black” (not that, in most of Latin America, he would be considered either). And from the perspective of a child who was old enough to know that whiteness means status but too young to realize how whiteness is defined, wanting to be white was just as natural as wanting to be a quarterback instead of a cheerleader. I wondered, however, if the boy had been American, whether he would have thought he had the option to choose his color. For most of us, race is simply accepted as a given and on faith, no more subject to questioning than the reality of our existence.

Even before the civil rights movement erupted and Jim Crow
 died, racial definitions in the United States were somewhat different from those in South Africa (and Latin America), and specific policies varied as well. But these countries shared the conceit that the concept of race was reasonably precise and that it told us something important. In fact, those assumptions never really made sense.

Earlier in this century, for instance, Italians, Jews, and Rumanians were widely considered to be of different (and inferior) racial stock compared to the English, Germans, and Swedes. Just a few decades later, those groups were fully accepted into the community of whites. In an essay entitled, “How Did Jews Become White Folks?” Karen Brodkin Sacks asked, “Did Jews and the other Euroethnics become white because they became middle class? That is, did money whiten? Or did being incorporated in an expanded version of whiteness open up the economic doors to middle-class status?” The answer, she concluded, is both. The question, nonetheless, illustrates the absurdity of the premise that racial classifications are fixed.


The supposition, at long last, is under serious challenge — from intellectuals who doubt that the concept of race has much meaning; from immigrants who have a different and more elastic view of racial classifications; and, perhaps most interestingly, from those who refuse to consider themselves members of any currently accepted racial category but refer to themselves as multiracial and demand the recognition of a new melded race.

Success in that endeavor, some advocates believe, would be a huge step in the direction of a color-blind society, for by embracing those who are multiracial, the United States would be recognizing, if only implicitly, that the ugly racial lines etched in the nation’s soul will, sooner or later, disappear. Alternatively, goes the argument, the nation’s failure to recognize formally the existence of multiracial Americans would be a tragedy, not only for mixed-race people but for American society, and would perhaps be a fatal blow to the dream of racial harmony and egalitarianism.

In 1992, in Bethesda, Maryland, several hundred multiracialists came together for the “first national gathering of the multiracial community,” as described by Bijan Gilanshah, in the December 1993 issue of the journal Law and Inequality. The “Loving Conference” was named in honor of the Supreme Court’s decision in the case of Loving v. Virginia, which outlawed antimiscegenation statutes in 1967. But the meeting was not simply a celebration of the right to reproduce across racial lines; it would mark — or so its organizers hoped — the public launching of a new and potent political movement.

     At stake, in Gilanshah’s eyes, was nothing less than the prevention of “cultural genocide.” Instead of leaving mixed-race people in a vulnerable and nebulous state of official nowhereness, the government, he thought, was obliged to give them full recognition “as a distinct, powerful social unit with idiosyncratic cultural, social and legal interests.” Much the same point was made by Charles Byrd, who organized a rally at the Washington Mall in July 1996 to allow mixed-raced Americans, like himself, an opportunity to collectively and “proudly affirm a self-determined identity” while attempting to persuade the federal government to sanction the multiracial category.

Multiracial people with a heritage that is, to some degree, black have a special interest in how mixed-race people are to be defined. “in physical as well as cultural terms every Negro is a little bit colored and a little bit white,” observed Martin Luther King, Jr. in Where Do We Go From Here: Chaos or Community? Yet it is only the “colored” part that has generally been acknowledged. Unlike Americans of other races, blacks have largely been defined by the so-called one-drop rule: the presumption that even a small percentage of black ancestry effectively cancels out any other racial stock. It is a rule that some biracial people believe compels them either to deny a big part of who they are or to explain constantly to a rigid, “monoracial” world why they reject a patently illogical designation. Why, they ask, should they renounce the ancestry of a nonblack parent or grandparent? What’s the point, they ask, in forcing people into narrow boxes that cannot possibly accommodate America’s growing racial diversity? — particularly when the black box is fundamentally different from the others, carries the full baggage of slavery, and defies all common sense. As Lawrence Hirschfeld, author of Race in the Making, observed: “The absurdity of the biological reading of the one-drop rule is obvious.... How reasonable is it to say that a white woman can give birth to a Black baby, but a Black woman can’t give birth to a white baby?”

Lise Funderburg, author of Black, White, Other, which profiles several children of black-white interracial unions, extracted the following comment from one of the persons she interviewed: “A lot of Blacks get upset if they ask you exactly what you are and you come back and say, ‘Biracial.’ One response is, ‘What? Are you too good to identify with Blacks?’ I say, ‘It’s not that I’m too good at all, but I’m composed of two different races and I choose to value each of those.’ It’s not as though I’m going to write off my mother’s race for the convenience of pleasing somebody else’s view of what I should or should not be doing.” The one-drop rule, however, demands that biracial children do just that. As novelist Gish Jen noted in an essay in the New York Times Magazine, “a mulatto is not a kind of white person, but a kind of black person.” Yet there is nothing in biology — indeed, nothing in science at all — that says “black” should trump “white” when it comes to assigning racial categories.

The argument against such an illogical racial-classification scheme ultimately takes you down one of two roads: rejection of the idea of race altogether or acceptance of the possibility of an endless proliferation of new races. In recent years, the debate has focused on the census for the year 2000 — specifically on an edict known as “Statistical Policy Directive Number 15.” That directive, conjured up by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the late 1970s, sets out the minimum categories that governmental agencies can use when collecting racial and ethnic data. It provides for four racial clusters (white, black, Asian and Pacific Islander, and American Indian and Alaskan Native) and one distinct ethnic group (Hispanic). If someone doesn’t quite fit, they are squeezed into the pigeonhole that “most closely reflects the individual’s recognition in his community.” If that doesn’t work, they can always be lumped into “other.”

These particular groups are not arbitrary. They reflect OMB’s best attempt to capture the American consensus on race. They also reflect the needs of an array of governmental agencies that enforce civil rights laws, run American Indian programs, fight poverty, and calculate health and other statistics — agencies, in short, that need to know something about America’s racial makeup to do their jobs. The problem is that America’s racial composition is quite different now from the way it was in the 1970s. It is less “monoracial,” less black and white, more intermarried, and a hell of a lot more confusing.

At the time of the 1970 census, America had few shades of gray. Whites (at 87.5 percent) and blacks (at 11.1 percent) accounted for more than 98 percent of the total U.S. population. Other racial minorities added up to just over 1 percent. Hispanics, who could be of any race, stood at 4.5 percent. Twenty years later, the nation was spinning from a demographic whirlwind. Newcomers were pouring in from Mexico, the Philippines, Korea, Cuba, India, mainland China, and other non-European countries, while Europeans — no longer favored by U.S. immigration laws — had dwindled to a trickle. America, in short, was no longer nearly so black and white. By 1990, whites and blacks stood at roughly 80 percent and 12 percent, respectively, and Hispanics at 9 percent.

Meanwhile, interracial families were forming apace. In 1960, according to the U.S. census, fewer than half of 1 percent of married couples were interracial. By 1990, the number had risen to about 3 percent — the majority comprised of mixtures other than black and white.

After reanalyzing U.S. Bureau of the Census’s survey data for 1985 and 1990, scholars Douglas Besharov and Timothy Sullivan concluded that even black-white marriages were growing faster than had previously been thought. In 1990, they estimated, nearly 10 percent of black grooms married white brides. Although the sample of the Current Population Survey was too small to allow a good estimate for marriages between black brides and white grooms, Besharov and Sullivan conjectured that their number was also rising rapidly. The children of such unions, they declared (in the July-August 1996 issue of The New Democrat), “may be the best hope for the future of American race relations.”

To multiracialists, America’s approximately 3 million multiracial children are a forceful argument for the recognition of a new race and a new racial reality — and perhaps, as Besharov and Sullivan suggested, even a way out of America’s racial quagmire.

Susan Graham, a white woman married to a black man in Roswell, Georgia, tried to explain the rationale for the new racial category at congressional hearings in 1993. Accompanied by her young son, she related the frustrations of trying to find a comfortable racial niche for biracial children. When she had asked a census official how to identify her two biracial children, the official insulted her. “In cases like these, we always know who the mother is and not always the father,” the official said, in explaining why the child should take the mother’s race. Her experience, Graham pointed out, was far from unique. A multiracial teenager in North Carolina, she said, had been humiliated by a teacher blurting out in class: “You’re so light. Are you sure your mother knows who your father is?” Graham expressed gratitude for a new state policy that had allowed her to identify her five-year-old daughter as “multiracial” when she had enrolled the child in kindergarten. Thanks to Georgia’s legislators, her child “was not made to choose between her parents.” She urged Congress to protect other children from having to make that painful decision.

“I’m not a scholar, attorney, or lawmaker,” Graham continued. “I’m just a mother, a mother who cares about children; and whether I like it or not, I realize that self-esteem is directly tied to accurate racial identity. More and more parents all over our country are instilling new pride in our multiracial children. Can we say we have succeeded if our children leave home only to be denied an equal place in our society?” In closing, she invoked the ever-handy memory of Martin Luther King, Jr.: “I believe Doctor King was speaking thirty years ago for multiracial children too. With your help, their time has finally come.”

Carlos Fernandez, president of the Association of Multiethnic Americans, was equally impassioned. Governmental administrators’ refusal to recognize multiracial children, he suggested, could put them in violation of the U.S. Constitution: “When government compels the multiracial, multiethnic family to signify a factually false identity for their child, it invades their fundamental right of privacy.” Fernandez made clear, however, that he was primarily concerned not with constitutional issues but with the well-being of multiracial youngsters. The status quo, he intimated, amounted to a form of child abuse. It denied multiracial offspring their “distinctive identity,” damaged their self-esteem, and forced them to “favor one parent over the other.” Meanwhile, it did nothing to protect them from — or even document — the special form of bigotry aimed at people of mixed race.

Julie C. Lythcott-Haimes made a similar argument in the Harvard Civil Rights—Civil Liberties Law Review. “The Multiracial person can hardly advocate the superiority or inferiority of one race without touching off a potentially damaging identity struggle within herself,” wrote Lythcott-Haimes. And even if a person’s psyche could put up with such turmoil, Lythcott-Haimes saw no reason why anyone should have to. The one-drop rule is not only absurd, she contended, it is blatantly racist, grounded in the central premise “that ‘Black blood’ is a contaminant while ‘White blood’ is pure.”

Clearly, the multiracialists have flagged a nettlesome problem. Forcing multiracial children into prefabricated “monoracial” boxes is illogical. It is preposterous — not to mention cruel — to ask any child of mixed race to choose one race (and symbolically one parent) arbitrarily over the other. As Gish Jen, a Chinese American married to a man of Irish descent, acknowledged, there is pain in seeing her child stripped of what he considers to be an essential part of his identity. Yet many Americans insist on seeing multiracial children through monochromatic eyes. Some spiteful schoolmates gave her son a taste of what his future might hold when they taunted him for being “Chinese” — even as he futilely insisted that he was not. Though Jen and her husband originally had hoped their son would “grow up embracing his whole complex ethnic heritage,” they have had to accept a harsher reality and recognize that their son “is considered a kind of Asian person.”

It’s unclear whether the federal government’s official adoption of a multiracial category would lead to broader public acceptance of multiracialism and eventually make things easier for children such as Jen’s son or for families such as Graham’s. It is even less clear what effect a multiracial box would have on statistical analyses of America’s racial stock. “Multiracial,” after all, is not a particularly precise description. It simply means that a person theoretically fits into more than one category. It’s a fancy way, in short, of saying “other.” Consequently, a multiracial designation conceivably could end up being less accurate (in the sense of grouping people together who are deemed to be phenotypically similar) than the groupings we have now, depending on how it is defined and who decides who belongs to it.

Even if a multiracial designation is taken (as many proponents would like) to apply only to those with two parents of recognizably different racial stocks, it’s unclear how useful the descriptor would be. Unless the census spelled out specifically what racial heritages were subsumed by the designation, it would put the offspring of a white person and an American Indian in the same pigeonhole as the child of a black person and a Chinese American or of a black person and a white person. Although the offspring of all the couples would certainly be multiracial, not many Americans would consider them to be of the same race. Many would still consider the black-Asian and black-white children to be black (or perhaps mixed) and the white-American Indian child to be white. The children, in any number of circumstances, would be treated differently, as would be the unions of their parents.

A New York Times poll in 1991 found that 66 percent of whites were opposed to a relative marrying a black person, whereas 45 percent were opposed to a relative marrying a Hispanic or Asian person. (The survey did not attempt to ascertain whether responses would differ depending on whether the prospective Hispanic spouse was black, white, or something else.) Clearly, in the eyes of many of those respondents, all multiracial families are not created equal. And if part of the purpose of such classifications is to permit researchers to determine how various groups are treated, aggregating groups whose only common denominator is that their parents are racially different would not do much to advance that purpose. One is thus faced with the option of creating at least two multiracial categories — one perhaps labeled “multiracial-dark” and the other called “multiracial-light.” But it’s unlikely that anyone would see those categories as an improvement over the current system — least of all those who think that the multiracial category is a form of defense against America’s obsession with rigid racial categories.

And what about those people who don’t care for the multiracial designation? What about the children of black-and-white unions, for instance, who insist on calling themselves black? Providing them with a multiracial box is no guarantee that they will climb into it. And what about the children of “multiracial” parents? If the designation applies only to the first generation, will these children (like many light-skinned “blacks”) become monoracial by the second generation? Or will their children, twenty years from now, be fighting for yet another redefinition of race? — for, perhaps, a new box labeled “old multiracial” as opposed to “new multiracial” or even “part multiracial” (which, of course, raises the question of how much multiracial one has to be to be considered truly multiracial).

And what about Latin Americans? Obviously, many Latinos find the current categories lacking. In the 1990 census, 43 percent of Latinos apparently thought of themselves as neither black, white, American Indian, nor Asian. They were “other.” In fact, of all American residents who put themselves in the “other” category and indicated an ethnicity, the overwhelming majority (86 percent, according to the census bureau) were Hispanic.

A preliminary test of the multiracial option by the Bureau of Labor Statistics provided only a hazy idea of who might check it. When the option was offered to half of the 60,000 households polled in the May 1995 Current Population Survey, it got the biggest response from people in the white, Hispanic, and American Indian-Eskimo-Aleut categories. When Hispanic was offered as a racial (and not just an ethnic) option, the number of Hispanics claiming to be multiracial dropped considerably. Some of the whites who chose to describe themselves as multiracial apparently did so on the basis of belonging to various European ethnic groups. “Multiracial” respondents who did belong to more than one racial group were most likely to be from the American Indian-Eskimo-Aleut cluster. Different ways of asking the question elicited different responses, but it seems likely, on the basis of the results of the 1995 survey (which were essentially replicated in another governmental survey in 1996), that a significant portion of those who choose to be listed as multiracial will not be the children of “mixed”-race unions but either people from traditionally mestizo groups or whites with ancestors whom they consider to be exotic.

Assuming that the technical and definitional issues can be resolved, what will certifying a multirace accomplish? And at what cost? For all the heartfelt concern expressed by the parents of mixed-race children, it’s unclear that the U.S. Bureau of the Census’s recognition of that category would help. Could a new census category really protect children from crude, callous remarks? Or build self-esteem in those who lack it? Or serve as an effective shield against prejudice? And what influence would it have on the enforcement of laws dealing with housing discrimination and employment discrimination? Or on those private concerns that sell ads, conduct public-opinion research, and do other business based largely on current racial categories? As writer Lawrence Wright asked in the New Yorker: “Suppose a court orders a city to hire additional black police officers to make up for past discrimination. Will mixed-race officers count? Will they count wholly or partly?” And as has already been suggested, a new racial category would not even unfailingly provide a reliable anchor for racial identity, since the label is infinitely elastic.

Indeed, many critics would argue — some for scientific and others for sociopolitical reasons — that the creation of more racial pigeonholes is precisely what America doesn’t need. The bigger problem, in short, may not be that the current groupings are insufficient, but that they foster a belief that there is something logical, necessary, scientific, or wise about dividing people into groups called races.

Certainly, when it comes to racial “science,” not much has changed since 1942, the year anthropologist Ashley Montagu published the first edition of Man’s Most Dangerous Myth: The Fallacy of Race. “In earlier days we believed in magic, possession, and exorcism, in good and evil supernatural powers, and until recently we believed in witchcraft. Today many of us believe in ‘race.’ ‘Race’ is the witchcraft of our time. The means by which we exorcise demons. It is the contemporary myth. Man’s most dangerous myth,” wrote Montagu.

      Montagu acknowledged that racial groups were real. He rejected the notion, however, that the categories amounted to anything important. Racial groups were merely people with geographic origins in common who, to certain European taxonomists, looked somewhat alike. “No one ever asks whether there are mental and temperamental differences between white, black, or brown horses — such a question would seem rather silly,” he pointed out, suggesting that the question was no less silly when applied to humans. Having rejected the idea that race represents different evolutionary paths taken en route to becoming Homo sapiens or is linked to fundamentally different capabilities or traits or indicates the existence of any “hard and fast genetic boundaries,” Montagu concluded that it is little more than an excuse for prejudice.

Americans are no closer than we were half a century ago to coming up with a sound scientific rationale for the myriad ways we regard race. Certainly, as Montagu admitted, different races exist - if only because we have decided that they do. We can theoretically create races at will. If Americans agreed, for instance, that people with red hair constitute a separate race, these people would be one. And if we proceeded to treat all people with red hair differently from everyone else, they would soon take on all the attributes we associate with “real” races. if, for instance, they were allowed only to do menial labor, refused an education, compelled to intermarry, forced to live in predominantly redhead communities, and told that their only real gifts were drinking and song, they would eventually develop a culture that embodied the new redhead stereotype. But all we would have proved is that human beings have the power to define (and thereby create) races — not that the classification has any value or makes any sense.

Race, in and of itself, is a harmless concept. It is the attributes and meaning we ascribe to race that make it potentially pernicious. And, unfortunately, race began as a value-loaded conceit. As paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould noted, eighteenth-century German naturalist Johann Friedrich Blumenbach created the modern system of racial classification as a “hierarchy of worth, oddly based upon perceived beauty, and fanning out in two directions from a Caucasian ideal.” Blumenbach’s racial pyramid had Africans and Asians on the bottom, Malays and American Indians in the middle, and whites at the top. That history and the uses to which race was subsequently put go a long way toward explaining why the movement to create a new multirace makes some people uncomfortable....

Indeed, it’s impossible to understand much of the resentment of the prospect of a mixed-race governmental category without taking into account America’s legacy of colorism. The multiracial category, after all, is not new. The rise of the mulatto class during colonial times was an acknowledgment that the offspring of black-white unions were not necessarily either black or white. But as blacks edged toward freedom, the in-between status of mulattoes posed a growing threat to those who were determined to keep the races (and racial privileges) separate. Though it is not often remembered that way, the landmark 1896 case of Plessy v. Ferguson, which gave the Supreme Court imprimatur to the practice of separate (and supposedly equal) public accommodations, was, in part, a case about racial classifications — and whether the privileges of white skin were to be accorded those who were only partially black. As a test of Louisiana’s Separate Car Act, Homer Adolph Plessy provoked a prearranged confrontation by sitting in the first-class “white” section of a train on the East Louisiana Railway. Plessy’s blood was, by his own reckoning, one-eighth “African.” And as the Court noted in its decision, “the mixture of colored blood was not discernible in him.” Plessy argued, among other things, that the reputation of belonging to the white race was a property right and that by denying him a seat in the white section, the statute deprived the white part of him the use of his property.

Still, the Court saw no reason to grant Plessy’s demand for “every right, privilege, and immunity secured to citizens ... of the white race,” though justice Henry B. Brown, writing for the majority, did concede that Louisiana might need to determine whether or not Plessy was white. But Plessy had the last laugh by apparently making the determination on his own. In later years, historian Charles O’Neill reported, Plessy registered to vote as a white man....

As historian Gary Oldhiro, pointed out in Margins and Mainstreams, racial classifications are not inherently stable, even among groups now considered to be racially unambiguous. In Louisiana, for instance, Chinese were classified as whites in 1860 but as Chinese in 1870. Ten years later, children of Chinese men and non-Chinese women were classified as Chinese, but twenty years after that, such children were reclassified as either blacks or whites. Virginia Easley Demarce, a historian with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, noted in a letter to the Washington Post that census takers used a form of multiracial classification during parts of the nineteenth century: “In 1870 in Washington Territory and Oregon Territory, for example, white males who had married American Indian women were enumerated on the standard population schedules, while their children were listed as ‘half-breeds not otherwise counted’ on separate pages.... In these two territories, enumerators also often identified native Hawaiians as ‘SI’ for ‘Sandwich Islander.”’ Demarce went on to observe that those whose heritage was mixed black and white were, at various times, also separately tallied. “The same family may, in four successive censuses, appear as ‘free persons of color’ in 1830, white in 1840, mulatto in 1850, and white again in 1860.”

Tomorrow’s multiracial people could just as easily become the next decade’s something else. A name, in the end, is just a name. The problem is that we want those names to mean so much — even if the only result is a perpetuation of an ever-more-refined kind of racial madness.

On the one hand, it makes perfect sense for children of parents of identifiably different races to insist that all their heritages are “honored” in what they are called. Yet, the assumption runs aground of an inescapable reality: that the very function of groups within racial classification is to erase identity, to render us less individuals (whatever our constituent parts) than undifferentiated members of groups within a previously heterogeneous mass. By what logic, for instance, can one take countless African tribes — and the offspring of individuals comprised of any combination of those tribes — and make them all into one race called black? The reasoning is certainly no less specious than that which allows us to ignore the fact that a “black” American may also be Irish or Greek.

      In the past, Americans (which is not to exclude much of the rest of the world) have made much more of racial labels than we should. We have seen race as a convenient way of sorting out who is entitled to which rewards, who is capable of what accomplishments, and who is fit to associate with whom. In light of that history, asking whether we should have a new racial category is a trivial question. The infinitely more important question is whether it is possible to divorce any system of racial classification from the practice of racial discrimination, whether a nation splintered along racial lines — a nation that feels compelled to rank people on the basis of race (aesthetically; professionally; socially; and, most insistently, intellectually) — is capable of changing that propensity any time soon.

ENGAGING THE TEXT

1.
What evidence does Cose provide that race is a social rather than a biological concept? if the idea of race is arbitrary, why does it remain so powerful?

2.
What is the “one-drop rule” (para. 9)? Why is the idea both absurd and dangerous, according to Cose?

3.
List the arguments cited by Cose for adding a multiracial designation to the next census form; then list the arguments against it. Which position do you find more compelling, and why?

4.
The Office of Management and Budget has now decided that people will be allowed to check all the racial categories on the census form that apply to them rather than requiring them to choose just one. What benefits and drawbacks do you see in this plan?
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� Jim Crow: Laws exacted in the post -Civil War South that mandated racial segregation.
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