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1 Introduction
1.1 Aims
Most research in critical discourse studies (CDS) focuses on social power abuse and not on the resistance against such domination. Similarly, most of my own earlier critical studies deal with the discursive reproduction of racism as a form of ethnic domination, and not with antiracist discourse challenging prevailing discriminatory practices and prejudice. By examining the history and some of the properties of antiracist text and talk, this book is a necessary complement to my earlier analyses of discursive racism in politics, the media and education.
The first aim of this book is to develop a new theory of antiracism as a social movement of resistance and solidarity, consisting of antiracist practices based on antiracist knowledge, attitudes and ideologies. Crucial among antiracist practices is antiracist discourse by which antiracist social cognition is acquired in the first place, and which hence is responsible for the very reproduction of antiracism as personal and organized resistance or solidarity.
The second aim is to systematically study some of the properties and the history of antiracist discourse in the USA and in Western Europe since Antiquity, and especially since the first antislavery and abolitionist movements, first by Spanish priests, Quakers and black writers, until the Civil Rights Movement and Black Lives Matter in the USA, and contemporary antiracist movements in Europe. Part of this long history is also the discursive struggle against antisemitism, especially by Jewish scholars in Germany.

1.2 Antiracism
Antiracism as a movement of resistance and solidarity is as diverse and complex as racism as a system of domination. From the antislavery movement in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries until the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s and Black Lives Matter today in the USA, and from active resistance by slaves and quilombos of runaway slaves to the Movimento Negro and affirmative action policies in Brazil, antiracist practice has been a consistent feature of the history of resistance against racist oppression, exclusion, marginalization and other forms of social domination and inequality. Blacks have played a prominent role in the history of antiracist resistance (Zamalin, 2019; see also Chapters 5 and 6). The same is true for the resistance by Jewish scholars against antisemitism, especially since the nineteenth century in Germany (see Chapter 7; for a general and global perspective of resistance against racism and xenophobia, see, e.g., Harrison, 2005).
To understand the complexity of such resistance and solidarity, we need to develop a theory that accounts for its social practices and mental representations, in general, and for antiracist discourse, in particular. We do so in a way that resembles our theoretical account of racism as a system of domination, but with the crucial difference that antiracism as resistance presupposes the system of racism, and not vice versa.
Racism as a system of ethnic or “racial” domination consists of two subsystems, one of racist social practices – discrimination – and one of racist social cognition – prejudice and ideologies – underlying such practices. Crucial among racist practices is racist discourse, because it is mainly through discourse that ethnic prejudice is acquired, and discrimination is both enacted and legitimated. Racist prejudice and discrimination are not innate or “natural,” but socially learned, especially through a complex system of everyday, informal and institutional discourse, and other forms of interaction and communication in context. Especially public discourse, for example, in politics, the media and education, is a primary means of the acquisition of racist social cognition, because it is ubiquitous and authoritative and hence reaches most of the population – today also due to its reproduction and amplification in social media. It follows that those in control of public discourse, the symbolic elites, are primarily responsible for the reproduction of racism. They preformulate the ethnic attitudes and ideologies that spread through society at large, and that may be adopted by parts of the dominant white population (Van Dijk, 1993).
If racism is a system of ethnic domination, antiracism is first of all a global and historical macromovement of resistance against such domination. This movement also has two major dimensions, one of antiracist social practices and one of antiracist social cognition. Just like racism, antiracism is not innate or natural but learned, and just like racist prejudice, antiracist attitudes and ideologies are largely acquired by discourse. But unlike racist discourse, antiracist discourse is not dominant, despite its recent expansion after Black Lives Matter. As public discourse, it is nondominant in politics, the media, education – and today in social media and the internet – and formulated by symbolic elites that are themselves hardly dominant, as is the case for minority leaders, politicians, journalists and scholars and their white allies.
Also, because it is not dominant among the symbolic elites, antiracist discourse has little influence on the population at large and least on the white population that benefits from the advantages of racist inequality. This explains why racism as a system of domination has survived centuries and remains prevalent today, as has been powerfully shown in the discourses and other contentious forms of resistance of Black Lives Matter (see also Solomos, 2020). Indeed, it is precisely because of this resistance that at the time of this writing antiracism as a movement has become more widespread today, both in the USA as well as internationally. But it would be too optimistic to conclude that antiracism now has become mainstream or dominant.
As is the case for other systems of social inequality and domination, such as those of gender and class, social change is slow, and often marginal or cosmetic, on the one hand, because fundamental group ideologies and attitudes are involved, which may need decades to change significantly among the majority of the population. On the other hand, racism is abuse of power, and such power and its privileges are seldom voluntarily relinquished or shared, unless challenged by powerful social movements and active resistance, as was the case in South Africa’s system of Apartheid, and during and after the Civil Rights and Black Lives Matter Movements in the USA (for studies of contemporary racisms in the world, see Solomos, 2020).
Given the crucial role of the symbolic elites and their control over public discourse, antiracist social change requires that significant and influential fractions of these elites engage in, or allow, alternative discourses advocating or prescribing social equality. Our separate study of the history of antiracist discourse in Brazil, and a case study of the debate on quotas for black students in the Brazilian parliament, is premised on these theoretically based hypotheses (Van Dijk, 2020a).
The history of antiracist discourse in this book requires a broad and flexible theory of antiracism. By present standards and values, early discourse against slavery is hardly antiracist and may feature many stereotypes about blacks, until late in the nineteenth century. In the next chapter we therefore must formulate a theory of antiracism, as is the case for the theory of democracy or feminism, which assumes gradual historical changes due to increasingly strict criteria and values of equality and justice, and especially due to increasing resistance, always depending on the social, political and cultural context.

1.3 Antiracist Discourse
Antiracism is engaged in by many forms of antiracist practice. Since Antiquity, slaves have resisted their enslavement in many ways. Blacks before and during Jim Crow in the USA have participated in meetings, marches and occupations. Indigenous people have challenged and repelled the encroachment by Europeans and other settlers on their lands and cultures. Refugees and other migrants, especially in the USA and Europe, have organized against prejudice, discrimination and other forms of exclusion. Much of such embodied resistance is nonverbal and often it is the only efficient way to resist.
Yet, as is the case for all social movements, a crucial part of most resistance and solidarity is discursive, even as parts of marches or occupations, slogans, banners, songs and personal storytelling may be part of collective protest. The organization of resistance needs planning, programs, meetings, assemblies, publicity and persuasive public discourse, as well as media coverage and official decision-making and policies by parliaments and governments reacting to resistance. Experiences of oppression and marginalization, as represented in personal mental models, are shared with other members or communicated to a large audience by many multimodal discourse genres, such as personal stories, press reports, novels, movies and increasingly by the social media. Critical analysis of discrimination and proposals for new policies require discursive formulation in manifestos, speeches, reports and programs.
The only efficient way other participants, as well as their opponents or the public at large, can know what contestants want, and what else they have “in mind,” is through text and talk. Hence, this book does not deal with the many forms of nonverbal resistance but focuses on discourse, both of the targets of racism, as well as of those who are solidary with them.
Since antiracism presupposes racism, antiracist discourse often presupposes racist discourse as a racist social practice among others as well as the expression of underlying racist attitudes and ideologies. Racist discourse is ideological and hence polarized by underlying cognitions positively representing the ingroup and negatively the outgroup – typically summarized by the pronouns Us vs. Them. Antiracist discourse enacts counterpower and hence is also polarized by ingroup–outgroup representations in cognition and discourse, but this time in the interest of the dominated.
Given this empirically based theory of ideological discourse, in general, and of racist and antiracist discourse, in particular, an analysis of antiracist discourse may be predicted to find a systematic negative representation of racist practices and a positive account of the resistance against, or solidarity with, such practices.
Antiracist discourse, however, is not only negative or critical but also has important positive characteristics. Ideological discourse enhances not only the negative properties of the outgroup, but also the positive characteristics of the ingroup. Negative characterizations of blacks in racist discourse may thus be challenged, not only by delegitimizing them, but by emphasizing their positive characteristics, successes and contributions to the nation. For instance, against claims or presuppositions of lacking qualities of black students entering the universities by a system of quotas, antiracist discourse celebrates the academic successes of such students, as is the case for parliamentary debates in Brazil about affirmative action. In the same way African American activists during the Civil Rights Movement in the USA used the slogan “Black is Beautiful” to celebrate the many contributions of black people. Jewish intellectuals in Germany in the nineteenth century celebrated Jewish identity, patriotism and other positive qualities in reply to increasingly nationalist antisemitism and exclusion by German professors. The women who founded Black Lives Matter repeatedly emphasize their love and admiration of their communities.
Unlike racist discourse, antiracist discourse is systematically positive in the sense of enhancing the importance and necessity of democratic values of justice and equality. It may do so by comparisons with other countries, by invoking international organizations and authorities, by legal argumentation, as well as by enhancing national progress of a democratic system based on racial equality.
We may ask how prevalent antiracist discourse is today. According to the contemporary literature on racism and our own sociopolitical and discursive analysis, we do not view such discourse as dominant. It is true that antiracist discourse may be ubiquitous and part of government policies and commercial advertising (see, e.g., Zamalin, 2019: 6). Constitutions, official policies, party programs, educational curricula and corporate discourse may variously claim to be against racism and in favor of ethnic and racial equality (for a critical assessment of corporate antiracism, see, e.g., Blake, Ioanide, & Reed, 2019). Such is also the case today, in the summer of 2020, after the impressive national and global reactions of solidarity with Black Lives Matter after the assassination of George Floyd by a police officer in Minneapolis.
However, at least some of these antiracist reactions are forms of positive self-presentation, official discourse or sales promotion. Research shows that everyday reality “on the ground” is often inconsistent with such official discourse or ideals, and not only at the extremist, racist right. It shows that many forms of racist discourse, prejudice and discrimination remain prevalent in all domains and at all levels of society. The many negative (official and social) media and political reactions to Black Lives Matter in the USA today also show that racism is definitely not a thing of the past.
Our theory of elite discourse (Van Dijk, 1993) implies that, if the elites – and their discourses and other practices – were consistently antiracist, such would be the dominant tendency in society, and vice versa. Both the history and the contemporary forms of racist and antiracist discourse support this thesis, as may be obvious during the presidency of Trump in the USA, the political power of Salvini in Italy, Orbán in Hungary or Bolsonaro in Brazil, on the one hand, or of Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern in New Zealand, on the other hand. They give the bad or the good examples and legitimate broader racist or antiracist activities and discourse.
It depends on leading elites of the governments and their agencies, the media, the schools, the universities and the business corporations whether good or bad examples are shared throughout society. Even with the contemporary popular access to the social media, these elites have prevalent access to, and control over, most public discourse and hence indirectly over the knowledge, opinions, attitudes and ideologies of the public at large – social cognitions that in turn crucially control (anti)racist discourse and other practices.
The history of antiracist discourse in this book shows that such discourse was generally in opposition against dominant discourse and practices. This does not mean that such opposition did not have influence on official policies and legislation, as has been shown in abolition, the Civil Rights Movement, UNESCO declarations, as well as postwar policies, institutions and movements against racism, antisemitism or xenophobia.

1.4 The Broader Theoretical Framework: Discourse – Cognition – Society
The broader theoretical basis of this study is a multidisciplinary, discourse analytical framework, relating discourse structures to societal structures via a sociocognitive interface. Unlike critical approaches that assume direct mutual relations between discourse and society, our theoretical framework is premised on the thesis that structures of society and discourse are of a different nature so that no direct mutual influence between them is possible.
This means that language users can produce or understand discourse under the influence of societal structures such as racism only through their mental representation of such societal structures, for instance in personal mental models of ethnic events, or more general knowledge, attitudes or ideologies shared by a community or group.
Both racism and antiracism are “nothing personal,” in the sense that both prejudice and discriminatory practices are engaged in only as group members and based on socially shared attitudes and ideologies. Unlike in much traditional theory, ethnic prejudice is not defined in terms of personal bigotry, but as shared ideologically based attitudes (for the social psychology of prejudice and antiracism, see Eberhardt & Fiske, 1998).
The fundamental societal nature of racism and antiracism and of their defining cognitions and practices does not mean that there is no individual racist or antiracist action or discourse. However, such individual agency involves the uses or application of socially shared cognitions, much in the same way as language users may individually use or apply the socioculturally shared rules of the language in their unique personal text or talk. There are no individual languages, but only individual uses of languages, and as a speaker one always speaks as a member of a linguistic community. Our sociocognitive theory of (anti)racism and (anti)racist discourse explains in detail how social and political structures are, on the one hand, related to socially shared cognition, such as knowledge, attitudes and ideologies, and, on the other hand, related to individual social practices and discourse through an interface of personal mental models.

1.5 The Societal Structure of Antiracism: Social Movements
If we want to relate antiracist discourse to societal structures – via a sociocognitive interface – we also need to be more explicit about these societal structures. First of all, as emphasized earlier, antiracist discourse is a form of antiracist social practice among others and accounts for the societal microlevel of antiracism. Yet such individual practices of group members also need analysis of higher levels of the societal order, such as those of groups, organizations, institutions or the State. Antiracist practice is seldom merely individual and often – if not mostly – engaged in by more or less organized collectives of social actors. From slave revolts and the abolitionist movements in the Americas, until the Civil Rights and Black Lives Matter Movements in the USA and the Movimento Negro in Brazil, or SOS Racisme in France and Spain today, antiracist action should also be characterized in terms of the properties of a social movement with a long history (Hage, 2015).
The social sciences, and especially sociology and political science, have developed theories and methods for the study of social movements, and part of our theory of antiracism integrates such insights. It does so critically, because most social movement theory has ignored the details of contemporary theories of discourse and cognition as crucial dimensions of collective action. However, there are many aspects of a social movement approach to antiracism that are relevant for a multidisciplinary theory, such as coalitions,
 antiracist organizations, networks, leadership, recruitment and mobilization, membership, meetings, protest repertoires, opportunity structures and much more. Also, there are studies of antiracist methodologies in other disciplines, for example, in education, where antiracist teaching has been a prominent topic for many years (see, e.g., Sefa Dei & Singh Johal, 2005).
Our theory of antiracist discourse is premised on the fact that antiracism must be defined as a historical and global social (macro)movement, consisting of more specific and local social movements in many countries and at different moments of history. Most of these movements show cooperation between discriminated groups and their active resistance, on the one hand, and concerned or solidary persons or organizations of dominant society, on the other hand. This means that our conception of antiracism as a social movement must necessarily be broad and not be limited to the active resistance of those who are oppressed or marginalized. Social change is more complex and also requires activities, cooperation and compliance of dissident fractions of the white symbolic elites, such as scholars, journalists, teachers and politicians. Part of antiracist discourse, as we will see in the next chapters, is discourse of these solidary elites.

1.6 Critical Analysis?
Studies of antiracist discourse do not aim to criticize, challenge or oppose such discourse, but to provide insights that may be socially relevant for the discursive struggle against racism. Instead of criticism, hence, such analyses are first of all a contribution of solidarity, as a form of participation in the system of resistance.
Solidarity, however, does not mean lack of (self-)criticism. Resistance can be more or less efficient, and it is also the case of antiracist discourse. Hence, critical antiracist discourse analysis may be socially self-critical by providing normatively based evaluations of the structures, strategies of antiracist talk, for instance, by challenging its arguments or its contextual appropriateness. If the high-level norms and values of a just and egalitarian society are in conflict with actual antiracist talk, such talk may and should also be criticized, even when its aims are antiracist.
It is in this sense that critical discourse analysis may be solidary, on the one hand, but at the same time critical of text or talk that violates fundamental norms of a democratic society. It is partisan, as part of the antiracist struggle, but always critical by more fundamental ethical standards or in view of improving antiracist discourse and action. This does not mean, obviously, that the (antiracist) study of antiracist discourse should not be criticized, for example, for theoretical or methodological reasons. Such a perspective is fundamentally different from the racist or reactionary attacks of antiracism and antiracist discourse, that is, of the anti-antiracist discourse of Alt-Right or White Supremacist movements and their advocates in the USA, Europe and Australia (for critical analysis, see, e.g., Lentin, 2018).

1.7 My Previous Research
This book presupposes and applies fifty years of research on discourse and forty years on racism and racist discourse. In order to avoid multiple self-references to relevant earlier books in this and the next chapters, I briefly do so here for a selection of books, where I developed many of the theoretical and analytical notions used in this book.
Notions of the theory of discourse were first developed in my PhD thesis, Some Aspects of Text Grammars (1972) and in Text and Context (1977), such as the semantic notions of discourse coherence and macrostructures defining global topics of discourse. The multidisciplinary theory of macrostructures in discourse, cognition and action was developed in Macrostructures (1980). Mental models, and more generally the cognitive processes involved in discourse production and comprehension, were introduced in my book with Walter Kintsch, Strategies of Discourse Comprehension (1983). Ideology (1998) offers a multidisciplinary theory of ideology – with special focus on discourse and cognition – which defines the general strategy of what I call the “ideological square”: emphasizing Our Good Things and Their Bad Things and de-emphasizing Our Bad Things and Their Good Things when ideology is expressed in discourse.
Many of my studies of public discourse are about news in the press, for example, as published in News as Discourse (1988) and News Analysis (1988).
The multidisciplinary theory of communicative contexts was developed in Discourse and Context (2008) and Society and Discourse (2009). The fundamental role of knowledge in discourse and cognition was studied in Discourse and Knowledge (2014). Finally, the general framework of critical discourse studies, also for the analysis of racist discourse, developed since the 1980s, was published in Discourse and Power (2008).
My first studies in English on racist discourse were published in Prejudice in Discourse (1984) about conversations on immigrants in the Netherlands and in Communicating Racism (1987) on conversations about immigrants in California. The coverage of minorities and immigrants in the British press was analyzed in Racism and the Press (1991). The first decade of my studies of racist discourse in the press, textbooks and politics was summarized in Elite Discourse and Racism (1993), which also introduced the notion of “symbolic elites” and their prominent role in the reproduction of racism. The English translation of a study of racist discourse in Latin America was published in an edited book in 2009 (with contributions of colleagues from Mexico, Colombia, Venezuela, Brazil, Argentina and Chile). Most relevant for this book is finally the study Antiracist Discourse in Brazil, which analyzes the history of antiracist discourse in Brazil between the seventeenth and twenty-first centuries and the parliamentary debate on university quotas for black students. Instead of frequently referring to this book in the next chapters, all remarks on racism and antiracism in Brazil are based on this book and references given there.
Many of the notions of a multidisciplinary theory of social movements discussed in this and the next chapters are further being developed in a current project Social Movements, Discourse and Cognition.
These earlier publications are indebted to many authors of the following fields of my readings during the last fifty years: literary theory, linguistics, semiotics, pragmatics, philosophy of language and action, epistemology, cognitive and social psychology, cognitive science, sociology, anthropology, communication and media studies, and political science. Their work is referred to in the books mentioned earlier.

1.8 Limitations
As is the case for all books, this book also has many limitations and they need to be emphasized from the start with some explanation.
1.8.1 Theory
First of all, the theory of antiracism and antiracist discourse is in development and requires much more empirical analysis in order to warrant general statements about the discursive struggle against various kinds of racism across the centuries and across the world. Within a broader, multidisciplinary framework, our focus – as in my other work – is on discourse and this time specifically on the history of antiracist discourse. Though embedded in a multidisciplinary approach to social movements, the theory of this book does not develop this new theory of social movements and its discourse, which will be the task of a future book. Also, the theory of antiracism and antiracist discourse would need a more detailed political analysis. Although some political aspects, also in the examples, are mentioned, this book does not offer detailed political theory. For more detail, I refer to my book Antiracist Discourse in Brazil, which provides not only a history of antiracist discourse in Brazil, but also a detailed case study of parliamentary debates in Brazil on affirmative action (quotas) for black students, and hence of the more political aspects of antiracism and antiracist discourse.

1.8.2 Selection of Authors, Examples and Periods
A history of antiracist discourse through the ages, as summarized in one book, only allows for a small collection of examples among many thousands, of only a few authors among many hundreds, and of only a few periods. The discourse of each of the authors mentioned in this book deserves specialized and focused analyses in separate articles and monographs. Of some authors such studies have already been made by other scholars. This means that this book does not contribute to the specialized study of specific periods, authors and their discourses, but aims to provide, for the first time, general insight into the historical development of antiracist discourse and its structures. It uniquely combines many different authors and discourses against slavery, racism and antisemitism in different periods and thus offers a more general view of the continuities and changes of such discourse through the ages. Another limitation is the focus on antiracist discourse before 1945, with special interest for antiracist authors and less on antiracist organizations – which will be mentioned especially after 1945, as is the case for UNESCO, the Civil Rights Movement, postwar antiracist organizations in Europe and the movement of Black Lives Matter today.
To stress the importance of the history of the struggle against antisemitism, a longer chapter has been dedicated to the tradition of critical Jewish intellectual analysis as part of a general history of antiracism, especially by some lesser-known scholars of the nineteenth century.
No doubt, the marked increase of racist discourse of the last decade, with racist and extremist right-wing parties and politicians in the USA and Europe, would also require more analysis of contemporary antiracist discourse. But as yet we have less insight into such discourse beyond the very general and generic programs of antiracist organizations or the more specific essays of authors criticizing, for example, Trump, Le Pen, Orbán or Bolsonaro. The discourse and other contentious practices of Black Lives Matter today are no doubt the most prominent examples of postwar black resistance in the USA after the Civil Rights Movement and will therefore briefly be examined at the end of this book. A fully fledged study of such discourse would require, and obviously deserves, a separate monograph.

1.8.3 Partial Discourse Analysis
Thirdly, for the same reason, a historical approach to antiracist discourse of several centuries does not allow detailed discourse analyses of all examples, but merely a brief summary of some typical properties of the examples, such as their arguments against slavery, discrimination or systemic racism. It is hoped that in the future other authors will be motivated by these limitations to write more detailed discourse analyses of the writings of some of the most prominent antiracist authors in the history of many countries. A more or less satisfactory (and not even complete) discourse analysis of all the examples would require several pages for each example, which would more than double the size of this book and also break the flow of the discussion. Instead of detailed discourse analysis, comments about the examples may focus on the continuities and changes of antiracist discourse through the ages as they depend on the social, political and communicative contexts – allowing us to arrive at conclusions on the continuities and changes of antiracist discourse through the ages and their dependence on local social, political and communicative contexts. For that reason, less focus can be paid to generic aspects of discourse (such as their semantic coherence or schematic structure) as well as the well-known rhetorical moves or style that characterize most political or persuasive discourse, and not just antiracist text and talk. Generally, we will focus on arguments against slavery, racism and antisemitism, gradually developing to fully fledged analyses and theories in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
Besides this focus on arguments, we also pay attention to the indexical expressions showing the current communicative situation, some typical lexical items, characteristic metaphors, irony and some aspects of style that index context and genre. Sometimes, mere comment on content will be in order when no significant discourse structures need to be focused on. Unfortunately, a large historical survey hardly allows – or does not need – detailed, technical analysis of all examples, which need to be supplied in case studies (as provided for the analysis of antiracist discourse in parliamentary debates on affirmative action in Brazil, in Van Dijk (2020a) to which we refer for more detailed discourse analyses).

1.8.4 Contexts and Authors
Contemporary discourse studies increasingly emphasize that systematic discourse analyses also require the analysis of communicative, social, political and cultural contexts. Hence, also in this book, we cannot simply list the many antiracist discourses of history. Though very briefly, our historical survey also features the names of the authors (highlighted in bold) of these discourses as well as some relevant information about them and the sociohistorical and political contexts in which they were writing. In that sense, this book is also a brief history of antiracist writers and of antiracism in general – and hence more general than just a selection of antiracist discourses. Indeed, much of the context even requires brief characterizations of slavery, discrimination and racism against which the authors were writing – characterizations that cannot simply be presupposed as if all readers have extensive historical knowledge about them. The same is true for our account in Chapter 7 of the struggle against antisemitism by Jewish intellectuals. Especially in the beginning of that – already long – chapter we can only summarize the main figures and action of these writers, without many detailed examples and their analysis.

1.8.5 Europe and the USA
For reasons of space and focus, this study must be limited to antiracist discourse in the history of some European countries and the USA. Of course, there has been important antiracist discourse in other countries and on other continents. Perhaps most remarkable has been such discourse in the history of antislavery and antiracist discourse in Brazil – a topic that has been treated in a separate monograph (Van Dijk, 2020a), to which we must occasionally refer. Unfortunately, there is no space either for the treatment of antiracist discourse against Apartheid in South Africa or for the struggle against racism against the indigenous people of Latin America, Canada and Australia, topics that should be treated in separate monographs by other specialized scholars. The same is true for the discursive resistance against racism and colonialism in Africa and Asia. Indeed, the important topics of anticolonialism and postcolonialism are also outside the scope of this book.

1.8.6 Genres
Among the many genres of abolitionist and antiracist discourse, we also had to exclude most literature, songs, theatre plays and movies, genres that played a prominent role in abolition as well as the contemporary struggle against racism, xenophobia and antisemitism. This study would also require a separate monograph.

1.8.7 White Racism
Our focus in this book on antiracist discourse in Western Europe and the USA also has implications for the theory. The theory of racism, and hence of racist and antiracist discourse, is premised on the fact that such racism is historically and primarily “white” racism, that is, European or of European origin, and directed against non-European, non-white people, such as indigenous people and blacks in the Americas, as well as black and other non-European or “ethnic” minorities, immigrants or refugees in Europe. This means that other forms of racism, for example, in Japan against Koreans, are also outside the scope of this book, as well as ethnic prejudice and discrimination among different groups and peoples in Europe, the Americas, Africa and Asia (for a recent international handbook of contemporary racisms, see Solomos, 2020).

1.8.8 A Multidisciplinary Approach
Despite these and many other limitations, I hope this book will contribute to our insight into the theory, the structures and history of antiracist discourse. In that sense it is intended first as a contribution to critical discourse studies and especially its discourse-historical approach as developed by Ruth Wodak and associates. It also hopes to contribute to more general critical race studies and as a preparation for a planned later book on the discourse and cognition of social movements.
Despite the focus on discourse, the theoretical framework as well as the study of the history of antislavery and antiracist resistance require a much broader, multidisciplinary framework, as has been the case in my previous work. Thus, we will see in the next chapter that the study of antiracism and of the history of antiracist discourse also requires a social and cognitive psychological study of antiracist mental models, knowledge, attitudes and ideologies. Such a general theory of antiracism should also study antiracist actors, collective protest and social movements, and provide a political analysis of the relations between social movements and the State or of the role of governments or parliaments in antislavery and antiracist legislation. Finally, it would require an anthropological study of the (history of the) notions of race and racism in the analysis of different peoples and cultures and a historical study of the continuities and changes in the resistance against slavery and racism. Each of these disciplines would require a separate monograph of their specific contribution to the (history of) antiracism and antiracist discourse. In that respect, this book offers only elements of such a multidisciplinary integration of these many approaches.



2 Theoretical Framework
2.1 Introduction
In this chapter, we summarize the theoretical framework for the history and analysis of antiracist discourse in the next chapters. In our own prior studies of racist discourse, racism was defined in terms of a complex system of ethnic or racial power abuse or domination, consisting of a subsystem of racist cognition (prejudice, ideology) and a subsystem of racist practices (discrimination).
At this very general level, such an approach could define antiracism as a system of resistance, also consisting of systems of antiracist cognition and antiracist practices. However, even in these abstract terms, one may ask whether antiracism in the past as well as today is really systemic, in the sense of characterizing all levels and domains of society, as is the case for racism.
Rather, following the presuppositions of the notion of resistance, antiracism will be defined as a macromovement or a class of social movements, whose members, at different moments in history and in various places in the world, engage in beliefs and practices of opposition and struggle against slavery, antisemitism, racist prejudice, discrimination and inequality. We shall come back to the large variety of these movements later, as one of the topics to be dealt with in an overall theory.
More than in other studies of antiracism and of social movements, our theory emphasizes that antiracist discourse is a crucial mode of such resistance, not only as a social and political practice itself but also as the source, expression and communication of antiracist cognition, which in turn is the basis of all antiracist practice. The argument for such a basic theoretical account is that in the same way as nobody is born racist nobody is born antiracist: Antiracist attitudes and ideologies must be learned and shared, and such acquisition and communication are largely discursive, especially within social movements. This is the case for storytelling of personal experiences with discrimination and oppression, as well as interaction in meetings and media messages and debates, manifestos and many other genres of discourse of antiracist movements.
Whereas the social, political and educational dimensions of antiracism have received ample attention in most studies (see references later), our multidisciplinary theoretical account focuses on this role of discourse in the (re)production of antiracism in society. Indeed, also our insight into the historical aspects of antiracism, as studied in the next chapters, is largely based on antiracist discourse.
Antiracism and antiracist discourse presuppose the existence and the prevalence of racism. Thus, specific antiracist practices may be engaged in as forms of resistance against specific racist beliefs and practices, or more generally against social inequality, which is their consequence. This means that an adequate theory of antiracism also presupposes adequate theories of racism – theories, however, we are unable to review or summarize here, also while partly studied in our previous work. Rather, focusing on a theory of antiracism as a social macromovement, we develop a new multidisciplinary approach linking discourse with cognition, society and history. To do this, we also use the accumulated evidence of nearly two millennia of resistance, as enacted and expressed by discourse and as summarized in the next chapters, against the racist practices and cognitions defining slavery, colonialism, segregation, exclusion and the multiple forms of violence and discrimination against people of non-European descent.
Our approach obviously is indebted to the studies of many other scholars, some of whose work is reviewed later. Also, more generally, as recalled before, this book contributes to critical discourse studies as well as to several other disciplines of the humanities and social sciences interested in racism and antiracism. Though theoretically and especially methodologically different, our approach is also consistent with the perspectives of critical race theory (see, e.g., Crenshaw, Gotanda, Peller, & Thomas, 1995; Delgado & Stefancic, 2017; Essed & Goldberg, 2001).
In this chapter, we first formulate the general components of the theory of antiracism, including especially the microlevel aspects of agency, discourse and cognition, because they have been studied less in previous research. Then we provide a review of previous studies of antiracism and antiracist discourse, followed by a discussion of some major themes and issues of the theory of antiracism.

2.2 Antiracism
The multidisciplinary theory of antiracism as a historical and global social movement features complex sub-theories analyzing and relating discourse, cognition, society and history. Such a theory applies conceptual and methodological developments in most of the humanities and social sciences, in particular in anthropology, sociology, political science, education, cognitive and social psychology, history, linguistics and discourse studies. We start with a sketch of some of the basic notions used in the overall theory and then apply this framework in the critical review of some of the most prominent earlier studies of antiracism and then in the analyses of the history of antiracist discourse in the USA and Europe in the next chapters (for earlier book-length studies on antiracism, see, e.g., Blommaert & Verschueren, 1994; Bonnett, 2000; Lentin, 2004; Wievorka, 2017; and various chapters in Solomos, 2020; see many further references later).
Our general theory of antiracism is formulated in terms of a sociopolitical movement. Since there are many antiracist movements in many countries and at different moments in history, it makes sense to use a broader term, such as sociopolitical “macromovement.” A macromovement has the following properties:

(i) It is a form of complex, collective and contentious sociopolitical action and interaction.

(ii) It is a form of collective social cognition, consisting of shared social identity, goals, knowledge, attitudes, ideologies, norms and values.

(iii) It is fundamental: It deals with fundamental problems of human society, especially with human and social rights.

(iv) It is radical and existential: It resists, opposes and struggles against basic social inequalities, for example, of class, gender, race, ethnicity, age and sexuality.

(v) It is historical: It has existed for decades, sometimes centuries.

(vi) It is global and international: It exists in many countries; it is supranational.

(vii) It is complex: Historically and geographically, it consists of many more specific social movements.

(viii) It is transversal: It involves many social, political and cultural domains of society.

(ix) It is intersectional: It structurally relates movements of gender, class, race and sexuality.

(x) It is cooperative: It involves the actions, interactions and cooperation of movements, groups, agencies and institutions of dominant as well as dominated groups.



As we shall see in more detail later and in the next chapters, antiracism has these features, because as any sociopolitical movement it is a form of collective action and shared social cognition. It deals with racial or ethnic inequality and domination; has existed for centuries; is international or transnational; is intersectional because it is related to sexism, classism and homophobia; deals with crucial problems such as discrimination and fundamental goals such as an egalitarian society; is based on values such as freedom, equality and justice; is relevant in all domains of society, such as law, politics, education or housing; and historically consists of many more specific large movements, such as the abolition of slavery, the Civil Rights Movement or the decolonization movement. Finally, it is cooperative and solidary in the sense that it involves “black”-dominated groups as well as “white” (or other) dominant groups or institutions, including institutions of the State.
In this respect antiracism as a (macro)movement is broader and more fundamental than even large social movements such as those of the abolition of slavery, the Civil Rights Movement or Black Lives Matter. Also, for theory formation and analysis, the best comparison is with feminism as a historical, international movement (see, e.g., Baksh-Soodeen & Harcourt, 2015; Banks, 1981; Twine & Blee, 2001).
In our conception and analysis of antiracism as a global (macro)movement, we include such dimensions as resistance, protest, opposition, counterpower, antiracist ideology and solidarity. As we will see, also in the next chapters, it may also involve changes of laws, policies or practices of local or national governments, or of international organizations, usually as a consequence of antiracist protests, as was the case for abolition or the Civil Rights Movement. Thus, when we define antiracism as a movement of resistance, this will include analysis of the (often partial) social or political changes that have been made as a result of protest and resistance. As we shall see in the next chapters, antiracist changes may even be initiated or stimulated by change agents, groups or parties in governments, parliaments or official agencies – and thus become part of the social movements in a broader sense.
The theory of antiracism as a movement of resistance is also indebted to more general theories of resistance, as well as specific other forms of resistance, as is the case for feminist resistance against patriarchy (among many studies, see, e.g., Allen, 1999; Hoy, 2004; Knowles & Linn, 2004; Pallotta-Chiarolli & Pease, 2014). Thus, we will see in the next chapters that many women of the abolition movement in the nineteenth century at the same time were active in the defense of women’s rights. The same is true for the founders of Black Lives Matter, women who criticized not only systemic racism but also sexism and patriarchal domination.
Although no doubt antiracism should first be defined in terms of a movement of resistance, as we have done earlier, we will see that many of the (early) antiracist discourses of this book are formulated by white elite authors, such as kings, bishops or politicians, and by white activists. Consistent with our inclusive conception of antiracism as resistance engaged in not only by the targets of racism but also by solidary members, organizations and institutions of dominant society, antiracism should also be defined as a solidarity movement (see later for references).
The common characterization of contentious action is usually in terms of social movements, as we also have routinely done previously and subsequently. However, it would be more appropriate to refer to such movements in terms of sociopolitical action and cognition because much antiracism is also political. At the same time, because ethnic minorities are often involved as targets and opponents of racism, much antiracist action is part of ethnic movements, which at the same time may be historical and cultural. This means that the notion of “social” in “social movements” should be interpreted in a very broad sense. The same is true for the notion of “macromovement” we introduced earlier.
After this first step of defining antiracism as a (macro)movement, we now proceed with a systematic theoretical account of its three general components, that is, with theories of antiracist social cognition, practices and discourse. Distinct from our earlier work in critical discourse studies and its applications in the study of racism and racist discourse, this study also has a transversal historical dimension. This means that each of the triangular systematic (horizontal) components of cognition, practices and discourse has its own historical (vertical) dimension. Distinct from other studies of the sociopolitical and historical aspects of antiracism, to be reviewed later, this book will specially focus on the discourse and discourse-historical aspects of antiracism. At the same time, also different from previous studies of antiracism, we pay special attention to the sociocognitive aspects of antiracism, that is to personal mental models of experiences and socially shared knowledge, attitudes, ideologies, norms and values, as well as their historical development.
2.2.1 Antiracist Cognition
Although it may seem more obvious to start a theory of antiracism with a social and political analysis, as is the case for most theories of antiracism, we prefer to focus first on cognition. The argument for such priority in theory building is that the many social and political practices defining both racism and antiracism presuppose and are engaged in on the basis of various forms of cognition, as is the case for all human action and interaction. Cognitive analysis makes explicit different belief structures of the human mind, such as personal mental models and socially shared knowledge, attitudes and ideologies, and their component identities, goals, norms and values. Instead of presenting such an analysis only as part of a general cognitive and social psychological theory, we will do so by applying them directly in terms of notions that are relevant for a theory of antiracism as social movement. However, since it is not the main aim of this book or this chapter to develop a cognitive theory of antiracism, we only briefly introduce some basic notions (with limited references) as components of the overall theory of antiracism and its applications in the study of the history of antiracist discourse (for detail and many more references, see also my previous studies on social cognition – e.g., on prejudice, ideology, context and knowledge – e.g., Van Dijk, 2008a, 2008b, 2014; Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983; more details of the sociocognitive aspects of social movements will be developed in a future monograph, Van Dijk, in preparation).
Different from earlier “structuralist” approaches, the cultural paradigm in social movement research advocates the study not only of discourse but also of cognition, for example, in the study of “frames” defined as “interpretation frameworks.” Unfortunately, these studies seldom engage in detailed cognitive definition and analysis of these frames, or of other important aspects of cognition, such as personal or collective memories, knowledge or ideologies (an exception is the recent book by Passy & Monsch, 2020).
2.2.1.1 Antiracist Mental Models
Everyday human experiences – in general and of specific situations, actions and events in particular – are mentally represented in personal episodic memory (part of long-term memory (LTM); see Tulving, 1983) in the form of mental models. Such models are organized by a schema featuring such standard categories as time, place, participants (with variable identities, roles and relations), actions (and their intentions and goals), opinions and emotions (for detail, see Johnson-Laird, 1983; Van Dijk, 2014; Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). In the study of social movements, these mental models offer a cognitive basis of how “protest events” are planned and understood by the participants (see Koopmans & Rucht, 2002), a cognitive dimension less studied in social movement research. Such a theory of mental models as representations of personal experiences is also related to linguistic and cognitive theories of “event structures” (see, e.g., Truswell, 2019; Zacks & Tversky, 2001), as well as theories of narrative.
Thus, a racist episode in which social actors participate as agent, target or observer is represented as a unique, personal mental model by each participant. Both targets and observers may evaluate and represent such an episode more generally as a form of power abuse or more specifically as a racist event. Hence, there is no “objective” definition of the “same” event but always a subjective interpretation of what happened as defined by the mental models of the participants or the observers as they are based on socially shared knowledge and ideologies.
For instance, as we shall see in Chapter 5, when Frederick Douglass observes how a slave girl is whipped by her master, he represents this event as a mental model, associated with an emotion of anger. Later thinking and writing about this racist episode in his book My Bondage and My Freedom involves the reactivation of that mental model in memory. Thus, traumatic events of our life may be recalled or “re-lived” through such mental models, and such models are typically expressed in stories. The models may also gradually change, again under the influence of later experiences, or new knowledge, attitudes or ideologies. For instance, such an act of violence may first be interpreted and hence represented as the manifestation of the cruel character of a slave master – including by observers who accept slavery as a system – but later reinterpreted as a racist act of a racist actor of the racist system of slavery. Changing mental models of lived experiences, giving rise to different stories, are also well known in the vast literature on personal and collective memories of survivors of the Holocaust (see, e.g., Schiffrin, 2000).
Although other observers may have a similar experience, that is, a similar mental model, all mental models are unique, personal and subjective, depending on earlier experiences (as represented in their episodic – autobiographical – memory) or socially shared knowledge, attitudes and ideologies (see later), such as an attitude about slavery or an antiracist ideology. Also, the slave master has such a mental model of the event, but with a different representation of the action he engages in, and probably a different emotion (such as anger about the “disobedience” of the girl) – and no doubt a different attitude about slavery and probably a racist ideology.
Mental models of racist events, including all discriminatory experiences, are the personal building blocks of the cognitive theory of antiracism. That is, racist practices are based on, as well as represented, evaluated and resisted as, mental models by antiracist actors. This is of course primarily the case for people who are themselves targets of racist action, but this may be even the case for solidary observers who are vicarious participants when reading stories or news reports of such events. Though not formulated in terms of mental models, much research shows the role of personal experiences with discrimination as the basis of more general knowledge about racism, as well as the cause of stress and health problems – and hence as evidence of the need for antiracist education and health services (among many studies, see, e.g., Alabi, 2015; Alvarez, Liang, & Neville, 2016; Bailey, 2016; Concepcion, Kohatsu, & Yeh, 2013; Croom, 2017; Dulin-Keita, Hannon, Fernandez, & Cockerham, 2011; Essed, 1992; Huber & Solorzano, 2015; Lewis, Cogburn, & Williams, 2015).
Mental models serve not only to interpret and recall racist events but also as the basis for storytelling. Autobiographical stories, eyewitness testimonies, novels, movies or news reports in the media about such events express (or are based on) the subjective mental models of the authors (Herman, 2013). And since all mental models are unique, personal and subjective, the stories of the “same” event will also be different, as we also know from different news reports about the “same” event in different newspapers (Van Dijk, 1988). We shall see later, in the discourse theory of antiracism, that these genres of storytelling, as well as all other discourse genres, also depend on (our mental models of) the communicative context, representing who is talking/writing, in what identity or role, to whom, with what goals, when and where.
We now have the first instalment of a multidisciplinary theory of antiracism, consisting of (i) (experiences of) social events, episodes or interactions, (ii) their mental representation as mental models and (iii) their expression as various genres of discourse. Interestingly, such discourses are themselves at the same time social events like others and may be represented, planned and recalled as such. Indeed, racist events as well as antiracist experiences may also be discursive. More generally, thus, mental models of personal experience, as well as the stories expressing them, represent the individual component of a multidisciplinary theory of social movements.

2.2.1.2 Antiracist Knowledge
Our earliest experiences as human beings probably consist of (rather vague) mental models largely involving emotions and still uninterpreted sounds and vision. However, given some innate mental capacities, repeated and accumulated mental models contribute to the construction of knowledge, for example, consisting of categories of things, people, events and actions, soon also “named” by the discourse of caregivers. With the fast acquisition of such knowledge, personal experiences as mental models also become more precise and detailed, and people are able to interpret different events as examples of more generic or abstract events. Thus, one of the basic ways we form knowledge about the world is by generalization and abstraction of the specific mental models of our experience. Once we have learned such knowledge, it will be used to form new models of new experiences (Van Dijk, 2014).
All our cognitive processes, including the formation of mental models as personal experiences and their uses for perception, interaction and discourse, are based on our socioculturally shared system of knowledge. Although we still ignore the precise ways this knowledge system is stored in the mind (or indeed in the brain), it is generally assumed that it must have various forms of organization, also in order to be efficiently searched, activated and applied in the mental models that control our everyday action and discourse (of the vast literature on the cognitive science of knowledge, see the following classical studies on the organization of knowledge, e.g., as schemas, categories, scripts or prototypes: Collins & Quillian, 1972; Minsky, 1975; Rosch & Lloyd, 1978; Schank & Abelson, 1977).
In the same way we have learned that cars, bicycles and trains may be categorized as vehicles of transportation, we also learn how various forms of unwanted bodily action (hitting, beating, whipping etc.) may be categorized as social abuse, in general, or as discrimination or racist abuse, in particular.
Crucial for a theory of antiracism as social movement is the acquisition by its members of antiracist knowledge about all forms of racist power abuse and inequality. Such acquisition is not natural or spontaneous but largely depends on the discourse of the targets of that abuse themselves or on the discourse of other knowledgeable members of the movement. Thus, as we will see in the next chapters, many speakers and writers presuppose and convey knowledge about the ways slaves are transported and abused, indigenous people are maltreated, minority clients are treated in stores, black youths are molested or killed by police officers, refugees are prohibited to enter the country, or Muslim women are excluded or ridiculed because of their head dress, and so on. Antiracist knowledge acquisition is one of the aims of much antiracist education and critical multiculturalism (see, e.g., Dei, 1996; Dei & Calliste, 2000). Unfortunately, the cultural turn in social movement studies so far has contributed few monographs on the fundamental role of shared sociocultural knowledge as the cognitive basis of social movements and contentious action (but see, e.g., Hosseini, 2010).
For the members of antiracist movements, each of these forms of interaction is represented as known or new forms of racist practice or discrimination. As is the case for all social knowledge, this specific antiracist knowledge is also organized, for example in the forms of various discrimination scripts (Schank & Abelson, 1977), typically featuring abusive “white” agents, non-white targets, and specific forms of interaction and goals. Further social and cognitive analysis and details may be experienced, observed and evaluated, for example, in the form of the identities (black, white etc.) and roles (slave, master, refugee etc.) of the participants, the mode (e.g., more blatantly or subtly) actions are performed, often depending on context.
Forms of antiracist resistance, such as protection, description, evaluation, denouncement or legal action, among many, depend on these more detailed forms of knowledge about racist conduct. Many reactions against such forms of racist discrimination are discursive, as we shall see later and in the next chapters. Discourse structures in this case primarily depend on the communicative context, and on the ways such acts of discrimination are organized in the minds of the members of antiracist groups.
Knowledge is not just personal in the form of generalized mental models of experience but essentially shared by the members of epistemic communities (Van Dijk, 2014). Discourse and all other forms of communication and interaction require that all members of the community have a basic system of knowledge in common, with differences among cultures, countries, cities, occupations and so on. The development of specific local antiracist knowledge presupposes this common ground of shared general social knowledge and may increasingly become more sophisticated. Today, we know much more than before about, say, racial profiling, police brutality or the role of the mass media in the reproduction of racism, as we will see in Chapter 8 on Black Lives Matter. Within epistemic communities, known, shared knowledge may be presupposed and hence remain implicit in discourse among experienced members but may need to be explicitly explained in discourse to newcomers or outsiders (for the production of specific and dissident knowledge of social movements, see, e.g., Conway, 2006; Hosseini, 2010).
Many studies of antiracism have emphasized the role of knowledge as a condition of antiracist cognition and action (see, e.g., Araújo & Maeso, 2015; Dei & Calliste, 2000; Duncan, Van Niekerk, De la Rey, & Seedat 2001; Essed, 1991, 1992; Jones, 2014; Prah, 2000; Takezawa, 2017). Antiracist education is built on assumptions about the role of knowledge in the recognition of racism, as we know from a vast number of studies (not reviewed here). This chapter briefly explains how such knowledge is organized, how it relates to mental models of personal racist experiences and how it is related to antiracist discourse.
It should be noted that in history antiracist knowledge is not always explicit as being “antiracist” when the very concepts of racism and antiracism did not yet exist. Yet we will see that any opposition against slavery or discrimination presupposes knowledge of bad or unequal treatment of groups of people, which we define today as racist.
Again, we see that knowledge, as the fundamental “database” of all cognitive processes, also needs to be accounted for by three theories, namely (i) how such knowledge is acquired, for example, from (inferences of) experiences and discourse, organized and represented in the mind, (ii) how it is expressed and presupposed in talk and text, and (iii) how it is acquired, distributed and implemented in society, for example, by epistemic communities, epistemic institutions such as schools, universities, media and, indeed, antiracist social movements.

2.2.1.3 Antiracist Attitudes
We have seen that mental models of specific events may also feature personal opinions and emotions. Whereas part of the mental model is based on the application of socially shared knowledge, personal opinions on racist events are evaluative beliefs based on socially shared belief systems: attitudes. Although there is a vast literature on attitudes in social psychology (e.g., Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Eiser, 1986; Petty, Ostrom, & Brock, 1981), at present their organization in the mind (and the brain) is largely unknown despite the development of theories of social cognition since the 1980s (see, e.g., Fiske & Taylor, 2007; Van Dijk, 1984).
We have attitudes about a large number of social issues, such as abortion, capital punishment, slavery and immigration (Fetzer, 2000). Such issues are typically discussed in many forms of public discourse, including news reports, opinion articles, books and social media messages. Issues, as well as the discourses about them and the social attitudes that define them, are also one of the characteristics of social movements, as is the case for antiracism. Again, for the definition of attitudes we find the three basic dimensions of our theory of antiracism: cognition, discourse and society, as well as their historical development and change.
Throughout the history of antiracism and its discourses, we may observe that – depending on time and place – there are a large number of more or less general social issues thought about and debated in each period, for example, slavery in general, and more in particular the treatment of slaves, slave rebellions, religious education of slaves, and finally abolition, among many others. After abolition, the same is true for emancipation, discrimination, segregation, boycotts, black power, civil rights, affirmative action or police brutality, especially in the USA, and more globally for immigrants, refugees or the extreme right. Given the role of social movements in such issues, we may also have attitudes on social movements themselves, as is the case today about, for instance, Me Too, Black Lives Matter or SOS Racisme, whether as participants or as other solidary or opponent citizens.
Although there is as yet no standard theory for the cognitive structures of attitudes, their nature and organization do not seem to be arbitrary either, and it is also because they play an important role in our everyday thoughts, mental models, interests, activities and discourse. This is essentially the case for the members of movements, more specifically engaged in discourse and other activities related to such social issues. Comparing these different social issues as well as the discourses about them, we surmise that attitudes, as defined here, feature the following structures:

a. Groups of participants, typically protagonists of actions, and polarized as Us vs. Them, ingroup vs. outgroup

b. Variable identities, roles and relations of the participants

c. Actions differently engaged in, resisted or prohibited by, these participants

d. Norms and values for the different evaluation of these actions by different groups of participants

e. Official reactions, laws, policies and so on about the issue of contention



Again, we assume that there is a relation between the social organization of an issue, on the one hand, and the cognitive structure of the attitude, on the other hand, for example, to understand ongoing social events, that is, to form specific mental models of such events, and to participate and talk about the issue and its events.
For instance, as we shall see in Chapter 8, the movement Black Lives Matter in the USA was founded to specifically resist police brutality (as a form of systemic racism) against black people. Hence, the relevant attitude of members, but also of other citizens informed about the issue, would feature, for example, (i) (mostly white) police officers and unarmed young black men, (ii) unprovoked shooting or other violence of the police officers, (iii) the violation of norms and values of nonviolence, as well as (iv) official reactions in terms of investigations, the establishment of procedures of control, especially the routine impunity of police officers. Such an attitude has gradually been formed on the basis of public discourse about, or personal experience with, many events of police brutality, exacerbated for instance by the events in Ferguson in 2014 (when black youth Michael Brown was fatally shot by a police officer; for detail, see Chapter 8), as represented and interpreted by personal mental models, through processes of generalization and abstraction. And once the attitude has been formed, through many forms of public discourse, it will be used, by movements members, sympathizers or the media, to interpret and evaluate each new event involving the violence of police officers against black youths, as happened in 2020 in the reactions to the assassination of George Floyd, to be studied in Chapter 8 (see, e.g., Clarke, 1992; Giroux, 2017; Zamalin, 2019).
Obviously, as is the case for all social issues, different participants typically have opposing attitudes about the issue. For example, police officers may see reactions to their violence as unjust accusations or generalizations. The same was true for the attitudes of slaves and slave masters about slavery. And today we may expect different attitudes about immigration between immigrants, on the one hand, and members of far-right political parties, on the other hand. The groups involved may also use different names and labels to describe themselves and their opponents, as is the case for Pro-Life and Pro-Choice in the issue of abortion (see, e.g., Herring, 2003).
Whereas there is a vast number of studies, especially in social psychology, on attitudes in general, and on racist/racial attitudes in particular, there are not as many studies on antiracist attitudes, although they of course feature in programs of antiracist education (Bailey, 2004; Fozdar & Pedersen, 2013; Faulkner & Bliuc, 2018; Holzkamp, 1994; Turner & Brown, 2008; Ülger, et al., 2018).

2.2.1.4 Antiracist Struggle against Prejudice
Racist attitudes are generally known as prejudices (Apostle, Glock, Piazza, & Suelze, 1983). Since antiracism by definition is partly defined by its resistance against all aspects of racism, one of the aims of antiracist movements and their members is the struggle against ethnic or racial prejudice. Whereas it is already very difficult to curb, prohibit or eliminate all forms of racist practice such as discrimination, exclusion or oppression, it may be even harder to eliminate racist prejudice – which by definition is not directly observable, but must be inferred from discourse and other practices. One pragmatic option is to consider prejudices irrelevant in the struggle against racism, as long as they are not “expressed” or “enacted” in forms of discrimination. Also, racist prejudice as such cannot be legally prohibited.
Yet many antiracist programs or policies, for example, in education, aim at some form of cognitive change and ideally the elimination of racist prejudice. There are many strategies involved in this case, such as consciousness raising, providing information about Others, or more general influence on the ideologies and values controlling racist prejudices. Since attitudes and ideologies cannot be combated directly, such must be done through various types of multimodal discourse: conversations, therapy, focus and discussion groups, information brochures, media messages, or movies, produced by antiracist organizations, schools, local or national government and their agencies. Although prejudices in general are formed by many forms of public discourse, it may be assumed that the struggle against them may also be largely discursive. But obviously, other forms of social interaction may also be useful, such as racial socialization by parents or participating in joint projects or programs with members of ethnic or racial minorities.
Since racist practices are by definition based on racist cognitions (mental models, knowledge, attitudes and ideologies), combating racist prejudice is a crucial part of antiracism. Simply prohibiting racist practices of discrimination may be a practical strategy, and forced changes of practices may also often result in cognitive changes – if only for people to avoid cognitive dissonance (Olson & Stone, 2005). But not all everyday practices can be prohibited and controlled, so attitude change, and especially more fundamental ideological change, seems a valid general aim of antiracism. The practical question is then very fundamental and general: What discursive and other strategies are most efficient in changing racist beliefs? It is one of the basic questions of all antiracist movements and organizations, as well as of school curricula and government policies. No doubt such strategies would probably be more efficient if we had a satisfactory theoretical framework about the formation of racist prejudices and about the formation of attitudes in general. Since most attitudes are formed and changed by discourse, we also need such a framework for the relations between discourse genres and structures and their communicative contexts, on the one hand, and the structures of racist and other cognitions, on the other hand.
There is a vast traditional literature in social psychology on attitude change or persuasion, but such literature is seldom specific about cognitive structures of attitudes (and even less on their ideological basis) or about the relations between discourse and cognition (for some general recent studies of attitude change or persuasion, see, e.g., Benoit & Benoit, 2008; Crano & Prislin, 2008; Perloff, 2003; Terry & Hogg, 2000). One of the problems of traditional theories of attitude and attitude change is that there is no explicit theory of the structures of such attitudes and that they are often defined as personal attitudes, that is, as opinions and not as socially shared representations.
The literature on combating racist prejudice, especially in education, is large, but also lacks an explicit theory on the formation of such prejudices and the role of discourse in their construction (or reduction) (see, e.g., Bonnett, 1993a; Brandt, 1986; Cheng & Soudack, 1994; Derman-Sparks & Phillips, 1997; Gillborn, 1995; Griffith & Troyna, 1995; Houston, 1979; Jensen, Cismaru, & Lavack, 2010; Kailin, 2002; Karns & Blake, 1998; McKissack & McKissack, 1990; Pollock, 2008; Reddy, 1996).

2.2.1.5 Antiracist Ideology
Besides being a social movement, antiracism might also be described as an ideology, comparable with for instance feminism. Again, although there is a vast literature on ideology in the social sciences, cognitive analyses of ideologies are rare (Hart, 2014; Malrieu, 1999; Van Dijk, 1998). Rather, since Marx–Engels, ideologies have vaguely been described as a form of “false consciousness,” typically attributed to the members of the working class with regard to their interpretation of the material aspects of their existence (Augoustinos, 1999; Pines, 1993; Thompson, 2015). Later studies more generally have dealt with ideologies as belief systems (Carlton, 1984; Sartori, 1969), but also without further cognitive analysis, or the details of their relations to action, discourse and society (for general studies of ideology, see, e.g., Eagleton, 1991; Larrain, 1979; Rehmann, 2013; Van Dijk, 1998).
Different from other studies, we define ideology as the axiomatic cognitive belief system of social (ideological) groups, organized by a general schema used for the development of ideologies more generally. People may be members of several of such ideological groups, and be feminist, antiracist, pacifist, socialist and so on at the same time – even if each of these ideological “identities” may be relevant, salient and applied differently in each social context. The categories defining such a general ideological schema are the following (for detail, see Van Dijk, 1998):

(a) Identity (Who are we?)

(b) Action (What do we do?)

(c) Goals (Why do we do this? What do we want?)

(d) Norms and values (What is good/bad and obligatory/permitted?)

(e) Reference groups (Who are our opponents or allies?)

(f) Resources (What are our strengths/weaknesses? What do we need?)



For the ideological foundation of antiracism, thus, this schema would identify US as antiracists, involved in various kinds of antiracist actions (such as marches, occupations, discourses etc.), with the goal to struggle against racism and to promote a non-racist society, applying values such as equality and justice, and with resources such as contentious actions, organization, solidarity, publicity or institutional assistance.
Different from classical treatments of ideology, our concept of ideology is not “negative,” but more general, and applies both to racist and antiracist ideologies, whose structures and functions are the same, namely to represent the fundamental properties of an (ideological) group and its interests. “Positive” ideologies, such as antiracism, feminism, pacifism and the like, have earlier been called “utopias” by Mannheim (1936).
Ideologies are, and must be, very general and abstract. They must be applicable to many situations, events, groups and contexts. For these reasons they are also fairly stable, even when they may apply to very different situations, and used by subgroups with very different local or temporal goals. Whatever their many differences, thus, movements such as abolitionism, the Civil Rights Movement, Affirmative Action, Black Lives Matter or SOS Racisme may share an antiracist ideology, as may be the case for programs of antiracist education or official policies of affirmative action. A shared ideology, precisely because it is general and abstract, allows necessary alliances between different social movements. Thus we will see in the next chapters how antislavery or antiracist movements form coalitions with others, as was the case for Quakers with political parties and groups aiming at abolitionist legislation in the United Kingdom in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, as well as contemporary movements in Europe opposing racism and assisting immigrants and refugees (see, e.g., Carlos Trivino-Salazar, 2018; for a general study of alliances and coalitions of social movements, see, e.g., Van Dyke & McCammon, 2010).
Ideological debate usually does not take place at this abstract level but is focused on the level of attitudes analyzed earlier. People think, act and speak primarily as members of more specific social movements, precisely struggling in favor of abolition, or against segregation; in favor of civil rights, or against police brutality in the USA; in favor of affirmative action for black students in Brazil, or against the discrimination of migrants and refugees in Europe. Despite ideological family relationships with other social movements, for example, within the Rainbow Coalition, everyday movement discourse and activity are largely defined by specific attitudes and the ways these define concrete personal mental models of events and (inter)actions of individual members. But debate and conflict between different movements of the same ideological orientation may be organized by references to common goals, norms and values, as well as shared allies and enemies. Although central for social movements, and despite relevant titles, social movement research in sociology has hardly advanced in the study of the sociocognitive structures and analyses of such ideologies (Ingersoll & Matthews, 1986; Laraña, Johnston, & Gusfield, 1994; Oberschall, 1993).
Since norms and values may be more general than those of ideological groups, and related to more general cultural aspects of communities, disputes with opposing ideological groups may also take place at the level of such general cultural values, such as freedom, equality, justice, independence and so on. However, the same value, such as freedom, may be ideologically construed differently by different social groups or movements, as is the case for the freedom of the market, freedom of speech, freedom of research and so on. For antiracism, the main relevant values are undoubtedly equality and justice, but there may be more specific ones defining more specific attitudes, as is the case for diversity and solidarity.
One might also define antiracism in terms of more general principles of human or civil rights, together with several other movements of resistance, such as feminism, the resistance against homophobia or anticolonialism, for instance, in terms of general values of equality and justice. This would explain the similarity of practices and attitudes and the cooperation between related movements. But in the same way as racism has a more specific ideology, antiracism also needs a more specific ideology to explain more specific antiracist practices and attitudes.
For the same reason, ideological disputes or inconsistencies may exist when components of the ideologies are different, for example, when people identify with different groups, are engaged in different practices, or have different aims or different enemies or opponents. Thus, we may encounter antiracist groups who are antisemitic, or vice versa, as we may have between Israelis or Arabs in Israel or the USA. In Western Europe, antiracist or feminist groups may be anti-Muslim. The fierce religious wars in Europe, for example, between Catholics and Protestants, or even among different protestant sects, are other examples of such ideological conflict, for example, when more specific attitudes in otherwise identical (Christian) ideologies are different, for example, on euthanasia, abortion or specific theological attitudes such as about heaven, hell, predestination or whether priests should be celibate.
Such ideological differences and conflicts, even among otherwise related groups, may be analyzed and explained by a systematic discourse analysis of group members and their leaders. In the next chapters we will find examples of such ideological differences, ambivalence or contradictions.
Because the notion of ideology was traditionally defined in negative terms, studies of antiracist ideologies are sometimes critical, anti-antiracist (see some studies in France, e.g., De Fersan, 2001; Paoli, 2012). (For accounts of ideology as part of theories and analyses of antiracism, see especially Bonnett, 1990, 1993, 2000a.)
As is the case for the other cognitive notions analyzed here, ideology has also three dimensions: (i) it is a basic form of socially shared cognition that shapes more specific cognitions such as social attitudes and personal opinions in mental models, (ii) it is acquired by, and presupposed and expressed in, ideological discourse of social movements and groups and their members, and (iii) it defines ideological social groups, movements and organizations and influences their activities, interaction and cooperation, and explains social conflict.
There is a vast traditional literature in social psychology on attitude change, but cognitively changing fundamental ideologies have been less studied experimentally, and also because such changes are practically impossible to change in the usually brief time lapse of laboratory experiments (Lemmer & Wagner, 2015). There are social or political studies of ideological change, like religious conversion or revolutionary transformation, for example, from communist to anti-communist ideology (Bucholtz, 1990; Fortin, 2004; Inbari, 2019; Kuper, 1974; Williams, 1997). A change from a racist to an antiracist ideology is a complex learning process that might require extraordinary, shocking, cathartic or frequent experiences, including very emotional or otherwise persuasive discourses or movies (see, e.g., Wodak, 2006; on social learning from the past, see also Forchtner, 2016).
As is also clear in this section, ideologies are not just relevant for cognitive or discursive analysis. They are also crucial for the political analysis of the history of antiracist discourse. They show which power relations were involved, what groups or organizations challenged racial domination, what fundamental values, such as freedom, were involved in resistance, and how these changed historically. We will see that most of the discourses we discuss also had important political functions and explicitly formulated, proposed or enacted new laws and policies relevant to slavery, blacks, immigrants or ethnic minorities. In that sense, antiracism is not only a social movement but also a political movement.


2.2.2 Antiracism and Society
Whereas the cognitive analysis of antiracism has been less prominent, its social and political analyses have been abundant, as we will also see in the literature review summarized later. This also means that a systematic account of the sociopolitical aspects of antiracism can be much more detailed and sophisticated. It is at this level of social reality where antiracism is actually shown, enacted, experienced, organized and embodied in the many forms of struggle against all forms of racism.
Following a classical distinction in the social sciences between micro and macro dimensions or levels of the social order (see, e.g., Alexander, 1987), antiracism may first be analyzed in terms of agency, that is, the microsocial aspects of social action and interaction, on the one hand, and the enactment and organization of antiracism by social movements, organizations, agencies, universities, nation-states and international organizations such as UNESCO, on the other hand.
2.2.2.1 Antiracist Agency
Antiracist Personality?
The sociopolitical characteristics of antiracism as a social movement presuppose that antiracism is not just a personal ethic, a personality trait or a personal opinion. Yet, as we shall see in Chapter 7, some classical research, for example, as initiated by the Frankfurt School, assumed a relation between fascism and authoritarian personality (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950). More recent research on ideology in political psychology suggests that personality characteristics (e.g., openness and extroversion) may be conducive to participation in social movements against forms of social inequality or to developing or acquiring antiracist or other progressive attitudes and ideologies (Jost, 2009; see also several chapters in Sears, Huddy, & Jervis, 2003). Although the topic of the personality of antiracist actors is probably less relevant for a theory of antiracism as a social movement, which obviously focuses on collective action and hence on socially shared cognition, let us critically discuss this perspective of the relations between individual persons and the ideologies of a group.
Early research critical of the notion of authoritarian personality shows that the relationship between personality and ideology is more complex. People with an authoritarian personality may also be found on the left and with a communist ideology, so that we should rather speak of other personality scales, such as those of dogmatism or opinionation and their relation to political or religious ideologies (Rokeach, 1956, 1960). In other words, people sharing the same political ideology may have very different personalities.
Extrapolating this and much other research on personal aspects of racism and antiracism suggests that, if the notion of personality is theoretically sound or relevant in the first place, it hardly makes sense to speak of an antiracist personality. Surprisingly, in June 2020, the expression “antiracist personality” occurs just twice and “antiracist person” or “antiracist actor” just a dozen times in billions of Google Scholar pages. These bibliographical data also suggest that research does not show that antiracism is a question of personality or character, no more than a racist personality. Obviously, most antiracist people are politically progressive, but that is not a question of personality, but of shared norms, values and ideologies.
If we observe that historically, in Europe and the USA, attitudes and ideologies have gradually become less racist, it would be strange to conclude that there has been a collective change of the personality of their citizens. Similarly, despite the findings of some research in political psychology (e.g., by Jost and associates), it would also be strange to conclude that the Civil War in the USA and the different attitudes about slavery and black people in the North and the South are to be explained in terms of personality differences.
What has changed are socially shared cognitions about race and race relations, due to very complex social, political and social psychological conditions, including black resistance, legislation and dominant discourse of white elites, for example, as shown in the next chapters. Crucial, thus, is the sociopolitical context. Indeed, in the USSR to be progressive and in favor of change under communist rule might involve being anti-communist and neoliberal, whereas in Western Europe and the USA today progressive views are critical of neoliberal capitalism.
We have seen that our view of ideology is formulated in sociocognitive and sociopolitical terms, namely as specific, mental representations socially shared by collectives, and largely acquired by shared experiences, on the one hand, and many forms of socially changing ideological discourse, on the other hand (Van Dijk, 1998).
The same is true for racism and antiracism. We therefore avoid speaking of racist or antiracist people, as if this were a fixed characteristic of people engaging in antiracist practices. First of all, members of an antiracist movement are not permanently engaged in antiracist practices. Indeed, they may occasionally and unwittingly be engaged in racist practices. True, in the same way as we informally may speak of “racist” (sexist etc.) persons, for instance, when they repeatedly and intentionally engage in blatantly racist (sexist etc.) practices, we of course may speak of antiracist people when they are card-carrying members of the antiracist movement. However, we generally prefer to talk about antiracism in terms of groups of people, on the one hand, and of the antiracist cognitions, practices and discourses of their members, on the other hand.
Membership of antiracist (socialist, feminist, pacifist etc.) movements, then, is not a question of personality but based on shared cognitions (experiences, opinions, attitudes, ideologies, values) shared with other group members, independent of personal variation (e.g., of “personality”) of these members. And as individual members of antiracist movements, we theoretically deal with them not as individual persons, but as antiracist actors, that is, as people engaged in antiracist practices in specific sociopolitical contexts.
Whatever the properties and conditions of personality, people are not born racist or antiracist, but as is the case for all sociocultural and political cognitions, they gradually learn to be (anti)racist, and they may change from being racist to being antiracist, in the sense of changing their attitudes, ideologies and the practices based on them, as a consequence of the sociopolitical context or public discourse.
Despite this general account of ideology and (anti)racism in terms of collective beliefs and practices, it remains to be explained how and why people who grow up in the same social context, for example, in the same family or the same neighborhood and with the same education, may vary in their ideology, including their (anti)racist ideologies – as we have observed ourselves in interviews about immigrants in the Netherlands and the California (Van Dijk, 1984, 1987). Although, generally speaking, an (anti)racist social context will influence the socialization of people in the same direction, due to the influence of paternal, political, media and other dominant or elite discourses and practices, we also know that some individuals are able to develop different attitudes and ideologies, for example, by orienting to alternative discourses or groups.
Instead of explaining these differences only or especially in terms of (innate?) personality, a sociocognitive approach to (anti)racism would explain such personal differences in terms of autobiographical experiences, including friendships, reading,
 movies, and in general discourses that influence personal mental models and their generalization to social attitudes and ideologies.
As we shall see in more detail later, case studies of antiracist discourses and activities of white people provide some further evidence about the conditions of personal antiracist commitment, as is the case for early racial messages and contacts (see, e.g., Atwell, 2014; Bradshaw, 2014; Havens, 2012; O’Brien, 1999; Smith & Redington, 2010). Similarly, such insights may be derived from research on the relations between identity, antiracism and whiteness, which is also part of the theory of antiracism campaigns, workshops, training and education, as well as the history of racism and current antiracist activities (see, e.g., Benwell, 2012; Bonnett, 1996, 1998, 2000b; Burgin, 2013; Case, 2012; Hughey, 2014; Jacobs & Taylor, 2012; Malott, et al., 2015; Wilson, 2013). Further discursive and cognitive analysis of personal stories is necessary to establish more detailed relations between antiracist knowledge, opinions, attitudes and ideologies and the social experiences of individual actors.
Traditional social psychological research suggests that there are differences between people in terms of their “antiracial affect type” and more recently their behavior as measured by a scale. They score very differently from others on several topics, such as racial awareness, experiences with diversity while growing up, at the university, showing different emotional responses to racial issues (Kordesh, Spanierman, & Neville, 2013; Pieterse et al., 2016). Other psychological studies found that students who are aware of discrimination by whites at the group level have more positive feelings for the discriminated group than students focusing on individual discrimination (Merwin & Ostenson, 2016). But the question is whether these are differences of personality, and not of experiences and previous discourse. Below, we will discuss some of the relevant aspects of antiracist discourse, also as part of everyday racism.
This theoretical approach to ideology and antiracist actors also applies to the study of antiracist discourse, such as conversations among members of antiracist movements, or stories of personal experiences with (anti)racism. As we have seen earlier, such experiences are represented as mental models, differently construed by members of antiracist movements, expressed by storytellers-as-members, depending again on different autobiographies and differences of the communicative context. A black person will tell a different story about (anti)racist experiences than a white actor or observer, and the same black or white person will tell a story about the “same” experience differently to friends, to the police, in an interview or on television – that is, influenced by different mental context models of the communicative situation, defined by different time, place, participants (and their identities, roles and relations) and goals, as we will see later.
It is also at this microlevel of the theory that we account for the many types of social interaction, for example, of members of antiracist groups, as one of the prominent aspects of antiracist groups as social movements. Much ethnographic fieldwork on antiracism, thus, involves observation of, or participation in, conversations about the personal or shared experiences, goals, values or attitudes of members of antiracist movements or organizations (see, e.g., Lentin, 2004; Lloyd, 1998). The same is true for the study of discursive or other interactions in meetings or other collective activities of antiracist social movements, as well as for the relations between fathers and their children as part of antiracist education (Hagerman, 2017).


2.2.2.2 Antiracist Actors
Antiracist actors, then, are primarily defined by their activity (including discourse) as agents of antiracist practices and by their identity as members of antiracist movements or organizations. At this microlevel of actors, activities and interactions, these actors may have different roles and relationships, which are also defined by the structures of antiracist movements and organizations. Actors may be leaders, theorists, ideologues, spokespersons, supporters and so on (Barker, Johnson, & Lavalette, 2001; Stutje, 2012). Thus, many of the people discussed in the next chapters are leaders or ideologues of antiracist movements. Based on the empirical evidence provided in the next chapters, let us briefly summarize what we know of these actors engaged in antislavery or antiracist discourse and other antiracist practices.
We have seen before, and will see in the next chapters, antiracist resistance is primarily engaged in by the targets of racist practices and beliefs, such as slaves, blacks, Jews and indigenous people, as discussed in this book. Since slaves generally were not allowed to learn to write and read, their early resistance was usually not discursive – at least until the eighteenth century. Hence, we will find that the first discourses against slavery are members of the literate elite, especially religious people. Indeed, our first examples are discourses of bishops, priests or pastors, acting and writing in solidarity with the plight of the slaves – or, indeed, as a strategy of conversion or recruitment as members of their church. Since social movements, and especially antiracist social movements, did not yet exist, their discourses of solidarity are called “antiracist” in the sense that they are historical antecedents of later antiracist movements.
Indeed, in Mexico, bishop Bartolomé de las Casas vehemently criticized the horrific treatment of indigenous people by the Spanish colonists, and some of his criticism was no doubt shared by other priests (in Spain or Mexico) but they hardly formed a social movement in the current sense. In the seventeenth and especially the eighteenth century in the United Kingdom and its American colony, the discourses, meetings and debates of increasingly influential antislavery Quakers already had more properties defining a social movement. In sum, early antislavery actors were solidary religious people, condemning slavery both with religious and humanitarian norms and values. We will see in Chapter 7 that the same was true for some popes and bishops prohibiting the discrimination (or worse) of Jews.
At the same time, some of the literate political elites were also engaged in the protection of slaves, blacks or indigenous people. A French king in the fourteenth century prohibited slavery (in France), and King Carlos I of Spain, under the influence of Bartolomé de las Casas, ordered that indigenous people in Mexico should be treated well. And under the influence especially (but not only) of Quakers, both in the USA and the United Kingdom, slavery was discussed and finally prohibited by politicians in local or national parliaments. Most of these religious and political antislavery actors engaged in their discourses as a form of solidarity, and most of them were white Europeans.
Only in the nineteenth century was discursive resistance, both in the USA and Brazil, also engaged in by (former) slaves or other black people – thus joining the abolition movement that had emerged in the eighteenth century. We will also see that, since that movement, all antiracist movements until today are defined in terms of resistant black, indigenous or migrant people, on the one hand, as well as by solidary white people. And whereas the first antiracist writers-actors were white male elites, such as priests, kings or parliamentarians, already in the Quaker antislavery movement, women also participated, as is increasingly the case in the later abolition and Civil Rights Movements, and today in Black Lives Matter in the USA and the antiracist movements in Europe. The same is true for the participation of the working class as well as young people. In other words, the antislavery and antiracist movements gradually also became more diverse. Indeed, their antislavery and (other) antiracist activities often were combined with struggles against the oppression of women, the working class or the poor, and (later) of sexual minorities, as is the case for Black Lives Matter today.

2.2.2.3 Antiracist Activity
As is the case for social structure in general, the actual enactment of antiracism takes place in action and interaction as the basic level of the social order, as engaged in by citizens as social members with many different identities and in many different roles. This is specifically the case for the members of antiracist social movements, who participate not just as unique individuals, each with their own autobiography, experiences and goals, but primarily as antiracist group members sharing antiracist knowledge, attitudes and ideologies – as explained earlier. Although antiracist (inter)action is complex and diverse, much of such interaction is discursive.
We have argued earlier that antiracist action should not (or at least not primarily) be described or explained in terms of the personality of antiracist actors, but rather in terms of personal and socially shared cognition. This is also the case for the motivation, goals, interests or other causes or reasons of participation, which at least partly need to be described in terms of personal mental models – based on both autobiographical experiences and the (instantiated or “applied”) socially shared norms, values, knowledge, attitudes and ideologies. Intentions, purposes or goals of action are part of the mental model of such an action, including personal identity, time, place, other participants and the like.
Microsociology and ethnomethodology of the last decades have offered sophisticated insights into the complex nature of social interaction, its routines, rules and procedures (Benson & Hughes, 1983; Button, 1991; Helm, 1989). Similarly, the sociology of social movements, although often more macro-sociologically inspired and more focused on collective action, has also provided insight in activities of participants, sympathizers and other citizens related to social movements in their general theories (see, e.g., Della Porta & Diani, 2015; Klandermans & Roggeband, 2010) and case studies (see, e.g., Nassauer, 2016). Unfortunately, while generally focusing on collective contentious actions, few sociological studies on social movements are inspired by sociological and ethnomethodological research on interaction or individual actors.
Applied to the theory of antiracist social movements, we need to deal with microlevel aspects such as the ways new members are recruited, and how they engage in the practices of everyday antiracism, how they engage in everyday antiracism in the struggle against everyday racism (Aquino, 2018, 2020). We need to know how antiracist actors cooperate with other members, how they deal with nonmembers or opponents, how they participate in the organization of the movement, and so on – all aspects that need to be investigated in detailed ethnographic studies of antiracist movements or antiracist education (see, e.g., the studies by Mitchell, Every, & Ranzijn, 2011; O’Brien, 2001; Pollock, 2008; Whitehead, 2015; for a recent review of antiracist practices, see Ben, Kelly, & Paradies, 2020).
Such microanalytical research of antiracist (inter)action may, for instance, study the detailed ways group members prepare and participate in a protest march or occupation or how they interact in antiracist meetings (for a study of meetings of social movements, see Della Porta & Rucht, 2013). Such episodes are typically multimodal, because they involve bodily movements (gestures etc.), discourse, images, music and so on – requiring complex and sophisticated multimodal analyses, for example, of video recordings.
As we have argued earlier on the basis of the discourse data of the next chapters, microlevel research on antiracism may also analyze how people with different identities and roles engage in antiracist activities, as is the case for:
	blacks and whites (e.g., Atwell, 2014; Crass, 2015; O’Brien, 2001; Thompson, 2001)

	men and women (e.g., Calliste, Dei, & Aguiar, 2000; Twine & Blee, 2001)

	young and old (e.g., Aluffi-Pentini & Lorenz, 1996; Gilroy & Lawrence, 1988; Thomas & Henri, 2011)

	teachers and students (Bonnett, 1993 – and all literature on antiracist education)

	journalists and readers (Drew, 2011)

	writers and readers (Condon, 2012; Gunning, 2013)

	politicians and voters (Bratic, 2010; Cheng, 2017; Lentin, 2004).



These studies also deal with the relations between antiracist activities and institutions such as schools, media, unions and political parties. More generally, of course, much of the literature on antiracism also focuses on the activities of black and indigenous people, whatever their other identities and roles, as we shall also see in the next chapters (for contemporary black antiracism, among many studies, see, e.g., Braham, Rattansi, & Skellington, 1992).
Finally, at the border of micro- and macroanalysis, the study of collective action of antiracist group members, such as protest marches, boycotts, occupations or strikes, goes beyond microanalysis of the interactions of individual members. As we know from the literature of social movements (Barker & Kennedy, 1996; Melucci, 1996; Tarrow, 1994), such collective action requires collective decision-making, planning, organization and execution – much of which is again discursive (Calliste, 1996). The same is true for the media coverage of such antiracist collective action (Müller, 2009; Van Dijk, 1991) and the political reactions, for example, by local or national parties or parliaments (Lentin, 2004). Among the many relevant aspects of antiracism as a movement, the “burn-out” of activists has also been observed (Gorski, 2019).
At the same time, as we have seen earlier, cognition and discourse will again be involved in such research, because such ethnographies are not limited to observation or cooperation of activities, but also require interviews, and hence discourse analysis of such interviews and analysis of the many other discourses engaged in by antiracist group members. At the same time, both interaction and discourse analysis would require at least some cognitive analysis of personal experiences, motivations, intentions, goals, and socially shared knowledge, attitudes and ideologies, at least as part of the explanation of antiracist activities.
Whereas contemporary sociological research of antiracist activity provides insights into the many dimensions of personal action and interaction of antiracist group members, the history of antiracism provides many examples of such activity by famous antiracists, such as Rosa Parks (1913–2005) in Montgomery (USA) in 1955 who refused to relinquish her seat to a white passenger when the white section of the bus was filled, or the resistance against slavery by Zumbi dos Palmares (1655–1695) in Brazil. Such actions and actors are typically and routinely mentioned and celebrated as heroes and heroines in contemporary antiracist discourse – as part of shared group history that is characteristic of antiracist discourse. As we will see in the next chapters, such references to historical heroes and heroines of antiracist resistance or solidarity are a well-known topos of antiracist discourse.

2.2.2.4 Antiracist Organizations
At the macrolevel of the theory of antiracism we finally need to examine the structures and functions of antiracist organizations, movements or agencies, their mutual national and international relations, as well as their relations with other macrolevel entities, such as political parties, the media or the State. These are studied in the political approaches to antiracism (see, e.g., Lentin, 2004), and more generally in classical social movement studies inspired by notions of political process or opportunity structure (see, among many other authors, McAdam, Tarrow, & Tilly, 2001).
Social movement research in sociology and political science has shown how such studies may focus on such aspects of antiracism as the structure of organizations, their membership procedures, different roles within the organization, recruitment, rules and routines of decision-making, elections, leadership, their internal and external discourses, and so on (among a vast number of general books, see, e.g., Della Porta & Diani, 2015; for the study of antiracist organizations, see, e.g., Bonnett, 2000a; Lentin, 2004; Lloyd, 1998, 2007; Shibuichi, 2016; for a theory of antiracist activism, see Ray & Fuentes, 2020). Historical movement discourse in the next chapters may reveal further information about these sociopolitical aspects of antiracist organizations, as is the case for Black Lives Matter today.
We have often stated earlier that our social movement approach to antiracism does not mean that antiracism is limited to opposition movements. On the contrary, we will see that many institutions, as well as governments and state agencies, may also be involved in the struggle against racism, though from a different perspective or with different power positions (Brooks, 2014; Burgin, 2015; Lentin, 2004). Our research on parliamentary discourse on affirmative action in Brazil shows how within an institution such as parliament black and white actors may also actively be involved in antiracism.

2.2.2.5 Antiracism and Politics
The theory of antiracism formulated in terms of a social (macro)movement also has political components and implications. As we will see in the next chapters, the opposition against slavery and racism was not only taking place at grassroots level but also involved powerful institutions such as popes, kings, presidents and parliaments, for instance in the formulation of new laws and policies – often in response to the resistance of slaves or black revolutionaries or white elites and organizations solidary with them. We have seen earlier that the very ideological basis of antiracism has important political components, such as power and resistance relations between groups and the State, as well as the general values motivating resistance, such as liberty, equality and justice, discussed especially since the Enlightenment. The discourses we examine in the next chapters often formulate such values explicitly. These discourses themselves are not only forms of the social practice of resistance (or indeed of government compliance) but also forms of political practice engaged in by various types of political subjects. This is obviously the case for parliamentary speeches against slavery or in favor of antidiscrimination laws. But each antiracist discourse in society addresses unequal social and political relations, such as domination and abuse of a specific social group, such as whites in general or white slaveowners in particular. Despite some very general properties, such as the orientation by such values as liberty and equality – values shared with feminist or socialist discourse – these discourses vary and change historically due to the political context of each period.
In that sense, antiracist discourses should be framed as ongoing redefinitions of democracy, including the definitions of political subjects such as citizens and their rights, for example, of the vote and representation. Systematic and historical discourse analysis offers an empirically based political approach to the study of antiracism that goes beyond an abstract philosophical theory of democracy and political power. In this respect, our approach has obviously links with theories of “discursive democracy,” if “discursive” is interpreted much more broadly than as forms of rational elite debate (Dryzek, 2000). There is a vast literature on slavery, racism and politics, but less on these and other political aspects of antiracism (see especially the work of Alana Lentin – discussed later, and the books by Bratic, 2010; Cheng, 2017; Dixon, 2014; Howard & Sefa Dei, 2008; Stanley, 2017; Werbner and Modood, 1997; see also the history of antislavery and antiracist discourse and our case study of parliamentary discourse in Brazil).


2.2.3 Antiracist Discourse
It is an important thesis of this book that antiracism is often discursive. This is not to belittle the many other forms of antiracism, such as slave revolts, protest marches, boycotts or occupations of public buildings and places, among many other forms of action (for the relevance of space and place, such as specific neighborhoods, for antiracist activity, see, e.g., Elliott-Cooper, 2018). This was the case, for instance, in the Civil Rights Movement, when black youths refused to leave a “Whites Only” restaurant, and blacks and solidary whites participated in many marches as crucial forms of antiracist resistance (see Chapter 6). Such is also the case in the many forms of nondiscursive protests of blacks against police brutality in the USA today, for instance in the Black Lives Matter movement, or street actions against neo-Nazis or the extreme right in Germany and other European countries (for other forms of nondiscursive antiracist action, see, e.g., Behm-Morawitz, et al., 2016; Lobo, 2016).
Yet precisely because they are prominent, spectacular and visible, and hence very important for TV coverage, these public actions are also less common or routine. Moreover, they seldom occur alone and nearly always require discursive manifestation, explanation and justification: why people are protesting.
Despite the importance of nondiscursive forms of antiracist practice, many if not most everyday forms of antiracism are discursive, as is the case for stories about (anti)racist experiences, nonacceptance of a racial slur in conversation, a letter to the editor or an op-ed article protesting against a racist article in the press, a legal interaction in court, debates on affirmative action in parliament or the Supreme Court, or academic studies of racism and racist discourse, among many other forms of discursive antiracism in everyday life, as we shall see in the next chapters.
Tarrow (2013) in his study of the “language of contention” has been one of the founders of social movement research who also stresses the relevance of “words” in the history of revolutions, such as “patriots,” “convention,” “terror,” “terrorism,” “boycotts,” “strike” or “working class.” Relevant especially for this book is his study of the vocabulary of “race and rights,” from racist “nigger” to “Negro” and contemporary “African American.”
Although words are the basic building blocks of discourse, more complex discourse structures, such as those of narrative and argumentation, style or rhetoric among many others, require more detailed discourse analysis; such a study of the history of (changing) words of political contention provides important insight into the role of text and talk for social movements in general and for antiracist movements in particular, as we will see in the next chapters.
Discourse is not only a prominent – if not dominant – form of antiracist action, but also relevant for other reasons. It is one of the most explicit means that provide insight into the reasons, motivations, goals, knowledge or ideologies of antiracist actors – as is the case for studies of social movements in general (see, e.g., Agustín, 2015).
As was the case for the study of racist discourse only a few decades ago, research on antiracist discourse has also been less extensive, despite the importance of antiracist discourse as an antiracist practice (but see, e.g., Benwell, 2012; Cheng, 2017; Detant, 2005; Every & Augoustinos, 2007; Fozdar, 2008; House, 1997; Lloyd, 1998; Nelson, 2015).
Again, scientific history repeats itself: The systematic scholarly study of text and talk only emerged in the 1960s, despite 2,000 years of the study of literature and rhetoric, and decades after the birth of modern linguistics a century ago. Initially, the study of language focused on abstract phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics of isolated words and sentences, ignoring the discursive, cognitive, interactional, communicative, social, political and cultural contexts of actual language use (see, e.g., Tannen, Hamilton, & Schiffrin, 2015; Van Dijk, 2011).
The same was true in the other humanities and social sciences. For instance, the sociological study of social movements also initially ignored the fundamental role of discourse in social protests and resistance, and until today this is a less prominent topic in the field, decades after the emergence of discourse studies in the 1960s in all the social sciences (but see Agustín, 2015; Caiani & Della Porta, 2011; Davis, 2002; Gamson, 1992; Johnston, 2013; Polletta, Chen, Gardner, & Motes, 2011; Resende, 2013; Woodly, 2015). Moreover, few of the studies of social movement discourse apply contemporary theories and methods of discourse studies. For various reasons, then, this monograph theoretically and empirically is based on few references when dealing with the structures of antiracist discourse as part of a global macromovement.
On the other hand, since the 1980s, we have seen the development of critical discourse studies in most of the humanities and social sciences, focusing on the structures and functions of discourse in the reproduction of social power abuse based on social class, gender, race, age, sexuality or other nondominant identities and groups (Fairclough, 1989, 1995; Van Dijk, 2008; Wodak, 1989, 1996, 2013).
At the same time, however, because of their critical perspective, these very fruitful studies precisely and understandably focus on dominant (e.g., racist, sexist, homophobic) discourse, rather than on the discourse of resistance by women, blacks and gays and their movements. We now have a fairly precise insight into the detailed structures of racist text and talk, beyond a simple study of racist slurs, but we ignore the theoretical and empirical knowledge of the structures, sociopolitical functions and sociocognitive foundations of antiracist discourse. Against the background of our modest and incomplete theory of antiracism formulated earlier, we therefore finally should focus on these properties of antiracist discourse as a central characteristic of antiracism as a macromovement and also as a preparation for the following historical chapters.
In this section of the theoretical framework, we briefly introduce discourse studies and analyses in general, intended specifically for students and scholars of the social sciences not familiar with this broad disciplinary field. Then, we list some specific (especially thematic) properties of antiracist discourse. And finally, we provide a summary of the findings of earlier studies of racist discourse, because they may also be seen as contributions to antiracist discourse. The next chapters will provide more detailed information about the many historical, semantic, rhetorical and stylistic aspects of antiracist discourse of the last centuries.
2.2.3.1 Discourse Analysis
Many studies of racism and some of antiracism focus on discourse, but this does not mean that they all engage in systematic discourse analysis. Just quoting and commenting on (the contents of) discourse, as is the case for many approaches in the social sciences, is not discourse analysis as it is understood here and in most contemporary discourse studies.
Partly inspired by sophisticated linguistic theories, discourse analysis applies a complex set of methods of explicit and systematic description of different structures at several levels of text or talk, including:
	phonological and multimodal expressions (text, talk, images etc.),

	syntactic structures,

	lexicon,

	local and global meaning, implications and so on,

	narrative and argumentation,

	discourse genres,

	style,

	rhetoric,

	knowledge and ideology in discourse,

	speech acts, politeness and other social acts, and

	interaction/conversation,

	among others.



Each of these methods may again be quantitative or qualitative, using corpora or various forms of automatic processing (for methods of discourse analysis, see, among many books, e.g., Titscher, Meyer, Wodak, & Vetter, 2000; Van Dijk, 2011; Wodak, 2013).
Within the broader framework of multidisciplinary discourse studies, these and other methods of discourse analysis are related to the study of personal and social cognition, as well as to action and interaction, social structures and politics – as we have briefly done earlier.

2.2.3.2 Basics of Antiracist Discourse
Within this general framework of discourse studies as transdisciplinary field and its many forms and methods of discourse analysis, we now focus on some of the properties of antiracist discourse before we study them in the rest of this book. These properties can partly be predicted given the sociopolitical functions and sociocognitive foundations of antiracist practices and discourses.
We have already seen that the primary aim or function of antiracist practice is resistance against racist power abuse, on the one hand, and the formulation of alternative, non-racist social formations, programs and policies, on the other hand.
This means, first of all, that the local and global meaning of antiracist discourse is most likely conceptualized in terms of a cluster of activity notions such as those of resistance, protest, opposition and challenge, among others, typically including pervasive metaphors such as STRUGGLE (see, e.g., Straehle, Weiss, Wodak, Muntigl, & Sedlak, 1999).
Expressed in English words, many of these notions – primarily that of “resistance” – are nominalizations, that is, nouns derived from verbs that hide the underlying conceptual frame, consisting of notions of actors or agents and their allies, on the one hand, and opponents or enemies, on the other hand. To understand “resistance,” thus, we need to activate our knowledge of who is resisting against whom. More specifically, what is called the frame semantics (conceptual structure; see, e.g., Fried & Nikiforidou, 2013) of the concept of “resistance,” as based on socially shared knowledge, also may specify the reasons and goals of resistance and the ways or manner of resisting.
This underlying conceptual structure of resistance may be expressed, in different discourse types and communicative situations (e.g., personal stories, manifestos etc.), in stylistically variable words (resistance, fight, struggle, opposition etc.), and syntactic sentence structures, and as part of more complex discourse structures such as situation descriptions, narratives or argumentation of various discourse genres depending on the communicative context. That is, the “same” conceptual structures of resistance discourse are expressed differently in a personal story, in the slogans of a march, in a manifesto, in a meeting with movement members or in a speech of movement leaders, among many other discourse genres of a movement.
Although much antiracism is acted out as a form of discursive or nondiscursive resistance, there are other forms of noncompliance – as we will see in Chapter 7 about the resistance against the Nazis – such as refusals, bypass (Petray & Prendergast, 2018) and “heroic normality” (Hage, 2015).
This discursive variation and the pragmatic appropriateness of these different genres is controlled by each participant’s subjective mental representation of the communicative situation, that is by a mental model, called a context model (Van Dijk, 2008b, 2009). Such a model consists of the variable contents of standard categories of the communicative situation, such as time and place, participants (and their identities, roles and relations), a communicative act and its goals, as well as the relevant knowledge of the participants. These pragmatic categories of the communicative context are discursively expressed in indexical or deictic expressions, such as today, tomorrow, soon, modern, here, I, we, you, hereby, me, us, your and so on.

2.2.3.3 Topics and Strategies of Antiracist Discourse
As we shall see in historically variable detail in the next chapters, antiracist discourse may be expressed in the following thematic structures and strategies, among others:

(a) Stories of/about personal experiences of racism (discrimination, exclusion etc.)

(b) Telling or reminding about the history of racism, especially of slavery or segregation

(c) Slogans and other discourse in antiracist demonstrations and other protest activities

(d) Generic descriptions of many types of racial discrimination in everyday life

(e) Rhetorical forms of emphasizing racial inequality, for example, by statistics

(f) Comparisons with antiracist actions in other countries

(g) Legal and ethical argumentations against all forms of racism

(h) Making antiracist norms and values (such as “equality”) explicit

(i) Using pictures or footage showing racist practices

(j) Official antiracist debate and policies

(k) Scholarly research of racism and antiracism.



As is the case for all antiracism, antiracist discourse also presupposes racism and racist discourse. In this sense, in much contemporary debates about race and racism, such as about police violence against blacks in the USA, or about widespread political or media discourse against the arrival of many refugees in most countries in Western Europe, antiracist discourse enters in intertextual dialogue with contemporary previous racist discourses.

2.2.3.4 Antiracist Discourse Semantics
Overall topics of discourse are usually studied for discourses as a whole or large fragments (paragraphs, chapters) of discourse and hence are a form of semantic macrostructure (Van Dijk, 1977, 1980). They are typically expressed in headlines, introductions, conclusions, or define complete discourses such as slogans or advertising. They are very important for communication, because these overall or global meanings are usually best recalled by the readers or listeners (Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). Hence, discourse analysis often begins with a study of these overall topics because these are also what speakers and writers “have ongoingly in mind” when they speak or write so that the discourse remains coherent.
Cognitively, these topics or overall meanings (gist, upshot etc.) are represented as the top structure of the mental model of a discourse about events, such as stories or news reports. They thus control the production (or the comprehension) of the local words and sentences of discourse.
The same is true for racist and antiracist discourse. Precisely because the overall topic of a racist discourse (e.g., “We don’t want immigrants”) is best remembered by the public, it is crucial that antiracist discourse persuasively expresses alternative topics, such as “Discrimination is undemocratic,” “Racism is against our national values,” “Refugees welcome” or “Black Lives Matter” and so on. And given the importance of the symbolic elites that control public discourse, it is important to address counter-discourses, with alternative topics, to these elites in politics, the media and education (Van Dijk, 1993, 2008).

2.2.3.5 Antiracist Analysis of Racist Local Meanings
Critical, antiracist discourse – including critical academic discourse studies – of course also focuses on the local meanings of racist discourses, such as those of words, clauses, sentences and paragraphs, precisely because they offer more detailed aspects of information conveyed by text and talk. It is at this level that antiracist analysis starts with a detailed analysis of the typical words used in racist discourse, such as the word illegal to refer to migrants without papers, a word casually used in much political or media discourse (Van Dijk, 1991). Thus, corpus linguistic and statistical methods may be used to assess the racist keywords in large corpora (see, e.g., Baker, 2010; Baker, Gabrielatos, & McEnery, 2013) so that we have reliable data about what kind of words and concepts to critically target in antiracist strategies.
Similarly, antiracist critical discourse may criticize the use of everyday metaphors to describe the arrival of many migrants, such as WAVES or INVASION. Such critical metaphor analysis is important because we know today that this is not merely a rhetorical way of speaking (e.g., enhancing the number of migrants) but also a way of thinking about migration. Indeed, they stimulate the formation of mental models that represent the experience of drowning in migrants or refugees – because metaphors have been found to conceptualize embodied meanings (Charteris-Black, 2014; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) in general and for racist meanings in particular (Asma, 1995; Chilton, 1994; Musolff, 2012; Steuter & Wills, 2008).
Antiracist local discourse semantics, thus, may focus on the ways social actors and their actions are being described, for example, as individuals, categories or group members, and how this is different for black, minority or migrant people (for general theory, see Van Leeuwen, 1996).
Among other important aspects of local meanings, critical antiracist analysis may focus on the implications and presuppositions of local words, clauses and sentences. In this case, the analysis is also linked to a more cognitive analysis of knowledge, because an implication is a proposition (a meaning) that is not expressed in discourse but is inferred by the recipients on the basis of their shared sociocultural knowledge. In this way public discourse can associate ethnic minorities with negative characteristics without actually saying so (so that accusations of racism can be denied – a very important aspect of political deniability in political, media or corporate discourse).
The same is true for presuppositions, which may also take specific racist assumptions for granted (as if known by the recipients) without actually asserting them. Thus, newspapers or politicians may refer to the criminality of immigrants and thus presuppose that immigrants are criminal – without actually asserting this.
Finally, as we have seen, we may describe “racial” events in many ways, with many or few details, with precise or vague descriptions, and from different perspectives or points of view. The ideological square predicts that OUR good actions and THEIR bad actions be described in great detail and precise words. However, OUR bad actions, and especially our prejudices, discrimination and racism, will tend to be obfuscated, described in general and vague words, if not denied or ignored. Racism may in that case, for instance, be described as “popular discontent” – as if it is something popular and democratic. The same is true for other euphemisms and the hyperboles that define the rhetoric of racist discourse.
Without entering into much detail about the semantics and other properties of racist discourses, described in many previous studies, we see that antiracist discourse analysis has many sophisticated instruments for the criticism of, and resistance against, racist text and talk, especially of influential public discourse.
This is the case not only for the verbal structures or discourse, but also for the multimodal analyses of images, as is the case for the study of racist advertising, websites, blogs or messages in the social media (see, e.g., Van Leeuwen, 2008).
Our (partial) analysis of fragments of antiracist discourse throughout the history of Europe and the USA will serve as the empirical base for a more systematic account of the many structures of antiracist discourse – which will be summarized in Chapter 8.

2.2.3.6 Antiracist Discourse Expressions
Finally, the local and global meanings of racist and antiracist discourse are expressed in the actual words, clauses, sentences, sounds and images of text and talk, which may vary depending on the communicative context.
For instance, antiracist discourse may oppose references to “illegals” in the press. It may criticize syntactic structures (e.g., passives or nominalizations) that obfuscate the agents of racist practices or the use of fear-generating metaphors (such as WAVES of immigrants) (see the many critical discourse studies of racism, e.g., Billig, 1995; Cheng, 2017; Foster, 2013; Gutiérrez-Jones, 2001; Henry & Tator, 2002; Hill, 2008; Jäger, 1992; Reisigl & Wodak, 2001; Silverman, 1991; Van Dijk, 1991, 1993; Wetherell & Potter, 1993; Wodak, 1991, 2018, 2020; Wodak & Van Dijk, 1999).
Antiracist discourse itself may also feature other typical discourse structures, as we shall see in more detail in the next chapters, for example, rhetorical structures emphasizing racist practices, for example, by metaphors or hyperboles, special argumentation structures and so on. Antiracist discourse may engage in references to slavery or exclusion in the past as themes to emphasize the contemporary continuity or consequences of oppression. It may provide extensive social data (statistics, stories) as proofs of contemporary prejudice and discrimination, among a vast number of other antiracist strategies (these may also be criticized for confusing contemporary personal experiences with the past and with theoretical reflection; see Hartmann, 2018).
Different from local and global meanings, these and other local and global structures need not be unique or specific to antiracist discourse. On the contrary, language use and discourse are tailored to talk about many topics in many communicative situations and are used in many forms of resistance. Thus, arguments may be (and have been) used as a means of persuasion, both in favor and against racial quota or immigration, among many antiracist topics, and the same is true for personal storytelling or populist strategies in parliament.
Before we start the partial analyses of these and many other meanings, structures and strategies of antiracist discourse in the next chapters, let us finally discuss some other topics related to racist and antiracist discourse.

2.2.3.7 Identity
We have defined antiracism as a historical macromovement of collective action by various collectivities of people (see, e.g., Werbner & Modood, 1997). In the discourses of movement speakers and writers, such collectivity is routinely expressed by plural first-person pronouns such as we, us and ours, which are also sometimes called the most political of pronouns (see, e.g., Wilson, 1990). More generally, one of the crucial strategies of antiracist discourse is the description of Us as a group with various expressions of their shared identity as a form of social cognition, for example, as We blacks, We African Americans, We black women etc. (see, e.g., De Fina, 1995; Mühlhäusler & Harré, 1990; Petersoo, 2007). The same applies to our self-identification as antiracist white people or organizations, with an interesting conversation of identities: They in that case may negatively refer to other whites and not to black people or immigrants, as is the case for racist discourse.
Group identity, especially of racially dominated groups, may be expressed in many ways in different discourse genres. Since racism is typically manifest in racist practices and interaction, we may expect personal storytelling about racist experiences, witness accounts in courtroom interactions, or news reports in minority media or other publications of the movement (see, e.g., Hasford, 2016; Phoenix, 2009; Talbot, 1999).

2.2.3.8 Ideological Polarization
Antiracist discourse is by definition ideological discourse. And since most ideologies are polarized between ingroup Us and outgroup Them, their expression in discourse also tends to be polarized, as followed by what may be called an ideological square (Van Dijk, 1998):

	Emphasizing Our good things

	Emphasizing Their bad things

	De-emphasizing Our bad things

	De-emphasizing Their good things



Depending on genre and antiracist movement, such polarized emphasis may be expressed at all levels of discourse, for example, in speech acts (e.g., accusations), overall semantic macrostructures (positive vs. negative topics), headlines, lexical selection, many types of positive or negative appraisal, metaphors, pictures and so on.
For instance, in the semantics of a discourse critical of the racist outgroup, negative description of their racist practices will be extensive, detailed, relatively complete and close, and not brief, vague, superficial or distant, as may be the case for official (government, police etc.) discourse about racist aggression. For multimodal discourse, these semantic properties also apply to antiracist pictures of racist practices.
These are merely very general strategies, common to many social movements and their discourses. As we have seen earlier, antiracist discourse may have some more specific discourse strategies, such as references to the history of racism or slavery, international comparisons, or legitimation by reference to the United Nations, Amnesty or the Pope. Further empirical research of the many discourse types of many antiracist movements will show many more discursive structures and strategies, as we will see in the next chapters.

2.2.3.9 Communicative Context
Besides the large number of structures at different levels of discourse, one of the fundamental aspects of discourse to be emphasized here is the relevance of the communicative context. Traditionally, for instance in sociolinguistics, context was vaguely defined in terms of some properties of the communicative situation, such as the age, gender or ethnicity of the speaker.
A more explicit theory stresses that these and other parameters of the communicative situation cannot be directly related to discourse structures without mental mediation. In other words, it is not the “objective” situation of being a woman or man, young or old or white or black that influences talk, but the subjective interpretation by the language users of such parameters and their variable relevance – as we know from theories of social constructivism. Such a subjective representation of the communicative situation takes place in the form of special mental models, stored in episodic memory: context models. These context models have the crucial function to control discourse production so that the discourse, as well as its ongoing speech acts (e.g., promises), and other communicative acts (e.g., legitimation) are appropriate in the current communicative situation (Van Dijk, 2008b, 2009).
Since this sociocognitive theory of context is not (yet) generally known in discourse studies, an example may clarify this crucial role of context models. Suppose there was a break-in in our apartment. As explained earlier, we represent this personal experience in a subjective mental model (organized by a schema of such categories as time, place, participants – and their identities, roles and relations – an event or action, goals etc.), which we call a situation model or event model, including our opinions and emotions of the experience (Johnson-Laird, 1983; Van Dijk, 2014; Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). If we later tell a story about this experience, we must reactivate this mental model, which is part of our episodic or autobiographical memory (Neisser & Fivush, 1994). Since such a story is about, or refers to, such an event, we may also call it a semantic model.
However, the style and contents of the story are very different when we tell it to friends than when we tell it to police officers or officials of the insurance company, because the communicative situation – as represented in our subjective context model – is different: Different participants, different goals and different contents, because our interlocutors are interested in very different, more or less precise information, and whereas our friends may be interested in our emotions about the break-in, the police or the insurance agent may not be interested at all. In other words, not only do we adapt our discourse to our own current identity and goals, but also to what we think the recipients may be interested in, as well as their personal or institutional identities.
This example shows that the structures and contents of discourse crucially depend on the context models (of speakers and recipients) of the communicative situation. This is also the case for antiracist discourse. Thus, parliamentary discourses about affirmative action in Brazil in the first decade of the twenty-first century are different from those in the Supreme Court in Brazil or the USA, and these again are quite different in university debates, articles in the media or the Black Movement or among “cotistas” themselves. They may all talk (semantically) about more or less the same thing (quotas) or even in more or less the same social context, but depending on the more specific communicative context these discourses may be vastly different, more or less formal (an aspect of style), with different kinds of arguments, different kinds of persuasive strategies (e.g., including personal stories or not, or different statistics) and so on.
More generally, then, antiracist discourse is not just shaped by the social situation or events, such as forms of discrimination, but also by the variables of the communicative situations as represented in the context models of the participants: who is speaking, to whom, when, where, with what knowledge, attitudes and ideologies, and with what goals.
The same is true for the influence of the discourse on the recipients, who interpret the discourse as a function of their own context models. Thus, a pro-quota discourse in the Brazilian parliament has a very different impact on those in favor or against quotas, depending also on party affiliation, the attitudes and ideologies of the recipients, or even on the time: Similar discourses in the 1990s had much less acceptance than in the 2000s or 2010s. The same is true for the “reception” of the parliamentary discourse, outside of parliament, for example, by the media, the universities, voters or the Afro-Brazilian community. Similarly, today we witness how the same discourses of Black Lives Matter are interpreted and evaluated differently by progressive or conservative journalists or politicians, depending on the different knowledge and especially ideologies applied in the interpretation of the communicative situation as well as the discourse itself.
Methodologically, this means that the systematic description of antiracist discourse not only should make explicit the “forms” and “contents” or “meanings” of discourse, but also how the communicative situation as it is (probably) represented by the participants – and how this is shown in the way the discourse is formulated. For these reasons, it is often useful to start the analysis of discourse with a systematic analysis of the communicative situation, before starting with an analysis of global topics, local meanings and their variable expression in words, sentences, sounds or images.

2.2.3.10 Emotion vs. Opinion
As is the case for racist conduct (see, e.g., Banks, 2014), one of the relevant properties of antiracist practices (such as demonstrations, marches or occupations), in general, and of antiracist discourse, in particular, is that it often shows the emotions of the actor or speaker, as represented in their mental models of racist events. Although less systematically studied in much discourse analysis, and until recently not a main topic of social movement research (but see, e.g., Polletta, 2006), emotions – sometimes called forms of “hot cognition” (Marcus, 1991) – such as anger, are an important dimension of protests against racism.
Such emotions may be expressed in many paraverbal aspects of discourse, such as speed, intonation, volume or body position and gestures, on the one hand, and the choice of specific “emotion” words and specific topics, on the other hand (see Blumenthal, Novakova, & Siepmann, 2014). Thus, the anger or sadness provoked by racist events, whether directly experienced or witnessed or vicariously experienced through media discourse, may be associated with the subjective mental model about the event. And this “emotional” mental model of our experience may again influence the formation of emotions of the context model controlling the speaker’s discourse about the event.
In our view, it is theoretically and methodologically important to distinguish between opinions and emotions, two notions that are often collapsed as forms of appraisal. An emotion is personal and embodied (even observable and measurable) – it is “felt” – and hence also called a “feeling” (Wetherell, 2012). Strictly speaking, an emotion cannot be shared, even if in the same situation people may feel the “same” emotion, as may be the case in an antiracist demonstration or occupation. In the same way, in an epidemic many people may have the “same” illness, but it is not the collective that is ill (the collective has no body), but the individual members of the collective, who also may each be ill in their own way. So, if we informally say that a group or crowd is furious, this is a short, metonymical way of saying that (many of) its members are. This theoretical position is debatable in the sense that much work on emotion and social movement precisely assumes that emotions may be shared in a group (Goodwin, Jasper, & Polletta, 2001). In my theoretical framework this would only be possible if we do not require emotions to be embodied.
An opinion, on the other hand, is an evaluative belief, and such beliefs may be shared and constitute socially shared attitudes. Such beliefs may be very negative or positive and may contextually – in a specific moment – trigger specific emotions in individual persons in specific situations, but they are not the same as emotions. Thus, antiracist discourse usually expresses critical opinions about racist events, but it depends on the context (and hence who is speaking, when, to whom etc.) whether or not such discourse is expressed emotionally. Thus, most of the official, written discourses of (antiracist or other) social movements are not necessarily composed by emotionally aroused writers – nor always emotionally interpreted by the recipients.
In the following chapters, we will find many of the discursive structures and strategies mentioned earlier, structures that may become general properties of antiracist discourse. In this chapter, however, we define antiracist discourse in more general terms, namely as a central component of a theory of antiracism, as a crucial form of antiracist practice, and as a source for the formation of antiracist cognition, such as knowledge, attitudes and ideologies.

2.2.3.11 Studies of Antiracist Discourse
Since the 1980s, studies of racist discourse have increased significantly. This is not the case for studies of antiracist discourse. Although it cannot be the task of this chapter to review all these studies in detail, let us mention some of them, also as methodological suggestions for the study of antiracist discourse in the next chapters. Not reviewed, however, are studies in the large field of education, which is largely outside the scope of this chapter and book. Nor do we review studies of antiracism that refer to antiracist discourse, but we do not really engage in systematic analyses of these discourses.
Before we examine some studies of antiracist discourse, let us first mention a study of anti-antiracist discourse (Boromisza-Habashi, 2011) in which the author analyzed strategies of such discourse “dismantling” the antiracist “hate speech agenda” in Hungary. Referring to earlier critical discourse studies about racism (including our own), he finds the following arguments against antiracist discourse persuasive: (i) the very (English) term of “hate speech” is a “corruption” of the Hungarian language (an argument consistent with the anti-foreigner ideologies in contemporary Hungary), (ii) antiracism is a political utopia (inconsistent with actual social reality), (iii) the hate speech agenda is ideologically inconsistent, because it wants to prohibit racist talk while at the same time advocating free speech, and (iv) hate speech critics are themselves filled with hatred. Although the author cites some sources for this kind of anti-antiracist discourse, his presentation and the conclusion of the paper leave no doubt that he agrees with these anti-antiracist discourses (see also his book, Boromisza-Habashi, 2013). This is not the place to argue with this author by showing that the arguments of (his) anti-antiracist discourse are based on false premises.
Another study that may be partly interpreted as critical of some aspect of antiracism is Yan’s (2003) study of a “racist” incident in a Canadian play center. Applying institutional ethnography, and assuming that antiracism is dominant in Canada, and widely shared by all governmental organizations, and “trickling down” to public institutions, she argues that the antiracist policies and discourses of the adult directors and teachers of the play center may impose criteria on the interpretation and control of “racist” behavior (“I don’t like your face”) of children.
As may be expected, critical studies of antiracism and antiracist discourse have had their own academic or media criticism, for example, by Gallissot (1985) and Taguieff (1995) (for discussion, see Lentin, 2004; Reed, 2018; Van Dijk, 1991).
Antiracist discourse may be part of everyday antiracism in many conversations, by not only directly challenging racist talk or action, but also talking about these “others.” Benwell (2012), in a discourse analytical study, examines “commonsense antiracism” in conversations among book group members in the United Kingdom who engage in “enlightened” talk about the racist talk of others. Interestingly, participants in such antiracist conversations, just like in racist talk, engage in various forms of impression management, as if antiracism also needs to be accounted for. The author explains such strategies in terms of extant anxiety when talking about race and racism. Relevant for our theoretical framework is that such antiracist talk presupposes (but not necessarily expresses) shared values – showing how antiracist discourse and interaction are systematically related to antiracist attitudes and ideologies.
In a related ethnographic study of two voluntary organizations in the USA, Eliasoph (1999) found that antiracist discourse in backstage, private settings may be limited in public “frontstage” settings. The very act of speaking about race in such civic organizations may be interpreted as specific moves of interaction.
Contemporary forms of “new racism” may be a challenge for antiracist discourse, according to a discourse analytical study by Every and Augoustinos (2007) of parliamentary argumentation against racist laws in Australia. Relevant strategies for such antiracist discourse are, for instance, categorical generalizations, negative comparisons with other “illegal” immigrants, and arguments about the nation and cultural differences. As is the case for some of the other studies reviewed here, these authors also observe that such antiracist discourse is “delicate” and needs to be carefully managed, especially in a hostile political climate.
We have seen earlier that most antiracist discourse presupposes not only the existence of racism, but also previous racist discourse. These “duelling” discourses were studied in New Zealand by Fozdar (2008) in her analysis of working-class interviews with Pakeha and Maori speakers (see also Haw, 2020). She shows that similar arguments may be shared in antiracist and racist discourses, for example, about the responsible use of public resources, that Maori today are much better off than other indigenous people, that contemporary generations are not responsible for mistakes of the past, and that there are legitimate and illegitimate ways of protesting. See also Kobayashi (2008) for a study of an antiracism rally as a “discursive crisis” in New Zealand, in which the experiences of racism of Asian immigrants were met by the denials of white citizens and the press as part of a situation of “new racism.”
House (1997), in his multidisciplinary thesis on antiracism and antiracist discourse in France since 1900, uses archival material to present the history of “republican antiracism,” which has its roots in the French Revolution. He examines especially the complex discourses on the nation, assimilation, equality and rights, and the left, since the Dreyfus Affair and antifascism in the 1930s (see also the studies by Lentin, 2004; and Lloyd, 1999).


2.2.4 The Historical Dimension
Our general theoretical framework for the study of racism and antiracism relates discourse and society via a cognitive interface. But antiracism is not only a global social movement, but also a historical one – as shown in the next chapters. Hence, also theoretically, we need to add a historical dimension to the other components of the theory.
As will be our task in the next chapters, antiracist discourse needs to be accounted for differently in different historical periods, with different social, political and cultural conditions, functions and consequences, as well as different communicative situations – and hence different context models of its participants. A Quaker in seventeenth-century North America criticizing slavery obviously talks and writes differently from a black student of the Civil Rights Movement in the USA or a Moroccan immigrant in contemporary Europe criticizing government immigration policies today. In other words, as Ruth Wodak and her associates have been stressing, discourse studies also need a historical component, as she has shown in her studies of antisemitic and extremist right-wing discourse (among many studies, see, e.g., Wodak, 1989, 1994, 1996; Wodak, KhosraviNik, & Mral, 2013; Wodak, et al., 1990).
The same is true for the main components of the theory. Also, cognition has a historical dimension: Knowledge about other peoples is changing constantly, and so are the prejudices and ideologies, and hence also antiracist attitudes and ideologies – changing with related changes in other social and political ideologies – as has been very obvious in the Civil Rights Movement, as well as the current resistance against the racist extreme right in Europe, the USA, Brazil and Australia, among other countries. Obviously, we do not have direct access to antiracist social cognition in general, and even less for different historical periods, so that our main empirical sources are again the many forms of antiracist discourse as studied in the next chapters. Methodologically, it should only be stressed that discourse does not provide direct access to the racial beliefs of people and that all discourse is also controlled by the context models of the language users. In other words, antiracist publicity today may be controlled by corporate aims and functions of such discourse – that is, if it sells better (Case & Ngo, 2017).
Finally, the very societal structures of racism and antiracism are historically changing, again as a function of many other social and political structures, such as the nation-states, churches, media, schools, universities, NGOs, antiracist organizations, minority groups, as well as the relations of power and cooperation among them. These define the sociopolitical contexts that (through the interface of the interpretations of social members) control the communicative context models that finally define the appropriateness of antiracist discourse and its structures. For instance, the organization of the Protestant church in Germany influenced the way reverends cooperated with, or protested against, antisemitic oppression in the nineteenth century and against Nazi terror before and during World War II (see the role of ecumenical protestant churches in the USA for the formulation of antiracist human rights; Zubovich, 2018).
Theoretically, adding a historical dimension to our triangular approach to antiracism results in a three-dimensional approach of considerable complexity. Already the relations between discourse, cognition and society, as explained earlier, require a sophisticated theory of antiracism. Adding a historical dimension to each basic component of the theory challenges an ahistorical approach to antiracism and requires the introduction of further historical variables of change, transformation, development and many others. Thus, for each period, the social or cultural conditions of racism and antiracism may also be different. For instance, until the twentieth century, churches and religions were crucial in antislavery and abolition discourse, and much less so in contemporary antiracist discourse against the extreme right in Europe. The same is true for the influence of the State, political parties, NGOs, the media or corporate business.
Hence, in the coming chapters, we need to attend not only to the many structures and strategies of antiracist text and talk, but also to those of the communicative situations (as construed in the context models of the participants) and the broader sociopolitical contexts of these discourses (for other discourse-historical approaches related to racism, colonialism and antiracism, see, for example, Barker, Hulme, & Iversen, 1994; Ezzaher, 2003; Flowerdew, 2012; Greene, 2013; Kushner & Lunn, 1989; Rash, 2017; Wilson, 2012).
Our presentation of antiracist discourse in the next chapters is generally chronological for the study of the opposition against slavery in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, for the study of abolition and black resistance in the nineteenth century, and for the Civil Rights Movement to the postwar antiracist declaration of UNESCO, postwar antiracist organizations in Europe and Black Lives Matter in the USA today. Also, the discussion of the discourses of Jewish scholars critically opposing antisemitism is approximately chronological between the early nineteenth century and World War II but takes place at the same time as abolition discourse and antiracist discourse in the USA.
Another way of presenting the history of antiracist discourse would be a separate analysis of the discourses of different authors, groups or organizations. For instance, one could present separately antiracist discourse of (former) slaves and (other) black people, or the discourses of members of Protestant or Catholic churches, or the discourses of politics, philosophical or scientific discourse, the discourses of the media and the discourse of everyday conversation. Indeed, each of these variable historical contextual “threads” would be a worthy topic of PhD theses or monographs.
The general theoretical framework for the study of discursive resistance against inequality and oppression of slaves and other blacks and indigenous people in the last five centuries defines the notions of “racism” and “antiracism” in their twentieth-century meanings. We realize that the use of notions such as “race” and hence of “racism” and “antiracism” in the analysis of discourse before the twentieth century are strictly speaking anachronistic. It only makes sense in our contemporary perspective, and evaluation of such discourse in the past does not suggest that the authors of such discourse use such notions and categories.
In the same way as discourse analyses depend on theories of discourse, analysis of history and the historical dimension of discourse also depend on theories of history, in general, and of theories of the history of social movements, in particular (see Tilly, Castañea, & Wood, 2020). Following the methodological proposal of Markoff (2015), historical analysis may focus on dimensions, trends, cycles, punctual events, causal dependence or geographic context.
Thus, our historical study of antiracist discourse adds a time dimension to social, cognitive and discursive dimensions of such discourse, involving temporal changes, developments as well as continuities in each of these other dimensions.
Secondly, we have witnessed several general trends, for instance, from religious to political antiracist discourse, from religious norms and values to sociopolitical ones, from the discourses of white elites to black antiracist discourse, from male to female antiracist discourse and so on.
In an even more complex way, we witness cycles in the relationship between prominent antislavery or antiracist actors or organizations and their relationship to the State. A well-known example is the intermittent discourse and action of (reluctant) US governments in their intervention, policies or legislation on civil rights when black protest is violently oppressed (e.g., by the police) (see also McAdam & Kloos, 2014). Similar cycles may be observed in France or more generally the European Union (see also Lentin, 2004).
As may be expected, antiracist discourse is partly conditioned by punctual events, as was the case with the beginning of the Civil Rights Movement, the Montgomery bus boycott in 1955 following the resistance initiative of Rosa Parks refusing to give up her seat (see also McAdam & Kloos, 2014). We will see that the initial discourses of Black Lives Matter were formulated in 2013 after the killing of a black youth, Trayvon Martin, by white vigilante George Zimmerman and his acquittal. This was even more spectacularly the case for the national and international solidarity with BLM and antiracism in the USA after the police assassination of George Floyd in 2020. In Europe, the arrival of refugees, especially from Syria, in the summer of 2015 gave rise to a broad solidarity movement, Refugees Welcome, in several Western European countries.
Finally, our historical survey examines antiracist discourse in different countries and places, such as antislavery discourse by Bartolomé de las Casas, in Mexico, Quaker discourse in the Caribbean, the USA and the United Kingdom, abolitionist discourse in the USA and the United Kingdom, anti-antisemitic discourse in Germany, and antiracist discourse in various European countries, each with their own political and communicative context.
Other aspects may be relevant. First of all, antiracist discourse historically depends on its main topics or goals. It may be against slavery, and against antisemitism, against discrimination or segregation, against police brutality or against immigration restrictions, among many others, each again different at a different time and different place.
We have seen earlier that the same is true for the different antiracist actors or writers – or their organizations –involved in antiracist discourse. We shall see that there is also a historical development in the religious and other rhetorical strategies of antiracist discourse, obviously different in the seventeenth and twenty-first centuries. Finally, and among other aspects, antiracist discourse may show argumentative continuity or even universality, as is the use of the Golden Rule.
Many of these different aspects of historical analysis will be mentioned in the coming chapters, but each of them would require specialist treatment.


2.3 Topics of Antiracist Theory
After the framework for a theory of antiracism in terms of cognition, society/agency, discourse and their historical dimensions, let us now discuss some topics and studies that are relevant for such theory formation, also with reference to the work of some other authors.
2.3.1 The General Theory of Antiracism
As suggested earlier, compared to the vast number of studies on racism, articles and especially books on antiracism are less frequent outside the field of education and multiculturalism. However, besides the studies reviewed later, for example, those of Bonnett and Lentin, there have been some recent books on antiracism that show that the topic is increasingly found to be relevant (see, e.g., Bakan & Dua, 2014; Blake, Ioanide, & Reed, 2019; Johnson, Joseph-Salisbury, & Kamunge, 2018; Paradies, 2017; Zamalin, 2019).
2.3.1.1 The Theory of Alastair Bonnett
Alastair Bonnett has been one of the most prominent contemporary theorists of antiracism. In his monograph (Bonnett, 2000a), as well as in several articles, he offers a systematic sociological, historical and geographical account of antiracism. Because of his broad knowledge of various kinds of antiracism in the world, his monograph starts out with an emphasis on the vast diversity of antiracist resistance in the world, as well as its political complexity.
For instance, he observes what we shall also be able to witness in this book, namely the apparent contradiction of radical antiracist movements, on the one hand, and official antiracist government policies, on the other hand. He analyzes and proposes antiracism as an “anti-essentialist political force that acts to denaturalize both ethnic and racial allegiances and categories.”
His minimal definition of antiracism is “those forms of thought and/or practice that seek to confront, eradicate and/or ameliorate racism. Anti-racism implies the ability to identify a phenomenon – racism – and to do something about it.” Such a definition suggests that antiracism could be analyzed in terms of what aspects of racism it opposes.
Bonnett is aware of the role of discourse and cognition in antiracism when he discusses people’s claims and reasons for antiracism. These reasons include that racism (i) is socially and politically disruptive of cohesion, (ii) is foreign or imported, (iii) sustains the ruling class, (iv) hinders the progress of the community, (v) is scientifically misguided, (vi) distorts the identity of minority groups, and (vii) is anti-egalitarian and unjust.
To sum up, antiracism defines racism as bad because it violates a number of fundamental social norms and values, such as those of equality, freedom, justice, solidarity and truth in ethnically heterogeneous societies. It is therefore likely that much antiracist discourse precisely is formulated in terms of various types of violation of these values, as we shall also see in the next chapters.
Within this general framework, Bonnett examines the roots (history) of antiracism (such as the relativist and universalist visions of equality), despite the fact that the term only appears in the 1930s. He warns against the practice of defining antiracism as a “western” invention of “civilization.” He discusses the history of relativist (e.g., defamiliarization and tolerance with Montaigne or Montesquieu, but measured with “superior” European values) and universalist (universal values, such as the equality of all human beings) roots of antiracism (for the study of antisemitism vs. universalism on the left, see, e.g., Fine & Spencer, 2017). He stresses that racism and colonialism were generally resisted by non-Western peoples and scholars across the world, for instance in Latin America (as in theories of mestizaje in Vasconcelos), W. E. B. Du Bois’ pan-Africanism and anticolonialism in Fanon’s writings. He also stresses that antiracism is not only about resistance, but also about the “creation of sustainable states, the reproduction of modern economies and the establishment of internationally accepted principles of political legitimacy,” for example, as expressed in United Nations texts or official, government egalitarianism (e.g., in Malaysia, official French and Canadian United Nations, EU, African unity, antiracism etc.), and international business rhetoric (against the mobility of labor and capital).
After these theoretical, historical and geographical chapters on the varieties of antiracism, Bonnett examines various forms of antiracist practice, multiculturalism, psychological antiracism, radical antiracism and anti-Nazism.
Bonnett also discusses antiracist dilemmas, such as the role of ethnicity as part of racism, the relations between antiracism and feminism or other (emancipatory) social movements, essentialism (e.g., the “reality” of race vs. social construction, e.g., of ethnic identities), and whiteness (e.g., of whites in the antiracist movement).
Finally, Bonnett in his book comments on progressive or conservative criticisms of antiracism, that is, on anti-antiracism as it has grown in the last decades and as we have discussed in our analysis of the racist coverage of ethnic events in the tabloid press in the United Kingdom (Van Dijk, 1991).
Some of the topics of his book are also discussed in Bonnett’s other work, such as his earlier book with an empirical study of public educationalists in two regions of the United Kingdom (Bonnett, 1993). In this book, he discusses, among many other topics, the relations between antiracism and multiculturalism in the United Kingdom and USA, part of a large debate on multiculturalism in the United Kingdom – often seen as less radical than antiracist approaches to “race” and education and less political than in the USA.
Examining the different “representations” of “racial” difference and identity, he discusses several problems of antiracism in the United Kingdom, such as the attack by conservatives, the isolation of the community and the white working class, and the assertiveness of various ethnic groups (e.g., South Asians) (see also his article on the formation of public professionals and their locally similar and different ideologies: Bonnett, 1993b). In several articles, he criticizes antiracists in the United Kingdom and Europe for their fixed conception of whiteness (Bonnett, 1996, 1998), antiracism in the USA and cultural pluralism of the World Bank as part of a neoliberal ideology for which the USA plays the role of the modern nation (Bonnett, 2006), and the nostalgia of some radical antiracists, such as Gilroy, in the United Kingdom (Bonnett, 2010).
Among the many important contributions of Bonnett to the theory of antiracism, one should highlight especially his broad geographical and historical focus, his account of the diversity (and contradictions) of antiracism and relations with other emancipatory movements, his discussion of the work of a large number of antiracist theorists in many countries, as well as the dilemmas of and the opposition against racism. Less explicit is his account of the sociocognitive foundations (ideology etc.) of antiracism and of antiracist discourse, a topic to which we will return later.

2.3.1.2 Sociopolitical Analysis of Antiracism: Alana Lentin
Alana Lentin (2004), in her study of antiracist movements in the United Kingdom, Ireland, Italy and especially France, offers a sophisticated sociopolitical theory of these movements, with special reference to, and debate with, theorists such as Voegelin, Balibar, Fanon, Gilroy and Taguieff. Interesting for our own project is that she, like Cathie Lloyd about the MRAP in France (Lloyd, 1998), is also interested in the discourses of these movements.
Lentin’s theory of antiracism is generally formulated at the abstract political macrolevel of antiracist movements and their relation to the State, for example, in terms of the distance with respect to what she calls “public political culture,” including democracy, solidarity, freedom, equality, respect and dignity (p. 2). These are the general values of democratic ideology, as they also appear in “majoritarian” critical antiracist discourse about the State, for example, formulated in terms of human rights, justice or fairness.
On the other hand, Lentin shows, especially from the perspective of racialized groups themselves, that antiracism may also be defined in terms of other concepts, such as “emancipation, empowerment, resistance, liberation and self-determination,” that is, in terms of important goals or interests of minorities, or immigrants, on the one hand, or colonized peoples, that is as “others,” on the other hand. Hence, the State may also be criticized whether or not it cooperates with the realization of these goals. Historically, the State may be ambivalent in this respect. It may, on the one hand, recognize freedom as a fundamental democratic value, but not necessarily accept its “extension” to the freedom-emancipation of specific groups or peoples. In actual antiracist discourse these criteria of general democratic values and particular group goals and interests may be combined but also may be in conflict or emphasized differently.
In her book, Lentin discusses the variety and diversity of antiracist movements and their discourses, especially in terms of their relation with, or criticism of, the State, along this continuum of proximity or distance with respect to the ideology or “political culture” of the democratic State. At the same time, she emphasizes the important historical contextualization of these discourses through a “sociological reconstruction of the historical emergence of anti-racist discourse” (p. 9). Indeed, many of her examples of discourse, especially those obtained in her interviews with antiracist organizations, focus on these sociological aspects of their foundation and organization, rather than on their attitudes, ideologies or values of their antiracist position.
In her broader sociopolitical and historical analysis of the development of racism in Europe, she criticizes postwar individual, psychological definitions of racism (e.g., in UNESCO publications), that is, a depoliticized view of racism, and the widespread view that racial oppression is inconsistent with democratic ideology in Europe, and that, for instance, the Shoah (i.e., the Holocaust) is an aberration (pp. 10–11). One main goal of her book is to show that much antiracism ignores the relationship between “the political idea of ‘race’ and the exigencies of the modern European nation-state” (p. 36), including the consolidation of state power and the association of racism and nationalism. The same applies to her analysis of the relation between antiracism and anticolonialism, both founded on a fundamental criticism of the application of democratic values, on the one hand, and the State’s failure to recognize the emancipation or independence of racialist groups in Europe or peoples in the colonies, on the other hand.
Besides this general sociopolitical analysis of the relations among specific antiracist movements, or between these movements and the State, more specific analyses are needed of the actual contacts, cooperation, interaction and discourses that characterize these relationships at the meso- and microlevel of analysis. Lloyd (1998) and Lentin (2004) in their studies of the discourses of antiracist movements show how this is the case in France, and Seibert (2008) shows how antiracist criticism of the State by the student movement in Germany had influence on national policies.
In her later articles on racism and antiracism, Lentin discusses the permanence of racism in Europe and European superiority despite denials of racism (Lentin, 2008) and the role of antiracism confronted with the claim that Western societies are post-race and celebrating diversity. Antiracist activism may thus be relativized and made meaningless by considering it as one among many forms of “antiracialism” (Lentin, 2011).


2.3.2 The Variety of Antiracisms
The characterization of antiracism as a macromovement implies that historically there is not just one but a large variety of different movements or other forms of collective activity against racism, as has also been stressed by other studies of antiracism (Aptheker, 1992; Bonnett, 2000a; Lentin, 2004; Mullings, 2005). Such diversity also has implications for the theory of antiracism. Slave revolts in the Americas in general, and in Brazil in particular, have very different characteristics from (also many different) abolitionist movements in various countries, which again are very different from the Civil Rights Movement in the USA or antiracist organizations in Europe, such as SOS Racisme in France and Spain, among many contemporary others in other countries.
At a very general level, these movements share an ideology with values of racial and ethnic equality and a variety of attitudes against slavery or against the many types of discrimination against non-European immigrants or ethnic minorities in white-dominated countries. So the macromovement of antiracism may also be characterized as a “family” of social movements, some with similar historical roots, and with many intergroup or organizational relationships, as is the case, for instance, of the Black Movement in Brazil with the Civil Rights Movements in the USA or the anti-Apartheid movement in South Africa, on the one hand, and many historical and contemporary forms of anti-antisemitism in many countries, on the other hand. There are many studies comparing racism in many countries, but hardly any comparative studies of antiracism (but see, e.g., Bonnett, 2006; Bowser, 1995; Silva, 2012; Warren & Sue, 2011).
The diversity of the antiracist movement is even more marked if we also consider anticolonialism as a form of antiracism or at least as overlapping movements because of the hierarchical relationships between European colonizers and non-European colonized, and the nature of exploitation and slavery as part of colonialism. Often, the struggle against colonialism was also a struggle against racism, for example, in the works of W. E. B. Du Bois, Marcus Garvey, Leopold Senghor, Frantz Fanon, and others (see, e.g., Bonnett, 2000a; Byrd, 2011; Von Eschen, 1997). Also, in the vast literature on postcolonialism (not reviewed here), there is often a discussion of anticolonialism and antiracism (see, e.g., Gunew, 2003; Lawrence & Dua, 2005). Although conceptually and historically related, racism and colonialism are not always consciously represented in antiracist activities. For instance, comparing antiracist discourse in New Zealand and Spain, Azarmandi (2017) found that in Spain antiracism is only related to immigration but not to colonialism.
As we shall see later, most forms of antiracism have been studied and practiced in terms of the struggle against European racism, especially in Europe, the Americas, South Africa, Asia, Australia and New Zealand, and as directed against people of non-European origin, both in their own countries, or as immigrants and minorities in white-dominated countries (Winant, 2002).
But things are more complex than that. First of all, there is a form of intra-European xenophobia or regionalism that has so much in common with racism that it seems arbitrary not to see them as special variants, as is the case for the prejudices about, and discrimination against, Eastern European people in Western Europe, for example, against Polish workers in the United Kingdom or against poor Romanian or Roma immigrants in Spain, France and other countries (see, e.g., Bataille & Wieviorka, 1994; Baumgartl & Favell, 1995). This is especially the case, even within the same country, for anti-Roma (anti-“gipsy”) racism in many European countries, as well as in South America (Benz, 2014; Coxhead, 2007; Hohmann, 1995; Schenk, 1994; Wippermann, 1997). All these forms of racism or ethnicism have been resisted by their own antiracist movements. Again, there are many studies of such forms of intra-European racism or xenophobia, but few studies of movements or other collective against them (see Bonnett, 2000a; Hamburger, 2001; Oakley, 1996).
Moreover, there are forms of within-country regionalism that are very similar to racism, as is the case for the North of Italy, especially as politically represented by the Lega Norte political party, against “terroni” in the South (and their influence in Rome) (Agnew, 1995; Cimino & Foschi, 2014; Diani, 1996; Woods, 2009). Less pronounced, but undeniable, are the general stereotypes and prejudices of people in Northern Europe against those in Southern Europe, with similar stereotypes in the USA about the South even after more than a century. Given these many types of racism, xenophobia, regionalism and so on, as forms of domination, we may expect, in each situation, many different forms of antiracism.
Outside of Europe, we find the Japanese xenophobia against Koreans (Takezawa, 2017), religion-based discrimination of Catholics by Protestants in Northern Island or of Muslims vs. Hindus in India and Pakistan, and so on, as well as clashes between different peoples or religions in Africa or the Middle East. We see in these examples that racism is often related to religious strife and prejudice, as is also the case for increasing Islamophobia in much of the Western World (see, e.g., Austin, 2015; Esposito & Kalin, 2011; Van der Valk, 2015).
Again, there is a vast literature on the many kinds of racism, xenophobia, interethnic conflict, regionalism and so on, in the world, but as yet few systematic studies of the ways these are systematically opposed by social movements or state intervention.
The diversity of antiracisms may also be ideological, for example, between radical or progressive criticism of racism as a dominant system, or a more conservative focus on individual prejudice and discrimination by “bigoted” persons (Blauner, 1995). Some forms of resistance against racism or in favor of diversity, such as multiculturalism, may not be seen as antiracism in more radical forms of antiracism (Anthias & Lloyd, 2002; Bonnett, 2000; May, 1999). And finally, several studies critically examine neoliberal forms of antiracism, which are found to deracialize and depoliticize policies on interethnic community relations (Nelson & Dunn, 2017).
The diversity of antiracism may be also theoretical, as we have seen earlier. Thus, our approach is crucially multidisciplinary and focuses on the relations between antiracist discourse, antiracist social cognition and antiracist social movements and their history. Lentin (2004) takes a more sociopolitical approach defined in terms of the relations of social movements to the State, and their definition in terms of civic political culture (such as values) or group. In a similar sociopolitical perspective, Yuval-Davis (2002) focuses on antiracism and citizenship. Lloyd (1998, 2002) emphasizes the aspects of antiracism (e.g., in France) as a social movement, as is also the overall aim of our approach. Bonnett (1998) emphasizes the geographical diversity of antiracisms in the world. Many studies highlight the common struggle of racism and feminism (see, e.g., Calliste, Dei, & Aguiar, 2000; Crass, 2013; Dua & Robertson, 1999; Knowles & Mercer, 1992; Lebens, 2006; Ng, Staton, & Scane, 1995; Twine & Blee, 2001) – a form of intersectionality advocated by Crenshaw (2020).
As we also will see in the examples in the next chapters, antiracism also takes many different forms geographically, while responding to equally variable forms of racism (see also especially the geographical approach by Bonnett, 2000a). We have seen that Bonnett especially emphasizes that antiracism should not be seen as a “western” invention. This is a very relevant caveat, because many if not most studies of antiracism, including many of those referred to here, are about white (and hence Western) antiracism (for criticism, see also Atwell, 2014; Brown, 2017; O’Brien, 1999).
2.3.2.1 Empirical Studies of Antiracism in Various Countries
We have seen that the large variety of racisms, xenophobias, regionalisms and related forms of ethnic or national domination and inequality may be opposed by many different forms of antiracism, each with its own structure of time, location, participants, social practices and discourses. Let us briefly review, by way of example, some of the studies of antiracism that have been carried out in various countries of the world.
In our other work, for instance, we deal with antiracist discourse in Brazil, analyzing parliamentary debates, especially of black MPs, about affirmative action and quotas for black students, against the background of a history of slavery and the presence of many forms of contemporary anti-black racism (see, e.g., Bailey, 2004; Bonnett, 2006; D’Adesky, 2001; Da Costa, 2016; De Jaccoud, 2009; Guimarães, 1999; Warren, 2001).
Similarly, in their comparative study, Warren & Sue (2011) show how antiracism in Latin America, despite its varieties, may be relevant for antiracist research elsewhere, and that we should not only apply antiracist notions as elaborated in the USA in the Latin American context, and especially in Brazil, as has been customary, but also challenge them (for antiracisms in Latin America and the Caribbean, see Wade, Scorer, & Aguiló, 2019).
Similarly, antiracist action and discourse in South Africa presuppose the struggle against Apartheid, and against other forms of contemporary racism (see, e.g., the recent Marxist studies of racism and antiracism after Apartheid: Bakan & Dua, 2014; Satgar, 2019). Bradshaw (2014) in interviews with white antiracists in South Africa highlights, on the one hand, the subjective nature of the understanding of (anti)racism, but also common topics, such as the necessity of listening to blacks not from a dominant position. In an interesting conversation analytical study, Whitehead (2015) examines how in South African radio call-in shows speakers may withdraw comments that may be heard as racist.
Many studies of antiracism have been carried out in Australia, within a sociopolitical context of the various racisms against indigenous peoples as well as against recent immigrants from Asia and Africa (see, e.g., Dreher, 2006; Dunn, et al., 2009; Paradies, 2005, 2016). Thus, Berman & Paradies (2010) discuss how debates in Australia, as is the case for the United Kingdom and the USA, have been focused on multiculturalism while marginalizing antiracism. Relevant for the study of antiracism is also the insight into the delicate nature of accusations of racism in a hostile political climate, as shown in a study of parliamentary debates on asylum seekers in Australia, as we have seen earlier (Every & Augoustinos, 2007; see also Mitchell, Every, & Ranzijn, 2011; Nelson, 2014), or in complaints about refugees in radio talk (Hanson-Easy & Augoustinos, 2011). Besides these discourse analytical approaches, more social psychological studies of “bystander everyday racism” on behalf of indigenous people in Australia have also been explored (see, e.g., Neto & Pedersen, 2013; Redmond, Pedersen, & Paradies, 2014). Finally, Nissim (2014) studies how high-achieving Australian indigenous people develop resilience against white racism, for example, by acknowledging racism, emotional distance, strong sense of identity and staying calm.
Among many other antiracist studies outside of Europe and the USA, there have been many contributions in Canada, in this case in a context of racism against indigenous First Nation peoples (Este & Lorenzetti, 2018), for example, about antiracist education (Bonnett & Carrington, 1996; Dei, 1992). As elsewhere, (white) antiracism does not always take into account the indigenous struggles against racial oppression and marginalization (Dua, 2008). Besides the long history of anti-indigenous racism in Canada, more recent black immigration has also stimulated antiracist research, for example, about the storytelling of black youth about their experiences (Kumsa, Mfoafo-M’Carthy, Oba, & Gaasim, 2014). In their informative edited volume on racism and antiracism in Canada, Este, Lorenzetti, & Sato (2018) include a large variety of antiracist approaches and topics, for example, about the “colorblind” society, white privilege, reconciliation (e.g., in relation to the topic of missing/murdered indigenous girls), the racialization of poverty, antiracist education, gender, the criminal justice system, Islamophobia and indigenous youth.
Though outside of Europe and the USA, most of these antiracist studies in Brazil, South Africa, Australia and Canada have been carried out by white researchers. Besides the many forms of black resistance in Africa, the USA, Brazil or the Caribbean (see also the next chapters), the diversity and the solidarity of global antiracisms and anti-imperialisms have been celebrated by such leading black scholars as W. E. B. Du Bois and Marcus Garvey in the USA, Abdias Nascimento in Brazil, and Caribbean writers such as Frantz Fanon (see, e.g., Bergin, 2016; Von Eschen, 1997). Interesting in this context is the study by Onishi (2013) about “transpacific,” Afro-Asian solidarity between movements in post-surrender Japan and Okinawa and the black movement in the USA, for example, during the war in Vietnam.
Finally and as stressed earlier, many forms of antiracism have characterized the anticolonial and postcolonial movements in the colonies of European countries such as the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Belgium, France and Spain – a vast topic (especially about postcolonial literature studies) outside the scope of this book (see, e.g., Alexanderson, 2019; Bacchetta, Maira, & Winant, 2018; Baker & Jahn 2008; Chowdhry & Nair, 2002; Gunew, 2003; Judaken, 2008; Judge & Langdon, 2018; Lawrence, 2013; Shilliam, 2015).

2.3.2.2 Solidarity Movements
Many social movements are defined in terms of their resistance against oppression, exclusion or discrimination of their members, as is the case for many black movements since slave revolts in the sixteenth century until Black Lives Matter (Aptheker, 1974; Dresher & Emmer, 2010). We will see in Chapters 4 and 5 that the abolition movement, on the one hand, was a resistance movement of slaves and other blacks, but that white people also participated, both in the USA and in Brazil. The same is true for the Civil Rights Movement and today in the international solidarity with Black Lives Matter. More generally, most antiracist movements are partly resistance, partly solidarity movements, as is the case for migration movements today.
On the other hand, some movements, such as Welcome Refugees in 2015, were nearly exclusively a solidarity movement (see, e.g., Atac, Rygiel, & Stierl, 2018; Bock & MacDonald, 2019; Della Porta, 2018; Rosenberger, Stern, & Merhaut, 2018). The same is true for “country” movements and initiatives in Europe, Canada and the USA opposing violations of human rights, for instance in Latin American countries in the 1970s.
We will see in the antiracist discourses in the next chapters that initially the opposition against slavery and other forms of racist abuse of African or indigenous people in the Americas was discursively formulated by religious people, whether in religious or humanitarian terms. The same was true in Brazil, where the first antislavery texts were written by Jesuits such as Antônio Vieira and Jorge Benci (Vainfas, 1986; for further references, see Van Dijk, 2020a).
More generally, then, the notion of solidarity should be part of a theory of antiracism that goes beyond notions of resistance as self-defense. However, the notion of solidarity is conceptually complex. Strictly speaking, solidarity defines an altruist relation between (members of) a solidary group and an oppressed or dominated group, consisting of actual commitment, without any form of self-interest, and in terms of the preferences of the oppressed group (see, e.g., Giugni & Passy, 2001; Kolers, 2016; Scholz, 2008). A discussion on whether or not altruist solidarity activism also has psychological or social functions for antiracist actors is beyond the scope of this chapter. But it is important to stress that some public forms of solidarity with “distant suffering” (Boltanski, 1999), without explicit sociopolitical commitment, may be merely a form of an ironic spectacle (Chouliaraki, 2013).


2.3.3 Everyday Antiracisms
In the same way there are many forms of everyday racism (see, e.g., Essed, 1991), we have stressed that there are many forms of everyday antiracism, in which white and especially black actors engage in various forms of resistance, also in the form of bystander antiracism (see, e.g., McKee, 2014; Nelson, Dunn, & Paradies, 2011).
Thus, in their historical case study of black car racer Wendell Scott, Alderman & Inwood (2016) show how African Americans engage in “mobility work” to negotiate white supremacy. Such antiracism “from below” is also studied in Aquino (2016, 2018, 2020), examining the cultural repertoires and “identity repair” of middle-class Filipino migrants in Sydney.
Brown (2017), in a study that aims to renew the sociological approach to antiracism, focuses especially on how “people of color” mitigate and confront hegemonic racialization. In particular, their “oppositional antiracism” contributes to their role as change agents, as is the case for marronage, such as the resistance of the Windward Maroons in Jamaica (see also Chapters 4 and 5).
As recalled earlier, many studies of antiracism are limited to white antiracism. Relevant to mention separately is Case’s (2012) qualitative study of a group of White Women Against Racism (WWAR) in the USA, engaging in dialogue about white privilege and identity as well as ally behavior. Similarly, Detant (2005) provides a qualitative case study of everyday racism, antiracist rhetoric and media coverage of a movement in Belgium in the 1990s (Hand in Hand) on the occasion of the successes of an extremist right-wing party (Vlaams Blok).
As we already discussed earlier in a review of discourse analytical studies (Eliasoph, 1999; Benwell, 2012), everyday antiracism in interaction and conversation is difficult or “delicate,” both for white as well as black people, for example, because it is a challenge to the usual strategies of cooperation and alignment. This discomfort of everyday antiracist activity in conversation has also been observed by Babacan (2013).

2.3.4 Post-Racial?
One of the challenges of antiracism has been the claims that Western countries have become increasingly “colorblind” or “post-racial,” claims that especially refer to the election of Barack Obama as president of the USA, as well as the appointment of African Americans in leading positions. These claims continue the earlier views of Julius Wilson on the “declining significance of race” (Wilson, 1978).
These claims recall well-known general denials of racism by the elites (Van Dijk, 1992) and use ideologies in terms of universal, republican or democratic human rights and values, while ignoring or minimizing the continuing prevalence of “race” and racism or the role of minority or black antiracism. Such denials of racism and the attempts to make antiracism irrelevant generally may be interpreted as indications that “race” is still relevant in the many forms of discrimination and inequality (among many studies, see, e.g., the discussion in Bonnett, 2000a; Goldberg, 1994, 1997, 2001, 2015; Lentin, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2014, 2016; Sayyid, 2017; Zamalin, 2019).
Indeed, these and many other recent studies are emphasizing that many different racisms in the USA and Europe are alive and kicking, for instance in cases of violence of police officers against black youths, as opposed by the Black Lives Matter movement (Hillstrom, 2018; Lebron, 2017; Taylor, 2016; Zamalin, 2019; see also Andriessen & Morsink, 2016; for details on BLM, see Chapter 8). Similarly, in Europe, the extreme and racist right has gained renewed strength in many countries after its delegitimatization following World War II (see, e.g., Karcher & Kjøstvedt, 2012; Wodak, 2020; Wodak, KhosraviNik, & Mral, 2013).
Many recent books have shown that the arguments of a “post-racial” society are inconsistent with racist reality today. Since this book does not deal with racism, we will not further elaborate our critical view of the concept (among many books analyzing the myth of post-racialism, see, e.g., Austin, 2015; Bailey, 2016; Foster, 2013; Goldberg, 2015; Kaplan, 2010; Neville, Gallardo, & Sue, 2016; Wingfield & Feagin, 2013; these books should be seen as so many forms of academic antiracism; see also Scheurich, 2002).

2.3.5 Cooperation between Antiracist and Other Organizations
Social movements seldom are isolated. They cooperate with others and form efficient coalitions (McCammon & Moon, 2016). We will see in the next chapters that especially women of the abolition movement at the same time participated in the burgeoning feminist movement and the temperance movement. Perhaps the most famous of these coalitions was the one that also showed this in its very name: the Rainbow Coalition since the end of the 1960s, linking various radical movements, such as the Black Panthers and the Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) in the USA (see, e.g., Marable, 1985; Navarro, 1988). Today, such coalitions exist, for example, between Black Lives Matter and the Ecological Movement (Pellow, 2018; see also Chapter 8).
Crass (2013, 2015) in his essays and interviews examines forms of cooperation and movement building between white antiracist groups, feminist groups and women of color in view of “collective liberation” of race, class and gender in the USA. The opposite may also hold: The goals of groups or movements may be very different but higher-level goals may coincide; for instance, nationalist and antiracist white males may disagree on antiracist goals but share a class ideology of white middle-class men (see Hughey, 2014; see also the critical discussion of antiracism and working-class voters in the USA: Reed, 2018).
The same is true for different white antiracist activists, who may share antiracist goals but may be unable to cooperate because of different activist backgrounds and different concepts of antiracism (O’Brien, 2001). Similarly, different ethnic identities may be a problem in multiracial movements. Jacobs & Taylor (2012), for instance, show how white identity and consciousness may interfere with efficient antiracist collective action and organization.
These and other studies show that antiracist activity, movement organization and alliances between movements should not only be studied at the level of actual or lacking contacts or cooperation, but also at the level of sociocognitive representations such as goals, identities, attitudes and ideologies. Such a study not only offers a more complete, multidisciplinary approach to antiracist movements, but also is able to explain the forms and modalities of cooperation, both at the level of whole groups and movements, and at the level of individual members and their integration and cooperation in (multiracial, multiethnic) movements. Ethnographic studies of the individual trajectories of white antiracist activists thus offer necessary insights into the personal and socially shared social cognitions involved in antiracist movements (Thompson, 2001).

2.3.6 The Critical and Transformational Functions of Antiracism
Above as well as in most theoretical studies of antiracism, the resistance against, and the critical analysis of, racism is most prominent. Part of this focus derives from the very notion of antiracism as ideas and practices against racism. Not only critics of such antiracism, but self-critically we should ask whether antiracism is also for something.
A trivial reply to that question would be that the overall aim of the antiracist movements and their members is the realization of a non-racist society – but again such a definition features the concept of negativity with the word non-.
The obvious comparison with feminism as a historical and global movement shows that the concept of feminism is not limited to opposition or resistance, that is, only as a struggle against sexism or patriarchy.
We may also argue that the positive aim of antiracism is implied: If the struggle against racism is successful, and racist prejudices and practices are finally eradicated, the result of a world without racism can only be celebrated in positive terms, as would be the case for the eradication of a disease. In such a world, the antiracist movement has no longer a reason of existence.
The use of more positively formulated social and political aims, such as the transformation of current racist society and its inequalities into a democratic egalitarian society, is so general and abstract that it would apply for nearly all social movements – based on the positive values of equality and justice. More specifically, then, for all the existing and constantly changing forms of racism today, we would need to formulate the “positive” counterpart (for such an “equitable society” in healthcare, see South & Butler, 2020).
Given the prevalence of racism today, therefore, instead of formulating the ideal aims of antiracism in very abstract democratic terms of positive values and norms, it seems more appropriate to continue to formulate antiracism in terms of resistance, a resistance that can be practically formulated and applied by a detailed analysis and elimination of the many racist beliefs and practices that define contemporary society.

2.3.7 Antiracism as a Social Movement
One of the aims of this chapter and this book is to define antiracism as a historical and global social macromovement, consisting of many local movements, initiatives and activities in many countries. In our brief theory of antiracism and antiracist discourse formulated earlier, we have formulated a number of aspects or dimensions of this movement, such as its forms of social cognition, actors, activities, discourse, interaction, organization and sociopolitical contexts. Although it cannot be the aim of this historical study of antiracist discourse in Europe and the USA to develop a new theory of social movements, we do stress the importance of discourse and cognition as crucial components of such a general theory. Nor are we able to apply the vast number of notions developed in social movement research of the last decades to a new theory of antiracism, besides the few references given in this chapter.
However, in order to complete the discussion in this chapter and enhance its relevance for the analyses of the following chapters, let us briefly mention a few further aspects of a theory of social movements that may be relevant for a theory of antiracism. This especially is also the case for the historical and transnational nature of social movements such as antiracism.
2.3.7.1 Micro and Macro
First of all, discursive resistance is one of the dimensions of the microlevel study of social movements, as is the case for actors, actions and interaction or antiracist practices. To avoid confusion about different notions of macro and micro, we should distinguish between the application of these notions in the description of discourse, on the one hand, and of society, on the other hand. Discourse, text or talk as forms of agency are part of the societal microlevel of the social order. But for discourse itself a distinction is usually made between the microlevel of individual words, phrases, sentences or turns, and different kinds of structures at the macro-level. These macro or global structures of discourse consist of the semantic macrostructures that define overall coherence, topics of themes, on the one hand, or more global “schematic structures,” often called “superstructures.” Superstructures conventionally define the overall organization of a discourse, such as the organization of a news report (with such categories as Headline, Lead etc.), scholar articles (Title, Abstract, Introduction … Conclusion) or the overall organization of a conversation (between Greetings or Openings and Leave taking). This also applies to the study of social movement discourse, such as manifestos, programs or meetings.
The same distinctions are relevant for the study of social movement action and interaction. A protest march may be one of the “micro” activities of the “repertoire” of a larger campaign of a peace or antiracist movement, but as such may require an analysis of micro or local acts of individual participants, on the one hand, or a macro or global analysis of the overall structure of the march, on the other hand.
Similar distinctions apply for the cognitive basis of both discourse and (inter) action, viz., between the local, ongoing personal experience (mental model) of a participant at the microlevel, on the one hand, and the shared overall goal of march, a campaign or a whole movement, on various macrolevels, on the other hand.

2.3.7.2 Local, National and Global Movements and Activism
Contemporary theories of social movements, especially in sociology and political science, have developed other notions that are relevant for the analysis of antiracism. In general these notions characterize meso- or macrolevel aspects of social movements. Thus, we have defined antiracism, like feminism, as a global movement, and hence it requires analysis differentiating between local or national movements, such as the Civil Rights Movement in the USA, and transnational protest and activism, such as the nuclear, environmental or the global justice movements (Della Porta & Tarrow, 2004). We will see in the next chapters that much antiracist discourse and other activism in history were local and national. But the abolition movement was already more broadly international and transnational, with shared networks, contacts, communication and discourse in the USA, the United Kingdom, France and Brazil. More recently, the movements of the Arab spring, Occupy and today the demonstrations in solidarity with Black Lives Matter in many countries also have local, national and transnational dimensions. Tarrow (2005) in his book on transnational activism – as well as in his other work – stresses that, despite increasing internationalization, facilitated by contacts and communication via the internet, most movements and activism are local or national, if only because most of the activists can only operate locally or nationally. Tilly, Castañeda, & Wood (2020) also recall that, despite growing internationalization of social movements, especially since the twentieth century, most contention activities are still local or national.

2.3.7.3 Historical Movements
We have also defined antiracism as a historical movement, with its roots in antislavery writings in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the abolition movement in the nineteenth century, the Civil Rights Movement in the twentieth century and Black Lives Matter in the twenty-first century. Similar historical movements are the feminist movement and the socialist or communist workers movements.
Obviously, the definition of a historical movement depends on the definition of the concept of movement. Thus, in the next chapters we will cite and analyze religiously inspired discourses against slavery in Antiquity and especially between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. But strictly speaking, they are part of the activities of a movement only since the abolition movements in the nineteenth century, for example, in the United Kingdom, the USA and Brazil.
In the last edition of their history of social movements, Tilly, Castañea, & Wood (2020) locate the first social movements around 1750. They stipulate that contentious activities can be defined as a movements only if (i) they organize campaigns of “sustained public effort making collective claims on target authorities,” (ii) have a repertoire of activities, such as meetings, rallies, demonstrations and petitions, and (iii) public representations of worthiness, unity, numbers and commitments are shown in discourse, clothing, banners and resistance despite oppression.
Obviously, many of the early discourses against slavery examined in the next chapters were not written or pronounced as part of social movements defined by these three criteria. But, as is the case for the Quaker opposition against slavery, we will see that these criteria were increasingly fulfilled, beginning with early sermons and petitions, meetings, challenging resistance (also of other Quakers) and finally concerted political action in UK parliament. Tilly & Tarrow (2015) start the second edition of their book Contentious Politics with the example of the activities of Thomas Clarkson, whose discourse will be studied in Chapter 4, as the initiator of the abolition movement as a historical movement. But his discourses were also inspired by earlier Quaker sermons, petitions and political activities both in the USA and the United Kingdom, as we will see in Chapter 5.
Other “antiracist” discourses, such as those of Bartolomé de las Casas in Mexico, appear to be more individual, but as we will see in the next chapter they feature rhetorically impressive claims, addressed to King Carlos I of Spain, as a defense of the indigenous population, and against the opposition of religious and other authorities. We do not know if such discourse was discussed and planned in collaboration with other priests in Mexico. And the repertoire of activities probably did not go beyond text and talk. Yet its influence in Spain and on the international antislavery and human rights movements was considerable. In that sense, it is an early form of what later would be the solidarity movements in the USA and Europe with peoples in Latin America (see, e.g., Featherstone, 2012; Scholz, 2008). Using another example, we may refer to Marx’s early publications inspiring socialist and communist movements, but strictly speaking they are not part of these movements.
Indeed, for the definition of a social movement, we may add further relevant criteria, such as forms of shared social cognition, such as goals, plans, attitudes, norms, values and ideologies, on the one hand, and the influence of contentious discourse on legislation, policies and public opinion, on the other hand. The criterion of numbers is of course variable and may range from a small local group to millions of supporters of an international movement.
The focus of historical analysis in this book is on discourse and hence on – often prominent – individual authors. These do not always speak as members of a social movement in the strict sense of the notion, but often their discourses have inspired collective resistance, whether or not as a social movement. In that sense their discourses against slavery, racism and antisemitism count as sources or as part of the historical and global antiracist movement. Strictly speaking, it is only since the abolition movement in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and then during the Civil Rights Movement, Black Lives Matter or SOS Racisme that authors also explicitly write as members of such movements.
We shall see in Chapter 7 that this is different for the Jewish authors who since the nineteenth century critically analyze antisemitism, but hardly did so as members of a specific Jewish movement, even when their Jewish identity is crucial to their resistance. On the other hand, blacks may resist racism in their identity as blacks or African Americans and at the same time as members of Black Lives Matter. This and other theoretical aspects dealt with in this chapter suggest that historical or sociological definitions of social movements, such as those in Tilly, Castañeda, & Wood (2000), may also need sociocognitive criteria defining social movements, such as shared goals, identities, knowledge, attitudes, norms and values. Without these criteria, collective action, campaigns or interaction are impossible, whereas their “unity” also requires sociocognitive definition. We hope to elaborate these sociocognitive aspects of social movements in a future project.

2.3.7.4 Other Notions of Social Movement Research
Besides the microlevel notions of discourse, action or interaction, and the typical macro-notions of the transnational nature of some contemporary movements, there are other notions of social movement research that are relevant for the study of antiracism and antiracist discourse. We will briefly list some of these notions, with reference to the relevant literature, but they need more detailed elaboration of the study of antiracism as a social movement (for discussion of these notions, their criticism and development, see, e.g., McAdam, Tarrow, & Tilly, 2001).

	Opportunity Structures. Classical SM research routinely uses the notion of “opportunity structures” to refer to the (un)favorable social and especially political context of a movement (see, e.g., Tilly & Tarrow, 2015, also for antislavery movements). For empirical research this typical macro-concept would need to be spelled out in microlevel notions of direct causes or conditions, including an important cognitive component: SM members need to know and evaluate these relevant political contexts as one of the conditions or motivations of their activities. The notion itself also requires a form of structural analysis. Often, these opportunity structures are simply assumed to exist given an assessment of the political situation, such as the ideology of a government. We prefer using the notion of (social, political, ideological etc.) contexts, associated with an explicit theory of context. We will see in the next chapter what these contexts were for many antiracist discourses. See, for example, Budros (2011) arguing for the religious institutions as the context for the abolition of slavery in the US North.

	Repertoires. Movements may engage in a large variety of contentious activities, from a large number of forms of discursive protest – as discussed in this book – to marches, demonstrations, strikes or occupations, among many others. Relevant for the contexts of the discourses studied in the next chapters, for instance, were the marches, occupations and the threats of violence of black activists during the Civil Rights Movement (see, e.g., Bloom, 2015). Again, the choice from a repertoire is politically effective if movement leaders, or their other members, know how to engage in these forms of contentious action, in which sociopolitical context, and what its probable effects are. Here, as in all macro-societal aspects of social movements, such cognitive conditions of action are crucial.

	Mobilization. Though widely used, the notion of “mobilization” is as vague and ambiguous as many others in the theoretical repertoire of SM studies, and usually needs to be combined with other notions, as in “political mobilization,” “grassroots mobilization” or “black mobilization” (see, e.g., Morrison, 1987). A traditional SM theory, for instance, dealt with “resource mobilization.” The nominalization of the verb “to mobilize” applies generally to the formation or development of social movements and is associated with the social or political causes or personal reasons for social actors to join social movements or to engage in political activity, often summarized as “grievances” – which in our approach obviously must be cognitively represented as conditions of action. Relevant for the next chapters is that public discourse may also be an important condition of mobilization (often called “discursive opportunity structure” in SM research), as was the case for Twitter messages about the Ferguson events in the USA (Lefebvre & Armstrong, 2018).

	Diffusion. One of the more discursive notions of SM research, diffusion first refers to the spread of ideas (grievances, goals etc.) in different communicative contexts, but also more generally of contentious action in other contexts, for example, in other countries. This was, for instance, the case for the spread of human rights ideas and movements after the war (see, e.g., Tarrow, 2005: 188–190), and in general for transnational movements. We will see in the next chapters how the principles of the antislavery and abolition movements also diffused to many countries. For instance, the arguments of the British abolition movement had a powerful influence on the development of this movement in Brazil. Diffusion implies reception, and reception presupposes comprehension: that is, all processes of social movement formation and collective action have cognitive conditions, first of all of shared knowledge.

	Frames and Framing. Social movement theory since the 1980s and especially the 1990s takes a constructivist, “cultural” turn, with special interest in interpretation, ideas and discourse. A very popular notion in many of these studies is that of “frames” or “framing,” initially borrowed from Goffman (1974), roughly defined as “interpretation frameworks.” A similar notion has been popular in media studies. Although a more cognitive and discursive orientation to social movements is a welcome extension or correction of earlier structural approaches, the problem is that the notion of “frame,” as applied in SM research, is so vague that it was used to describe a large number of different aspects of discourse or cognition for which there are more specific notions. In other words, each author has her or his own notion of “frame,” and hence the notion hardly was used for reliable empirical analyses (for detailed critical analysis, see Van Dijk, 2020b).



Of course, there are many other key notions in SM research, but they generally speak for themselves, as is the case for such notions as “activism” (and “activist”), “boycotts,” “coalitions,” “collective action,” “collective identity,” “motivation,” “networks” and “protest.” More specific for the discursive forms of contention and resistance will be discussed in the next chapters.
One of the surprising aspects of the development of social movement studies, especially in sociology and political science, is that there is a general tendency to label and develop different “approaches” or “models” that focus on a few aspects of a more general, multidisciplinary, problem and theory while at the same time presenting it as a theory of social movements. Obviously, social movements are very complex phenomena, and we need complex theories that integrate political, social, cultural and cognitive aspects, and hence studies of opportunities, resource mobilization, political processes, identities, interpretation, discourse, actors and social interaction, among many others. Hence, also in this book, our theory of antiracism as a social movement is limited to partial integration of a sociocognitive, discursive and historical dimension. It is partial because, for instance, the sociopolitical or socioeconomic aspects of the history of the abolition and Civil Rights Movements in the USA are not dealt with here (for those aspects, see, e.g., Fligstein & McAdam, 2012; McAdam, 1999). In other words, we do not claim to offer a new “theory” or “model” of social movements, but only advocate that such a theory should be (more) multidisciplinary and also feature prominent discursive and cognitive theories.


2.3.8 How Prevalent Is Antiracism?
This book is premised on the assumption that racism in Western countries is dominant and systemic and that today racism also characterizes all domains and level of “white” society (see the chapters in Elias & Feagin, 2020; Solomos, 2020). Ideas about post-race suggest that such is no longer the case, but we have seen that these ideas are criticized for ignoring or denying that “race” and “racism” are still systemic and prevalent (Ostertag & Armaline, 2011; see also the references given earlier). So let us finally come back to the question of whether or not antiracism is prevalent today.
It cannot be denied that many forms of more or less radical antiracism, or at least of antiracist discourse or rhetoric, can be found in many societal domains, at least in some countries, for example, in education, government, legislation, social movements and even corporate business and NGOs (Blake, Ioanide, & Reed, 2019; Seikkula, 2019). The question thus emerging is whether, despite the undeniable existence of many forms of racism, antiracism has also become prevalent, if not an official norm, in society (Yan, 2003).
The antiracist norm has different implications for white and black group members. For antiracist white group members this may lead to outgroup favoritism and for blacks to ingroup favoritism (Velandia Coustol, Castel, & Lacassagne, 2015). Similarly, there may be a conflict between successful blacks (in the USA), who may have a neoliberal individualistic ethos, on the one hand, and antiracist education focusing on institutional and structural racism, on the other hand (Gosine, 2012; see also Lamont & Fleming, 2005).
Although no precise quantitative data exist about the occurrence of racist or antiracist practices or discourses, results of critical discourse analysis consistently show first of all that, more or less subtly, racism is prevalent in many forms of public discourse, as we have shown in our earlier work. This is true for many of the popular or populist media, the social media and much political discourse, especially but not only on the right. And precisely for political and electoral reasons, non-racist politicians seldom engage in antiracist criticism of their more racist colleagues, for example, when dealing with such sensitive issues as immigrants, minorities or Islamophobia. We have seen earlier that critical studies of post-racial ideologies show that racism today is still widespread.
Antiracist discourse may be found in many forms of educational discourse, as well as in some official discourse, but many studies of education stress that, even in the classroom and learning materials, racism is systemic (see, e.g., Haltinner, 2014).
We have seen earlier that the usual criticism of multiculturalism is that it ignores or downplays racism. Progressive mass media may not be explicitly racist, but they are hardly explicitly antiracist either. Indeed, much research has shown that until today (also progressive) newsrooms and journalists are predominantly white, especially in Europe. Corporate discourse may occasionally feature antiracist rhetoric – as shown today following the assassination of George Floyd, and celebrating Black Lives Matter – but this does not mean that antiracist discourses and especially practices characterize all levels and all interaction of the organization. Hence, official antiracist discourse in corporate contexts often is no more than a form of positive self-presentation, publicity and window-dressing (Blake, Ioanide, & Reed, 2019). Similarly, organizations such as progressive unions may have official antiracist policies, but research shows that in practice they may undermine black workers (Alimahomed-Wilson, 2012).
We should not only consider what kind of racist or antiracist discourse is more or less prominent, when and where, but also the different effects of such discourses. Most racist discourse today is associated with populist official media such as the tabloids, social media and political discourse of the right, and has been shown to have widespread influence on opinions, attitudes and ideologies, measured by their access and effect.
Explicitly antiracist messages in that respect have much less public influence, even when moderately present in education and some official discourses. Radical antiracism seems to be limited to antiracist social movements. However, at least until quite recently, these have had minimal influence in society, although they have had some influence on progressive white elites and organizations, and of course on minority organizations. It is only in 2020, following the activities of Black Lives Matter, that a national and global debate on racism and antiracism has become widespread, but it remains to be seen how this change will affect the everyday lives of blacks or other ethnic minorities in the coming years.
Interestingly, a lexical search through more than a hundred articles on antiracism often features the expression that racism is “systemic” in society, but there are no references to systemic, official or structural antiracism. Similarly, no article (among many thousands) in Google Scholar in the summer of 2020 features the notion of systemic, official or structural antiracism in the title and hardly any in the body of the articles (5 articles feature “structural racism,” and “official antiracism” 144 times, but used critically of pseudo-antiracism).
Let us close this discussion on the prevalence of antiracism, as well as this chapter, with a significant fragment of Howard Winant (2016) in a recent encyclopedia article on antiracism, in which the notion of official antiracism is mentioned, but hardly as intended here, and which deserves to be cited:

On the left, the threat is that antiracism is not big enough, not adequate to the task of overthrowing the rulers. Colorblindness serves as the backhanded vindication of the same old racial hierarchy, via an official antiracism that in practice preserves what it is ostensibly seeking to terminate. This racial melancholia springs from the perception of futility: Has all the blood, sweat, and tears spilled in the efforts to achieve racial democracy, sociopolitical equality, and in a deeper sense the freedom and self-determination of the “darker nations …,” has all this been in vain? At a minimum, this is a reasonable – if depressing – question. Not only the antiracist struggles of the post-World War II period, but the unending antiracist endeavors of the entire modern era, stretching back more than half a millennium, sometimes seem fruitless. Resistance sometimes seems futile. Has the Borg triumphed? This can be seen in the formula we frequently hear from our students: “racism equals prejudice plus power.” Since people of color lack power, it is asserted, they cannot be racist.


This passages clearly implies that, for an experienced scholar, antiracism is hardly flourishing or dominant. On the contrary, world developments since 2010 also seem to confirm that racism rather than antiracism is (again) on the rise (see also the debate in, e.g., Paradies, 2017). And such may also explain why the same is true for many forms of antiracism.
After the theoretical framework outlined earlier, the next chapters must show whether and how it applies in our historical analysis of centuries of “antiracist” discourse. The conclusions of analysis will then provide feedback on the multidisciplinary theory developed here.



3 First Writings against Slavery
3.1 Introduction
In this chapter we provide some examples of antiracist discourse from Antiquity to the sixteenth century. It will first be shown that, although historically racism, as defined by our norms, has existed since Antiquity (Isaac, 2004), this is hardly the case for antiracism. Racist domination and oppression have always been resisted, but not always as a form of antiracism, because the very notion of racism itself was not yet known. If we assume that the enslavement of (black) people is today defined as a form of racism, opposition to slavery would (today) be defined as a form of antiracism, but such a conceptualization only became explicit in the twentieth century.
This and the following chapters do not offer a brief history of antiracism, which is as complex as the history of racism itself. Rather, in this book, and hence in this chapter, we limit our focus to antiracist discourse and their authors, although some sociopolitical context and other forms of resistance will be mentioned. As we have stipulated earlier, such discourse presupposes not only the existence of racism, but also the awareness that such “ethnic” or “racial” domination is morally wrong. Moreover, such discourse should explicitly formulate such a critical judgment. Indeed, there have been many types of discourse that condemned slavery, for instance, but only on political, economic or financial grounds, but not always because it was against fundamental human norms and values or religious belief.
After a very brief summary of antiracist discourse in Antiquity – or rather its surprising absence – the historical record of antiracist discourse will be taken up with (mostly religious) forms of opposition against slavery as from the sixteenth century. In the next chapters, we examine abolitionist discourse in the nineteenth century, the discourse of the Civil Rights Movement in the twentieth century, the resistance against antisemitism since the eighteenth century until 1945, and finally antiracism after World War II, from the discourses of UNESCO to those of Black Lives Matter.

3.2 Antiquity
It seems sensible to assume that antiracism exists wherever and as long as there is racism. No doubt racist domination has always been resisted, as is the case for most forms of domination. But for resistance to count as antiracist, it is theoretically sound to assume that those who resist are aware that such domination is racist, or at least unjust, in the first place. It is not clear whether this has always been the case in Antiquity. The Greeks and Romans subjected and enslaved many conquered people, but at the time this was common practice and did not violate general norms of the time. Indeed, although there were debates about slavery, these were not framed in terms of what today would be called racism. There is no evidence of explicitly “antiracist” discourse in Antiquity, at least not in the sense that there was an argument that enslavement of other peoples was morally wrong. There were norms about how slaves should be treated, but not about how other peoples should be treated. Slavery was not explicitly delegitimated as a system of power abuse.
One aspect of what (today) is defined as an important aspect of racism, namely racist prejudice, no doubt has existed since Antiquity, when other peoples were sometimes qualified as barbaroi with different norms, customs or laws. But again, there is no evidence that such socially shared negative attitudes about other peoples were seen as illegitimate.
Forms of discrimination and oppression of “Other” peoples, and in particular slavery, in Antiquity have been studied in many publications that cannot be reviewed here, because this book is not about racism but about antiracism (see, e.g., Bradley & Cartledge, 2011; Isaac, 2004; Joshel, 2010; Westermann, 1955). These studies sometimes also deal with resistance, such as slave revolts (see Urbainczyk, 2016), and some (parts of) treatises against maltreatment of slaves, but there is no specialized study of discourses in Antiquity about slavery (but for legitimation, see, e.g., Ramelli, 2016). Our own limited knowledge of Antiquity and of Latin and Greek does not allow us to give many examples of forms of antislavery discourse in classical literature.
Most early forms of antiracism have a religious nature. Throughout history, one of the pervasive arguments against slavery has been that masters and slaves have been created as equals before God. It is also in the early Christian church that the first-known arguments against slavery were formulated. Church fathers, such as Augustin, viewed slavery as a sin, but the institution of slavery was accepted on various grounds, such as political stability, on the one hand, or as a remedy for the sin of slaves, on the other hand (Dennis, 1986; Garnsey, 1996). Moreover, there was no condemnation of slavery in the Bible that could be referred to as an argument.
The ambiguity of the early church is shown by Gregory of Nyssa (c.335–c395), one of the Cappadocian Fathers and a reputed theologian in his time, who is often seen as the first of the church leaders who denounced the possession of slaves but did not actually advocate the abolition of the institution of slavery in his Fourth Homily on Ecclesiastes (Denby, 2011; Hart, 2001; Ramelli, 2016). Slavery was a sin because it violated the nature of humans to be free. Humans may be masters of animals but not of other human beings. Here is a fragment of his Homily:

(1) I got me slave-girls and slaves. For what price, tell me? What did you find in existence worth as much as this human nature? What price did you put on rationality? How many obols did you reckon the equivalent of the likeness of God? How many staters did you get for selling that being shaped by God? God said, Let us make man in our own image and likeness. If he is in the likeness of God, and rules the whole earth, and has been granted authority over everything on earth from God, who is his buyer, tell me? Who is his seller? To God alone belongs this power; or, rather, not even to God himself. For his gracious gifts, it says, are irrevocable. God would not therefore reduce the human race to slavery, since he himself, when we had been enslaved to sin, spontaneously recalled us to freedom. But if God does not enslave what is free, who is he that sets his own power above God’s. (Homilies on Ecclesiastes; Hall and Moriarty, trs., de Gruyter. [New York, 1993] p. 74)



Interesting for the theory and history of antiracist discourse is not only the rhetorical structure of Gregory of Nyssa’s text (Moriarty, 1993), including rhetorical questions, irony and the dialogical nature of addressing his readers in general and slaveowners, in particular, but especially the argumentation structure of his text. Among the arguments, here are the most important ones:

(a) Slaves are rational human beings – and rationality should not and cannot be sold or bought.

(b) Slaves as human being are created to the image of God – and such human beings can (therefore) not be sold and bought.

(c) Human beings rule the earth, but not other human beings, because these are created to be free.



The main conclusion of the argument (“Human beings should not be sold or bought”) first of all implies that slavery is morally wrong – since slaves are bought and sold. That argument is based on different premises, some religious (slaves are human beings and human beings are shaped after God) and some lay or humanitarian (human beings are rational and rationality cannot be bought or sold). Moreover, there is a combined presupposition, saying that human beings are born free, and freed by God, and that human beings rule the earth – among several unstated premises derived from religious dogma, such as the power of God, the power given by God to human beings and so on.
We will see later that these and similar arguments (and the norm of equality on which they are based) have been used by religious and other opponents of slavery throughout history: (i) human beings are created/born free, (ii) human beings are shaped in the image of God, and (iii) all human beings (and hence also slaves) are rational beings. These arguments more generally advocate a just society, in which slavery has no place. Nyssa based himself on the scriptures (Genesis 1:6) when he argued, in this and other fragments, that human beings only have the authority to rule over animals. In his Easter sermon, Sanctum Pascha, he advocates the human treatment and manumission of slaves (see Carter, 2008; Coakly, 2003; Ludlow, 2007).

3.3 The Denunciation of Slavery
The history of antiracism and antiracist discourse initially coincides with the long, international process of the abolition of slavery, starting in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and culminating with abolition, at different moments in different countries, in the nineteenth century. Although many of the arguments of abolition were also political, economic and practical, the antiracist nature of the debate on slavery and the slave trade was based on norms and principles of human rights and on an ideology of equality.
3.3.1 The Abolition of Slavery/Serfdom in France
Long before the debate, initially mostly in the United Kingdom, about the prohibition of the slave trade and of slavery in the Americas (see Chapter 4), there were incidental prohibitions of slavery, often in terms of serfdom, in Europe. Seven centuries ago, on July 3, 1315, King Louis X of France and Navarra abolished slavery/serfdom in an edict stipulating that all “serviteurs” touching French soil should be free:

(2) Since according to the law of nature, all must be born franc, and since servitude greatly displeases us, considering that our kingdom is called and renamed to be the kingdom of the Francs, and wanting things to verily concord with names, we have ordained and ordain for all places, cities and communities and persons, singularly and generally, that throughout our kingdom servants will be brought to freedom.



As will be clear for much abolition discourse later, in this edict there also was an economic catch. Serfs would generally have to buy their freedom: “franchise soit donnée aux bonnes et convenables conditions.” And if they were unwilling or unable to pay the stiff price sometimes, and rather stay in servitude, they might even be forced to pay. Moreover, the edict only applied to the royal domain (3/4 of the Kingdom of France), and initially even only part of that (the current departments of Oise and Val-d’Oise) (see, e.g., Dussieux, 1861: 30).
Relevant for our discussion is the actual discourse of the decree. The first and main argument, formulated in a dependent clause, is the use of the “natural” right of people to be born free. But there is also a personal, emotional argument. The king says that he greatly dislikes (moult nous déplaît) all forms of serfdom, which implies norms and positive values of freedom of human beings. Finally, more coincidentally but with eminent political implication and argumentation, there is also a nationalist argument, framed in terms of the very name of France as the country of Francs, that is, of the Free. Indeed, in much of the later debate on the abolition of slavery, there was often a clear distinction between human rights in Europe and those in the colonies (especially in the Americas), where economic interests for a long time resisted abolition.

3.3.2 The Spanish Colonization of America
We have to wait more than two centuries, after the beginning of the conquest of the Americas in 1492, before this prohibition in France was extended to the colonies, when Emperor Charles V (Carlos I, King of Spain, 1500–1558) in 1542 decreed the New Laws prohibiting slavery (in the form of the controversial encomienda system) and urging “good treatment” of indigenous people in the colonies.
3.3.2.1  The New Laws of Carlos I of Spain
No doubt this law – which may be called humanitarian – applied in the colonies, after the earlier ineffective Burgos Laws (1512–1513), was stimulated by the ongoing debate about the treatment of indigenous people and especially by the detailed description by the Dominican Friar Bartolomé de las Casas of the horrendous ways indigenous people were treated by the Spanish colonizers. The New Laws insisted on the good treatment of the Indians, prohibited slavery or forced labor (the encomienda system) under any form or argument, ordered that all slaves should be liberated, and that Indians could not be forced to do hard work. Relevant for our discussion, as was the decree of Louis X, is that the antislavery laws were official, political texts, but followed broad debate on the situation and treatment of indigenous people. Here are fragments of the law:

(3) Having been informed of the need to provide and order some things is the interest of the good governance of our Indies, the good treatment of their natives, and the administration of our justice (…) for the benefit of the aforementioned Indians (…) And because our main intention and desire has always been and is the conservation and growth of Indians, that they be educated and taught in the things of our holy Catholic faith and well treated as free people and our vassals, as they are; we entrust and instruct our Council to always show great attention and special care, especially towards the conservation and good governance and treatment of the aforementioned Indians (…) Because one of the most important things for audiences is to take very special care of the conservation and good treatment of Indians and always inform of the excesses and bad treatments that are or were made by governors or private individuals.



Interesting in this text is first the explicit reference to other sources of information, a form of intertextuality that deserves more research: What was the nature of the discourses that reached the king from the Americas? Therefore, we do not know whether the concern with “good governance” is from his sources or from the king himself, based on information about abuses in the colonies. But in any case, the king orders, repeatedly in the text of the law, a “good treatment” of the Indians, and the temporal generalization (“our principal intention has always been”) suggests that it is a general policy of the king and not a momentary concern. The policy not only seeks to curb abuses, but also specifies good proactive treatment, such as teaching – obviously, at the time, including religious indoctrination. Another concept repeated, as is expected of a law, is that of justice in the treatment of the Indians, explicitly mentioning punishments of persons (and also of the administration) who mistreat the Indians. Interesting for an analysis of historical discourse and communication is that he insists on being informed about the abuses. As we have seen before, here also one main argument against slavery is that, although the indigenous people are subjects (vassals), they are (born) free.
Relevant for our discussion is that already in the sixteenth century there were official discourses, such as this law, that formulated state policies for the protection of the indigenous population. In that sense, the law can be interpreted as among the first antiracist texts, because it explicitly mentions the norms of good treatment and stipulates that the abuses of the human rights of the Indians are to be punished. Notice also that, although there is a religious aspect in the law, namely Catholic education, the general prohibition is based on humanitarian values, namely good treatment of (any) other people.


3.3.3 Pope Paul III, Sublimis Deus
The New Laws of Carlos I of Spain, aiming to protect the Indios against the abuse of the conquistadores, was not an isolated phenomenon of humanitarian policy. A few years earlier, in 1537, Pope Paul III (1468–1549) issued an encyclical Sublimis Deus, prohibiting the enslavement of indigenous people in the Americas. He did so no doubt to please the emperor, whose collaboration he needed for the reform of the church after the Protestant uprising initiated by Luther in 1517. However, a year later, again under political pressure from Spain, the encyclical was rescinded – apart from having little influence on enslavement elsewhere permitted by the Pope. Yet the encyclical had much influence on the important Valladolid Debate (1550–1551) about the rights of indigenous people, no doubt influenced by the critical writings of Bartolomé de las Casas about the abuses of indigenous people in Mexico. Whatever the political and pragmatic reasons of the encyclical, it has been seen as one of the early texts of humanitarian politics and hence it is relevant in our history of antiracist discourse (see, e.g., Maxwell, 1975; Stamatov, 2013; Thornberry, 2002). Indeed, the text is quite explicit in its prohibition:

(4) We, who, though unworthy, exercise on earth the power of our Lord and seek with all our might to bring those sheep of His flock who are outside into the fold committed to our charge, consider, however, that the Indians are truly men and that they are not only capable of understanding the Catholic Faith but, according to our information, they desire exceedingly to receive it. Desiring to provide ample remedy for these evils, We define and declare by these Our letters, or by any translation thereof signed by any notary public and sealed with the seal of any ecclesiastical dignitary, to which the same credit shall be given as to the originals, that, notwithstanding whatever may have been or may be said to the contrary, the said Indians and all other people who may later be discovered by Christians, are by no means to be deprived of their liberty or the possession of their property, even though they be outside the faith of Jesus Christ; and that they may and should, freely and legitimately, enjoy their liberty and the possession of their property; nor should they be in any way enslaved; should the contrary happen, it shall be null and have no effect.



This prohibition is preceded by a passage on the nature of human beings as capable of Faith, here applied to indigenous peoples. Obviously, as may be expected, the Catholic rationale of the prohibition was, and nearly always has been, to be able to include new members into the church – traditionally described metaphorically as sheep joining the flock. However, interesting in this passage, besides its typical legal details, is first that it also applies to indigenous people who are not (yet) members of the church and, even more interestingly, to any people that may still be “discovered” (well, by Christians). The crucial criterion is the value of liberty. Moreover, the prohibition applies not only to Indian bodies, that is to enslavement, but also to their properties. Finally, after the initial formulas about the power of the Pope (exercising the power of God on earth) and the prohibition being valid through translations and applications by whomever, there is an intertextual clause, saying that the prohibition annuls any other existing or possible discourse to the contrary.
No wonder that the encyclical and its formulation have been seen as an early example of a document of international human rights. Of course, the reality has been very different, and indigenous peoples in the Americas were enslaved until the nineteenth century – even when, for various reasons, African slaves, if any, were usually preferred (Del Hoyo, 1985; Gallay, 2009; Reséndez, 2016). As we have shown in our book on antislavery discourse by Jesuits in Brazil, Papal edicts often permitted slavery of blacks but prohibited that of the indigenous people (see also De Azeredo Coutinho & Calou Filho, 1988).

3.3.4 Bartolomé de las Casas
Perhaps the best-known opponent of (indigenous) slavery in the early history of (Spanish) colonization has been the Dominican friar Bartolomé de las Casas (1484–1566), the first Spanish bishop of Chiapas (Mexico). The New Laws of King Carlos I were partly inspired by the bishop’s writings about the gruesome human rights abuses against the indigenous population, perpetrated by the Spanish conquistadores. Initially, Las Casas participated himself, as a slaveowner, in the persecution of indigenous slaves in Hispaniola, where he first settled, but later he opposed slavery of indigenous peoples (and freed his own slaves), although he initially recommended enslavement of Africans, an opinion he changed later.
His ideological conversion, however, was inspired not only by his (later) observation of the atrocities committed by Spanish colonialists, but also by the sermons of the Dominican friar Antonio de Montesinos (1475–1545), as in the following fragment, as reported by Las Casas:

(5) Tell me by what right of justice do you hold these Indians in such a cruel and horrible servitude? On what authority have you waged such detestable wars against these people who dealt quietly and peacefully on their own lands? Wars in which you have destroyed such an infinite number of them by homicides and slaughters never heard of before. Why do you keep them so oppressed and exhausted, without giving them enough to eat or curing them of the sicknesses they incur from the excessive labor you give them, and they die, or rather you kill them, in order to extract and acquire gold every day. (Bartolomé de Las Casas: Witness: Writing of Bartolome de Las Casas, edited and translated by George Sanderlin (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1993) pp. 66–67)



Such early antiracist discourse is characterized, first of all, by detailed descriptions and (very) critical evaluation of human rights abuses, with the appropriate lexicon of negative appraisal (horrible, detestable, destroyed, homicides, slaughters, oppressed, exhausted, killed, etc.). Secondly, it specifies (legal) norms and values (rights of justice, authority). Thirdly, there is the usual rhetorical numbers game (infinite number), as well as the sequence of rhetorical questions addressing the perpetrators directly. Finally, it mentions the rapacious economic rationale of colonial exploitation (in order to extract and acquire gold) as an explication of the abuse of the Indians.
It is not surprising that Las Casas and the other Dominican friars defending the indigenous population were not exactly popular with the Spanish colonialists, and for that reason they were called back to Spain (of the many studies about the life and works of Las Casas, see, e.g., Beuchot, 1994; Friede, 1974; Friede & Keen, 1971; Hanke, 1951; Pérez Fernández, 1995).
When Bartolomé de las Casas traveled back to Spain, his plea in favor of the Indians initially did not impress the (religious) authorities. But finally he was able to influence the young King Carlos I, who asked him to formulate new policies for the government of the Indies. Las Casas’ plan featured sustainable colonization by poor Spanish farmers, a migration, however, that was hardly successful. After years of combining various colonization schemes, founding a settlement (in Venezuela) and continuous polemics with his many adversaries, both in the colonies and in Spain, Las Casas took vows as a Dominican friar and later became the first bishop of Chiapas.
Especially relevant for our discussion are his writings, such as his early Memorial de Remedios para las Indias (Memorial of Remedies for the Indies) (written in 1516), Brevísima relación de la destrucción de las Indias (A Short Account of the Destruction of the Indies) (written in 1542), Apologética historia summaria de las gentes destas Indias (1556–1560) (Apologetic Summary History of the People of These Indies) and his monumental three-volume Historia de las Indias (History of the Indies) (1561).
Obviously, these texts, besides their relevance for historical and political analysis of colonization, also require detailed antiracist discourse analysis – especially as writings that document the abuses against the Indians, and as plans for alternative, more humane forms of colonization. Obviously, at the time the very institution of colonization was not challenged.
The antiracist nature of Las Casas’ texts and practices has often been challenged, firstly by referring to his early activities as slaveowner and participant in raids against indigenous slaves and secondly by his idea (later retracted) to use African slaves in the colonies. Also, in order to be able to persuade the king, his colonization plans had to include payoffs for the coffers of the king. More generally, his discourse should also be interpreted as all discourse of the time about the colonies: relevant for colonial policies, even when challenging the power of many of his religious and political opponents (see, e.g., Arias & Meléndez, 1993).
For antiracist discourse analysis, very relevant is his participation in the famous Valladolid debate (1550–1551) with one of his opponents, Juan Ginés de Sepulveda, who argued that Indians were primitive savages who could be pacified and converted even by force so as to serve Christian Europeans – arguments challenged by Las Casas.
Already in his earliest writings, when he was barely thirty years old, Las Casas denounced the massive death and maltreatment of Indians, opposed the use of Indian (slave) labor and elaborated very detailed plans of self-governing Indian communities. But it was in his later Short Account of the Destruction of the Indies (1542) that he denounced the human rights abuses against the indigenous peoples, especially in Hispaniola, which influenced the New Laws of King Carlos I, mentioned earlier.
As an example of a critical account of Spanish colonization, it was also treated as a Black Legend by the contemporary enemies of Spain, especially in Holland and the other (Protestant) countries of Northern Europe, describing Spaniards as bloodthirsty barbarians. Unsurprisingly, influential pro-imperial historians in Spain, such as Menéndez y Pelayo and Menéndez Pidal in the twentieth century, accused Las Casas of exaggeration and paranoia and treated him as a traitor.
The very (long) title of the Short Account already summarizes the content and rhetorical style of the text – as well as the perspective of the lands where it was published (“committed by the Popish Spanish Party”):

(6) A Brief Account of the Destruction of the Indies Or, a faithful NARRATIVE OF THE Horrid and Unexampled Massacres, Butcheries, and all manner of Cruelties, that Hell and Malice could invent, committed by the Popish Spanish Party on the inhabitants of West-India, TOGETHER With the Devastations of several Kingdoms in America by Fire and Sword, for the space of Forty and Two Years, from the time of its first Discovery by them.



Obviously, such an account could be politically used by the enemies of Spain, whether or not (as some historians maintain) the report might be exaggerated at some points.
The account starts with a detailed description of the character and habits of the indigenous peoples. As rhetorical contrast with the account of the atrocities of the Spanish colonists, this characterization of the Indians is formulated in very positive, if paternalistic, terms, which – no doubt for the sake of the Spanish authorities – also had to emphasize the submissiveness of the colonial subjects:

(7) Now this infinite multitude of Men are by the Creation of God innocently simple, altogether void of and averse to all manner of Craft, Subtlety and Malice, and most Obedient and Loyal Subjects to their Native Sovereigns; and behave themselves very patiently, submissively and quietly towards the Spaniards, to whom they are subservient and subject; so that finally they live without the least thirst after revenge, laying aside all litigiousness, Commotion and hatred.



By today’s standards such discourse would hardly be qualified as antiracist. On the contrary, it depicts Indians as simple, subservient and docile. But at the time, such a qualification was no doubt positive and essential as an argumentative premise for an overall argument showing that the atrocities of the colonialists were inflicted upon innocent and peaceful people, and not on violent enemies, and hence were illegitimate. The description continues in the following way:

(8) This is a most tender and effeminate people, and so imbecile and unequal-balanced temper, that they are altogether incapable of hard labour, and in few years, by one Distemper or other soon expire, so that the very issue of Lords and Princes, who among us live with great affluence, and fard deliciously, are not more effeminate and tender than the Children of their Husbandmen or Labourers: This nation is very Necessitous and Indigent, Masters of very slender Possessions, and consequently, neither Haughty, nor Ambitious. They are parsimonious in their Diet, as the Holy Fathers were in their frugal life in the Desert, known by the name of Eremites.



Here the description has another function, namely that the “effeminate” nature of the Indians does not prepare them for hard labor so that their enslavement should be prohibited – one of the main political aims of Las Casas’ writings. Interesting is also the ethnographic analysis of this fragment, such as the comparison of the simple lives of humble indigenous people with the riches of (our) “Lords and Princes” and the emphasis of their poverty. The comparison of their diet with that of the Holy Fathers is an obvious rhetorical move in the persuasion of the religious elites. Both discursive moves show that even opponents in each period adapt their antiracist discourse rhetorically and pragmatically to the political norms and values of the time, as well as to the ideologies and interests of the elites.
More generally, across centuries, we observe here that ideologically antiracist discourse needs to feature not only a negative characterization of the outgroup (racists, colonialists etc.) but also a positive (self-)description of the ingroup – or those defended by the ingroup.
And finally, especially for the sake of the religious authorities, this positive description of the Indians must of course feature their propensity toward (Catholic) religion:

(9) The Men are pregnant and docible. The natives tractable, and capable of Morality or Goodness, very apt to receive the instill’d principles of Catholick Religion; nor are they averse to Civility and good Manners, being not so much discompos’d by variety of Obstructions, as the rest of Mankind; insomuch, that having suckt in (if I may so express my self) the very first Rudiments of the Christian Faith, they are so transported with Zeal and Furvor in the exercise of Ecclesiastical Sacraments, and Divine Service, that the very Religioso’s themselves, stand in need of the greatest and most signal patience to undergo such extream Transports.



This description of the positive character qualities of the indigenous population has first of all religious aspects, relevant for the authorities in Spain (principles of Catholic religion; rudiments of Christian faith, zeal and service in the sacraments). But more sociopolitically they are also relevantly characterized as docile and tractable and hence as submissive citizens who therefore should not be treated badly.
After such a positive description of the indigenous population, the sudden transition to the description of the Spaniards is a classical example of a semantic contrast, the anti-thesis:

(10) The Spaniards first assaulted the innocent Sheep, so qualified by the Almighty, as is premention’d, like most cruel Tygers, Wolves and Lions hunger-starv’d, studying nothing, for the space of Forty Years, after their first landing, but the Massacre of these Wretches, whom they have so inhumanely and barbarously butcher’d and harass’d with several kinds of Torments, never before known, or heard (of which you shall have some account in the following Discourse) that of Three Millions of Persons, which lived in Hispaniola itself, there is at present but the inconsiderable remnant of scarce Three Hundred.



This summary of what is to follow enhances the cruelty of the Spanish colonizers with the usual contrasting metaphors (sheep vs. tigers, wolves or lions), followed by the lexical enhancement of the actions of the colonists (butchered, harassed, torments) and their explicit negative evaluation (inhumanely, barbarously) and their temporal extrapolation (never before known or heard), finished by the rhetorical move of the numbers game (three million vs. three hundred). In other words, Las Casas knew all the tricks of rhetoric to persuade his contemporary readers, in general, and the political and religious power elites, in particular.
Actually, the numbers game is more than a rhetorical move suggesting precision and hence truth. It becomes part of the crucial premise of an accusation of genocide, a legal term that would only become part of international law after the introduction of the term by Rafael Lemkin to describe the extermination of the Jews by the Nazis (Lemkin, 2008/1944; see also Sands, 2016; and Chapter 7).

(11) As to the firm land, we are certainly satisfied, and assur’d, that the Spaniards by their barbarous and execrable Actions have absolutely depopulated Ten Kingdoms, of greater extent than all Spain, together with the Kingdoms of Arragon and Portugal, that is to say, above One Thousand Miles, which now lye wast and desolate, and are absolutely ruined, when as formerly no other Country whatsoever was more populous. Nay we dare boldly affirm, that during the Forty Years space, wherein they exercised their sanguinary and detestable Tyranny in these Regions, above Twelve Millions (computing Men, Women, and Children) have undeservedly perished; nor do I conceive that I should deviate from the Truth by saying that above Fifty Millions in all paid their last Debt to Nature.



Normally, ideological discourse is polarized between positive ingroup and negative outgroup description (Van Dijk, 1998). In Las Casas’ discourse, however, the ingroup is not Us, the Spaniards, but the indigenous people, with whom he identifies by empathy, whereas the Spanish conquistadores become the hated outgroup, a reversal that is quite typical of antiracist discourse of white Europeans. Besides the negative description of the colonizers (barbarous and execrable Actions), the case for much negative Other description, this passage is also rhetorically organized by an extensive numbers game about how many miles of land are destroyed and how many people have been killed – statistics that again function as part of the argument in Spain against the abuses in the colony. Another interesting aspect of this passage is the epistemic moves of affirming the truth of his assertions: we are certainly satisfied and assured, we dare boldly affirm.
The economic interest of the genocide is made clear in a brief summary statement:

(12) Now the ultimate end and scope that incited the Spaniards to endeavor the Extirptaion and Desolation of this People, was Gold only; that thereby growing opulent in a short time, they might arrive at once at such Degrees and Dignities, as were no wayes consistent with their Persons.



Follows the conclusion of this first part of the account, featuring and extending the strategic moves already observed earlier: very negative Other presentation (avarice, beasts, filth of the earth, tyrants, cruel murderers), positive ingroup description (humility and patience), as well as a counterargument against an implicit objection (Spaniards never received any injury from the Indians), and finally a justification of possible indigenous resistance:

(13) Finally, in one word, their Ambition and Avarice, than which the heart of Man never entertained greater, and the vast Wealth of those Regions; the Humility and Patience of the Inhabitants (which made their approach to these Lands more facil and easie) did much promote the business: Whom they so despicably contemned, that they treated them (I speak of things which I was an Eye Witness of, without the least fallacy) not as Beasts, which I cordially wished they would, but as the most abject dung and filth of the Earth; and so sollicitous they were of their Life and Soul, that the above-mentioned number of People died without understanding the true Faith or Sacraments. And this also is as really true as the praecendent Narration (which the very Tyrants and cruel Murderers cannot deny without the stigma of a lye) that the Spaniards never received any injury from the Indians, but that they rather reverenced them as Persons descended from Heaven, until that they were compelled to take up Arms, provoked thereunto by repeated Injuries, violent Torments, and injust Butcheries.



Beyond a mere rhetorical strategy of semantic antithesis, the ideological nature of the texts of Las Casas is especially obvious in their strategies of positive ingroup and negative outgroup enhancement: the colonists as ambitious, avaricious, murderous and cruel tyrants engaged in butcheries, and the indigenous people as humble and patient people, who were assassinated without understanding faith and sacrament. Indeed, the treatment of the Indios is worse than that of animals – another hyperbole that emphasizes the abuses by the colonists. At the same time, the text emphasizes that such terrible treatment was unprovoked, because the Spanish were not attacked, but on the contrary first seen as Gods – another interesting ethnographic observation. Finally, as in his other texts and relevant for his credibility in Spain, Las Casas needs to engage in the usual epistemic moves proving that he speaks the truth: He was an eyewitness of these abuses, whereas anyone who denies them is called a liar.
He and other Dominican friars thus claim the moral high ground by defending norms and values of human (and social) rights, their opponents, both in the colonies and in Spain, are accused of lacking.
Because Las Casas’ texts in their time were quite controversial and attacked by most of the political and religious elites, especially while threatening the rich spoils of economic exploitation, any accusation of fabrication had to be countered by the usual epistemic moves and strategies.
These are only a few fragments of many more and more detailed passages, which as a defense of the indigenous population in the Americas and especially as a very critical account of the horrendous practices of the colonizers are prominent historical examples of antiracist discourse – also shaped by the then current pragmatic context (current religious beliefs, and the power and ideologies of his readers). Indeed, we have seen that the positive but paternalistic portrayal of the indigenous population today would hardly count as antiracist. Crucial though of the antiracist nature of these discourses are rather the systematic and detailed descriptions of the humanitarian and racist abuses by the Spanish colonizers – that is, what we could call “ingroup derogation.”


3.4 Conclusions
Antiracist discourse in (European) Antiquity until the sixteenth century is primarily concerned with the human treatment of slaves and not always in favor of the abolition of slavery as a system. The communicative contexts of these discourses are those of elite writers, such as bishops and kings, addressing their colleagues and subjects. Slave revolts existed (Urbainczyk, 2016), but we have no discursive evidence of their experiences and aims of such resistance. As is the case for the next centuries, most explicit are the writings of some of the religious elites.
Whereas, in early Christendom, bishops seldom opposed the ubiquitous system of slavery, we have found that there are exceptions, as is the case with Gregory of Nyssa and his ironical homilies about slavery or Bartolomé de las Casas about the horrendous treatment of indigenous people in Mexico many centuries later. At the same time, the kings of France and Spain, on the one hand, also prohibited slavery in France or the abuse of Indios in the colony.
The discourse strategies of these forms of what we might call proto-antiracism are remarkably similar and partly due to widespread knowledge of classical rhetoric.
First of all, as in later abolitionist discourse, one major argument against slavery or the mistreatment of slaves was that they are human beings, created in the shape of God.
Secondly, these human beings are rational people, with moral feelings, and able to be religious (and hence Catholic).
Thirdly, also for these reasons, slaves should be well treated, and common abuses are to be condemned and punished.
Finally, slavery and the bad treatment of slaves and indigenous people are related to economic criteria, such as the very rationality of colonization.
Such general arguments are rhetorically emphasized by detailed descriptions of the horrible ways slaveowners and colonists treat slaves or indigenous people, on the one hand, and an emphasis on the peaceful, docile and subservient nature of these slaves or Indios, on the other hand.
At the same time, such discourse may be ironical, as in Nyssa, or emotional and metaphorical, as in Las Casas, or authoritative as in the laws and commandments of kings.
One of the general values transpiring in some of these discourses, as is the case for all later abolitionist and antiracist discourse, is that of freedom – as is the case for European subjects, but partly also for servants, slaves or indigenous people.
As we have emphasized, also in theory, it would be exaggerated to call these discourses “antiracist” in the contemporary sense, firstly because the very notion of racism, and hence of antiracism, did not exist until much later, and secondly because recommendations to treat slaves or indigenous people humanely did not always imply a plea for the abolition of slavery as a system. Indeed, as we shall see later, they may be forms of legitimation of slavery – if only for economic reasons.
Yet diachronically they may be seen as the first arguments and rhetoric in a long historical process leading to abolition in the nineteenth century and the Civil Rights and other antiracist movements in the twentieth century – often with the same arguments, style and rhetoric, namely elementary forms of human rights and criteria for democracy.


4 Abolition Discourse of the Quakers
4.1 Early Quaker Texts against Slavery
We had to wait decades, if not nearly a whole century, before abolitionist discourse also spread in the United Kingdom and its colonies in the Americas. In the United Kingdom, the opposition to slavery was initiated by members of the Society of Friends, as the Quakers called themselves (Carey & Plank, 2014). Although only a minority of Quakers were active abolitionists, and also in other religious groups there were abolitionists, this chapter will largely focus on some examples of abolitionist discourse of the most prominent Quakers (for detail, see, e.g., Bruns, 1977; Drescher, 2009; Soderlund, 1992). We will see that the Quakers were not the only group opposed to slavery, but their initiative and influence may be seen as paradigmatic of the (mostly religious) discursive and political challenge of slavery and racism.
Quakers initially were not opposed to slavery and many also had slaves, at least until a Quaker
 Meeting in London decided to prohibit slavery in the United Kingdom and the USA in 1761. It is not surprising that the Quaker colonists also did not always approve of the antislavery campaigns of their abolitionist brothers and sisters.
As we have seen before with the religious opposition to slavery in the Spanish colonies, here also one of the reasons to oppose harsh abuse of slaves was based on religious principles. Also, one other ground for the Quakers’ opposition against enslavement was that in England it was (initially) forbidden to enslave Christians.
In 1657, the founder of the Quakers, George Fox (1624–1691), sent a letter to “friends” in the Americas “who have Blacks and Indian slaves.” But, even after a visit to the slave colonies in the Caribbean (Barbados) and North America (Pennsylvania), Fox did not appear to be particularly indignant about slavery as an institution. Fox did not explicitly oppose slavery but only urged that slaves should be well treated and become members of the True Church so that they could marry and thus would fit in the Quaker family order – a condition opposed by most slaveowners (Block, 2014; Dailey, 1991; Frost, 1980, 1991; Newman, 2002; Polder, 2012).
In his well-known Gospel Family Order (1676), he focused on the patriarchal role of the Master in calling for worship in the family, including “Blacks and Indians” (Frost, 1980; Polder, 2012). Yet there was at least some hope for these “servants”:

(1) and to close up all, let me tell you, it will doubtless be very acceptable to the Lord, if so be that Masters of Families here would deal so with their Servants, the Negroes and Blacks, whom they have bought with their Money, to let them go free after a considerable Term of Years, if they have served them faithfully; and when they go, and are made free, let them not go away empty-handed, this I say will be very acceptable to the Lord, whose Servants we are, and who rewards us plentifully for our Service done him.



As is the case for many discourses about slavery of the time, there are a series of recommendations or admonitions for Christians to treat their slaves well, to treat them as family members, with rest of the Sabbath, and to let them go to church and get married. In this case, there is even a recommendation to free them after “considerable” years of “service” and even to get paid. Crucial in this case are not general humanitarian principles but Christian ethics: If the Lord rewards us Christians, we should not free slaves and let them go empty-handed. Such advice can take the stronger speech act of a threat, a curse of God:

(2) And therefore let these Things be amended, as you expect the Blessing and Favour of God, or otherwise must expect his Judgments and Curse upon you and your Families and your Plantations (who should order these Things according to the Reformation and Mind of Jesus and the Law) even Blastings, Mildews, Caterpillars, which is the Portion from God upon debauched Families and People; and therefore let the Law of Iesus be set up in every Family. And if any of your Negroes desire to marry, let them take one another before Witnesses, in the Presence of God, and the Masters of the Families, in the Name of Jesus, the Restorer of all Things to the Beginning, when God made them Male and Female, not one Man and many Women, but a Man and a Woman, and they were to continue and consort together as long as they lived, and not to break the Covenant and Law of Marriage (nor defile the Marriage-Bed) as long as they lived; but if the Man were dead or Woman were dead, they were free, and at Liberty to marry in the Lord, and to be joyned by him, that so he might have the Glory and the Honour of it, and his People to be the Witnesses of it, and so to record it in a Book, which was and is the Practice of the famous Fathers of Truth, and Saints, and Worthies, and Valiants of the Lord, who were Friends of God, and of his Law, and Righteousness, and such as denyed Debauchery, Whoredom, Fornication and Uncleanness.



The threat of “mildew and caterpillars” is of course relevant to the context of the plantations. And the recommendation to let “servants” marry is not exactly one of love and empathy, but to avoid the sins of “debauchery, whoredom and fornication” in the Christian family. Also, in this text about the family order among Quakers, we observe a mixture of lay and religious norms and values. Blacks should marry, following the “law of Jesus” and “before God,” with implicit reference to Adam and Eve, and implying to avoid the sin that men would have more than one woman, at the end explicitly enumerated: Debauchery, Whoredom, Fornication and Uncleanness. There is even an administrative prescription, namely that marriage be recorded in a book – as is the tradition – and before witnesses. The argument that such be done as was the case with the Fathers, and Saints, is interesting because it implies that black servants are compared as if being equal with them. Notice also that the recommendation of marriage among the slaves is primarily based on religious grounds, namely to avoid sin in the (extended) family of the plantations and not on a human right of equality.
Besides these religious recommendations and threats, there is even a brief passage with the Golden Rule, asking his readers to imagine what it would be like to be slaves, a well-known rhetorical figure of a comparison we will find in other Quaker texts:

(3) And further, consider with your selves, if you were in the same Condition as the Blacks are (and indeed you do not know what Condition you or your Children, or your Childrens Children may be reduced and brought into, before you or they shall dye) who came as Strangers to you, and were sold to you as Slaves; now I say, if this should be the Condition of you or yours, you would think it hard Measure; yea, and very great Bondage and Cruelty. And therefore consider seriously of this, and do you for and to them, as you would willingly have them or any other to do unto you (…)



The Golden Rule is the general principle (“not to do unto others you don’t want for yourself”) but it depends on the text and context how it is being formulated. In this case, it is the counterfactual (if you were …) asking the readers to imagine a situation of slavery, also of one’s descendants, and then the realistic consequence formulated in terms of feelings: how would you feel if … (hard measure, great bondage and cruelty). Besides the humanitarian and religious norms and values, this and many other antislavery texts appeal to the emotions and especially the empathy with the hard situation and feelings of the slaves. Unsurprisingly, the colonists of Barbados, only interested in making profits, prohibited Quaker meetings and the religious education of slaves.
William Edmundson (1627–1712), the founder of the Quaker movement in Ireland, who accompanied Fox on a trip to Barbados, was more explicit about the institution of perpetual slavery, which he regarded as a sin, as unlawful and as an “oppression on the mind.” Slaves should be educated in the knowledge of God, which would also keep them from rebelling (Carroll, 2018).
Quaker opposition to slavery was a slow process of increasingly critical attitudes and discourses, initially (as in Mexico by the Spanish colonialists) framed in terms of religious education (as “liberation”) of slaves, but gradually also condemning slavery as an institution as a form of oppression. (Of the vast literature on antislavery and abolition action, see, e.g., Hinks, McKivigan, & Williams, 2007; for an excellent collection of American antislavery writings, see, e.g., Basker, 2012; see also Lowance, 2000; for portraits of antiracists in history, see, e.g., Lindqvist, 1997.) Although there is a vast literature on abolition, also by the Quakers, more specific studies of the discourses of abolition are less frequent and especially carried out by Brycchan Carey and associates, to whom parts of this chapter are indebted (see, e.g., Carey, 2005, 2012; Carey, Ellis, & Salih, 2004).
4.1.1 The Germantown Quaker Petition against Slavery
In 1688, four Dutch-German Quakers in Germantown (Pennsylvania) presented a Petition against slavery to the Quaker meetings, a document that is often defined as the first antislavery text of the English colonies (Gerbner, 2007, 2011). Germantown was part of today’s Philadelphia and founded by Quaker William Penn, who had visited Quakers and Mennonites in Holland and the Rhine Valley with George Fox. Remarkably, the founders of Pennsylvania were among the first colonists who advocated religious freedom, the separation of church and State, and democratic government.
Given the importance of the text, we reproduce it in full, in its original spelling and style of the Dutch-German settlers:

(4) These are the reasons why we are against the traffick of men-body, as foloweth. Is there any that would be done or handled at this manner? viz., to be sold or made a slave for all the time of his life? How fearful and faint-hearted are many on sea, when they see a strange vessel, – being afraid it should be a Turk, and they should be taken, and sold for slaves into Turkey. Now what is this better done, as Turks doe? Yea, rather it is worse for them, which say they are Christians; for we hear that ye most part of such negers are brought hither against their will and consent, and that many of them are stolen. Now, tho they are black, we can not conceive there is more liberty to have them slaves, as it is to have other white ones. There is a saying that we shall doe to all men like as we will be done ourselves; making no difference of what generation, descent or colour they are. And those who steal or robb men, and those who buy or purchase them, are they not all alike? Here is liberty of conscience wch is right and reasonable; here ought to be liberty of ye body, except of evil-doers, wch is an other case. But to bring men hither, or to rob and sell them against their will, we stand against. In Europe there are many oppressed for conscience sake; and here there are those oppressed wh are of a black colour. And we who know than men must not comitt adultery, – some do committ adultery, in separating wives from their husbands and giving them to others; and some sell the children of these poor creatures to other men. Ah! doe consider will this thing, you who doe it, if you would be done at this manner? And if it is done according to Christianity? You surpass Holland and Germany in this thing. This makes an ill report in all those countries of Europe, where they hear of, that ye Quakers doe here handel men as they handel there ye cattle. And for that reason some have no mind or inclination to come hither. And who shall maintain this your cause, or pleid for it. Truly we can not do so, except you shall inform us better hereof, viz., that Christians have liberty to practise these things. Pray, what thing in the world can be done worse towards us, than if men should rob or steal us away, and sell us for slaves to strange countries; separating husbands from their wives and children. Being now that this is not done in the manner we would be done at therefore we contradict and are against this traffic of men-body. And we who profess that is not lawful to steal, must, likewise, avoid to purchase such things as are stolen, but rather help to stop this robbing and stealing if possible. And such men ought to be delivered out of ye hands of ye robbers, and set free as well as in Europe. Then is Pennsylvania to have a good report, instead it hath now a bad one for this sake in other countries. Especially whereas ye Europeans are desirous to know in what manner ye Quakers doe rule in their province; – and most of them doe look upon us with an envious eye. But if this is done well, what shall we say is done evil?
If once these slaves (wch they say are so wicked and stubbern men) should join themselves, – fight for their freedom, – and handel their masters and mastrisses as they did handel them before; will these masters and mastrisses take the sword at hand and warr against these poor slaves, licke, we are able to believe, some will not refuse to doe; or have these negers not as much right to fight for their freedom, as you have to keep them slaves?
Now consider will this thing, if it is good or bad? And in case you find it to be good to handle these blacks at that manner, we desire and require you hereby lovingly, that you may inform us herein, which at this time never was done, viz., that Christians have such a liberty to do so. To the end we shall be be satisfied in this point, and satisfie likewise our good friends and acquaintances in our natif country, to whose it is a terror, or fairful thing, that men should be handeld so in Pennsylvania.
This is from our meeting at Germantown, held ye18 of the 2 month, 1688, to be delivered to the Monthly Meeting at Richard Worrell’s.
Garret henderich
derick up de graeff
Francis daniell Pastorius
Abraham up Den graef



As is explicitly expressed in the very first line (reasons) this is an argumentative text, as is the case for most antislavery texts. Interesting for the history of antiracist discourse is the kind of arguments used. Although the personal experiences of the Quakers with religious persecution would make a religious argument very prominent, as is the case for other religious arguments against slavery (e.g., that all people are created to the image of God etc.), the main argument here is the more general humanitarian Golden Rule of moral reciprocity, in its negative (prohibitive) format: “One should not treat others in ways that one would not like to be treated.” In various formats, this argument permeates the whole text, as it is also used in many subsequent antislavery texts, and as it has been celebrated as a universal ethical maxim in many religions, already codified in the Code of Hammurabi (1754–1790 BC), as well as in the Bible (Matthew 7:12) (see the very detailed Wikipedia entry on the Golden Rule, and Wattles, 1996).
Specific for the time was the comparison with Christians being enslaved by Turkish and other pirates during their voyage to the Americas. Interestingly, following that maxim is also the universal norm of its application, namely to all people independent of their descent or color.
Another element of the complex argumentation structures is the syllogism that, if slaves are brought to the Americas against their will, this amounts to stealing, and hence buying and selling people who are stolen is being complicit in the theft – an argument used in much antislavery discourse.
A reference to the celebrated freedom of conscience in Pennsylvania gives rise to another argument, namely that such freedom should also extend to freedom of the body, again an argument of analogy.
The same argument is further specified by comparing the oppression of (black) slaves with the situation of religious persecution in Europe, which many Quakers had fled. Such arguments based on the experiences of the recipients should be specifically persuasive, as is the case for their fear to be sold as slaves by the Turks. Also, the comparison of separating slave husbands and wives with adultery should appeal to the Christian norms and values of the settlers, as we already saw in the text of George Fox. The religious and social implicature of such a comparison is that those who engage in such practices are not true Christians and that slavery is a sin.
The next main argument addresses the question of reputation of the colony: If potential settlers hear that human beings in Pennsylvania are treated as cattle, they may think twice before migrating. For the time, this reputation argument is quite original, not only because it is based on the specific context of a settler situation, in which a bad reputation would harm the necessity of getting more people to settle. Only much later, the argument that having slaves – or treating them badly – and the very system of slavery were formulated as something one should be ashamed of, especially internationally. This was, for instance, the case in Brazil, which after 1860s was one of the few countries that (until 1888) had not yet abolished slavery, so abolitionists often used the argument of the bad reputation of the country abroad. The same argument was used, especially by Brazilian black antiracists after the 1960s, to denounce prevalent racism in Brazil for an international forum, a situation ignored or denied by military regimes and other governments until the 2000s.
Especially interesting is the reciprocity argument: If slaves are badly treated by their masters, they have the right to respond in kind and fight for their freedom. This justification of slave revolts (known to occur especially in the Caribbean) must have been quite threatening to contemporary slaveholders and is (therefore) quite exceptional in early abolitionist discourse.
Apart from stylistic and rhetorical (including ironical) detail, we see that the overall argument of this Petition is humanitarian and comparative, namely not to treat blacks/slaves different from ourselves. The other arguments are based on the experiences and norms of the Quakers as Christians (religious persecution, fear of Turks) and the good reputation of Pennsylvania as the promised land for future colonists. The underlying values of these arguments are those of equality and freedom.
Despite its forceful and persuasive argumentation, and although repeatedly presented in many Quaker Meetings, the Petition did not have much influence, because the consequences of the abolition of slavery would be against the interests of the most powerful colonists and their European sponsors. Although Quakers increasingly condemned slavery, it was only a century later, in 1776, that the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting condemned owning slaves (Williams, 1999). The Petition itself was forgotten and only discovered again in 1844, then misplaced and rediscovered again only in 2005.

4.1.2 Keith’s Exhortation and Caution (1693)
Accompanying  George Fox and William Penn to Holland and the Rhine Valley in the 1660s was also George Keith (1639?–1716), whose “Christian Quakers” in Pennsylvania broke with the other Quakers for religious reasons (Dodds, 2001; Sonne, 1942). In 1693, five years after the Germantown Petition, Keith published one of the earliest tracts against slavery: An Exhortation & Caution to Friends Concerning Buying or Keeping of Negroes. Compared to the Georgetown Petition, the Exhortation was much more religious in style and argument and featured the following arguments:

(5)1. Christ has died for all humankind, also Blacks.

2. All human beings are enlightened by Christ and are capable of salvation.

3. Christians bear Christ’s image of Love.

4. Christ has not come to enslave people, but to free the oppressed.

5. As true Christians, Friends [Quakers] should do as Christ has done.

6. It is inconsistent with the Doctrine of Christ to buy and sell slaves.

7. Slavery hinders the spreading of the Gospel.

8. Slaves are stolen and sold against their will, which is a violation of the Golden Rule and the Law.

9. Stealing people is much worse than stealing goods.

10. If Friends buy slaves, they should do so to set them free, or free them “after a reasonable time of moderate service” and given them a Christian education.

11. Slavery is an intolerable punishment of body and mind.

12. Slaves have done us no harm, so it is inhumane to oppress them.

13. The Bible says that escaped slaves should not be returned to their master.

14. The Bible says one should not oppress servants, whether or not they are strangers.

15. Slaves suffer much worse oppression, being stolen and sold against their will, as well as cruelly maltreated, and hardly fed.

16. Slaves in the Americas are worse treated than slaves of Turks and Moors.

17. Christians should behave better than the infidels.

18. God will punish those who have become rich because of slavery.





Although Keith as a devout Quaker and future missionary formulated most of his Exhortation in Christian terms, and cites the Bible, many of the arguments presuppose more general humanitarian norms and values, as is the case for the Golden Rule, the prohibition to steal and hence to buy stolen people. Also, the way the slaves and their treatment are being described shows humanitarian empathy: miserable Creatures, intolerable punishment, grievous oppression, hard labour, “these poor afflicted, tormented miserable Slaves!” As we have seen in the texts of Las Casas, and as we shall see later, this kind of description of slaves was a topos (a standard argument) in virtually all abolition and antiracist discourse. Whether or not in a religious framework, each of the arguments implies or presupposes general norms and values, besides religious ones, such as equality (1, 2), freedom (4, 10), obedience (5, 13, 14), consistency (6), proportionality (9, 16, 17), empathy (11, 15), reciprocity (12) and sobriety (18).


4.2 Later Quaker Opposition to Slavery
In the eighteenth century, Quaker opposition to slavery slowly generalized. Quakers visited slaveholders and tried to persuade them to free their slaves, arguing that this was a Christian duty. The London Yearly Meeting of 1761 issued a warning against the slave trade. The Quakers also increased their pressure on parliament. On June 16, 1783, in their yearly meeting, 300 Quakers signed a petition, with the following words:

(6) That your Petitioners met in this their annual assembly, having solemnly considered the state of the enslaved negroes, conceive themselves engaged in religious duty, to lay the suffering situation of that unhappy people before you, as a subject loudly calling for the humane interposition of the Legislature.
Your Petitioners regret, that a nation professing the Christian Faith, should so far counteract the principles of humanity and justice as by a cruel treatment of this oppressed race, to fill their minds with prejudices against the mild and beneficent doctrines of the Gospel.
Under the countenance of the laws of this country, many thousands of these our fellow-creatures, entitled to natural rights of mankind, are held, as personal property, in cruel bondage; and your Petitioners being informed, that a Bill for the regulation of the African trade is now before the House, containing a clause which restrains the officers of the African Company from exporting Negroes. Your Petitioners, deeply affected with a consideration of the rapine, oppression, and bloodshed attending this traffic, humbly request that this restriction may be extended to all persons whatsoever, or that the House would grant such other relief in the premises, as in its wisdom may seem meet.



The Petition is interesting not only for its arguments, but also for its intertextuality: the reference to a bill already under consideration in parliament. Hence, religious and (still modest) political opposition against the slave trade, toward the end of the eighteenth century, went hand in hand in England. As is the case for most Quaker texts against slavery, this position also argues in terms of Christian norms and values, as well as more general humanitarian and legal ones. It presupposes, on the one hand, that society at the time was predominantly religious (a nation professing the Christian Faith), but, on the other hand, that contemporary Enlightenment philosophies about “natural rights” were increasingly relevant in antislavery texts. We also observe the usual negative appraisal rhetoric used in many antislavery texts: suffering situation, unhappy people, cruel treatment, oppressed race, cruel bondage, rapine, oppression, bloodshed. Compared to earlier Quaker texts, this Petition is not primarily about the treatment of slaves but pleads for the very abolition of the slave trade – a topic that dominated most contemporary debates. Notice that the Petition is introduced with a pragmatic indexical expression referring the communicative context of its very construction: a decision of the annual assembly – the most important formal event of the Quakers. Also, the very motivation of the Petition is made explicit from the start: a religious duty responding to the suffering of slaves.
Given the general opposition against religious dissent, however, the Quaker Petition had little external influence, because Quakers were not allowed to be represented in parliament. They also therefore strengthened their influence by admitting Anglican members in their committee against slavery.
The abolitionist movement of the nineteenth century counted with many members of the Society of Friends, such as Joseph Sturge (1793–1859), who in 1839 founded the British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society (BFASS) – today’s Anti-Slavery International – besides being a pacifist and advocating rights for the working class. His activities led to the first World Anti-Slavery Convention in London in 1840.
4.2.1 Women Abolitionists
In 1825, Lucy Townsend (née Jesse, 1781–1847) and other women had founded the Ladies Anti-Slavery Society in Birmingham, after the foundation of the Anti-Slavery Society in 1823, by Quaker Mary Hornchurch (later Mary Lloyd) (1795–1865), Joseph Sturge, William Wilberforce and others. Generally, undoubtedly because of the still widespread opposition to women’s rights, women’s opposition against slavery was more radical than that of their male counterparts. Sophia Sturge (1795–1845), Joseph Sturge’s sister, also took part in these antislavery societies, and with other women visited 3,000 homes to persuade people not to use sugar produced by slaves (Vaughan Kett, 2014).
In the USA, Lucretia Coffin Mott (1793–1880), already a Quaker preacher when she was young, as well as a pacifist, similarly played an important role both in the abolition movement and the emerging feminist movement (Bacon, 1989; Greene, 1981). In 1835, she organized the second Anti-Slavery Convention of American Women in Philadelphia, in which both white and black women participated, and which was attacked by a mob of 17,000 protesters. As did other women, she also organized boycotts of products of slavery, such as cotton and sugar (Vaughan Kett, 2014; see also Glickman, 2009). In 1840, she participated in the World’s Anti-Slavery Convention in London, where despite some protests of some men, such as William Lloyd Garrison (Mayer, 1974), a majority of men voted that women could not participate and needed to sit apart – showing that male antislavery attitudes as yet were not exactly feminist ones. Although she was a member of the Hicksite Quakers (named after Elias Hicks; see Larry Ingle, 1986), she opposed all sectarianism and actively collaborated with abolitionists and feminists of all religious denominations. Although she did not write books and pamphlets herself, she also became very famous for her sermons and speeches, in the United Kingdom, and her active participation in many antislavery and feminist congresses (Bacon, 1980; Densmore, Faulkner, Hewitt, & Wilson Palmer, 2017). Here are a few fragments of her speeches:

(7) It is considered a delicate subject to speak of the slave-holder, and it is forbidden; and are there not things done in secret of which it is a shame to speak and must be passed over in silence? Is there not a fear as regards the question of slavery, a fear to permit it to be examined?
(…) I am aware of the place I stand; I know there are many who will not allow anything to be said in behalf of the slave. But I believe it to be my duty to plead the cause of the poor and of the oppressed whether they will hear or whether they will forbear. (Unitarian Church, Washington DC, January 15, 1843)

(8) These, then, are the evidences of progress. Let the Abolitionist, who should be as the Jesus of the present age on the Mount Zion of Freedom, continue to say: “Ye have heard that it was said by them of old, thou shalt treat thy slaves kindly, thou shalt prepare them for freedom at a future day; but I say unto you hold no slaves at all, proclaim liberty now throughout the land to all the inhabitants thereof.” (American Anti-Slavery Society, Broadway Tabernacle, New York City, May 9, 1848)



These fragments give some insight in the communicative contexts of her speeches. First of all, she often refers to the fact that as a woman she is not supposed to speak in public. In fact, she often compared the situation of women with that of slaves. Secondly, the topic of slavery, even in 1843, was still taboo for conversations in some circles. Thirdly, in this and many other speeches, she speaks not only for the slaves, but explicitly also for the laborers and in general the poor. Example (8) is interesting, because it explicitly refers to the “progress” of Quaker opinions about slavery, since Fox in the seventeenth century, and the petitions for the total abolition later.
We see that, after nearly two centuries of (mostly) Quaker texts against slavery and the harsh treatment of slaves, a religious movement had become a much more general abolition movement. Resistance also had become much broader than discursive persuasion and included strategies of commercial pressure such as boycotts and the active participation of women, who were very efficient both in the abolition and the nascent women’s movement (Carpenter & Moore, 2014; Cross-Hansen, 2014; Halbersleben, 1993; Hansen, 1993; Holton, 2007; Jeffrey, 1998; Midgley, 1992, 2007).

4.2.2 Black Voices
Actually, whereas early Quakers critical of slavery were mostly white men, we have seen that already in the eighteenth century Quaker women also played a prominent role in antislavery discourse, for example, by writing abolitionist poetry. One of these women was enslaved African poet Phyllis Wheatley (1753–1784) (see, e.g. Ferguson, 1992; see also Carey, 2005, 2012, and the study of abolition and the “rhetoric of sensibility”).
Though increasingly participating in abolitionist meetings, especially in the USA, black writers against slavery hardly had access to printed public discourse before the nineteenth century. A famous exception was Olaudah Equiano (c.1745–1797), a former slave and sailor, whose successful and influential autobiography The Interesting Narrative of the Life of Olaudah Equiano (1789) and many lectures gave direct evidence of his capture, the horrors of the Middle Passage and slavery in the Caribbean (Carretta, 2005). At the same time, he cooperated with politicians and other writers to influence antislavery activities in parliament. Here is a famous fragment on the Middle Passage:

(9) The closeness of the place, and the heat of the climate, added to the number in the ship, which was so crowded that each had scarcely room to turn himself, almost suffocated us. The air soon became unfit for breathing, from a variety of loathsome smells, and brought on a sickness among the slaves, of which many died. This wretched situation was made worse by the chains. The shrieks of women, and the groaning of the dying, created a scene of horror almost unbelievable. Three desperate slaves tried to kill themselves by jumping overboard. Two drowned, the other was captured and beaten unmercifully. When I refused to eat, I too was beaten.



No doubt such concrete stories of personal experience, as well as his lectures, contributed to the general public opposition against the slave trade and slavery, especially after 1789. They inspired other (white) writers, such as Clarkson, whose evidence on the Middle Passage was gleaned from interviews with captains and sailors, but not from slaves who had experienced the horrors themselves. In Chapter 5, we will see that in the nineteenth century black writers became prominent abolitionists. Relevant for Equiano’s personal account of the horrors of the Middle Passage is the role of stories as prominent persuasive discourses of social movements, as we will also see in other examples. Unlike opinion discourse, stories of personal experiences cannot easily be challenged – they are by definition “true” and therefore more persuasive for the audience, for example, because of the details of the “embodied” description in terms of bodily experiences (heat, suffocation, air unfit for breathing, smell etc.) as stored in the writer’s mental model of the event.


4.3 Political Abolitionism
Especially since 1787, Quaker opposition against slavery ran parallel to an increasing, more general, nonreligious political activity against the slave trade, with huge interest among the population at large (Walvin, 2014).
4.3.1 William Wilberforce
Most prominent was William Wilberforce (1759–1833), elected to parliament when he was only twenty-one years old. During his conversion to evangelical Christianity in his mid-twenties, and under the influence of preacher and former slave ship master John Newton (1725–1807), he also became more interested in the antislavery movement. Wilberforce was able to persuade parliament to pass the Slave Trade Act in 1807 and the Slavery Abolition Act of 1833, abolishing slavery in the empire (Farrell, Unwin, & Walvin, 2007; Hague, 2007).
Especially compared to his frivolous student years, Wilberforce’s conversion led him to many other moral causes besides his growing interest in the political advancement of the antislavery case. Most relevant for our history of antiracist discourse, however, are his eloquent parliamentary speeches advocating bills against the slave trade (though not against the system of slavery itself). On May 12, 1789, in his first major speech in parliament, he said the following, after excusing himself for his “inadequacy for the task” and emphasizing that, instead of passion, the topic needed to be dealt with with “cool and impartial reason,” and that we are all guilty of this “horrid trade”:

(10) Having now disposed of the first part of this subject, I must speak of the transit of the slaves in the West Indies. This I confess, in my own opinion, is the most wretched part of the whole subject. So much misery condensed in so little room, is more than the human imagination had ever before conceived. I will not accuse the Liverpool merchants: I will allow them, nay, I will believe them to be men of humanity; and I will therefore believe, if it were not for the enormous magnitude and extent of the evil which distracts their attention from individual cases, and makes them think generally, and therefore less feelingly on the subject, they would never have persisted in the trade. I verily believe therefore, if the wretchedness of any one of the many hundred Negroes stowed in each ship could be brought before their view, and remain within the sight of the African Merchant, that there is no one among them whose heart would bear it. Let any one imagine to himself 6 or 700 of these wretches chained two and two, surrounded with every object that is nauseous and disgusting, diseased, and struggling under every kind of wretchedness! (…)
In order, however, not to trust too much to any sort of description, I will call the attention of the House to one species of evidence which is absolutely infallible. Death, at least, is a sure ground of evidence, and the proportion of deaths will not only confirm, but if possible will even aggravate our suspicion of their misery in the transit. It will be found, upon an average of all the ships of which evidence has been given at the privy council, that exclusive of those who perish before they sail, not less than 12½ per cent. perish in the passage. Besides these, the Jamaica report tells you, that not less than 4½ per cent. die on shore before the day of sale, which is only a week or two from the time of landing. One third more die in the seasoning, and this in a country exactly like their own, where they are healthy and happy as some of the evidences would pretend. The diseases, however, which they contract on shipboard, the astringent washes which are to hide their wounds, and the mischievous tricks used to make them up for sale, are, as the Jamaica report says, (a most precious and valuable report, which I shall often have to advert to) one principle cause of this mortality. Upon the whole, however, here is a mortality of about 50 per cent. and this among negroes who are not bought unless (as the phrase is with cattle) they are sound in wind and limb. How then can the House refuse its belief to the multiplied testimonies before the privy council, of the savage treatment of the negroes in the middle passage? Nay, indeed, what need is there of any evidence? The number of deaths speaks for itself, and makes all such enquiry superfluous. As soon as ever I had arrived thus far in my investigation of the slave trade, I confess to you sir, so enormous so dreadful, so irremediable did its wickedness appear that my own mind was completely made up for the abolition. A trade founded in iniquity, and carried on as this was, must be abolished, let the policy be what it might,-let the consequences be what they would, I from this time determined that I would never rest till I had effected its abolition.



The second part of this speech is especially focused on ironically challenging the rosy picture sketched by one of the Liverpool delegates, Mr Norris, who described the Middle Passage as if it were a pleasant trip for the slaves. Relevant in Wilberforce’s “cool” defense of abolition is first the description of the horrors of the Middle Passage, gleaned from many sources, but also the statistical data from the Jamaica report, submitted to the king’s Privy Council, ordered by Wilberforce’s friend Prime Minister William Pitt, offering precise percentages of slave deaths. The reference to the refusal of belief in the House presupposes that, despite the increasing national debate about horrors of the slave trade, there was no obvious parliamentary support for abolition, especially given the riches produced by the slave trade, also in English ports such as Liverpool.
Besides the rational argumentation in terms of death statistics, the rhetoric of the young MP in the quoted passage illustrates various moves of sensibility (Carey, 2003), such as the usual hyperboles illustrating the repeated “wretchedness” of the slave trade (“so much misery condensed in so little room,” “enormous magnitude of the evil” etc.) and references to empathy (“human imagination”) challenging the merchants (“there is no one among them whose heart would bear it”).
The speech has several interesting further moves. Instead of simply attacking the slave merchants, Wilberforce begins with an assumption about their “humanity,” a well-known rhetorical move of captatio benevolentiae. At the same time, he makes a psychological concession in their favor: Thinking of the slave trade in general, one loses the view of the individual horrors inflicted. He uses the counterfactual representing the traders positively in terms of their hearts and feelings and the consequence of the counterfactual: They would have abandoned the trade. Finally, the speaker uses the usual epistemic moves of argumentation formulated as a rhetorical question: With all this information (statistics, testimonies etc.) how can parliament not believe the “wickedness” of the slave trade – followed by the conclusion of the argument: “a trade (…) must be abolished”.
In April 1791, Wilberforce introduced a bill to abolish the slave trade in a speech that lasted four hours, a bill that was defeated by 163 against 88 votes – showing that the abolitionists were still a minority in parliament, especially because at that time they were associated with the French Revolution (Pollock, 1977). However, the abolitionists did not give up and presented more than 500 petitions signed by hundreds of thousands of people, showing increasing public opposition against the slave trade (Oldfield, 1995). Indeed, by way of protest more than 300,000 people participated in the boycott of sugar produced by slaves on the plantations. The Evening Post reported as follows about Wilberforce’s speech (Carey, 2003):
(11) Mr Wilberforce was four hours in delivering his speech against the Slave Trade, and so eager were the public to hear this important matter discussed, that the gallery of the House was nearly filled by eleven o’clock, and there were near 350 Members present. In the pathetic parts, this gentleman shone with peculiar eloquence; -in the argumentative, he was nervous and powerful; -but in the part of calculations he was several times at a loss. Upon the whole, however, it was allowed by both sides of the House, that it was one of the best speeches ever delivered in Parliament.



Also, this newspaper account emphasizes the combined rational argumentation, on the one hand, and the “pathos,” on the other hand. (More detailed discourse study has been carried out of these and other parliamentary speeches advocating the prohibition of the slave trade, and the final abolition of slavery as an institution in 1833; see Carey, 2003, 2005, 2012; Carey, Ellis, & Salih, 2004).

4.3.2 Thomas Clarkson
Wilberforce extensively cooperated with, and was influenced by, Thomas Clarkson (1760–1846), author of an Essay on Slavery (1787) (fully entitled An Essay on the Slavery and Commerce of the Human Species, particularly the African, translated from a Latin Dissertation), a translation of a Cambridge essay in Latin that had won the first prize in a competition in 1785. Clarkson, who also helped found the Committee for the Abolition of the Slave Trade (1787), engaged in extensive research on the slave trade, including interviews with thousands of sailors, visits to many local antislavery societies, giving many lectures and publishing writings, as well as exhibitions against slavery (Walvin, 2014; Wilson, 1989). These and other activities confirm that antiracism in general and the antislavery campaigns have all the characteristics of the practices of social movements (Tilly & Tarrow, 2015)
Clarkson’s Essay on Slavery is a lengthy (47,000 words) treatise on the history and current nature of the slave trade and slavery, starting with a summary of the status of slaves in Greek and Roman history. Interesting is that in his foreword he pays tribute to the antislavery writings of Las Casas and celebrates the opposition against slavery by prominent abolitionists such as:
	John Woolman (1720–1772), an American preacher and author of Some Considerations on the Keeping of Negroes (1754) (Moulton, 1971)

	Anthony Benezet (1713–1784), a French-American who founded one of the first antislavery societies (Society for the Relief of Free Negroes Unlawfully Held in Bondage) and who founded a school for black children (1770) (Brendlinger, 2007; Jackson, 2009, 2014)

	Granville Sharp (1735–1813), who acted on behalf of slaves entering Britain, who eventually were freed, and who founded the Province of Freedom, Sierra Leone, to settle blacks (Lyall, 2017)

	James Ramsey (1733–1789), a Scottish ship doctor and later Anglican minister, who in the West Indies tried to apply the colonial laws in favor of the slaves and who published An Inquiry into the Effects of Putting a Stop to the African Slave Trade (1784)



These generous references to earlier abolitionist writers showed not only that Clarkson was very well prepared when he wrote his Essay, but also that there was a widespread, international movement of like-minded activists who since the second part of the eighteenth century shared information, experiences and arguments against the slave trade. Some, like Ramsey, based their writings on personal experiences with the horrendous treatment of the slaves on the plantations. Others, like Woolman, tried to influence the slaveowners themselves to free or better treat their slaves. Indeed, Woolman insisted on paying the slaves who served him when he visited a slaveowner.
After his brief history of slavery in Antiquity and the Middle Ages, Clarkson in his Essay proceeds to an account of the slave trade and of slavery in the colonies. After a lengthy argument about the nature of the slave trade, including gruesome scenes picturing enslavement in Africa and rejecting the usual counterarguments (such as that slaves are like prisoners justly punished), Clarkson concludes as follows:

(12) But if the arguments of those, who sell or deliver men into slavery, (as we have shewn before) and of those, who receive or purchase them, (as we have now shewn) are wholly false; it is evident that this commerce, is not only beyond the possibility of defence, but is justly to be accounted wicked, and justly impious, since it is contrary to the principles of law and government, the dictates of reason, the common maxims of equity, the laws of nature, the admonitions of conscience, and, in short, the whole doctrine of natural religion. (Essay, Part II, Chapter IX)



Although part of the persuasive nature of this and following chapters are formulated in terms of usual descriptions of the gruesome maltreatment of the slaves, this conclusion summarizes that most of the Essay is formulated in terms of rational argument and counterargument. Indeed, besides the qualification impious, the conclusion is no longer formulated in terms of religious values, as was the case for early Quaker texts, but in terms of legal, political and moral criteria, described as principles, dictates, maxims, laws and admonitions, summarized as a “natural religion.” Interesting is also the original use of (e.g., death) statistics, as proof of the abuses against black slaves, during the Middle Passage and on the plantations (Walvin, 2014).
The third and final part of the Essay presents a description of the “instances of barbarity” to which the slaves are submitted in the colonies, a detailed, gruesome and “melancholy” account summarized as follows:

(13) Such then is the general situation of the unfortunate Africans. They are beaten and tortured at discretion. They are badly clothed. They are miserably fed. Their drudgery is intense and incessant, and their rest short. For scarcely are their heads reclined, scarcely have their bodies a respite from the labour of the day, or the cruel hand of the overseer, but they are summoned to renew their sorrows. In this manner they go on from year to year, in a state of the lowest degradation, without a single law to protect them, without the possibility of redress, without a hope that their situation will be changed, unless death should terminate the scene. (Essay, Part III, Chapter IV)



As a discursive strategy of persuasion, the description of the horrifying experiences of the slaves, from their capture in Africa to their exploitation at the plantations, is partly formulated as an eyewitness report of an African. The very enumeration of the multiple inhuman ways slaves are being tortured, brutalized and killed alone should suffice as an argument against the slave trade and slavery. The summary of the abuse by the slaveowners is not arbitrary. It has a number of standard components that function as topoi of inhuman treatment: (i) physically abused, (ii) badly clothed, (iii) badly fed, (iv) incessant work and little rest, (v) lasting forever, until death, and (vi) no legal redress. In descriptions of slavery in Brazil by Jesuit priests, such as Vieira and Benci, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, we find very similar descriptions.
This account is followed by many pages of a counterargument directly addressing the slaveowners: “By what arguments do you receivers defend your conduct?” Clarkson, as well as the other abolitionists, does not limit himself to emotionally strong passages about the horrors of slavery but engages in lucid and systematic (counter)arguments, for instance, against such arguments justifying maltreatment as follows:

	Africans are savage brutes.

	Slaves must be guilty of crimes when delivered by their own princes or magistrates.

	Africans are made for slavery.

	Slaves are punished for their bad conduct or rebellion.

	Punishment of slaves is comparable to punishment in the military.

	Africans, by their color, are an inferior link in the chain of nature.

	Slaves are better off in the colonies than in their own countries.

	Slaves have holidays, festivities, dances and the like.

	Purchasers of slaves have the right to treat their purchase as they please.

	The Bible does not prohibit slavery.



Some of the counterarguments are brief and to the point; others consist of lengthy treatments, for instance, about the causes of variable skin color. Other counterarguments, for instance, against the “ridiculous” argument that slaves have their holidays, music and dances, feature biting irony against the “receivers” of slaves:

(14) Such are the colonial delights, by the representation of which the receivers would persuade us, that the Africans are taken from their country to a region of conviviality and mirth; and that like those, who leave their usual places of residence for a summer’s amusement, they are conveyed to the colonies – to bathe, – to dance, – to keep holy-day, – to be jovial. – But there is something so truly ridiculous in the attempt to impose these scenes of felicity on the publick, as scenes which fall to the lot of slaves, that the receivers must have been driven to great extremities, to hazard them to the eye of censure. (Essay, Part III, Chapter IX)



The conclusion of the Essay, given the detailed descriptions of horrors of slavery, and the counterarguments against its justification, is as may be expected, as in the following passage introduced with a long if-statement, and finally a reference to God:

(15) But this is sufficient. For if liberty is only an adventitious right; if men are by no means superiour to brutes; if every social duty is a curse; if cruelty is highly to be esteemed; if murder is strictly honourable, and Christianity is a lye; then it is evident, that the African slavery may be pursued, without either the remorse of conscience, or the imputation of a crime. But if the contrary of this is true, which reason must immediately evince, it is evident that no custom established among men was ever more impious; since it is contrary to reason, justice, nature, the principles of law and government, the whole doctrine, in short, of natural religion, and the revealed voice of God. (Essay, Part III, Chapter XI)



Again, both semantically and rhetorically, the argument takes the form of a special kind of counterfactual, introduced by a series of absurd negative transformations of reality, norms or values (e.g., if murder is honorable etc.), with the absurd conclusion that “slavery may be pursued.” Implied, then, is the opposite of what the consequence of the counterfactual says. Notice also the critical references to psychological states of slaveowners and those in favor of slavery, such as conscience and remorse – implying conditions of positive human actions and hence abolition. Different from early antislavery texts is also the qualification of slavery as a crime. Finally, after one religious argument (slavery is impious), the other arguments focus on the rational arguments against slavery, namely being contrary to all relevant criteria of the time (reason, justice, nature etc.).
These and many other antislavery writings in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries bear witness of the crucial role of many types of discourse in abolitionist movements, such as Clarkson’s own early Essay and later writings, as well as multimodal exhibitions (of artifacts made by slaves), the Quaker Petition to Parliament and the repeated texts of Wilberforce to persuade parliament to abolish the slave trade.
Our own, all too brief, account only focuses on some of the argumentation strategies of these abolitionist writings. Much more detailed and systematic analysis of their style, argumentation, narratives and actor descriptions are in order for a more complete insight into the discursive nature of these early antiracist discourses (see, e.g. Boyd, 2015; Carey, 2003, 2005, 2012; and the chapters in Carey, Ellis, & Salih, 2004; for the representation of slave women in abolition texts, see Altink, 2005).

4.3.3 Nondiscursive Antiracism
Although this chapter focuses on antislavery discourse, initiated and engaged in especially by Quakers in the United Kingdom and the USA, the struggle against slavery was not only discursive, as we have also seen in some of the examples and the lives of some of their authors. Most importantly, such struggle was first of all engaged in by slaves themselves. Generally forbidden to learn to read and write, their resistance in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries could hardly be discursive (hence the absence of such discourse in this book) and required other means of challenging the power of slaveowners and the very system of slavery, especially by running away and the organization of maroon communities, if not by armed resistance against the violence of slaveowners (of a vast bibliography, see, e.g., Best, 1995; Boritt, Hancock, & Berlin, 2007; Camp, 2004; Frey, 1991; Katz, 1990; Rodriguez, 2007).
Secondly, as is characteristic of all social movements, the abolition movement, and not only of the Quakers, was also defined by various forms of collective action, interaction and organization, such as meetings (characteristic of the Quakers), conferences, marches, occupations and boycotts. For instance, we have seen that women especially were engaged in the organization of boycotts of products, such as sugar and cotton produced by slaves. Alonso (2015) in Brazil extensively describes the many social events especially of the last stages of the abolition movement in Brazil, such as festivities, plays and celebrations. Although most of these forms of collective action also had important discursive dimensions, as is the case for meetings, they need a broader, multidisciplinary approach.
Finally, we have seen that, especially toward the end of the abolition movement, political organization and decision-making were crucial. Again, as we have seen, such political action was also largely discursive, but again it also has political, legal and social aspects.


4.4 French Philosophers on Slavery
At the end of this chapter on Quaker and other antislavery discourse, we briefly need to mention that the discussion about slavery in the eighteenth century took place not only in the USA or the United Kingdom. Many of the arguments against slavery formulated in terms of general principles of human and civil rights were also inspired by French and other philosophers of the Enlightenment, as will also be obvious in the abolition discourses in the nineteenth century (see, e.g., Dobie, 2010; Hunting, 1978; Ward & Lott, 2002).
Although a detailed analysis of the ideas and discourses of the French Enlightenment about slavery would require a separate volume, a brief summary is relevant before we examine abolition discourse and Jewish analyses of antisemitism in the next chapters.
As a first general and critical assessment, it should be emphasized that most of the French philosophers and their discourses most of the time were not major contributors to the antislavery movement (Ehrard, 2010; Hunting, 1978). As regulated by Louis XIV’s Code Noir (1685), the slave trade and slavery defined the French colonies in the Caribbean, as well as the power and power abuses of the slaveowners. Slaves had minimal rights, and should be instructed in the (Catholic) faith. Slave revolts were ubiquitous, and even initially successful, as was the case for Toussaint Louverture (1743–1803) in Saint Domingue (later Haiti).
Although slavery was abolished during the Revolution, it was later re-established by Napoleon, until its final abolition in 1848. In 2001, a French Law declared the Atlantic slave trade to be a crime against humanity (for detail about abolition in France and its colonies, see, e.g., Jennings, 2000), a (late) reminder that such was not the case with the other Western European countries. Yet, no doubt, the French Revolution, as well as many of the social revolutions inspired by it, implemented many of the basic notions of equal rights developed by French philosophers during the eighteenth century, including their application in the discussions about the slave trade and slavery.
Montesquieu (1689–1755) in his Esprit des Lois condemned slavery as follows:

(16) Slavery is contrary to the spirit of the constitution: it only contributes to give a power and luxury to the citizens which they ought not to have.



He called slaveowners in the USA “devout robbers” and generally criticized slave masters as lazy because of all the work done by the slaves. He argued that the work on the plantations could and should be done by machines – so that slaves were not really necessary. Relevant here are political values of equality and reference to the Constitution – obviously different from the religious criteria of the Quakers. His ideas on slavery influenced not only those of other philosophers (Curran, 2011; Dobie, 2010), but also the discourse against slavery in Brazil.
Voltaire (1694–1778) is the major representative of the ambiguity of much French philosophy about racism and slavery. In his Essai sur les mœurs en l’esprit des nations (1756), he extensively deals with the differences between hommes (human beings) and nègres or noirs, whom he describes as animals, hierarchically inferior to (white) human beings, but superior to monkeys. He hardly writes more positively about Jews. On the other hand, he agrees with Montesquieu that slavery should be prohibited.
Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712–1778), inspired by Dutch philosopher Grotius, in his Contrat Social (1762), condemns slavery with the following words, but hardly says much more about it:

(17) Thus, whichever way you look at it, the right of slavery is null, not only because it is illegitimate, but because it is absurd and does not mean anything. These words, slave and right, are contradictory; they are mutually exclusive.



As is the case for most of the philosophers, he is more interested in political theory, with little interest in the (well-known) abuses of the slave masters.
One of the few philosophers really interested in the topic of slavery and the violation of human and civil rights was priest Guillaume Thomas François Raynal (1713–1796), known as the “Abbé Raynal.” Unsurprisingly, his monumental and successful Philosophical and Political History of the European Settlements and Trade in the East and West Indies (1770), with large passages by Diderot and others, was prohibited by parliament in 1781, and its author exiled. Raynal deemed slavery and colonization to be contrary to the laws of nature. Unlike the academic style of other philosophers, Raynal emotionally wrote about the greed and violence of the colonists and the massacres of slaves and thus showed his empathy with the slaves. Here is a significant passage, after a more philosophical treatment of various types of liberty:

(18) Will these eternal and immutable truths, the foundation of all morality, the basis of all rational government, be contested? They will, and the audacious argument will be dictated by barbarous and sordid avarice. Behold that proprietor of a vessel, who leaning upon his desk, and with the pen in his hand, regulates the number of enormities he may cause to be committed on the Coasts of Guinea; who considers at leisure, what number of firelocks [guns] he shall want to obtain one Negro, what fetters will be necessary to keep him chained on board his ship, what whips will be required to make him work; who calculates with coolness, every drop of blood which the slave must necessarily expend in labor for him, and how much it will produce; who considers whether a Negro woman will be of more advantage to him by her feeble labours, or by going through the dangers of child-birth.



Yet, whatever his critical views of slavery, Raynal held that slaves of French plantations were treated better than those of the English and the Americans and that their freedom should be delayed to future generations. He did not see them fit for emancipation (Reinhardt, 2006: 50). Again, we witness the ambiguities and contradictions of the philosophical treatments of blacks, and slavery, in the eighteenth century, even with such critics of slavery as Raynal.
No doubt the major critic of slavery in France was Marie Jean Antoine Nicolas de Caritat, Marquis of Condorcet, in brief Nicolas Condorcet (1743–1794). A unique mathematician, anticlerical and anti-monarchist, he was also a feminist and in favor of the vote for women (Williams, 2004). Influenced by Clarkson in the United Kingdom he was also a member of Société des Amis des Noirs founded in 1788 by Jean-Pierre Brissot. He translated English abolitionist texts in a time when collusion with the English after the Seven Years War (1756–1763) was quite risky.
Directly addressing the blacks in a preface (Mes amis), with the tongue-in-cheek pseudonym of M. (Joachim) Schwartz (a “Swiss Protestant Pastor from Bienne”), Condorcet in 1788 wrote the program of the new Society, Reflexions sur l’Esclavage des Nègres. Applying his general philosophy about the “natural rights” of all human beings, whatever the economic interests of the State, he declared slavery to be a crime and advocated (gradual) abolition, beginning with the abolition of the slave trade.
Here is a relevant fragment of Condorcet’s Reflections, beginning with a dedication to his black “brothers”:

(19) MY FRIENDS, although I’m not the same colour as you, I’ve always seen you as my brothers. Nature has formed you to have the same spirit, the same intellect, the same virtues as White people. I speak here only of those of Europe, as for the Whites of the Colonies, I do not insult you by comparing them with you, I know how many times your fidelity, your probity, your courage have made your masters blush. If one goes to look for a man in the isles of America, it is not among the people of white flesh that one would find him.



Interesting in this text is the reversal of the usual Us vs. Them ideology, by siding with the black slaves and negatively presenting white slaveowners. A well-known topos, already characteristic of antiracist discourse of the Quakers and others, is the assertion that white and black people are morally and intellectually not different, within the spirit of universal humanity.
Condorcet’s condemnation of slavery as a “crime” is typical of his writings:

(20) REDUCING a man to slavery, buying him, selling him, holding him in bondage, these are real crimes, crimes worse than theft.



This definition and evaluation of slavery are followed by a lengthy critical analysis of the (pseudo)arguments usually formulated in favor of slavery, such as the economic necessity of the slaves – the standard argument of all slavery and colonialism. Finally, even more relevantly, he
 criticizes and ridicules not only the slave masters but also their sponsors in France, who are the real criminals:

(21) An unjust law that harms the rights of men, either domestic or foreign, is a crime committed by the legislature, where those of the members of the legislature who have subscribed to this law are all complicit. Tolerating an unjust law, when it can be destroyed, is also a crime. (…) Political societies can have no other purpose than to maintain the rights of those who form these societies, thus any law contrary to the right of a citizen or a foreigner is an unjust law, it authorizes violence, it is a real crime.



Unsurprisingly, Condorcet was hardly popular with the slave masters and their sponsors in France. After persecution, he died in prison.

4.5 Conclusions
Arguably, the Quakers have historically been the most articulate protagonists of abolition discourse in the United Kingdom and the USA. Although initially not yet in favor of abolition, they did emphasize the human treatment of slaves. Yet soon humanitarian and Christian ideologies gained the upper hand and increasingly, since the late seventeenth century and especially in the eighteenth century, Quaker texts began to advocate abolition of slavery and the slave trade, finally in cooperation with politicians such as Wilberforce and scholars such as Clarkson.
The communicative context of Quaker discourse (as construed in the context models of the speakers and writers; see Chapter 2) first of all features their identity as members of the Society of Friends, the Quakers (as well as their separate denominations, such as the Hicksites). Secondly, in the speeches of feminist abolitionist Lucretia Mott, we also see that even admired women were often not supposed to speak in public meetings. In that sense, feminism as yet had progressed less than abolitionist antiracism. Thirdly, the discourses are intended to be heard or read first of all by other Quakers, in their usual meetings (where decisions were made by consensus, called the “sense” of the meeting), and later also for a broader public, for instance, in parliament or by the readers of abolitionist pamphlets. Fourthly, the texts were composed exposing (or presupposing general) knowledge of the horrors of slavery and the slave trade, and with the shared Christian ideology of humanitarian treatment. The goals of such a context were first to persuade other Quakers to free their slaves and later to persuade the UK parliament to abolish the slave trade and slavery.
The structures of Quaker discourse may have been influenced by the rules of classical rhetoric and principles of context-sensitive persuasion – adapted to the relevant audience. The religious contexts of the speakers and writers were initially rather inspired by protestant attitudes and ideologies but, as we see in Clarkson’s text, also more broadly by the rational principles that had spread during the Enlightenment (Page, 2011). Thus, besides usual rhetorical strategies of persuasion, such as hyperbole and metaphor, their texts are especially powerful because of their compelling arguments, based on humanitarian principles. Among these arguments were the following, some general and universal; others adapted to the current historical, political and social contexts:

	The Golden Rule: Treat others as you want to be treated.

	Slaves are stolen and using them is theft.

	Nobody wants to be treated as a slave.

	Our slaves are worse treated than those of infidels.

	Slaves have done us no harm.

	Slaves have the right to resist ill treatment.

	It is bad for our reputation if we treat humans as cattle.

	Slaves on slave ships and plantations are treated in a horrible way.

	The main evidence of mistreatment is the high death rate among slaves.

	It is contrary to the laws of the country to buy, sell and hold slaves.

	Slavery is contrary to the law of the government, the dictates of reason, the maxims of equity, the laws of nature and the admonitions of conscience.



Most of these arguments are more generally principles of human rights and often defended as such. However, given the dominant context of Christian speakers, writers and audience, further arguments may also be Christian, such as the following:

	Slaves are human beings who can be salvaged.

	Slaves should be taught (our) religion.

	Christians should behave better than infidels.

	Christianity is inconsistent with cruel treatment.

	Christ has also died for slaves.

	Bible says that slaves should not be returned to their owners.

	Christ frees the oppressed.


In variable stylistic and rhetorical expressions, these and other arguments formed the core of abolitionist Quaker discourse, but soon also that of all abolitionist discourse in the United Kingdom, the USA, France and other European countries. Mostly thanks to the Quakers, the abolition debate became international – and also influenced the debates in, for instance, Brazil (see, e.g., Alonso, 2015).
At the same time, in France also the philosophers of the Enlightenment, such as Montesquieu, had formulated criticism of slavery, often despite remaining prejudices about blacks (and about Jews) and little interest in the abuses at the French plantations. Rather, their focus was more generally on abstract notions such as rights and liberty. There are, however, some exceptions, such as l’Abbé Raynal and his biting criticism of slave masters.
Politically most elaborate, and under the influence of abolitionists such as Clarkson in the United Kingdom, was especially Condorcet, with his lengthy analysis of the pseudo-arguments in favor of slavery and the abuses against his “brothers,” the slaves. His antiracism is obvious not only in his analysis of slavery and slave masters, but also in his criticism of the laws that made slavery possible. Unsurprisingly, that radical political analysis was punished by prison.


5 Black Resistance against Slavery and Discrimination
5.1 Introduction
We have seen that Quaker text and action against slavery extended from the seventeenth well into the nineteenth century, the century when gradually all systems of slavery were abolished in all countries. The continuous pressure of Joseph Sturge and other Quakers, women and men, led to the foundation of the British and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society (BFASS) in 1839 and the first World Anti-Slavery Convention in London in 1840. In the meantime, the British parliament had made the slave trade illegal in 1807, allowing the British navy to seize slave ships, and abolished slavery in 1833 throughout the British Empire. A few years later (1848), France also abolished slavery – again, after an initial abolition during the French Revolution. Other countries followed, and finally Brazil in 1888 (for detailed discussion of abolition discourse in Brazil and further references, see Alonso, 2015).
5.1.1 The United States
We have seen earlier how Quakers in the USA challenged slavery since the seventeenth century and especially since the later seventeenth century in Germantown, Pennsylvania. It would take nearly a century, however, before slavery was gradually abolished in the USA in the eighteenth century, in Vermont in 1777, in Pennsylvania gradually in 1780, and in all Northern states in 1804.
No doubt, the economic advantages of slavery played a powerful role in the resistance against the religious and humanitarian ideologies advocated by the Quakers and others. Contradictions were rife. Benjamin Franklin was a slaveholder but since 1785 was also elected president of the Pennsylvanian Society for the Abolition of Slavery (founded in 1775 – and still existing today).
Despite the ideological and political actions against slavery, however, we have to wait till the beginning of the nineteenth century before the importation of slaves was prohibited in 1807 in an act signed by Jefferson. But in the South, slavery was still legal in 1850 and practiced especially on the plantations. These economic, legal and ideological differences regarding slavery in the North and the South were also extensively commented upon by Alexis de Tocqueville in his Democracy in America Considered.
Because of the resistance of the Southern slaveholders, it was only in 1863 that the Emancipation Proclamation declared the slaves to be free, and slaves escaped behind Union Army lines in the Civil War. Two years later, at the end of the Civil War, in 1865, the 13th Amendment to the Constitution formally ended slavery in the complete territory of the USA, nearly 100 years after abolition in Vermont, and more than three decades after the abolition in the English empire.


5.2 Black Resistance against Slavery
During slavery in the USA, resistance was not only advocated by (white) Quakers and (other) politicians, but obviously also engaged in by (former) slaves themselves, as was the case everywhere. Three hundred blacks actively participated in the abolitionist movements. The Black Abolitionist Archive has more than 800 speeches by antebellum blacks (see the collection of antislavery writings in Bradley Thompson, 2004; see also Quarles, 1969).
Harriet Tubman (1822–1913), herself escaped from slavery in 1849, rescued dozens of slave families via the famous Underground Railroad, despite the Fugitive Slave Law, besides acting as a spy of the Union Army and liberating hundreds of slaves in an armed expedition – and acting after the Civil War and emancipation as a suffragette (Clinton, 2004).
At the same time, antislavery discourse in the USA had multiplied beyond the earlier Quaker texts and first official laws and proclamations. In literature, Harriet Beecher-Stowe (1811–1896) published her famous novel Uncle Tom’s Cabin (1852), portraying the harsh lives of the slaves and thus significantly contributed to the abolitionist movement. Unsurprisingly, she was violently criticized by southern slaveholders (Hedrick, 1994).
5.2.1 Frederick Douglass
Among the vast number of antislavery texts by (former) slaves, probably most influential were the writings and political activities of Frederick Douglass (born Frederick Augustus Washington Bailey, c.1818–1895) (McFeely, 1991).
Douglass, who taught himself to read as a child, after several unsuccessful attempts, finally escaped slavery from Maryland to New York in 1838. There he also met abolitionist woman Harriet Tubman and Sojournar Truth (c.1797–1883), member of a black Methodist church, and became a licensed preacher in 1839. Influenced by William Lloyd Garrison’s speeches and articles in the Liberator, Douglass also actively engaged himself in the abolitionist movement and impressed Garrison and the audience when he was only twenty-three years old with an eloquent speech about his life as a slave. His later autobiography, Narrative of the Life of Frederick Douglass, an American Slave (1845), was a bestseller and soon translated into French and Dutch. In the same year, when he was only twenty-seven, his international fame brought him to Ireland and Britain, where he spent two years and gave many lectures, and met abolitionists such as Thomas Clarkson, mentioned earlier.
After his return to the USA, Douglass founded the influential North Star newspaper, one of many abolitionist publications of the time. As was the case for many abolitionists, Douglass also supported, for example, with the North Star, the movement advocating women’s suffrage and participated in the famous Seneca Falls Convention, the first meeting on women’s rights in 1848 (Kent, 2017). Also, after the Civil War and the ratification of the 13th Amendment outlawing slavery, Douglass continued his activities, also internationally, supporting the rights of women and African Americans (who continued to be systematically discriminated, for instance, in the unions).
Relevant for this chapter are his numerous speeches and publications, each of which obviously requires detailed discourse analysis in their own right (for a study of his personal narrative, see, e.g., Bennett, 2016; for a study on his life and works, see, among many other books, e.g., Lee, 2009).
On the one hand, as is the case for his autobiographies as well as his later My Bondage and My Freedom (1855), the testimony of his life as a slave provided general information about the treatment and abuses against slaves, and thus constituted international knowledge, used politically in the struggle against slavery. Here is a testimony from My Bondage and My Freedom about the way a young woman, Esther, was treated by the slaveowner after seeing her beloved against the prohibitions of the master, a narrative we cite at length:

(1) I happened to see this exhibition of his rage and cruelty toward Esther. The time selected was singular. It was early in the morning, when all besides was still, and before any of the family, in the house or kitchen, had left their beds. I saw but few of the shocking preliminaries, for the cruel work had begun before I awoke. I was probably awakened by the shrieks and piteous cries of poor Esther. My sleeping place was on the floor of a little, rough closet, which opened into the kitchen; and through the cracks of its unplaned boards, I could distinctly see and hear what was going on, without being seen by old master. Esther’s wrists were firmly tied, and the twisted rope was fastened to a strong staple in a heavy wooden joist above, near the fireplace. Here she stood, on a bench, her arms tightly drawn over her breast. Her back and shoulders were bare to the waist. Behind her stood old master, with cowskin in hand, preparing his barbarous work with all manner of harsh, coarse, and tantalizing epithets. The screams of his victim were most piercing. He was cruelly deliberate, and protracted the torture, as one who was delighted with the scene. Again and again he drew the hateful whip through his hand, adjusting it with a view of dealing the most pain-giving blow. Poor Esther had never yet been severely whipped, and her shoulders were plump and tender. Each blow, vigorously laid on, brought screams as well as blood. “Have mercy; Oh! have mercy” she cried; “I won’t do so no more;”—but her piercing cries seemed only to increase his fury. His answers to them are too coarse and blasphemous to be produced here. The whole scene, with all its attendants, was revolting and shocking, to the last degree; and when the motives of this brutal castigation are considered, –language has no power to convey a just sense of its awful criminality. After laying on some thirty or forty stripes, old master untied his suffering victim, and let her get down. She could scarcely stand, when untied. From my heart I pitied her, and – child though I was – the outrage kindled in me a feeling far from peaceful; but I was hushed, terrified, stunned, and could do nothing, and the fate of Esther might be mine next. The scene here described was often repeated in the case of poor Esther, and her life, as I knew it, was one of wretchedness.



As to the cruelty of slave masters and the suffering of slaves, the passage speaks for itself. Besides its role in the autobiography of Douglass, its gruesome detail is at the same time a guarantee for the truth of the description and a powerful argument of abolitionist discourse against slavery. The text has the usual characteristics of a story (Labov, 2013), beginning with a generic evaluative statement (about the cruelty of the master) to be illustrated by a specific story about a specific event, followed by the spatiotemporal aspects of the events (early in the morning) and the routine nature of everyday life (everybody still sleeping). The epistemic device of the author’s proper observation of the events and hearing the screams of Esther guarantees the truth of the story. This is not hearsay, but personal experience, and satisfies all criteria of truth. What might be irrelevant detail (seeing the event through the cracks between boards) for the description of the events is narratively relevant because it adds detail and hence emphasis to the epistemic moves of the story: It makes it even more credible. The details of description of the event itself (how Esther is tied to the pole, her back bare, where she was etc.) also are narratively relevant because it conveys a visual image of the scene. She is first introduced as a narrative character, followed by the presentation of the master as the other main character, this time with the usual negative appraisals (“barbarous” etc.) – as well as the instrument of torture, the whip. In other words, the scene has been set for the narrative complication to be told – in all terrible detail, featuring both the screams of the victim and the continued whipping by the master. By adding that the master appears to actually like the whipping also introduces a sadistic character of the master – and implicitly of slave masters, in general. The coda of the story is the general evaluation of the punishments (“revolting” and “shocking”) as well as its spurious motive – implying that slaves could be brutally punished for minor reasons. Finally, as is common in classical story structure or everyday experience, there is also the description of the effect of the events on the observer and storyteller (“outrage,” “stunned,” “terrified” etc.), already indexed by the evaluative description of the event itself (“barbarous,” “hateful whip” etc.).
That the story has all the structural characteristics of a story about a terrible experience of a horrible event, as well as the details of a “good” story, is at most narratively interesting. The actual sociopolitical function of the story in Douglass’ book and life is, however, much more relevant, because it serves as a story of resistance and a testimony of the truth of the everyday cruelty of the slave masters and the suffering of slaves – and hence the moral and political necessity of the abolition of slavery.
It is not surprising that this scene is followed by generalizing reflections on the nature of slavery, a typical “moral” or coda of narrative structure:

(2) The heart-rending incidents, related in the foregoing chapter, led me, thus early, to inquire into the nature and history of slavery. Why am I a slave? Why are some people slaves, and others masters?
 (My Bondage and My Freedom)



Hence, both his autobiographies and especially his other writings feature numerous religious, political and humanitarian arguments against slavery. Douglass insists that his opposition against slavery is not merely based on his own experience as slave, but “rather upon the indestructible and unchangeable laws of human nature, every one of which is perpetually and flagrantly violated by the slave system” (My Bondage and My Freedom). We have seen that many of his personal experiences are embedded in more general reflections on the nature of slavery, beginning with the barely existing family lives of slaves. Here is a summary of his arguments against slavery:

(3) I have shown that slavery is wicked – wicked, in that it violates the great law of liberty, written on every human heart – wicked, in that it violates the first command of the decalogue – wicked, in that it fosters the most disgusting licentiousness – wicked, in that it mars and defaces the image of God by cruel and barbarous inflictions – wicked, in that it contravenes the laws of eternal justice, and tramples in the dust all the humane and heavenly precepts of the New Testament. (A Lecture on Slavery, at Rochester, December 8, 1850)



Again, this fragment combines religious, legal and humanitarian arguments. Especially the moral argument, that slavery is fundamentally bad, here typically described as “wicked,” as in many other writings against slavery, summarizes a long list of other qualifications of slavery in a long list of other qualifications of slavery in My Bondage and My Freedom, which mentions the word “slavery” 381 times, that is, in generic terms, and not only in terms of its actual, concrete manifestations:

(4) The (…) depth, doom, greed, degradation, power, wickedness, dehumanizing character, soul-killing power, rigors, galling chains, brutality, horror, evil, tyranny, injustice, fraud, inhumanity, malice, chain, dangers, chains and fetters, crimes, terrible jaws, enormity, inhumanity, abuses, pestiferous breath, wrongfulness, remorseless jaws, abominations (…) of slavery.



That Douglass’ condemnation of slavery is not merely political or humanitarian, but also emotional, is shown not only by many of the qualifications of the nature of slavery, but also by his repeated emphasis on his profound hatred of slavery, mentioned more than fifty times in My Bondage and My Freedom, in such passages as the following:

	This, to me, was knowledge; but it was a kind of knowledge which filled me with a burning hatred of slavery, increased my suffering, and left me without the means of breaking away from my bondage.

	Those songs still follow me, to deepen my hatred of slavery, and quicken my sympathies for my brethren in bonds.

	It reveals slavery in its true color, and in its maturity of repulsive hatefulness.

	It was slavery – not its mere incidents – that I hated.

	I hated slavery, slaveholders, and all pertaining to them; and I did not fail to inspire others with the same feeling, wherever and whenever opportunity was presented.

	I hated slavery, always, and the desire for freedom only needed a favorable breeze, to fan it into a blaze, at any moment.



These passages, as well as his later lectures on the nature and inhumanity of slavery, show Douglass especially as a witness of the horrors of slavery, rather than as a formal apologist of abolition using extended philosophical arguments, as is the case for (white) abolitionists, who had not personally experienced (and not always even observed) the brutality of slavery. No doubt, however, such personally based experiences and observations had more profound influence on much of his publics than a formal argumentation against slavery.

5.2.2 Jim Crow and the Struggle against Segregation in the USA
The abolition of slavery in the USA in 1865 did not stop the oppression of the African American population. From then on, antiracist struggle no longer was against slavery, but more generally against prejudice, discrimination and violence, not only in interpersonal encounters, but especially against many of the legal and other official forms of marginalization and exclusion of the system of segregation that would dominate the USA until the 1960s.

5.2.3 Racist Segregation
Segregation allegedly did not violate the 14th Amendment (equal protection) to the Constitution, as long as all facilities were provided equally to black and white citizens. This allowed States and cities to offer (purportedly) equal but separate facilities, policies that were supported by the Plessy v. Ferguson decision of the Supreme Court in 1896 and confirmed several times by the same court in the next sixty years. Though no longer enslaved, African Americans continued to suffer serious infringements of their rights in the following period of Jim Crow that followed immediately after the Civil War and abolition. The horrors of slavery were followed by those of decades of white supremacist violence and segregation, primarily, but not only, in the South (of many books on Jim Crow, see, e.g., Collier & Collier, 2000; George, 2000; Lewis & Lewis, 2009).
The Reconstruction Act of 1876, the 15th Amendment and the Civil Rights Act of 1875 gave African Americans the vote and prohibited racial segregation in accommodation (though not in schools and universities), but hardly put an end to the many forms of segregation, discrimination and violence, especially in the South as soon as the federal troops withdrew.
On the contrary, from the Jim Crow era of the end of the nineteenth century until the New Deal era of the 1930s, African Americans were increasingly disenfranchised by conservative white politicians, and formal and de facto segregation (violently) enforced by the police. Also, more generally, violence (such as lynching) by whites against African Americans, especially those that resisted the many forms of segregation, increased dramatically in the following decades.
Whereas slavery was also undoubtedly based on an ideology of white racial superiority, and not only on economic exploitation and power abuse, and although segregation also had economic causes (such as competition of black workers), we here witness a more explicit implementation of a racist system of domination, as was the case for Apartheid in South Africa. Racist violence and especially lynchings were pervasive. Segregation and discrimination were prevalent in all domains of social life, not only in housing or the use of restaurants, transport and other public facilities, but also in the army, the unions, sport and employment generally. In science, racist eugenic ideas gained support (among the many books on lynchings and other violence against blacks, see, e.g., Brundage, 1997; Equal Justice Initiative, 2015).
The nineteenth century produced increasingly racist ideologies that legitimated slavery and discrimination of nonwhites in general. Whether explicitly formulated and applied or not, these ideologies offered a justification of the many forms of segregation, discrimination and violence against African Americans that were predominant in the USA after the Civil War at least until the Civil Rights Movement and the Civil Rights laws of the 1960s, such as the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Many forms of discrimination, de facto segregation and (e.g., police) violence against African Americans subsist until today, despite the Civil Rights laws and advances of the 1960s and later decades (Blackmon, 2009).
Whereas earlier antiracist struggle was largely, though not exclusively, focused on the slave trade and slavery as a system, resistance henceforth was more generally antiracist and focused on many aspects of civil rights. And whereas especially early antislavery discourse and action in the seventeenth century were largely engaged in by white elites such as the Quakers, in the nineteenth century and after the Civil War and abolition, the struggle against racist discrimination and for civil rights was most prominently engaged in by African Americans themselves.


5.3 Discourses of Black Antiracist Resistance
Racist segregation and the many other forms of discrimination and prejudice in the everyday lives of African Americans obviously provoked many forms of resistance, such as the Montgomery bus boycott in 1955, finally leading to the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s (Ortiz, 2006).
Already under Jim Crow, progressive white and especially black antiracists also resisted discursively, despite the broad racist consensus of segregation, especially but not only in the South. Following the black Niagara Movement of 1905, in 1909 W. E. B. Du Bois (see Section 5.3.1) and others founded the biracial NAACP, the first Civil Rights organization resisting segregation and discrimination and promoting justice for African Americans, until today. Besides its influential legal actions opposing the dominant Jim Crow laws and regulations in the early 1890s, its members also individually engaged in many forms of discursive resistance against the pervasive forms of segregation and discrimination in the USA (Finch, 1981).
5.3.1 W. E. B. Du Bois
Among the large number of African American intellectuals engaged in the struggle against segregation and other forms of racism in the first half of the 1900s, sociologist and historian W. E. B. Du Bois (1868–1963) occupies a leading position. As the first African American who earned a doctorate (from Harvard), he played a prominent role in the burgeoning Civil Rights Movement. Opposed to the influential ideas of Booker T. Washington, founder of the Tuskegee Institute in Alabama, who advocated a gradualist, accommodationist policy by focusing on black progress by practical education, Du Bois defended complete civil rights for African Americans (Stafford, 2005).
More generally, Du Bois may be seen as one of the most influential founders of contemporary antiracist discourse and other forms of antiracist practice. His books The Philadelphia Negro, Souls of Black Folk (1903) and other essays, as well as his contributions to the NAACP journal the Crisis, feature many systematic analyses of racism and race relations, both in the USA and internationally. Against black assimilation in white society, as advocated by Douglass, he celebrated the African heritage of black people, while criticizing European colonialism and participating in the first Pan-African Congress in London in 1900.
Critical of what he saw as some of the characteristics of the black lower class, he emphasized the role of the (white and black) elites (“the Talented Tenth”) in the advancement of culture. In his long life, he participated in many of the progressive movements of his time, including socialism, pacifism, feminism and anticolonialism, frequently traveling abroad and organizing or participating in international conferences, such as the Pan-African Congress.
Relevant for this chapter are Du Bois’ many writings, especially in the Crisis, of which he was editor, commenting on the many forms of racism that characterized Jim Crow and after. Interestingly, although denouncing segregation and many other forms of discrimination of African Americans, he never uses the term “racism.” Actually, he sparingly uses terms that imply white oppression, including “discrimination” or “exclusion.” Instead, the term “race-prejudice” or “color-prejudice” is sometimes used. Although interested, also theoretically, in race relations (summarized by his famous prediction “The problem of the twentieth century is the problem of the color-line”), most of his writings are about the everyday lives and experiences of African Americans, including their own “self-disparagement.” Yet throughout his discourse he implies that the situation of the “Negro” is conditioned by centuries of slavery and postbellum oppression. After Du Bois’ account of the well-known Freedman’s Bureau set up to assist the former slaves, here are some relevant passages on racism in some of the essays of The Souls of Black Folks:

(5) Daily the Negro is coming more and more to look upon law and justice, not as protecting safeguards, but as sources of humiliation and oppression. The laws are made by men who have little interest in him; they are executed by men who have absolutely no motive for treating the black people with courtesy or consideration; and, finally, the accused law-breaker is tried, not by his peers, but too often by men who would rather punish ten innocent Negroes than let one guilty one escape (…)
I have seen, in the Black Belt of Georgia, an ignorant, honest Negro buy and pay for a farm in installments three separate times, and then in the face of law and decency the enterprising American who sold it to him pocketed the money and deed and left the black man landless, to labor on his own land at thirty cents a day. I have seen a black farmer fall in debt to a white storekeeper, and that storekeeper go to his farm and strip it of every single marketable article, – mules, ploughs, stored crops, tools, furniture, bedding, clocks, looking-glass, – and all this without a sheriff or officer, in the face of the law for homestead exemptions, and without rendering to a single responsible person any account or reckoning.



These are passages about race relations and racism in more generic terms, but with concrete examples of everyday life. Du Bois was interested in the legal aspects of everyday racism – blaming the lack of interest of the legislators, articulating a contradiction between the values the law should protect (“justice”) with the actual situation (“humiliation and oppression”), and the persons who should apply the law (“lack of courtesy and consideration”). At the same time, using another criterion of democratic justice and the law (to be judged by one’s peers), he ironically concludes that daily reality at the courts is very different.
After this generic statement about blacks and the law, he proceeds to summarize his own experiences, introduced by a general evidential move (“I have seen”) emphasizing the truth of his observations. Though these are not stories, but summaries of stories, the ideological polarization between bad white and good black frames the structures of these stories, which are no less heart-rending because of lack of narrative detail. As generic narratives, however, they contribute no less to a general sociological description of the many ways racist whites are treating black people in everyday life.
An even better picture of the prejudice and racism of the South is described in the following passage about the experiences of John Jones, a teacher, who asked the local judge if he could teach at the local school. Here is the reply of the judge, as Du Bois describes it:

(6) The Judge sat in the dining-room amid his morning’s mail, and he did not ask John to sit down. He plunged squarely into the business. “You’ve come for the school, I suppose. Well John, I want to speak to you plainly. You know I’m a friend to your people. I’ve helped you and your family, and would have done more if you hadn’t got the notion of going off. Now I like the colored people, and sympathize with all their reasonable aspirations; but you and I both know, John, that in this country the Negro must remain subordinate, and can never expect to be the equal of white men. In their place, your people can be honest and respectful; and God knows, I’ll do what I can to help them. But when they want to reverse nature, and rule white men, and marry white women, and sit in my parlor, then, by God! we’ll hold them under if we have to lynch every Nigger in the land. Now, John, the question is, are you, with your education and Northern notions, going to accept the situation and teach the darkies to be faithful servants and laborers as your fathers were, – I knew your father, John, he belonged to my brother, and he was a good Nigger. Well – well, are you going to be like him, or are you going to try to put fool ideas of rising and equality into these folks’ heads, and make them discontented and unhappy?”


Du Bois is not just a theorist of everyday racism, as in the previous example. He also is able to tell a concrete story – with the usual narrative categories, such as the orientation (time: morning; place: dining room; actor: the judge, John) and the first racist actions of the complication: failing to ask a guest to sit down, followed by a classical racist conversation beginning with a positive self-presentation (“I have helped family … I like colored people, I’ll do what I can to help” etc.) on the one hand, and a series of explicitly racist norms (“Negro must remain subordinate; should not marry white women” etc.) and threats (“lynch” etc.), on the other hand. Relevant especially is the racist challenge of antiracist ideas and ideologies – associated with the North – a black teacher may have or spread in the classroom.
Obviously, no generic, sociological account of racism is necessary when such a story – even of a racist stereotype – reveals more about the everyday life of race relations in the South. Different from white abolitionists and antiracists, we see that the discursive resistance of African Americans uniquely combines generic analyses and rejection of discrimination and racism, with detailed descriptions of their own racism experiences or those of other blacks.

5.3.2  Ida Wells
Whereas Du Bois, besides explicit descriptions of racist experiences and articles in the Crisis, tends to deal with race relations at a more general and theoretical level, including not sparing critical remarks especially about the black lower class and positive remarks on good whites, others involved in the burgeoning field of the early Civil Rights Movement have a more radical style. As we have seen for abolition, women especially often use a more combative style when writing about segregation, Jim Crow, lynchings and the multiple other forms of racist oppression.
Ida Bell Wells-Barnett (1862–1931), journalist, sociologist and co-founder of the NAACP, was one of these women, who fought not only for civil rights for African Americans, but also for women’s suffrage (DuRocher, 2016). Already in the 1890s, she especially documented the gruesome lynchings of African American men and as a journalist also investigated the causes of these “Southern Horrors,” finding that many had economic causes: blacks competing with white businessmen (Freedman, 1994). Like other African American civil rights activists, such as W. E. B. Du Bois, she also traveled to Europe and crusaded there against lynchings in the USA. Here is how she begins her famous pamphlet documenting lynching, The Red Record (1895), which also needs to be cited at length:

(7) The student of American sociology will find the year 1894 marked by a pronounced awakening of the public conscience to a system of anarchy and outlawry which had grown during a series of ten years to be so common, that scenes of unusual brutality failed to have any visible effect upon the humane sentiments of the people of our land.
Beginning with the emancipation of the Negro, the inevitable result of unbridled power exercised for two and a half centuries, by the white man over the Negro, began to show itself in acts of conscienceless outlawry. During the slave regime, the Southern white man owned the Negro body and soul. It was to his interest to dwarf the soul and preserve the body. Vested with unlimited power over his slave, to subject him to any and all kinds of physical punishment, the white man was still restrained from such punishment as tended to injure the slave by abating his physical powers and thereby reducing his financial worth. While slaves were scourged mercilessly, and in countless cases inhumanly treated in other respects, still the white owner rarely permitted his anger to go so far as to take a life, which would entail upon him a loss of several hundred dollars. The slave was rarely killed, he was too valuable; it was easier and quite as effective, for discipline or revenge, to sell him “Down South.”
But Emancipation came and the vested interests of the white man in the Negro’s body were lost. The white man had no right to scourge the emancipated Negro, still less has he a right to kill him. But the Southern white people had been educated so long in that school of practice, in which might makes right, that they disdained to draw strict lines of action in dealing with the Negro. In slave times the Negro was kept subservient and submissive by the frequency and severity of the scourging, but, with freedom, a new system of intimidation came into vogue; the Negro was not only whipped and scourged; he was killed.
Not all nor nearly all of the murders done by white men, during the past thirty years in the South, have come to light, but the statistics as gathered and preserved by white men, and which have not been questioned, show that during these years more than ten thousand Negroes have been killed in cold blood, without the formality of judicial trial and legal execution. And yet, as evidence of the absolute impunity with which the white man dares to kill a Negro, the same record shows that during all these years, and for all these murders only three white men have been tried, convicted, and executed. As no white man has been lynched for the murder of colored people, these three executions are the only instances of the death penalty being visited upon white men for murdering Negroes.



Despite the academic style of the pamphlet, and its painstaking statistics and accounts, Ida Wells’ sociological expertise, the lexical and rhetorical properties of the passage also show her strong denunciation of lynchings, whose gruesome nature is described in much detail: “unusual brutality,” “unbridled power,” “mercilessly,” “cold blood.” Much of this initial statement of the problem also betrays her legal perspective on lynchings: “anarchy,” “outlawry,” “judicial trial,” “legal execution.” Also, at the end of the paragraph, she again focuses on the legal aspect of lynchings: that despite the killings of many thousands of blacks, whites were hardly ever prosecuted – a point also made by Du Bois. Hence, her writings implied a strong criticism of the judiciary and the State, as was the case with much antiracism discourse of black, post-abolition authors. In a few paragraphs, she also summarizes the well-known argument why anti-black violence was even worse after abolition: Slaveowners might be brutal but by killing slaves they would lose an expensive possession, but after abolition such a restraint no longer existed. Later in the pamphlet, it is not only shown, as is the case here, that whites under slavery used to oppress slaves and continued that attitude after the Civil War. Rather, Wells shows that often the causes of the lynchings are rooted in white resentment against successful black competition.
Wells’ combative attitude on lynchings also shows in her recommendation that black men keep a gun in the house to defend themselves. Already earlier, after the Civil War, the Union Leagues (blacks who had joined the Republican Party after getting the vote in 1867) had formed militias to protect black people – though it had to be disbanded because of violent assaults by the Ku Klux Klan (KKK). Later followed a supremacist campaign of the (then conservative) Democratic Party, legally disenfranchising and legitimating white mobs to attack black people, who in the cities at the end of the nineteenth century had prospered as small businesspeople, artisans and professionals.

5.3.3 Other Early Civil Rights Advocates
First under slavery, followed by reconstruction, segregation, Jim Crow legislation, white supremacist mob violence and many other violations of civil rights, the African community had increasing numbers of well-educated African Americans advocating civil rights.

5.3.4 Henry McNeal Turner
Black churches had proliferated after abolition and played an important role in the Civil Rights Movement (Findlay, 1993). Bishop Henry McNeal Turner (1834–1915) of the influential African Methodist Episcopal (AME) church, also the first black chaplain of the US Colored Troops, acted also as editor and politician, advocated justice and equality for black people, and opposed Jim Crow laws. When the US Supreme Court in 1883 ruled that the Civil Rights Act was unconstitutional, Turner was furious and wrote in 1893:

(8) The world has never witnessed such barbarous laws entailed upon a free people as have grown out of the decision of the United States Supreme Court, issued October 15, 1883. For that decision alone authorized and now sustains all the unjust discriminations, proscriptions and robberies perpetrated by public carriers upon millions of the nation’s most loyal defenders. It fathers all the ‘Jim-Crow cars’ into which colored people are huddled and compelled to pay as much as the whites, who are given the finest accommodations. It has made the ballot of the black man a parody, his citizenship a nullity and his freedom a burlesque. It has engendered the bitterest feeling between the whites and blacks, and resulted in the deaths of thousands, who would have been living and enjoying life today.



As was the case for the discourses of Du Bois and Wells, McNeal Turner also focuses on the law and the judiciary, precisely because, in a democratic society, blacks should expect legal protection against all forms of oppression and discrimination. Turning against even the Supreme Court, the author implies that even at the highest level of the judiciary there is no protection for blacks. The ideological polarization of the summary of everyday discrimination (those involved in discrimination, robberies etc.), that is, between whites, on the one hand, and blacks, who are loyal defenders, on the other hand, is classical of much antiracist discourse. In just a few lines, the author summarizes the inequities of Jim Crow segregation, the political lack of power of black people, and the enmity between white and black. The critical style of the pamphlet is obvious from such explicit appraisal words as “barbarous,” “unjust,” “discriminations,” “robberies,” “huddled” and “burlesque.” Unlike other black professionals, as a bishop, Turner was less dependent on white consent or cooperation and hardly showed respect for the Supreme Court, whose ruling he called a “Barbarous Decision. Most Cruel and Inhuman Verdict Against a Loyal People in the History of the World” (for the rhetoric of McNeal Turner, see Cummings, 1982).

5.3.5 Anna Julia Hayward Cooper
Anna Julia Hayward Cooper (1858–1964), who received a PhD from the Sorbonne in 1924, played a prominent role both in the early Civil Rights and the feminist movements (Gable, 1982). Her book A Voice from the South: By a Woman from the South (1892) is celebrated as the first publication of the black feminist movement and advocated the education of black women as an important condition of African American progress more generally. Here are some fragments of her politically advanced book:

(9) Here [in America] surely was a seething caldron of conflicting elements. Religious intolerance and political hatred, race prejudice and caste pride (…) America for Americans! This is the white man’s country! The Chinese must go, shrieks the exclusionist. Exclude the Italians! Colonize the blacks in Mexico or deport them to Africa. Lynch, suppress, drive out, kill out! America for Americans! “Who are Americans?” comes rolling back from ten million throats. Who are to do the packing and delivering of the goods? Who are the homefolks and who are the strangers? Who are the absolute and original tenants in fee-simple. The red men used to be owners of the soil, – but they are about to be pushed over into the Pacific Ocean. They, perhaps, have the best right to call themselves “Americans” by law of primogeniture. They are at least the oldest inhabitants of whom we can at present identify any traces. If early settlers from abroad merely are meant and it is only a question of squatters’ rights – why, the Mayflower, a pretty venerable institution, landed in the year of Grace 1620, and the first delegation from Africa just one year ahead of that, – in 1819. The first settlers seem to have been almost as much mixed as we are on this point; and it does not seem at all easy to decide just what individuals we mean when we yell “America for the Americans.” At least the cleavage cannot be made by hues and noses, if we are to seek for the genuine F. F. V.’s as the inhabitants best entitled to the honor of that name.



A sharp and smart critic of slavery and male chauvinism, this passage shows her ironic opposition against nationalism and racism, after a long list of different ethnic and social groups that had come to the USA – while vindicating the rights of Native Americans in the process and asserting that the USA was mixed race from the start. The exclamation style mimics the discourse of racist rabble-rousers. The passage would be a worthy attack of nationalist and racist Trumpism today. Besides such general passages about racism, she also tells about specific racist and sexist events:

(10) A recent episode in the Corcoran art gallery at the American capital is to the point. A colored woman who had shown marked ability in drawing and coloring, was advised by her teacher, himself an artist of no mean rank, to apply for admission to the Corcoran school in order to study the models and to secure other advantages connected with the organization. She accordingly sent a written application accompanied by specimens of her drawings, the usual modus operandi in securing admission.  The drawings were examined by the best critics and pronounced excellent, and a ticket of admission was immediately issued together with a highly complimentary reference to her work.  The next day my friend, congratulating her country and herself that at least in the republic of art no caste existed, presented her ticket of admission in propria persona. There was a little preliminary side play in Delsarte pantomime, – aghast – incredulity – wonder; then the superintendent told her in plain unartistic English that of course he had not dreamed a colored person could do such work, and had he suspected the truth of admission; that, to be right frank, the ticket would have to be cancelled, – she could under no condition be admitted to the studio. Can it be possible that even art in America is to be tainted by this shrivelling caste spirit? If so, what are we coming to? Can any one conceive a Shakespeare, a Michael Angelo, or a Beethoven putting away any fact of simple merit because the thought, or the suggestion, or the creation emanated from a soul with an unpleasing exterior?



As we have seen in the stories of Douglass, Du Bois and Wells, this story also has the usual trimmings of everyday storytelling: the place and time of the events, as well as the (black and white) actors and then the usual polarization between the extraordinary (drawing) abilities of the black woman – independently assessed by specialists – and the racist let-down of the superintendent of a school as the narrative complication of the story. As befits any everyday story, the account of the events is followed by a coda consisting of a generic moral conclusion argument about racism in the arts in the form of a rhetorical question. Also, her ironical rendering of reported speech (“in plain unartistic English”) by a racist superintendent shows her insight in racist conversation. Her irony about race relations artfully combines with the humor of depicting everyday situations.
In a fragment in which she says not to blame a conductor for enforcing segregation laws, once they are the law of the land, she adds a but:

(11) But when a great burly six feet of masculinity with sloping shoulders and unkempt beard swaggers in, and, throwing a roll of tobacco into one corner of his jaw, growls out at me over the paper I am reading, “Here gurl,” (I am past thirty) “you better git out ‘n dis kyar ‘f yer don’t, I’ll put yer out,” – my mental annotation is Here’s an American citizen who has been badly trained. He is sadly lacking in both ‘sweetness’ and ‘light’ (…)



As is the case for many of the other everyday antiracist stories, this fragment also combined irony with narrative detail, for example, about the conversation, followed by a conclusion emphasizing the class difference between the white bully and the refined black lady. Again, the sociopolitical implications and functions of such a brief vignette are obvious, about not only race relations, on the racist nature of many whites, but also the positive self-presentation of black authors and blacks in general.

5.3.6 Timothy Thomas Fortune
Another militant advocate of civil rights for African Americans was the former slave Timothy Thomas Fortune (1856–1928), editor of the influential black newspaper The New York Age and later of the widely distributed Negro World (founded in 1918 by Marcus Garvey and Amy Ashwood). He was also adviser and ghostwriter of Booker T. Washington. In his editorials, he combated lynchings and discrimination as well as the disenfranchisement of African Americans. Critics of this author, as well as of other civil rights advocates, assert that their ideology is limited to a form of “legal liberalism” and “court-focused strategies” (Carr, 2008).

5.3.7 Non-Elite Discourse
We have seen that the black resistance against slavery and racism in the USA increasingly was a form of elite resistance. It was engaged in by African Americans with much education, some with doctorates, as well as by priests, lawyers and politicians. Such discourse, on the one hand, is characterized by stories of personal experiences of racism, and, on the other hand, by sociological or legal analysis, and the formulation of human and civil rights.
Less known and studied, for obvious reasons of historical access, were the discourses of slaves and other non-elite authors, first of all by former slaves such as Frederick Douglass – even when these later became part of the black elites, and hence known and studied, also internationally. Also, some of the popular black discourses against discrimination are quite different from black elites like Du Bois or Ida Wells, as was the case for Marcus Garvey (1887–1940) from Jamaica and the founder of the Universal Negro Improvement Association and African Communities League (UNIA-ACL) (see, e.g., Hill & Bair, 1987; Stein, 1986). Entrepreneur, black nationalist and Pan-Africanist, he propagated return to Africa and even black racial purity – with contacts with KKK and white nationalists – and hence was hardly popular among the black elites. Despite his powerful rhetoric, his only book, Message to the People (1937), written at the end of his life, was a secret course for his followers on African philosophy. Here is a fragment of a speech pronounced in Harlem in 1924:

(12) The Negro is a MAN; we represent the New Negro. His back is not yet against the wall, we do not want his back against the wall because that would be a peculiar and desperate position. We do not want him there. It is because of this we are asking for a fair compromise. Well the Belgians have control over the Belgian Congo, which they cannot use. They have not the resources to develop, nor the intelligence. The French have more territory than they can develop, there’s certain parts of Africa in which they cannot live at all. So it is for YOU to come together and give us a United States of Africa. We are not going to be a race without a country. God never intended it and we are not going to disappoint God’s confidence in us as Men. We are Men, human beings, capable of the same acts as any other race. Possessing under fair circumstances the same INTELLIGENCE as any other race. Now Africa’s been sleeping. Not dead, only sleeping.



In the same speech, he criticizes the “racist assumptions of much white American Christianity” as well as slavery, and in that sense his discourse also needs to be mentioned in the history of antiracist discourse. But the style and controversial arguments of his black nationalism are very different from that of black elites such as Du Bois. Positive ingroup presentation is characteristic of much antiracist discourse, as is also the case here and in later slogans about “Black is Beautiful.” But the arguments to return to Africa (where he never went) and declaring himself the King of Africa were hardly taken seriously by the black intelligentsia of his time but did influence anticolonialism (“Africa for the Africans”).


5.4 Conclusions
Whereas early discourse against slavery was written by white (mostly Quaker) abolitionists because slaves initially had no access to writing and publication, the nineteenth century saw an increasing number of (former) slaves and other black authors engaged in important and influential abolitionist and antiracist discourse.
Crucial for such discourse are not only the many persuasive arguments against slavery, but especially moving personal experiences, and hence stories, more persuasive than any academic discourse, as is the case for most black testimonies, especially in those of former slave Frederick Douglass, who had to learn to write himself in order to be able to tell his experiences for a larger, including an international, public. Indeed, he was invited and spoke abroad, as was the case for the monumental W. E. B. Du Bois and his engagement in international antiracism, anticolonialism and feminism.
Besides famous publications, blacks in the nineteenth century also began to take academic degrees, as was the case for Anna Julia Hayward Cooper taking a PhD in the Sorbonne in Paris, after the first black doctorate of W. E. B. Du Bois. The influence of these writers was not limited to books, lectures or occasional pamphlets.
They also founded and edited newspapers, such as the North Star, founded by Frederick Douglass, or the Crisis by Du Bois. Besides their activity in the antiracist movement, black women especially also actively joined the burgeoning feminist movement, as was the case for Ida Wells and Hayward Cooper.
Finally, these many abolitionist, and more generally antiracist, activities of black writers and scholars also involved important political and organizational activity, such as the foundation of the NAACP, which would later play a fundamental role in the Civil Rights Movement in the twentieth century.
The antiracist discourse of all these increasingly famous black writers first of all featured detailed persuasive descriptions of the cruelty of white slaveowners, as in Douglass’ autobiography. But after emancipation, when killing blacks no longer means killing a possession, we find accounts of the even more deadly violence against free blacks, as is the case for the painstaking statistics of lynchings by sociologist Ida Wells. Such evidence, based on moving testimonies and cold statistics, is systematically evaluated in terms of the violation of many laws, such as those of nature, justice, the Bible and humanity – as summarized by Douglass. But also the everyday lives of blacks came to be described in much sociological detail. In sum, black writing in the nineteenth century has been fundamental for all important genres of antiracist discourse, and very influential in the struggle against slavery, segregation, lynching and other violence, and the progress of the African American people.


6 The Civil Rights Movement
6.1 Introduction
The early decades of the twentieth century are characterized by generalized and extreme forms of racism, not only in the USA. Eugenics, which had emerged in the United Kingdom, had spread to many countries and also targeted blacks – and was finally applied in the Holocaust of the Jews (among a vast number of books, see Bashford & Levine, 2010).
South American countries such as Argentina and Brazil also favored white European immigrants to “whiten” the indigenous and black populations (Skidmore, 1974). Combined colonialism and racism of the United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands, Belgium and other countries dominated a large part of the world (Page & Sonnenburg, 2003).
In the USA, after some antiracist successes under Reconstruction, Jim Crow legislation and segregation dominated, especially in the South, despite opposition by many politicians as well as black and white activists, some of whom were mentioned in the previous chapter (Fremon, 2000). As a consequence, hundreds of thousands of blacks moved to the North.
The Democratic Party, in particular, played a prominent role in the enactment of many laws and regulations excluding African Americans from the vote and from any kind of power position – legitimating lynching and other white violence against blacks, especially by poor white mobs – none of which was ever punished (Bartlett, 2008). It should be recalled that before World War II the Democratic Party was the more explicitly racist and the Republican Party more liberal in its ideas about black civil rights (for a detailed history of these political and economic aspects of the history of the Civil Rights Movement, see McAdam, 1999; McAdam & Kloos, 2014).
Despite the many forms of segregation and exclusion, the first decades of the twentieth century were relatively good times for black professionals and businessmen, especially in the North and the cities. Booker Washington’s (1865–1915) sponsorship of black business played a prominent role in this progress of black businesses.
For decades since 1860, and in various stages, the white supremacist Ku Klux Klan exercised its racist terror. In particular, its second phase, since 1921, appealed to white Protestants and targeted African Americans, Catholics and Jews – who were not seen as 100 percent Americans. In the 1950s emerged its Third Phase and its violent opposition against the Civil Rights Movement (McVeigh, 2009).
Segregation initially was also practiced by the unions. The AFL had only one black union (of sleeping car porters). Only in the 1920s and 1930s did the Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO), split off from the AFL, begin to organize black workers and opposed Jim Crow practice, in coalition with the Communist Party and the NAACP.

6.2 Black Legal Resistance against Racism
The NAACP itself continued its protest and legal activities against lynchings, but anti-lynching bills were defeated several times by the representatives of Southern States (Zangrando, 1980). For decades, one of its other main aims was to get the Supreme Court’s decision Plessy v. Ferguson, legitimating segregation, overturned. After strenuous effort, in 1954, the court was finally persuaded to vote against segregation in schools by newly appointed Earl Warren in the Brown v. Board of Education case, with the argument that minority children did not get equal education. Although the “separate” criterion, leading to segregation in the first place, was not challenged, factual inequality was finally decisive to persuade the court. Despite massive Southern resistance, for example, by nineteen senators and seventy-seven representatives and their Southern Manifesto, with this decision of the Supreme Court, the major phase of the Civil Rights Movement in the USA was initiated.
Thurgood Marshall (1908–1993) played a prominent role in the preparation of the case and, in 1967, became the first African American Justice of the Court, appointed by Lyndon Johnson. In 1934, he was earlier successful in a similar case (Murray v. Pearson), challenging the equality criterion of the segregated University Maryland Law School that did not admit a brilliant black student. As chief counsel for the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, he won many other civil rights cases in the following years and twenty-nine out of thirty-two cases brought for the Supreme Court. President Kennedy appointed him to the US Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit in 1961, and Lyndon Johnson appointed him United States Solicitor General in 1965, then the highest-ranking African American in the history of the USA.
In 1954, Thurgood Marshall argued the Brown vs. Board of Education case in the following words:

(1) IT FOLLOWS THAT with education, this Court has made segregation and inequality equivalent concepts. They have equal rating, equal footing, and if segregation thus necessarily imports inequality, it makes no great difference whether we say that the Negro is wronged because he is segregated, or that he is wronged because he received unequal treatment …
(…) Those same kids in Virginia and South Carolina-and I have seen them do it-they play in the streets together, they play on their farms together, they go down the road together, they separate to go to school, they come out of school and play ball together. They have to be separated in school.
(…) So whichever way it is done, the only way that this Court can decide this case in opposition to our position, is that there must be some reason which gives the state the right to make a classification that they can make in regard to nothing else in regard to Negroes, and we submit the only way to arrive at that decision is to find that for some reason Negroes are inferior to all other human beings.
(…) The only thing can be is an inherent determination that the people who were formerly in slavery, regardless of anything else, shall be kept as near that stage as is possible, and now is the time, we submit, that this Court should make it clear that that is not what our Constitution stands for.



First, Marshall deals with the argument that segregation does not imply inequality – an argument that presupposes that segregation is not incompatible with the 14th Amendment. Secondly, with a powerful eyewitness argument, he shows that school segregation is inconsistent with integration in most other forms of social life. Thirdly, he spells out an obviously unwelcome implication should the court hold for the opposition (the School Board of Topeka), namely that they defend a racist belief (about the inferiority of blacks), and a racist practice (to keep blacks dominated as under slavery). Finally, he closes with the most relevant argument that any decision in favor of the opponent would be inconsistent with the Constitution, which is precisely what the Supreme Court is supposed to protect in the first place. The powerful argumentation structure, which leaves the court hardly any alternative but to agree with Thurgood Marshall, is further supported with other persuasive discourse structures, such as the epistemic move of evidentiality (“I have seen them do it”) implying truth, the mini-story about children, relevant to both the topic of education and an additional support for the argument that white children are innocent and not racist and hence play together, which is also an emotional vignette, as well as the usual rhetoric of repetition emphasizing the unity and identity of black and white kids (“they … together”) – put in contrast with “separation” in school, using the very concept of the current practice and Plessy. We see that, at all levels of discourse structure, the NAACP counsel is able to manage the persuasion of the court, showing the well-known powerful rhetoric of black lawyers and reverends.
Marshall was obviously not the only one arguing against segregation in the schools. The case was followed by the entire nation as well as internationally, where the Civil Rights Movement was extensively covered in the press (Risley, 2008). As the four Quakers of the Germantown Petition in 1688 wrote that slavery might hurt the international reputation of their settlement, US politicians in the 1950s were also increasingly worried about the reactions around the globe about segregation and Jim Crow. Secretary of State Dean Acheson wrote, “The United States is under constant attack in the foreign press, over the foreign radio, and in such international bodies as the United Nations because of various practices of discrimination in this country” (Bell, 2004).
Although the important decision of the Supreme Court in Brown v. the Board of Education formally ended at least part of Plessy v. Ferguson, the actual integration of the schools was met with massive resistance by schools, boards and politicians, especially in the South – as was the case at each step for the progress of the attainment of complete civil rights for African Americans in the following years. Federal troops were sometimes needed to protect black students going to integrated schools, as was the case for the desegregation of the Little Rock Central High School in 1957 (Anderson, 2010).
6.2.1 Discourse vs. Nondiscursive Resistance
This book shows that much antiracist resistance was and is largely discursive. However, the Civil Rights Movement in the USA definitely was not only a discursive form of resistance against prevalent racism, as may have been the case for much of Quaker opposition against slavery or only litigation in the courts. Increasingly, facing legal barriers, lynchings, Klan and mob violence, as well as political immobility, especially – but not only – in the Southern States, African Americans took resistance to the streets. The struggle for civil rights involved many types of practical resistance and action, by civil disobedience, sit-ins, marches, occupations and self-defense. Sometimes such self-defense even included armed resistance (despite the celebrated nonviolence principle of the Civil Rights Movement) as was the case for the leader of the North Carolina Chapter of the NAACP, Robert F. Williams, seeking protection against the violence of the Ku Klux Klan in 1957. These many forms of collective protest of the Civil Rights Movement have been documented in innumerable studies, news media and eyewitness testimonies, among many other discourse types in need of analysis in their own right (among many books, see, e.g., Levy, 1998; Morris, 1984; Ollhoff, 2011).
But no protest action speaks for itself. If not by declarations of intentions and goals by the very leaders or other participants, or by the representations of interpretations of many types of observers, especially in the media and politics, all nonverbal resistance can only be understood and can only reach its goals if discursively framed. Rosa Parks may valiantly defy a bus driver when she refuses to give up her seat for a white passenger, an action that sparked the momentous Montgomery bus boycott, one of the major forms of resistance against Jim Crow segregation, especially organized by black women (of many books, see, e.g., Burns, 1997; Robinson, 1987). But that action could only have its political and social consequence if observed and interpreted for what it was (a form of protest and resistance), if reported and told about among both the African American and white communities, as well as the media and politics – that is, if reproduced discursively. More generally, all massive resistance needs planning, formulation of goals, and communication between leaders and others, and conversations among participants. This is also the case for the US Civil Rights Movement. Though focused on less than the spectacular nonverbal forms of resistance, the prominent discourses of the Civil Rights Movement also need (more) analysis (see, e.g., Hohle, 2013). Here we will find the formulation of reasons, arguments, intentions, goals, values, histories and stories, hopes and dreams of the movement – as is the case for the I Have a Dream (1963) speech of Martin Luther King, in the first place:

(2) I am happy to join with you today in what will go down in history as the greatest demonstration for freedom in the history of our nation. (…) Five score years ago, a great American, in whose symbolic shadow we stand today, signed the Emancipation Proclamation. This momentous decree came as a great beacon light of hope to millions of Negro slaves who had been seared in the flames of withering injustice. It came as a joyous daybreak to end the long night of their captivity. But one hundred years later, the Negro still is not free. One hundred years later, the life of the Negro is still sadly crippled by the manacles of segregation and the chains of discrimination. One hundred years later, the Negro lives on a lonely island of poverty in the midst of a vast ocean of material prosperity. One hundred years later, the Negro is still languished in the corners of American society and finds himself an exile in his own land. And so we’ve come here today to dramatize a shameful condition. (…) We have also come to this hallowed spot to remind America of the fierce urgency of Now. This is no time to engage in the luxury of cooling off or to take the tranquilizing drug of gradualism. Now is the time to make real the promises of democracy. Now is the time to rise from the dark and desolate valley of segregation to the sunlit path of racial justice. Now is the time to lift our nation from the quicksands of racial injustice to the solid rock of brotherhood. Now is the time to make justice a reality for all of God’s children. (…) But there is something that I must say to my people, who stand on the warm threshold which leads into the palace of justice: In the process of gaining our rightful place, we must not be guilty of wrongful deeds. Let us not seek to satisfy our thirst for freedom by drinking from the cup of bitterness and hatred. We must forever conduct our struggle on the high plane of dignity and discipline. We must not allow our creative protest to degenerate into physical violence. Again and again, we must rise to the majestic heights of meeting physical force with soul force. (…) I have a dream that one day this nation will rise up and live out the true meaning of its creed: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal.”


This speech has been analyzed many times and needs no further analysis here (see, e.g., Vail, 2006). It displays the powerful rhetoric of the reverend and the politician, combining historical reminders about slavery and emancipation with an account of the current state of continuous oppression, topoi of antiracist discourse. Its many exuberant metaphors are not merely the usual embellishment of literary language, but also an expression of embodied thought about prejudice and discrimination in the USA (Charteris-Black, 2014):

	standing in the shadow of the Emancipation Proclamation

	the beacon of light of hope

	the flames of withering injustice

	joyous daybreak to end the long night of their captivity

	Negro is still sadly crippled by the manacles of segregation and the chains of discrimination

	the Negro lives on a lonely island of poverty in the midst of a vast ocean of material prosperity

	This is no time to engage in the luxury of cooling off or to take the tranquilizing drug of gradualism

	Now is the time to rise from the dark and desolate valley of segregation to the sunlit path of racial justice

	my people, who stand on the warm threshold which leads into the palace of justice

	Let us not seek to satisfy our thirst for freedom by drinking from the cup of bitterness and hatred

	we must rise to the majestic heights of meeting physical force with soul force



Most of the metaphors are also polarized, as are the very race relations in the USA, between blacks and whites: between light and darkness, day and night, high and low, liberty and captivity, exclusion and inclusion, love and hate, passivity and activity. They symbolize current oppression and the values and goals of resistance. It should also be emphasized that the famous speech is not an isolated, context-free discourse, but part of the very political context: a huge demonstration of hundreds of thousands of people, in the heart of Washington, DC, and the nation – as is expressed in the very first words of the speech. As one of the most prominent leaders of the Civil Rights Movement, Martin Luther King continued to accompany actions of nonverbal with discursive resistance.


6.3 Discourses of the Civil Rights Movement
This is not the place to even summarize the vast number of actions of protest and resistance of the Civil Rights Movement in the 1950s–1960s in the USA. Let us merely cite fragments of some discourses written and pronounced during, or in the very communicative context of, these actions (among many books, see McNeese, 2008). It should be borne in mind, however, that the Civil Rights Movement, as well as their discourses, should also be understood and analyzed in their historical and political context, continuing African American discourse before the war, as mentioned earlier, as well as the discourses and ideas of the abolition movement in the nineteenth century (see, e.g., McAdam, 1999).
The Montgomery bus boycott of 1955, sparked by Rosa Parks’ act of resistance, could only be organized by broad discursive preparation and organization. Where today social media such as Facebook or Twitter would be used, word of mouth in the 1950s needed to be amplified by leaflets or accounts in the marginal black press (Levy, 2015). The Montgomery Women’s Political Council mimeographed and distributed more than 50,000 leaflets, with the following text:

(3) Another Negro woman has been arrested and thrown in jail because she refused to get up out of her seat on the bus for a white person to sit down. It is the second time since the Claudette Colbert [sic] case that a Negro woman has been arrested for the same thing. This has to be stopped … We are, therefore, asking every Negro to stay off the buses Monday in protest of the arrest and trial. Don’t ride the buses to work, to town, to school, or anywhere on Monday. You can afford to stay out of school for one day if you have no other way to go except by bus. You can also afford to stay out of work for one day if you have no other way to go except by bus. You can also afford to stay out of town for one day. If you work, take a cab, or walk. But please, children and grown-ups, don’t ride the bus at all on Monday. Please stay off the buses Monday.



First, the leaflet acts as information source for a new event (“a new arrest”), which at the same time is (implicitly) mentioned as a reason for action. Secondly, quite tersely the general goal of the form of resistance is mentioned – to stop bus segregation. Finally, in a sequence of repetitive detail, readers are directly interpellated to boycott the buses, even with counterarguments (“just one day”) against possible objections (work, school etc.). Meaning and structure of the pamphlet are prototypical for this genre of social movement discourse, featuring the following main properties:

	A violation of civil or human rights (arrest of a black woman)

	Metaphorical – embodied – emphasis of the violation (“thrown in jail”)

	Repetition of the violation (“another black woman”)

	Ridiculous reason for human rights violation (refusal to stand up)

	Comparison with earlier events (Claudette Colbert)

	The political demand (“this has to be stopped”)

	The call for detailed protest action (refusal to use the bus)

	Direct address of the addressees (“you … you …”)


The increasingly popular and effective occupations and sit-ins in restaurants, parks, benches, libraries, theaters or other public places needed to be organized by various forms of public discourse, as was the case in 1960 in Atlanta, where students of the Committee on Appeal for Human Rights (COAHR) published a full-page advertisement “Appeal for Human Rights” in local newspapers. It was so well written that the Georgia State Governor allegedly said that he thought it was written by foreign communists. Because US Senator Jacob Javits entered it in the Congressional Record, it finally also appeared as a full-page ad in the New York Times, signed by six leading students:

(4) We, the students of the six affiliated institutions forming the Atlanta University Center –  Clark, Morehouse, Morris Brown, and Spelman Colleges, Atlanta University, and the Interdenominational Theological Center –  have joined our hearts, minds, and bodies in the cause of gaining those rights which are inherently ours as of the human race and as citizens these United States. We pledge our unqualified support to those students in this nation who have recently been engaged in the significant movement to secure certain long-awaited rights and privileges. (…) Today’s youth will not sit by submissively, while being denied all of the rights, privileges, and joys of life. We want to state clearly and unequivocally that we cannot tolerate in a nation professing democracy and among people professing democracy, and among people professing Christianity, the discriminatory conditions under which the Negro is living today in Atlanta Georgia – supposedly one of the most progressive cities in the South. (…) We, the students of the Atlanta University Center, are driven by past and present events to assert our feelings to the citizens of Atlanta and to the world. (…) We, therefore, call upon all people in authority – State, County, and City officials; all leaders in civic life – ministers, teachers, and business men; and all people of good will to assort themselves and abolish these injustices. We must say in all candor that we plan to use every legal and non-violent means at our disposal to secure full citizenship rights as members of this great Democracy of ours.



The ad is one of the discourse types of social movements. It has the usual structures of such documents, such as:
(i) Identification of the authors (“We, the students …”)

(ii) The communicative action of the authors, as metaphor (“joined our hearts …”)

(iii) The cause or motivation of the letter/ad (“gaining rights”)

(iv) The communicative and social action of the authors/actors (“pledge … support”)

(v) Review of past actions of the student movement (“recently … secure rights”)

(vi) Announcements of new student action (“will not sit by submissively”)

(vii) Motivation of the student action (“we cannot tolerate … discriminatory …”)

(viii) Motivation of current communicative action (“past events … our feelings”)

(ix) Call for sociopolitical action by addressees (“abolish these injustices”)

(x) Announce future action of authors (“we plan to use every legal …”)



The initial declaration of solidarity and call to action is followed by a summary of the many “inequalities and injustices” in Atlanta and Georgia, such as blatant financial and other inequality in schools and universities, job and housing discrimination, inequality in hospitals, barred entrance to movies, concerts and restaurants, and police maltreatment of blacks. The text ends with a summary of general arguments against current discrimination of African Americans, such as the ideals of democracy, the infringement of human dignity, and the fact that blacks pay taxes and have fought for their country. Interesting, here again, is the “bad reputation” topos: “America is fast losing the respect of other nations by the poor example which she sets in the area of race relations.”
Indeed, as demonstrators against the war in Vietnam in 1968 were singing on the occasion of the Democratic National Convention in Chicago, “The whole world is watching.” Student activist, journalist and media scholar Todd Gitlin would use it later as the title for his book on student activism (Gitlin, 1980). As was the case for the Little Rock School incident, organizers and demonstrators were especially interested in the international coverage of the events. The students in the Atlanta ad address not only people in Georgia and the USA but also the whole world (see also Dudziak, 2000).
Also, the discursive strategies of the student text are characteristic of the social movement discourse of resistance, such as pledges of solidarity, advocating rights, referring to past and present action, refusing submission, enumerating inequalities and democratic values, general calls to the abolition of all forms of discrimination, and announcing to use forms of nonviolent action.
The following days and weeks were characterized by spreading and often successful sit-ins in Atlanta, Georgia and other US States – as one of the many tactics of the Civil Rights Movement. In 1963, in many cities (Atlanta, Birmingham, Albany-GA and others) of the South, university officials, governors and other politicians continued to refuse to integrate black students, often assisted by a violent police force. After widespread violence and some hesitation, the Kennedy administration sent troops to protect black students against white mobs, but otherwise hardly played a prominent role in advancing civil rights. They felt that black revolt “was bad for the country” and that “Negroes are going to push this thing too far” (for a detailed history of the political context of the Civil Rights Movement, see McAdam, 1999; McAdam & Kloos, 2014).
Yet, under the continuing pressure of black revolt, President Kennedy in the same year pressed Congress to enact new civil rights legislation. On June 11, 1963, he addressed the nation on civil rights, on the same day the National Guard in Alabama had to protect the entrance of black students, as follows:

(5) I hope that every American, regardless of where he lives, will stop and examine his conscience about this and other related incidents. This nation was founded by men of many nations and backgrounds. It was founded on the principle that all men are created equal, and that the rights of every man are diminished when the rights of one man are threatened.
Today, we are committed to a worldwide struggle to promote and protect the rights of all who wish to be free. And when Americans are sent to Vietnam or West Berlin, we do not ask for whites only. It ought to be possible, therefore, for American students of any color to attend any public institution they select without having to be backed up by troops. It ought to be possible for American consumers of any color to receive equal service in places of public accommodation, such as hotels and restaurants and theaters and retail stores, without being forced to resort to demonstrations in the street, and it ought to be possible for American citizens of any color to register and to vote in a free election without interference or fear of reprisal. It ought to be possible, in short, for every American to enjoy the privileges of being American without regard to his race or his color. In short, every American ought to have the right to be treated as he would wish to be treated, as one would wish his children to be treated. But this is not the case. (…) One hundred years of delay have passed since President Lincoln freed the slaves, yet their heirs, their grandsons, are not fully free. They are not yet freed from the bonds of injustice. They are not yet freed from social and economic oppression. And this Nation, for all its hopes and all its boasts, will not be fully free until all its citizens are free.



Although African Americans had been the major force behind the advancement of civil rights, both in the streets and in the courts, we see that sometimes the cooperation of the official powers is necessary to push for the legal basis of such rights. This is indeed what Kennedy does in his speech – urging Congress to act and “make a commitment it has not fully made in this century to the proposition that race has no place in American life or law.”
Before addressing Congress and the whole nation, however, Kennedy needs to remind his audience of the dismal state of black civil rights and to stress the basic values of equality in education, restaurants, the vote or anywhere else in everyday life, concluding with a variant of the Golden Rule, as has been the case for all anti-slavery discourse in the past: to treat blacks as one wants to be treated oneself. He not only addresses the main topic of current conflict but also provides a series of concrete data of black inequality. At the same time, however, he urges the black community to be “responsible (…) uphold the law.”
The speech further has the following characteristics of official declarations by the President:

(i) it is addressed to all citizens, the whole nation;

(ii) the historic identity and diversity of the nation;

(iii) the fundamental values of the nation (equality, rights for all);

(iv) application to the current situation, national and international;

(v) concrete application of privileges to ongoing conflict (access of blacks to all public institutions and places, and the vote); and

(vi) summary of the negative past (slavery).


The schematic categories of the official declaration are further amplified by the usual local moves of persuasion, such as conceptual metaphors (“the foundation of the nation,” “worldwide struggle,” “the bonds of injustice”). Finally, the modality of a presidential address is a repeated deontic: “it ought to be possible that …”
More generally, as mentioned earlier, Kennedy’s discourse as well as the debates in Congress show that social movement discourse is not limited to the actors of resistance. A vast number of various types of discourse of solidarity, compliance, concession, agreement and so on are an inherent part of the discursive context of social movement action and discourse (for the Civil Rights Movement, see, e.g., McAdam, 1999; McAdam & Kloos, 2014). This is the case for the discourses of presidents, parliaments and other official institutions reacting to, or complying with, social movement demands and action (for a case study about the role of parliament about quotas for black students in Brazil, see Van Dijk, 2020a).
Two months later, on August 28, 1963, Martin Luther King addressed a huge demonstration, just a few blocks removed from the White House – a demonstration the Kennedy administration initially opposed, fearing it would not help the civil rights legislation it had urged Congress to pass.
Not all discourses pronounced during the Civil Rights Movement advocated peaceful integration and nonviolent resistance against white oppression. Invited by Elijah Muhammad, Malcolm X (1925–1965), national representative of the Nation of Islam, said the following in a speech in the Abyssinian Baptist Church in the same summer of 1963:

(6) Will the exploited and oppressed black masses seek integration with their white exploiters and white oppressors or will these awakened black masses truly revolt and separate themselves completely from this wicked race that has enslaved us? (…) How can the so-called Negroes who call themselves enlightened leaders expect the poor black sheep to integrate into a society of bloodthirsty white wolves, white wolves who have already been sucking on our blood for over four hundred years here in America? Or will these black sheep also revolt against the “false shepherd,” the handpicked Uncle Tom Negro leader, and seek complete separation so that we can escape from the den of the wolves rather than be integrated with wolves in this wolves’ den? (…) Jesus two thousand years ago looked down the wheel of time and saw your and my plight here today and he knew the tricky high court, Supreme Court, desegregation decisions would only lull you into a deeper sleep, and the tricky promises of the hypocritical politicians on civil rights legislation would only be designed to advance you and me from ancient slavery to modern slavery. (…) The Honorable Elijah Muhammad (…) says that the only lasting and permanent solution is complete separation on some land that we can call our own.



This speech is obviously different from the official address of the president or that of Martin Luther King as the leader – and has the characteristics of radical oratory, such as extreme ideological polarization (oppressed black masses vs. white exploiters), the revolutionary option or dilemma of the oppressed (integration or revolt), the polarized metaphors of the protagonists (poor black sheep vs. bloodthirsty white wolves), metaphor of past oppression (such blood: the temporal numbers game, for more than 400 years), discrediting submissive leaders (Uncle Tom), the biblical comparison (Jesus …), the rejection of pseudo-reform (Supreme Court decisions; hypocritical politicians), the political conclusion (separation). Though with similar rhetorical means as those of Reverend King, whom he called an Uncle Tom, including the polarized metaphors, Malcolm X in his Black Revolution speech advocates complete separation and demands a separate land for the black masses.
Despite these militant words, Malcolm X later broke with the Nation of Islam and joined the Civil Rights Movement, met with Martin Luther King, advocated black voter registration and planned to bring the US government before the United Nations because of its human rights violations. He warned in his Ballots or Bullets speech that, if black demands would not be met, resistance would become increasingly violent, from Molotov cocktails to hand grenades: “It’ll be ballots, or it’ll be bullets.” During the Selma (voter registration) campaign, he threatened the Ku Klux Klan with violent retaliation to any violence against King or other black leaders. As is the case for other advances in civil rights legislation, the threat of violent self-defense appeared to be quite effective: President Johnson declared to support the Selma Campaign and the Department of Justice forced Dallas County to process 100 voter applications each day (for detail on Malcolm X and the black resistance, see, e.g., Marable, 1984, 1995, 2011; see also Archer, 1993).
For this chapter, it is important to add, though, that it was not only counter-violence that advanced civil rights, but the speech act of a credible threat, that is, context-relevant discourse about the probable consequences of Jim Crow: black revolution.
During the “Freedom Summer” of the following year, 1964, three civil rights workers were assassinated in Mississippi, provoking outrage throughout the country. The event finally increased attention from the national press (also because one of the victims was a white organizer from New York), so far hardly interested in voter registration in the South.
In the same summer, on July 2, 1964, President Johnson signed the Civil Rights Act, despite extensive filibustering from the Southern States. The act prohibited any kind of discrimination (including local laws) based on race, color, religion, sex or national origin. And later that same year, on December 10, Martin Luther King was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.
Despite these initial victories of the Civil Rights Movement, racist discrimination and oppression, as well as the struggle against it, hardly stopped, as was obvious in the bloody repression of the famous march from Selma to Montgomery, led by King, a few months later, in March 1965. The march was followed by the Voting Rights Act, signed by Johnson on August 6 of the same year, allowing hundreds of thousands of blacks to get registered as voters. As a piece of powerful official discourse, the act completely changed the political situation in the South: in many cities, black majorities could finally elect their own representatives and officials.
The Fair Housing Bill of the following year, 1966, was less successful, because it also brought civil rights to the North and its cities and neighborhoods, and hence was massively resisted by endless filibusters. Only after King’s assassination on April 4, 1968, and after the uprising in the black ghetto in 1967, and upon recommendation of the influential Kerner Commission, the Civil Rights Act of 1968, prohibiting any discrimination in housing, was signed by President Johnson, again despite much resistance.
However, despite this and the other Civil Rights Acts, and local successes, white resistance and violence against integration, equality and the increased civil rights of the black population continued unabated, provoking more militant resistance, especially among young blacks, since 1966 rallying behind the slogan of Black Power. Its leader Stokely Carmichael (1941–1998), originally from Trinidad and (then) chair of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC), in a speech for students at the University of California at Berkeley, in 1966, declared the following:

(7) Now, several people have been upset because we’ve said that integration was irrelevant when initiated by blacks, and that in fact it was a subterfuge, an insidious subterfuge, for the maintenance of white supremacy. Now we maintain that in the past six years or so, this country has been feeding us a “thalidomide drug of integration,” and that some Negroes have been walking down a dream street talking about sitting next to white people; and that that does not begin to solve the problem. That when we went to Mississippi we did not go to sit next to Ross Barnett; we did not go to sit next to Jim Clark; we went to get them out of our way; and that people ought to understand that; that we were never fighting for the right to integrate, we were fighting against white supremacy.



As is the case for Malcolm X, Stokely Carmichael is also skeptical about integration as long as whites remain in power – as defined by the repeated concept of (racist) white supremacy. In this speech, as well as in speeches by other black militants of the Black Power Movement and the Black Panthers, there is a gradual progress of militancy and fundamental criticism of white society. There was even a debate in the black movement whether or not to cooperate with white members of the Civil Rights Movement. Note also the presence of the metaphors, such as “thalidomide drug of integration” and “walking down a dream street,” which characterize so much of the speeches of black leaders, as we have seen for Martin Luther King’s I Have a Dream speech. Carmichael also has an interesting view on the ongoing (partly failed) attempts for civil rights legislation:

(8) I maintain that every civil rights bill in this country was passed for white people, not for black people. (applause) For example, I am black. I know that. I also know that while I am black I am a human being, and therefore I have the right to go into any public place. White people didn’t know that. Every time I tried to go into a place they stopped me. So some boys had to write a bill to tell that white man, “He’s a human being; don’t stop him.” That bill was for that white man, not for me. I knew it all the time. (applause, cheers) I knew it all the time.



This view is interesting because of its apparent contradiction of the standard view that civil rights laws benefit (“are for”) black people. After a somewhat less coherent first part, Carmichael here gets going, with the rhythm of the experienced speaker, with short phrases, repetitions, everyday language (“some boys had to write a bill”) and simulated dialogue – all properties of a public speech and not of an academic text. He also contradicts another misconception – that the failure of passing the civil rights laws was because of black rebellion:

(9) So that the failures to pass a civil rights bill isn’t because of Black Power, isn’t because of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee; it’s not because of the rebellions that are occurring in the major cities. It is incapability of whites to deal with their own problems inside their own communities. That is the problem of the failure of the civil rights bill. (applause, cheers)



Again, we witness the classical rhetoric of repetition and parallelism (“it isn’t because … of blacks”), the emphasized contrast (“It is the inability of whites”) and the conclusion of the argument (“the failure of the civil rights bill”).
As is also obvious from the enthusiastic reactions among the students at Berkeley, Carmichael was very popular and influential, also internationally, something some of his colleagues at SNCC resented (even calling him Stokely Starmichael). At the same time, Hoover’s FBI secretly followed him and tried to compromise him among his friends and organizations, as always suspicious of leftist revolutionary discourse and action. Indeed, the very slogan of “Black Power” was hard to ignore by the authorities. Moreover, besides Carmichael’s antiracist rhetoric (Stewart, 1997), the same speech also dealt with international topics, and especially Vietnam, a topic that would soon overshadow the news of the Civil Rights Movement: “I maintain, as we have in SNCC, that the war in Vietnam is an illegal and immoral war (…) And this country will only be able to stop the war in Vietnam when the young men who are made to fight it begin to say, ‘Hell, no, we ain’t going’.”
Relevant for the history of antiracist discourse are not only these and many other speeches of more or less militant black leaders, and not only the many political debates and the official acts, following increasing violence throughout the country, but also the critical report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders (the Kerner Commission) on the role of the national media, accused of being hardly interested in a responsible coverage of the civil rights events (see Hrach, 2016; Van Dijk, 1991). Although it found that the media had generally covered the “disorders,” they had failed to adequately report on the causes and consequences of the riots and the media caused the people to have a wrong impression of the events in the summer of 1967, for example, using huge scary headlines for relatively innocent events.

6.4 Conclusions
Black discursive resistance against racism in the twentieth century was initially practiced especially in the courts, for example, by such impressive lawyers as Thurgood Marshall of the NAACP who became the first African American member of the US Supreme Court. In Brown v. the Board of Education, he persuasively argued that Jim Crow segregation implied racial inequality and that such inequality was inconsistent with the Constitution.
Despite the 1964 Brown decision, however, white defense of segregation, for example, in the schools, continued unabated. Smart talk, obviously, was not efficient to resist Ku Klux Klan violence. Hence, black resistance had to move from the courtroom to the streets. Thus started the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s, with marches, sit-ins and massive civil disobedience against racist laws, rules and practices.
On the other hand, the Civil Rights Movement is also unthinkable without its famous discourses, discourses that could be printed, published, copied and cited, throughout the USA, as well as around the world – accompanying the pictures and first television images of racist violence and black protest. Indeed, “the whole world was watching,” as well as reading, what happened, and such multimodal discourse more than anything else tarnished the postwar reputation of the USA.
Thus, famous discourses, such as Martin Luther King’s I Have a Dream speech, became the symbol and expression of black resistance against segregation and other forms of racism. They impressed not only by their contents, but also by their stirring rhetoric of metaphoric persuasion, polarized ideology opposing Us and Them, and the dream of the future of race relations.
Also, the many forms of active resistance, such as a bus boycott, needed to be planned and organized and hence required the writing, copying and distribution of thousands of persuasive pamphlets explaining reasons and goals of action.
This time, even the press got involved, such as an Appeal for Human Rights in the New York Times, read by millions and especially legislators and other elites crucial in changing or applying the laws.
Finally, resistance needed the public discourse of the president, as was the case for Kennedy summarizing and endorsing the fundamental aims of the Civil Rights Movement.
Thus, it was discourse, in many forms and genres, that accompanied, described and explained the antiracist struggle for human and civil rights.
But such was not only the case for smart legal discourse in court, the impressive rhetoric of a leader or presidential public approval, but also for the equally impressive voices of more radical leaders, such as Malcolm X, speaking of bullets and not only of ballots, and Stokely Carmichael, motivating protest by students in Berkeley. As long as whites were in power, for these radical antiracists the discourse of submissive integration was not an option, and instead Black Power was advocated as the only way to resist. Hence, more radical action required more radical discourse.


7 Jewish Resistance against Antisemitism
7.1 Introduction
In twentieth-century Europe, there was increasing critical reaction against segregation, discrimination and racism of black people in the USA and hence broad sympathy for the Civil Rights Movement. In such reactions, it was not always made explicit that racism in the USA is white racism, with its very historical and ideological roots in Europe. The ideology of white supremacy underlying slavery as well as segregation in the USA was invented in Europe, imported by European immigrants and practiced by their descendants.
Although, as we have seen in previous chapters, slavery was illegal in Europe since the Middle Ages and although, especially in the United Kingdom, there was increasing and widespread opposition in Europe against the slave trade and slavery in the Americas, this does not mean that antiracism was the dominant ideology in twentieth-century Europe. On the contrary, continuing and exacerbating a long racist tradition, fascism was also invented and reproduced in many European countries beyond Nazi Germany, as was the case in Spain, Portugal, Italy and Greece, as well as with large segments of the population in other European countries. Postwar antifascism, thus, is consistent with antiracist reactions against segregation and sympathy for the Civil Rights Movement in the USA, but Europeans had little reason to feel morally superior to white supremacists in the USA. Moreover, after the war, European countries, especially the United Kingdom, France and the Netherlands, also continued to have overseas colonies governed and administrated by racist ideologies of European superiority.
Whereas the history of antiracism in Europe, thus, initially focused on abolition of the slave trade and slavery, especially in the nineteenth century, the struggle against racism in the first decades of the twentieth century took the form of the resistance against antisemitism and fascism in Europe and anticolonialism in its colonies.

7.2 The Resistance against Antisemitism
Whereas the history of “white” racism against Africans and their descendants, especially in the slave trade, slavery and colonialism, already has shown the immoral nadir of the European treatment of other human beings, the horrors of antisemitism undoubtedly represent another lowest point in the history of Europe. From Christian anti-Judaism in and after the Middle Ages to the genocide of the Holocaust, murderous pogroms, persecution, discrimination and exclusion have been among the multiple forms of terror against Jewish people, especially (but not only) in Europe.
7.2.1 The Middle Ages
The history of antisemitism during two millennia of the Jewish diaspora until today has been extensively documented in thousands of books and articles and cannot even be summarized here (among many books, see, e.g., Michael & Rosen, 2007). For a study of the many antisemitic events in European history, we would need to go back to the arrival of Jews in Spain in the first centuries BC and their discrimination, prohibitions, exclusion, expulsion, forced conversion or assassination since the laws and codices of the Visigoth kings and bishops of Toledo in the seventh century (Alvarez Chillida & Izquierdo Benito, 2007; Thompson, 1969).
Interestingly, it was the Muslim occupation of Spain that brought autonomy, relative tolerance and some dhimma (protection) from Christian persecution until the eleventh century, a period that is often called the golden age of the Jews in early European history (Pérez, 2005). This period of relative tolerance in Al-Andalus, however, ended with the reign of the religiously more fundamentalist Berber Almohades (1146–1232), following the Granada massacre of 4,000 Jews in 1056.
After some initial relative tolerance of Jews in some Christian regions of Spain after their flight from increasing Muslim oppression in Al-Andalus, it was religious anti-Judaism, the Inquisition, various massacres (in 1321, 1348, 1355, 1391) of the Juderías (Jewish ghettos), and the notorious anti-Jewish 1492 edict by Catholic King Ferdinand II of Aragon and Queen Isabella of Castile, that established systematic anti-Judaism and antisemitism in Europe. Henceforth, and for several centuries, Jews were routinely confronted with forced conversion, widespread professional restrictions and expulsion to other countries (Michael, 2008; Netanyahu, 1994; Pérez, 1993, 2005; Valdeón Baruque, 2007).
In the other countries of Europe, Jews barely fared better. Persecution, discrimination, exclusion, restrictions and massacres followed periods of relative tolerance in France, England and Germany, among other countries.
In France, Jews were expelled from Paris or France by various kings since 1182. In England, Jews were massacred in London and York in 1189–1190 and completely expelled from the country in 1290, for centuries, until 1655, while thousands were drowned and killed. Portugal expelled the Jews – who had been fleeing Spain – in 1496. Luther, in Germany, in 1543, published his notorious antisemitic tract On the Jews and Their Lies, which would influence German antisemitism until the twentieth century.
It is also in this period that many of the antisemitic prejudices and discourses against the Jews began to circulate in Europe, as is the case for the blood libels, the accusation of Jews as usurers and their demonization as the murderers of Christ, scapegoating Jews for epidemics, and so on. Thus, we will see that an important dimension of antisemitism always has been to blame the Jews more generally for any problem or catastrophe and then to repress them or to take political or economic advantage of such scapegoating (see especially the work of Ruth Wodak on what she calls “Iudeus ex Machina”; e.g., Wodak, 2018, 2020; see also Wodak, 1991; Wodak, et al., 1990).
Relevant for this chapter and this book are the many forms of resistance against hatred and discrimination of the Jews. Involved in this opposition were not only Jewish writers, but also Muslim rulers and other powerful sponsors in Al-Andalus interested in financial, administrative or cultural contributions from Jewish elites. Such self-interest of their sponsors, as well as relative and fragile tolerance of Jews, hardly amounted to principled resistance against anti-Judaism and antisemitism in the Middle Ages and the early Modern era (Chanes, 2000; Chazan, 2016; Lindemann & Levy, 2010; Poliakov, 2003).
Elukin (2013) in his book on Jewish–Christian relations in the Middle Ages shows that these relations are characterized not only by hatred and persecution of Jews by Christians, and especially by Christian rulers, but also by peaceful coexistence and cooperation between the communities.
Throughout history, the fate of the Jews as well as popular antisemitism are largely defined by the attitudes and actions – protection or persecution – of powerful political or religious rulers. For instance, unlike many of his predecessors and later popes (Kertzer, 2001), Boniface IX (1389–1404) favored the Jews of Rome after Jewish physicians had cured sick people of all religions during a plague. Pope Innocent III (1161–1216), around 1200, explicitly ordered protection of the Jews, for example, in the following words:

(1) We decree that no Christian shall use violence to compel the Jews to accept baptism. But if a Jew, of his own accord, because of a change in his faith, shall have taken refuge with Christians, after his wish has been made known, he may be made a Christian without any opposition. For anyone who has not of his own will sought Christian baptism cannot have the true Christian faith. No Christian shall do the Jews any personal injury, except in executing the judgments of a judge, or deprive them of their possessions, or change the rights and privileges which they have been accustomed to have. During the celebration of their festivals, no one shall disturb them by beating them with clubs or by throwing stones at them. No one shall compel them to render any services except those which they have been accustomed to render. And to prevent the baseness and avarice of wicked men we forbid anyone to deface or damage their cemeteries or to extort money from them by threatening to exhume the bodies of their dead. (Letter on the Jews, 1199)



This text, as well as others of the same pope, presupposes, as may be expected, that the Christian faith is superior, on the one hand (he took the initiative of the fourth crusade destroying Constantinople in 1204, and the Fourth Lateran Council forbade subordination of Christians to Jews), and that Jews were widely discriminated and persecuted, but at the same time explicitly formulates Christian norms and values, prohibiting violence against Jews (see Moore, 2003). As a speech act, this and similar decrees are commands, in this case a prohibition, issued by an authority (as was the case for the medieval text of Louis X of France – see Chapter 3). Interesting are the series of prohibitions – not just to discriminate against Jews in many concrete ways (including throwing stones), but even respect their own preferences and privileges and prevent various forms of negative, antisemitic action of “wicked men.” In other words, it reads like a project for a law against “all forms of antisemitism” – and hence an early antiracist document – including the specification of legal exceptions (judgments of a judge).

7.2.2 Antisemitism in the Age of the Enlightenment
Philosophers of the eighteenth century were not exactly champions of antiracism. They might have advocated religious tolerance and admired the bon sauvage in the Americas, and some explicitly condemned slavery, but centuries of prejudices and discrimination against Jews were only partly challenged by a systematic and principled attack against antisemitic ideology and practices (Hertzberg, 1968).
Voltaire (1694–1778), as may be expected, was generally opposed to any religion, but he was especially negative about Jews:

(2) You seem to be the maddest of the lot. The Kaffirs, the Hottentots, the Negroes of Guinea are much more reasonable and more honest people than your ancestors, the Jews. You have surpassed all nations in impertinent fables, in bad conduct and in barbarism. You deserve to be punished, for this is your destiny. (One Must Take Sides, 1772)



Voltaire here is not speaking about Jews but addressing them directly and does so by comparing them negatively with other peoples, thus establishing a well-known racist hierarchy. The negative appraisal shows an extreme case formulation characteristic of racist discourse (You have surpassed …), as well as the performative conclusion (you deserve to be punished). These and similar passages are not just a form of anti-Judaism (actually he rejected anti-Judaist prejudices), but speak of the character of Jews, and hence are examples of antisemitism. Voltaire defined Jews as “Asians” and thus also introduced a racialized form of antisemitism (Ages, 1994; Goodman, 2016; Hertzberg, 1968). Yet, as was the case for the other philosophers, his antisemitism was tempered by the precepts of religious tolerance. That is, one might not want to give Jews all human rights, but “Il ne faut pourtant pas les brûler.” Voltaire was also one of the first who justified antisemitism by comparing the rejection of Jews in classical Rome with contemporary views about black people as an “inferior kind of people” (Essai sur les Mœurs).
Although there are some passages in Montesquieu (1689–1755) that presuppose stereotypes about Jews and money – a situation he explains in terms of their exclusion from other professions (L’Esprit des Lois, chapter XX) – and some criticism on some Jewish religious practices, he also criticizes the persecution of Jews through history and admires them for their resistance to oppression (Lettres Persanes, 1721). He welcomes currently increasing tolerance toward the Jews (Ages, 1986).
Diderot (1713–1784), though often considered to best represent the humanist ideals of the eighteenth century, was later often criticized for his negative opinions about the Jews – a people “easy to despise” – especially in some (unsigned) articles in his Encyclopédie (1751–1772) (Schwartz, 1991). As is often the case for eighteenth-century writings, Diderot was also ambiguous about the Jews. Hannah Arendt (1951: 23) claimed that Diderot is the only philosopher not hostile to the Jews. Diderot writes little about the Jews but – as may be expected and as was the case for many of his philosophical contemporaries – is especially critical of their Judaist religion and mysticism (and the Talmud) – for instance, in his long (signed) article on Jewish philosophy in the Encyclopédie, in which he emphasizes the cultural inferiority of the Jews compared with the Egyptians. In his fiction, there is just one example of a negative portrayal, of the lascivious Jew of Utrecht (Le Neveu de Rameau, 1761). In his Voyage en Hollande (1773–1774) he describes the social and political situation of the Jews, praises the Jewish synagogues and especially Dutch prosperity, religious and political tolerance of the time – as compared to France.
Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712–1778) is the only French philosopher of the Enlightenment who is often credited with positive ideas about the Jews. He positively portrayed the commercial autonomy of Jewish women (compared with Christian women) and advocated equal civil rights for the Jews. Prefiguring Zionism, in his Emile (1762), he wrote

(3) of the Jews as to why they should not have a free state, schools, and universities where they can speak free and argue without danger. Then alone can we know what they have to say.


Rousseau admired the Jewish people for their millennial resistance against persecution:

(4) That is how this singular nation, so often subjugated, so often dispersed and apparently destroyed has nevertheless preserved itself up to our times and how its morals, its laws, its rites, continue to exist and will endure as long as the world does. (Considérations sur le gouvernement de Pologne, 1771–1772)



This fragment expresses one of the classical moves of antiracist discourse, namely a summary of past oppression of the discriminated group, in this case with a parallelism (“so often … so often”), and a non-expected conclusion (“despite oppression they preserved …”), that is, a topos of overcoming oppression.
Yet, as we have seen earlier for the other French philosophers of the Enlightenment, Rousseau also should be considered ambiguous in his ideas about the Jews. In Emile, he criticized the fanaticism of the Jews, whom he also called arrogant and the “vilest of peoples” in his Letters, “incapable of any virtue.”


7.3 Discursive Resistance against Discursive Antisemitism in Germany
In eighteenth-century Germany, the debate about the Jews and their position in society was also a topic in philosophical writings.
Immanuel Kant (1724–1804), in his philosophy of religion, was critical of the Jews, whose alleged dogmatism precluded moral development, thus rationalizing antisemitic and anti-Judaist prejudices that were ubiquitous in Europe of the time. In a long footnote of his Anthropology, Kant elaborates the common prejudices about the financial practices of Jews, calling them cheats (“Nation von Betrüger”). Again, we witness that rationalist philosophy went far beyond religious anti-Judaism and argued in terms of cultural or hereditary properties of a “nation” or “people” – thus adopting popular stereotypes without much scholarly argumentation (Pufelska, 2015; Stangneth, 2001).
It is only at the end of the eighteenth century that we find a debate on the emancipation of the Jews, and hence more explicit forms of resistance against antisemitism, especially by Jewish intellectuals. Lawyer and diplomat Christian Konrad Wilhelm von Dohm (1751–1820), in his Über die bürgerliche Verbesserung der Juden (On the Civil Improvement of the Jews, 1781), inspired by Moses Mendelsohn (1729–1786), formulated the conditions for Jews to be integrated into the State. Instead of attributing the presupposed “uncivil” qualities of Jews, as embodied in common stereotypes and prejudices (shared as facts by Dohm), to Jews as a people or to Jewish character, he explained them as a consequence of the ways Jews were discriminated and excluded during centuries of special decrees and statutes (for detail, see Weyand, 2015, 2016). As one of the first, he pleaded for equal civil rights for the Jews, not as a group or community, but as individuals, who should be educated to become loyal and patriotic citizens of the State, as is necessary for the members of any social group or religion:

(5) The Jew is even more man [human being] than Jew, and how it should not be possible that he should not love a State, in which he could acquire and enjoy free property, in which his taxes would not be greater than those of the other citizens, and where he, too, could acquire honor and respect.



Though briefly, this summary of the position of Jews implies they should first be seen and treated and act as human beings and citizens, and not as Jews – thus declaring ethnic identity to be politically irrelevant. This duality of identity is a continuous topic in many Jewish writings about antisemitism.
Kant’s student Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762–1814) is more concerned with Jews as a “state in the state” and hence as a threat to the national sovereignty as established by the Revolution, as may be the case for any powerful community (Beiträge zur Berechtigung der Urtheile, 1793). As was the case for his colleagues, he also reproduced the usual prejudices and stereotypes, calling Jews morally corrupt, who hence should not be given civil rights. Yet the principle of tolerance of the Enlightenment made him recognize that Jews should nevertheless be treated as human beings.
Despite his brief remarks about the Jews, Fichte is interesting for this chapter because his writings provoked one of the first discursive challenges of antisemitism of the time: Saul Ascher (1744–1820), in a pamphlet (Eisenmenger der Zweite – implicitly referring to the “first” Eisenmenger, a professor in Heidelberg who had published a treatise featuring old antisemitic prejudices against Jews in 1700), critically analyzed and rejected all Fichte’s accusations against the Jews. Ironically, he asks in which State Jews were so powerful that they could be seen as a threat to the State. At the same time, he challenged Kant’s assumption about the moral incompetence of the Jews – adding that no religion, and hence also Christianity, could be seen as rational (Pufelska, 2015: 40). In his Bemerkungen über die bürgerliche Verbesserung der Juden (Remarks on the Civil Improvement of the Jews), he explained Jewish character and practices not as an inherent predisposition, but as the result of centuries of persecution and exclusion.
In his Germanomania (1815), Ascher critically deals with increasing German nationalism and antisemitism. Such criticism of German nationalism was broadly resented, and Ascher’s publication and other writings were burned during the notorious Wartburgfest of 1817, on the initiative of an antisemitic student, Hans Ferdinand Massmann, who wrote, “Wehe über die Juden, so da festhalten an ihrem Judenthum und wollen über unser Volksthum und Deutschthum spotten” (Woe the Jews, who hold fast to their Jewry and who want to mock our identity as a German people), in his comments on Ascher’s Germanomanie.
We thus witness an early book burning, as practiced by the Nazis in the next century. Heinrich Heine (1797–1856) later commented on this book burning in his tragedy Almansor (1823): “Das war ein Vorspiel nur, dort wo man Bücher verbrennt, verbrennt man auch am Ende Menschen” (That was a prelude only, where you burn books, you in the end also burn people), an ominous prediction that a century later would become true. Heine had met Ascher in Berlin and remembered especially Ascher’s emphasis on the importance of reason – one of the main values of the Enlightenment.
Ascher’s resistance against antisemitism is especially relevant in the context of increasing nationalism among many professors and students, after the initial victories of Napoleon, but hardly diminishing after Napoleon’s final defeats in 1813–1815. The professors not only resented all things French, including the progressive ideas of the revolution, but also associated these ideas with cosmopolitism, as it is often the case in prejudices about Jews (Tress, 2015).
Thus, around 1816, a flood of antisemitic pamphlets also appeared, as reactions against Ascher, often by nationalist, protestant professors (Tress, 2015). In 1816, an article in the journal Nemesis, written under the revealing pseudonym Dr Fürchtegott Leberecht Christlieb, wondered whether or not the Jews should be exterminated and fantasized about more or less gruesome ways to do so. This text, like others of the period, uncannily anticipates the reality of the next century, and we see where much Nazi writing found its inspiration (for the rise of antisemitism in Germany and Austria, see Pulzer, 1988).
Ernst Moritz Arndt (1769–1860s), combining his hatred against the French and the Jews, and celebrating German nationalism (Deutschtum), warned against an alleged Jewish conspiracy, the “flood of Jews from the East,” and he deemed the values of humanity and tolerance for Jews as a weak form of philosophy and love for everybody.
Jakob Friedrich Fries (1773–1843), a professor of philosophy, in his Über die Gefährdung des Wohlstandes und Charakters der Deutschen durch die Juden (On the Danger Posed by the Jews to German Well-Being and Character, 1816), also warned against the Jews and, more than 100 years before the Nazis implemented the idea, suggested Jews should wear a distinct mark on their clothes, so as to distinguish them from (other) Germans. Calling them a pest, vermin, bloodsuckers and parasites, he also associated the Jews with the power of money and recommended they should emigrate or be exterminated. More extremist even than Rühs, Fries was especially responsible for the organization of students in the increasingly nationalist and antisemitic Burschenschaften (fraternities), which was also represented at the Wartburgfest. One of his students, Karl Sand, would later (1819) assassinate August von Kotzebue, a German writer and Russian consul whose books were also burned at the Wartburgfest, falsely accused of being a spy for the Russians. It is not surprising that this kind of extremist antisemitic discourse of a respected professor, and more broadly the fanatic resistance against beginning Jewish emancipation after 1815, could inspire the Hep-Hep riots of 1819 in Bavaria in which several Jews were killed.
Friedrich Ludwig Jahn (1778–1853), who also became a professor, was especially known as the founder of the very successful Turnvereine (gymnastics associations) and for educating youth and also for their possible role in resisting French occupation. As a radical nationalist, he argued repeatedly against anything foreign, including other languages. More than a century before the Third Reich, he advocated a Grossdeutschland (Greater Germany), including Switzerland, Holland and Denmark. Although later often only marginally associated with antisemitism, Jahn’s lecture Deutsches Volksthum already celebrated racialist theories to distinguish between peoples.
Friedrich Rühs (1781–1820), professor and historian specialized in Scandinavian languages, also combined hate against the French and the Jews. In his Über die Ansprüche der Juden auf das deutsche Bürgerrecht (About Jewish Claims for German Civil Rights, 1815), he commented on Dohm’s writing and denied civil rights for Jews (“a foreign people”) who refuse to convert, as did most of his academic colleagues. Germany, he emphasized, should be Christian-Germanic, and like Fries, he also suggested Jews should wear special clothes or signs so that Germans would be able to recognize their “enemy.” Opposing Jewish emancipation, a current topic of debate in Prussia, he also found that Jews were a caste that should be “eradicated with stump and stock.” After the critical reaction by Ascher, the second version of Rühs’ publication (1816) was even more extremist in its antisemitism, defining Jews as bloodsuckers of the people, whose “weak constitution” also did not allow them to become soldiers and hence could not become citizens either.
Saul Ascher, in his Germanomania, ridiculed the simplistic and narrow-minded nationalism of these professors, whom he saw as the main representatives of increasing German nationalism. Indeed, many of their ideas were used a century later by the Nazis, whose extremist nationalism and antisemitism found their roots especially in this period. Whereas most of the Enlightenment philosophers criticized the persecution of Jews, we have seen that they were often ambiguous in their ideas about the Jews and hardly defended their emancipation and civil rights, while focusing “rationally,” but negatively, on their religion and character. In that context, the works of Ascher may be seen as one of the most prominent forms of anti-antisemitic discourse of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.
Despite increasing nationalist antisemitism in Germany’s universities and its influence on the population at large, Ascher was not alone. A twenty-year-old Jewish law student, Sigmund Zimmern (1796–1830), in his Versuch einer Würdigung der Angriffe des Herrn Professor Fries auf die Juden (Attempt to Evaluate Professor Fries’ Attacks on the Jews, 1816) critically and systematically analyzed the ideas of Professor Fries and especially understood the social and political context of professorial discourse:

(6) Men of importance and public teachers lend their names to writings which throw burning explosives among the masses of the people and, though they remain ineffective for those who think calmly, they resonate with the rabble and stir the passions. Of this kind are the bitter attacks of Prof. Fries […], whose tendency and visible effect make it a duty to oppose them with the voice of truth.



Although earlier antislavery and antiracist discourse also discusses the influence of racist discourse on the public, here we find an explicit summary of the theory of racist manipulation: the power abuse of the symbolic elites and their influence – not on those who think well, but on the masses (see Van Dijk, 1993). Moreover, the summary uses an appropriate metaphor for the “incendiary” nature of antisemitic propaganda (“burning explosives”). Siegfried Jäger in 1992 uses the same metaphor in the title of a book on racism: BrandSätze. Rassismus im Alltag (Inflammatory Sentences/Firebombs. Racism in Everyday Life). We have seen, and will see later, that already in the early nineteenth century, Jewish intellectuals not only opposed antisemitism, but increasingly provided theoretical analyses and explanations that anticipate scientific analysis of the twentieth century.
Hardly more prominent than student Sigmund Zimmern was Jewish high school teacher Michael Hess (1782–1862) who critically examined Rühs’ antisemitic pamphlet in much detail, especially highlighting the unscientific claims of the professor, whom he accused of bad translations and antisemitic alterations of classical sources. Just like Zimmern, he criticized that “reputable, public professors could influence their unexperienced students with their misanthropic principles and thus could smother their burgeoning humanity.” In 1816, Rühs replied condescendingly with another more radical pamphlet, emphasizing especially the exclusive Christian identity for the German nation – as Orbán would do for Hungary in the twenty-first century. At the same time, the racist nature of his antisemitism is also clear in the passages about the alleged bodily properties of Jews (see Tress, 2015).
7.3.1 Jewish Intellectuals against Increasing Nationalism and Antisemitism
We have seen that the ideological origins of Nazi antisemitism of the twentieth century may be sought among German nationalism of the early nineteenth century, especially among conservative protestant professors who also rejected the ideas of the French Revolution. No doubt a more precise genealogy of antisemitic ideas should be able to establish a more or less continuous line of thought between these professors, as well as the politicians and journalists influenced by them, on the one hand, and those who formulated Nazi antisemitism a century later, on the other hand. However, ignoring half a century of antisemitic writings, relevant for our brief historical survey of the struggle against antisemitism, is especially the debate, since 1879, about the nature of the German nation, for instance, between Treitschke and Lazarus (Stoetzler, 2008, 2015).
Moritz Lazarus (1824–1903) is no doubt one of the most remarkable opponents of nationalist antisemitism at the end of the nineteenth century. As an early multiculturalist, he rejected especially the antisemitic nationalism of liberal historian Heinrich von Treitschke (1834–1896), a professor at the Humboldt University in Berlin and later member of the Reichstag who advocated the unity of the German nation, pangermanism and German colonialism as a mark of the nation’s “virile” strength, as well as political social Darwinism as a survival of the fittest nations. In this ideological framework about the “clash between the races” also fit his racist opinions about Africans whom he judged to be “inferior.” His five-volume History of Germany in the 19th Century, appearing since 1879, defined him as a major historian of his time, who despite his racism even had W. E. B. Du Bois as a student, interested in the role of race as a strong force for the unity and the history of a people. In his article of 1879 “Unsere Aussichten” (Our Views), he especially argued against the emancipation of the Jews. He not only shared the usual prejudices about the alleged usury and unethical behavior of Jewish businesspeople, but in a more theoretical discourse also argued against the integration of Jews in the German nation unless they would completely assimilate and give up being Jews.
Lazarus, after a professorship in Berne and later a professorship of philosophy in Berlin, was also the co-founder, with Heymann Steinthal, of the Zeitschrift für Völkerpsychologie und Sprachwissenschaft, in which early social psychological and linguistic articles were published on the relations between people, nations and culture. In his 1880 lecture article “Was heisst national?”, pronounced on the occasion of the “current agitation against the Jews,” he systematically and critically examined and rejected Treitschke’s nationalist and antisemitic ideas and emphasized the importance of the ethnic and cultural diversity of nations and the importance of Jews to the German nation. Racism and anti-Judaism are found to be incompatible with idealist liberalism, in which the spirit (Geist) of a people is more important than origin or “blood.” Against Treitschke he especially emphasized not only the many contributions of Jews to the German nation, but also their artistic and scientific works. Jews, he argued, just like Protestants and Catholics, could perfectly well contribute to the nation, without giving up their identity. Against petty nationalism and patriotism of German Volkstum ideologies as earlier proposed by Hahn, Arndt and popular culture of German romanticists, Lazarus more specifically valued the humanity-cosmopolitism of the Jews – a characteristic negatively valued by antisemitic nationalists. For him, there is no such thing as a “Jewish question” but a German question.
That Treitschke and his ideas were not exceptional at the time is also shown in the publications of reputed Orientalist professor Paul Anton de Lagarde (1827–1891), who also advocated pangermanism and German imperialism besides explicit antisemitism (Sieg, 2007). For him, Jews were “pests and parasites” who should be destroyed. He was also an active participant in an escalated academic debate against Jewish scholars who had criticized the lightweight thesis of one of his PhD students about the Old Testament, Ludwig Techen (Thulin, 2015). After initial attacks against the Jewish scholars, his later writings in the debate became increasingly antisemitic, for instance, in his 1887 “study” Juden und Indogermanen. This and his other writings had considerable influence on later Nazi ideologists such as Alfred Rosenberg.
Whereas in general there is vast historical knowledge about antisemitism, research on the history of anti-antisemitism is less systematic and complete. Whereas German antisemitism in the nineteenth century is well documented, we know much less about who in the universities, the press and the political parties criticized the growing flood of antisemitic articles, pamphlets and books, for instance, against the university professors mentioned earlier. Thus, we know about the work of erudite David Kaufmann (1852–1899), rabbi in Budapest, who made significant contributions to Jewish history, religion and art, but his criticism of Lagarde’s antisemitism (in Jüdische Gelehrsamkeit, 1887) is much less studied (Thulin, 2015). Besides a new edition of his critical review of Lagarde’s student Techen and a defense of his own teacher, rabbi Zunz, who was ridiculed by Lagarde, Kaufman’s pamphlet criticized the prejudices of Lagarde, while also emphasizing the necessity of scientific objectivity in studies on Jewish history and religion.
Kaufmann’s defense of Jewish scholarship and his criticism of antisemitic prejudices in Lagarde’s work were consistent with his earlier open letter (1880) against Adolf Stöcker (1835–1909), a respected Lutheran chaplain at the court of Emperor Wilhelm I in Berlin and co-founder of the Christian Social Party. As a conservative, Stöcker not only defended social hierarchy and the position of the Prussian Junkers, but also attacked the Jews in his influential sermons. In his hate speeches, he blamed Jewish capital, the Jewish press and alleged Jewish arrogance for the problems of the German Mittelstand and opposed poor Jewish immigration from Eastern Europe – who should “rather be sunk at the high seas.” As did many other elites of the period, Stöcker called the Jews parasites, leeches and exploiters, and under the influence of Gobineau he celebrated the Aryan master race. Kaufman criticized Stöcker by demanding the respect and equality for Jews that Stöcker demanded of the Jews for Germans, instead of using age-old antisemitic prejudices, whose influence of the population made life for Jews very difficult.


7.4 The Struggle against Antisemitism in France
At the same time, in France, toward the end of the nineteenth century, we should mention the brilliant work of Jewish anarchist Bernard Lazare (1865–1903), who especially became known because of his defense of Jewish officer Dreyfus falsely accused and imprisoned for treason (Voigt, 2015; Wilson, 1978). This affair and its scapegoating of a Jew were an example of the use of antisemitism for political ends, labeled “Iudeus ex Machina” by Ruth Wodak (see, e.g., Wodak, 2018, 2020; Wodak, et al., 1990).
Lazare’s well-documented History of Antisemitism (1894) was not only the first more or less complete history and sociology of antisemitism but was so “objective” that it was celebrated even among notorious antisemites of his time, such as Edouard Drumont, author of the monumental La France Juive (1886). Indeed, in his characterization of Jews through the ages, Lazare describes many of the alleged characteristics and practices of the Jews that the antisemites would exclusively focus on in their writings, such as usury, deception, fraud and the pursuit of wealth through intelligence and intragroup solidarity developed through centuries of persecution and exclusion. At the same time, however, his analysis meticulously explains the stereotypes and rejected the prejudices by detailed description of the religious, social, economic and political contexts of each era, such as precarious privileges and wealth in one period and exclusion, persecution and massacres in other periods. Jewish wealth after emancipation in the nineteenth century he explains in terms of the liberation from the ghetto and group solidarity, on the one hand, and from traditional Talmudic restrictions, on the other hand. At the same time, he emphasizes that such wealth is limited largely to Western Jews, and to the happy few, while the large majority of Eastern Jews and the Jewish proletariat in London and New York lived in poverty and misery. In analyses that seem directly inspired by Marx, he shows that the role of Jews in capitalistic accumulation was not different from that of Christians, but that Christians tended to compete with each other and that Jews excelled due to their intragroup cooperation. The last chapter summarizes the painstaking analyses of the previous chapters:

(7) WE have seen then that the causes of antisemitism are, in their nature, ethnic, religious, political and economic. They are all causes of far reaching importance, and they exist not because of the Jew alone, nor because of his neighbours alone, but principally because of prevailing social conditions. Ignorant of the real cause of their sentiments, those who profess antisemitism, justify their opinion by accusations against the Jew which, as we have seen, do not at all agree with facts. Charges racial, charges religious, charges political and economic, none of these grievances of antisemitism are well founded. Some, like the ethnic grievance arise from a false conception of race; others like the religious and political charges, are due to a narrow and incomplete interpretation of historical evolution; and last of all, the economic count, has its justification in the necessity of concealing the strife going on within the capitalist class. None of these accusations is justified. It is no more correct to say that the Jew is a pure Semite than it would be to say that the European peoples are pure Aryans.



As observed earlier, the Jewish resistance against antisemitism does not have the militant characteristic of a pamphlet or a manifesto, but increasingly that of scholarly discourse – though with some rhetorical moves for effect (like the repetition of “charges …”). The list of explanations of antisemitism (in terms of accusations or grievances) is multidisciplinary – missing here are only the psychological ones, which will be taken up by analysts in the next century. The rejection of antisemitic complaints or accusations engages in the negative characterization of the (antisemitic) outgroup and its misconceptions (“false conception of race,” “narrow and incomplete interpretation,” “concealing strife”) – preceding the overall conclusion of the argument (none of the accusations is justified) and a final rejection of racial purity.
Whatever the various causes of antisemitism, Lazare concludes that they can all be subsumed under a form of xenophobia: Wherever they lived, whether in the Eastern ghettos, or in contemporary capitals, Jews were always seen and treated as strangers, as foreigners who cannot be assimilated. As with the other prejudices, he then proceeds to show how in modern society they have increasingly adapted themselves, even to the point that many lost their distinguishing religion. At the end of his book, this development even leads to the optimistic prediction that antisemitism would diminish as a consequence of the decreasing role of Jewish religion and hence of the need of assimilation.
Yet, here as well as in many other passages, there appear to be many contradictions. Thus, on the one hand, Lazare sees diminishing antisemitism in contemporary society, but, on the other hand, he is conscious and critical of French intellectual antisemitism of Drumont and Gobineau and of the army in the Dreyfus Affair.
Lazare was also well informed about German nationalist “antisemitism” (a term invented by Friedrich Wilhelm Marr, 1818–1904), among professors such as Treitschke – as described earlier. But again, in a footnote, he calls Gobineau’s L’inégalité des races (1884) “in many ways a remarkable book.” In other words, he does not simply reject antisemitism but enters into debate with it, even granting it, initially, some correct stereotypes about Jews, stereotypes he, however, then contextualizes and rejects. Besides its lucid style, this historical-sociological treatise is especially interesting for the structures of his argumentation. He grants his opponents so much that in the debate they have no counterarguments left (Wilson, 1978).
Interesting for this historical chapter especially is his rejection of “ethnic” antisemitism in terms of race, a notion he ironically qualifies as a fiction, given the permanent mixture of human groups since the beginning of time:

(8) Since the eighteenth century attempts have been made to classify men and distribute them under well-defined, distinct and separate categories. As a basis for it quite different indices were taken: the section of the hair oval section for negroes with woolly hair, or round section; the shape of the skull broad or elongated; the colour of the skin. This last classification has prevailed: nowadays three races of mankind the negro, the yellow, and the white race are distinguished. Different aptitudes are ascribed to these races, and they are arranged in the order of their superiority in a ladder of which the negro race occupies the lowest and the white race the highest round.
Race is, however, a fiction. No human group exists that can boast of having had two original ancestors and having descended from them without any adulteration of the primitive stock through mixture; human races are not pure, i.e., strictly speaking, there is no such thing as a race. “There is no unity,” says Topinard: “the races have divided, scattered, blended, inter crossed in all degrees and directions since thousands of centuries; most of them gave up their language in favour of that of their conquerors, then gave the same up for a third, if not a fourth language; the principal masses have disappeared and now we find ourselves face to face with peoples and not races.” The anthropologic classification of mankind has consequently no value whatever.
Nevertheless, and however untenable this doctrine of the inequality of races, whether from the linguistic or from the anthropologic point of view, it has been quite dominant in our times, and nations have chased and still chase this chimera of ethnologic unity, which is but the heritage of an ill-informed past and, truth to tell, a form of regress.



This text also shows the usual properties of academic discourse: a summary of past research on “race” and how such races were defined, and a rejection of that very research by declaring race to be a fiction – decades before others would do so after World War II (see next chapter). At the same time, after derogating research on races, he also, and by definition, rejects the major problem of racism and antisemitism: the establishment of racial hierarchies. The rest of the fragment then lists many arguments against the notion of race, mostly in terms of historical and continuous mixture and hence lack of purity of any “race.” Lazare reminds the readers of the fact that the false notion of “race” remains dominant in current sciences. In other words, his antiracism challenges the current scientific and political mainstream – again, decades before others in science and politics would do so.
Thus, from the history of the Jewish diaspora after the destruction of the Temple, and their respective privileges, exclusion and persecution in Egypt, Rome, Spain, Russia and Romania, among many cities and countries, and from religious anti-Judaism in the Middle Ages, to the role of Jews in the French Revolution and contemporary socialism, Lazare offers a systematic understanding of antisemitism. At the same time, and against his optimistic conclusion, he summarizes the perennial antisemitic stereotypes and prejudices that only a few decades later would be used by the Nazis to legitimate the Holocaust.
Although this chapter focuses on the history of the resistance of Jewish intellectuals against antisemitism, this does not mean that such opposition did not also take place in the discourse of other intellectuals, as was the case for Émile Zola and his role in the defense of Dreyfus, known from his “J’accuse” letter to the French president (among many studies, see, e.g., Lefebvre-Filleau, 2007).

7.5 The Critical Analysis of Antisemitism in the Early Twentieth Century
The final decades of the nineteenth century and the early decades of the twentieth century are crucial not only in the international development of explicit racism, in general, and antisemitism, in particular, but also for their critical analysis.
We have seen that, in Germany, increasing nationalism in the nineteenth century, especially in the universities, found part of its sources in anti-French attitudes due to the French Revolution (and its initial emancipation of the Jews) and the war against Napoleon, but also in the “Germanic” and “Teutonic” ideas in favor of the national unity of the German nation as a Volk. As “foreigners” or as a “state in the state,” Jews were considered as a threat to such national unity, increasingly defined in racial terms borrowed from popular versions of social Darwinism, as inspired by Herbert Spencer, Thomas Malthus and  Francis Galton, and by Gobineau’s ideology on the supremacy of the white race (among many books, see, e.g., MacMaster, 2001). In the treatises of nationalist professors and journalists, old prejudices and stereotypes about Jews became increasingly extreme and related with “solutions” of the “Jewish problem,” typically expressed in such dominant biological metaphors as those of extermination (ausrotten), as they would soon inspire Nazi discourse and practices.
Obviously, though increasingly popular and soon dominant, such racist and antisemitic views were also challenged, as we have seen earlier. In the early twentieth century, several (mostly Jewish) scholars critically analyzed these writings in terms of early sociological and social-psychological terms, as was the case for the works of Isaac Breuer, Julius Goldstein, Fritz Bernstein, Constantin Brunner and others (Aly, 2017; Erdle & Konitzer, 2015; Hahn & Kistenmacher, 2015; Krah, 2015, 2016).
Of these Jewish scholars and other writers who critically discuss antisemitism before the Nazis came to power in 1933, let us cite just a few (for more detailed studies, see, e.g., Hecht, 2003; Krah, 2016; Paucker, 1968; Wyrwa, 2010, 2013).
Nathan Birnbaum (1864–1937), who is known to have invented the term “Zionism” and had founded the Kadimah (Jewish student association), in his Ausgewählte Schriften zur Jüdischen Frage (Birnbaum, 1910), written between 1883 and 1887, mostly writes about Jewish movements, Zionism, Palestine and related topics (Fishman, 1987). But he also deals with antisemitism and does so in an original way, by summarizing it informally in one subordinate clause (“that all Jews are …”) although he says it is not the main topic of his book:

(9) As far as anti-Semitism is concerned, one generally knows its supreme principle: that all Jews are reprehensible people, against whom some sort of decisive measures – be it disenfranchisement or displacement – must be taken; one also knows the more or less brusque nature of his actions. Covering this in more detail is not within the scope of this treatise, which in general does not address the anti-Semites.



But when he focuses on antisemitism, he claims to have done so originally in a positive sense:

(10) There was a time when I was somewhat sympathetic to the hatred of the Jews. With a kind of comfort I watched its doings, I almost enjoyed its successes and progress. If I did not always express these feelings quite clearly, it was only out of a kind of tactical restraint that I thought I had to impose on myself in order not to irritate those I had to win over for national Jewish aspirations. But how I would have liked to annoy them with the full truth and shout to them: The bad boys are quite right, their insults may not sound sweet and are certainly inaccurate in their absolute form, but they are after all only the stammering expressions of the very correct feeling that there is an unbridgeable gap between Jews and non-Jews, that both have opposing ideals of beauty and morality. They are right and we are right and it is well that they are raving like that. We at least know now where we are; as long as their aversion was silent and creeping, we did not know and did not remember who we are.



It is paradoxical to read a text opposing antisemitism starting with a positive attitude about it. Yet the argumentative strategy is clear. On the one hand, it is clear that this was an attitude in the past – which implies it is no longer maintained. Secondly, it may be read as a pseudo-admission (“that Jews are not perfect”) or a move to provoke the opponent (let’s see where it leads) or to emphasize one’s own independence of judgement and not to antagonize the enemy (hence a tactical restraint). Despite this complex discursive strategy, the overall aim is clear: to emphasize ethnic differences – where other authors might deny them and plead for unity or identity as human beings.
There are several ways to interpret this passage, but one seems to be consistent with an ideological, polarized view of Gentile–Jewish relations, an Us vs. Them, which he finds unclear in philosemitic attitudes. In this way, Jews know at least who their enemies are. But on further reflection, he must admit that antisemitism must be actively attacked: “Therefore I can’t admit either that one simply lets antisemitism be, and abandons the struggle against it.” In his analysis, he rejects the cause of antisemitism in economic conditions or religious and conflict. On the contemporary interest in racial differences, he again first seems to welcome a cool scientific approach to ethnic relations, but then ridicules racial antisemitism:

(11) That is why the anti-Semites are so repugnant to me, because they, those who are most deaf to the present and most blind to the future, do not want to see or hear anything of this entire development and want to stop it with their small or sick brains. Yes, but do they not have the merit of having recognized the principle of race and to have asserted it against those who one-sidedly overestimate the economic principle? Not at all! They have simply condensed into a mad, sordid farce everything that, according to the great scientific research and insights of our age, was tangible in the air and, in the course of development, was practically exploited or is about to be exploited by all forward-looking parties. What is the greater merit of these national anti-Semites supposed to be? That they are quite clear about their unbridled racial instincts, that they have bred a pure culture of them, that they falsify any historical thinking by their fascination with racial madness, that they are consistent in their backward-looking foibles to the point of ridicule, that they have, to be brief, made the mad sordid farce systematic? I almost prefer the more clumsy and cloddish, but in turn more jovial, less monomaniac and therefore – from the point of view of world history – less dangerous Christian Socialists.



The overall negative evaluation of racial antisemitism is as explicit as it can be and not exactly in an academic style (“repugnant,” “a mad sordid farce,” “small or sick brains”) but rather that of a speech or pamphlet, including the metaphors of pseudoscience (“deaf to the present,” “blind to the future”) or apparent admissions with rhetorical questions (“do they not have the merit?”) in order to criticize one-sided alternative (economic) explanations of antisemitism. Follow the explicit negative characterization of racist thinking in terms of a sordid farce or racial madness and the fact that such thinking is as simplistic as it is clear, so that we know who our enemies are. Despite the informal and combative style, notice that presupposed is the scientific criticism of racial research and politics (“falsify any historical thinking” etc.). Despite his initial positive attitude about antisemitism, the conclusion is a recommendation to take it seriously because of its force:

(12) I therefore believe that we must not underestimate anti-Semitism as a force, that we must not overestimate its value, and that we must fight against it vigorously.



Constantin Brunner (1862–1937; pseudonym of Leo Wertheimer), literary critic and philosopher (influenced by Spinoza), in 1919 published his book Judenhass und die Juden (Hatred of Jews and the Jews) and was one of the first to warn against Nazism. Obviously, his books were burnt by the Nazis. For him “antisemitism” was a euphemism for hate against Jews:

(13) But before we begin to explain, we have to translate. The first step in getting to know anti-Semitism better is to translate the stupid, barbaric word construction anti-Semitism into the existing German word, which describes the disease honestly and without digression: hatred of the Jews. (…) Hatred of the Jews – a bitter, evil disease. For hatred of the Jews is hatred of Man. (…) Away with the word anti-Semitism. (p. 19)



We have seen that already in the nineteenth century Jewish intellectuals engaged in academic analysis of antisemitism. The same is the case in Brunner’s text, which aims at scientific explanation, but before doing so he prefers to change euphemistic academic terminology – by a more concrete, embodied notion: Hatred of Jews – also in the title of his book. However, the style of this terminological “translation” is hardly academic, when the term “antisemitism” is called stupidly barbaric (dummbarbarisch). Relevant in this brief fragment is also the characterization of antisemitism/hatred as a disease, introducing a psychological explanation that will later dominate psychoanalytical approaches.
Throughout his book, Brunner is very critical about contemporary race theories:

(14) Racial theory is, indeed, the youngest ivy around the hatred of the Jews – one thus still feels that there is something to be covered, hatred of the Jews is hatred and has as little to do with science as any other hatred; we shall call hatred hatred, so that the name really informs us of the matter at hand on the spot, reveals the matter to us, does not cover it. Clearest on the nature of hatred are those who are clearest on the nature of Man: the philosophers. Those who are less clear about the nature of hatred, or less clear about the fact that hatred of the Jews really is nothing but hatred and bears all the characteristics of hatred per se, those can under no circumstances do anything better than let a philosopher describe hatred to them.
(…)
Hate is hate and remains hate, is and remains affect, regardless of whether it also masks itself scientifically. Hatred of the Jews on the basis of racial theory is hatred of the Jews, hatred, hatred of Man – just as hatred of the Jews on the basis of Christian religion was hatred of the Jews, hatred, hatred of Man. (p. 22)
(…)
Racial theory is a science about beginnings, which only non-thinking minds talk about, and racial theory is a classification of humanity that, likewise, can only be generated by non-thinking minds. (p. 25)


The discursive strategy of this passage also exhibits the properties of the speech and the accusation, by repeating many times the emotion term that is relevant for his book (hatred), while rejecting the scientific pretensions of racial science as a basis of antisemitism. At the same time, as other Jewish scholars have done before him, he discredits these pseudoscientific antisemites as nonthinking minds (nichtdenkende Köpfen).
Whereas traditionally reference is made to the “Jewish question,” Brunner turns the tables and speaks of “The question of Antisemitists.” He sees antisemitism as a mental illness (see also Aue-Ben-David, Lauer, & Stenzel, 2014):

(15) First, however, we must learn to understand anti-Semitism as a part that is indeed a madness – like rabies (with outbreaks from time to time) and also contagious like rabies, and yet does not fall into the domain of psychiatry as it is practiced among us today, and is not a matter for our psychiatrists, especially since they tend to lack psychology – and psychopathia antisemitica is a matter of general psychology, of psychological anthropology. (p. 17)



We see, again, that among Jewish intellectuals the struggle against antisemitism, at least before the Holocaust, may be expressed in ironical accounts, in this case in the common metaphor of an ideology in terms of mental illness and – continuing the ILLNESS metaphor – even as rabies (with the critical, and less playful, implication that antisemitists are dogs). Actually, the text argues that antisemitic hatred is not a question of individual madness and hence should be treated by a psychiatrist, but rather needs a broader anthropological approach, because it is a collective “disease” – thus preformulating later social psychological approaches to prejudice. The playful metaphors (rabies) do not mean, though, that Brunner did not take antisemitism seriously, as merely a question of some marginal political radicals and racists. On the contrary, right after World War I, and a decade before the successes of the Nazis, he clearly warns of the possible consequences of what he consequently calls Jew Hate.
Rabbi Isaac Breuer (1883–1946), theologian and president of the Agudah movement, initially defended Jewish neo-orthodoxy in Germany, opposed religious and political Zionism, and moved to Jerusalem in 1936 (for detail, see Jünger, 2015). Relevant for our historical survey is especially his analysis of virulent hate against Jews (Judenhass), for instance, in his polemical Judenproblem (1918):

(16) An invisible band keeps the Jews of the globe together. That is the Hate (…). It is present everywhere. It accompanies the Jews wherever they appear, and nothing can extinguish it. Although Jews may have been useful to the common good, hate will remain faithful to them. (cited in Jünger, 2015: 240)


Just as others before him, Breuer rejected the increasingly popular notion of race as an abstract sociological fiction to order humanity. People in everyday life are not even aware of such a category used in the taxonomy of animals, he says. And since religion is getting less and less relevant, he emphasizes the fundamental role of the history of love and solidarity among Jews as one of the causes of anti-Jewish hate: Jewish suffering in many countries, the oppression of Russian Jews, the Dreyfus Affair, or when a Polish Jew is beaten up, it touches all Jews (Breuer, 1918; cited in Jünger, 2015). For him hate against the Jews is a special case of general hate and prejudice, as also discussed by Fritz Bernstein a few years later. These have nothing to do with the properties of the Jews, but those of the haters (Krah, 2015: 275). The 1930 election for the Reichstag and the victory of the Nazis in 1933 were felt by Jews as a permanent earthquake. Their persecution he explained especially in terms of the political situation of the Jews as people without rights (Jünger, 2015: 260).
Julius Goldstein (1873–1929) was one of the first sociologists who after World War I published about race, racism and politics. His book Rasse und Politik (1921, published in 1925) deals with antisemitism from the start, with a comparison based on the argumentative ethical norm of the Golden Rule we have also found in earlier antiracist writings:

(17) To turn against anti-Semitism does not mean to approve of everything that is done by Jews. I do not condemn anti-Semitism because it opposes the wrongs done by Jews – decent Jews do so with even greater severity than non-Jews – but because it claims that these wrongs can only be found among Jews, because it holds Judaism responsible for something which ceteris paribus is also found among the German people. (Goldstein, 1921: 7)



The argumentative move of this fragment is also the initial concession, found in other Jewish analyses of antisemitism: accepting that it is true that all Jews are not perfect. After that concession, Goldstein focuses on the major error of antisemitic thought (that only Jews have errors). His rejection of antisemitism, he says, is not politically motivated (as being against a political party), but rather an ethical question: a question of humanity. His definition of antisemitism is as follows:

(18) What do I mean by anti-Semitism? Not every remark against Jews and Judaism casually made out of resentment – otherwise men such as Hölderlin, Schopenhauer, Feuerbach, Platen, Nietzsche would also have to be accused of a principle of anti-Germanism, because they have occasionally made harsh, derogatory remarks against Germans and Germanness. The actual anti-Semitism of our time can be characterized here, for the time being, by two characteristics: First: Being Jewish is something incriminating. Second: This incrimination is based on characteristics which are based on the hereditary qualities of the race, i.e. which cannot be changed either by external circumstances or by moral forces. (p. 8)



Relevant in this fragment is that it corrects a general misunderstanding of antisemitism, namely that it consists of criticizing Jews – doing so with a comparison of great German writers criticizing Germany. Although it may associate Jews with negative, incriminating characteristics, the crucial aspect is that these are considered to be hereditary and hence cannot be changed. Thus, on the one hand, we again find the concession that Jews are not perfect, but, on the other hand, an attack of racial pseudoscience. Goldstein explains antisemitism in sociological terms, that is, what we would call the ideological polarization between ingroup and outgroup:

(19) I believe the reasons for this lie in the particular sociological structure of anti-Semitic party competition. When one party fights members of another, it is always for the purpose of winning them over, namely in two ways. Negative: One presents the opposing party as bad as possible, one denigrates its leaders, one tries to prove that their program leads to disaster and so forth. Positive: one emphasises the advantages of one’s own party, one tries to prove that one’s own party, and only one’s own party, equates with the well-being of the fatherland. In this, one fights the members of the other party only to the extent that they represent the program of this other party, that is, one fights something about them, not against them as themselves. Anti-Semitism does not fight something about the Jews as human beings, regardless of whichever party or religion they belong to. It is directed against being Jewish. (pp. 8–9)



The text explains in simple terms not only later intergroup theory (e.g., Tajfel, 1978) but also the strategies of ideological thought and discourse: emphasizing the bad of the outgroup and the good of the ingroup (Van Dijk, 1998). Yet at the same time this fragment is more specific than intergroup theory, because antisemitism is not just about the good or bad qualities of Jews as outgroup, but about being Jews. In this polarized relationship, rational arguments play no role, only the argument that someone is a Jew, as he shows with many examples, in which ideas or practices were only (negatively) evaluated because they were those of Jews. He rejects this kind of argumentation as “simplistic” (p. 13). Right after the war, he compares antisemitism with xenophobic “anti-teutonism.” After this brief general introduction about antisemitism, and before a sociological account of German völkisch nationalism, he offers a critical account of racial theories, which he rejects from the start:

(20) The belief that race can explain the historical world is a misbelief (…)
Racial theory explains the spirit through blood: it is materialism.
Racial theory has no notion of ideas that go beyond the diversity of human beings and connect them inwardly. By remaining with the instincts of the individual races as the ultimate end, it perpetuates hatred, war and prejudice. Through a kind of biological choice of grace, racial theory raises one part of humanity above the other as chosen – in place of a humanity that would connect peoples, it sets hardness and cruelty, in place of balancing justice and supportive exchange of minds, it places arrogant complacency and a presumptuous will to power. (pp. 76–77)



As are
 most of his colleagues, Goldstein is critical of racial theories, but always interesting, as is the case for this fragment, are the ways the author does
 so. Here, for instance, there is first of all a social-psychological issue, namely that such theories are a cognitive error (Irrglaube, misbelief). Secondly, there is a philosophical problem with racial theories because they reduce explanations to bodily, biological, aspects (blood, instincts etc.), which is seen as a form of materialism, implying that Goldstein prefers idealism – as indeed he makes explicit in the next sentence. Next, he is opposed to racial theories because they usually imply racial hierarchies. Finally, beyond the racial theories themselves, there is a rejection of the groups that defend them because of their lack of humanity: hatred, war, prejudice, hardness, cruelty arrogance and will to power, a perfect list to describe the Nazis.
In this sociological and psychological explanation of antisemitism, he also offers an account of the complex process of the accumulative acquisition of antisemitic ideas through a variety of public discourse genres controlled by the dominant parties and their organization:

(21) This transfer of folk-psychological verdicts into race-psychological ones is – may I be forgiven the expression – the trick of contemporary anti-Semitism. It makes use of the rich material of diatribes, from the fleeting words of momentary resentment to the expansive writings of anti-Semitic literature; the finely developed, bureaucratic apparatus of financially powerful party organizations works unceasingly, year in, year out, to collect even the smallest expression of anti-Semitic sentiment and to pass it on through the thousandfold channels of the press, the leaflet and, more recently, also the novel. A chronique scandaleuse, – called a Jewish schnitzel – diligently brings together all the wrongs, real and alleged, of the Jews of all countries in the past and present. (pp. 76–77)



He then examines whether peoples or nations have properties one could describe as racial properties and systematically, point by point, rejects such conceptions and then applies his argument to what he calls Rassenantisemitismus. He repeats the counterargument given before, namely that, whereas, for other people, explanations of their characteristics are given in terms of milieu, social class or personality, in the case of the Jews, only Jewishness is assumed to explain all actions of Jews (p. 108). Interesting is his remark that he does not want to speak pro domo but then offers a long list of brilliant Jewish scientists (including Nobel laureates) in various disciplines.
We must conclude again, as is the case for other Jewish writings against antisemitism since the eighteenth century, that Goldstein’s treatise is also predominantly written in a rational, academic style, in which (in this case racial) antisemitism is not simply rejected as power abuse or as antihumanitarian ideology, but systematically analyzed and evaluated before being rejected.

7.6 Resistance against Antisemitism in Nazi Germany
The election victory of the Nazis and their power grab in 1933 led to increasing persecution of the Jews. Many Jewish and other anti-Nazi writers had to flee the country and continued their opposition against antisemitism abroad, first in other European countries and then also in the USA. Besides political opponents, literary authors also contributed to a rich émigré literature (Jakobi, 2005). Let us briefly mention some of the mostly Jewish authors participating in the political and scientific struggle against antisemitism until the end of World War II (for everyday resistance against Nazism in Germany, see Nicosia & Stokes, 2015; for a sourcebook on Jewish responses to persecution, see also Matthäus & Kerenji, 2017).
Right from 1933, many anonymous authors contributed to a systematic documentation of Nazi terror, such as the Braunbuch über Reichstagsbrand und Hitler-Terror, published in Paris, with a preface by Lord Marley, President of the World Committee for the Victims of German Fascism. It sketches the “road to power” of Hitler and the NSDAP during the 1920s, a detailed account of the conspiracy of the Reichstag fire, the persecution of communists and progressive scholars, the totalitarian control (Gleichschaltung) of the press, and a meticulous description of abuse, torture and assassination by the Nazis. The second part of the book focuses on the persecution of the Jews and from the start defines antisemitism as the foundation of National Socialism:

(22) It is an old tool of the ruling classes to distract the dissatisfaction of the masses with a regime under which they are becoming impoverished from the real causes of their misery; why these strategies of distraction have, through many centuries, throughout the Middle Ages, and then again in modern times, targeted the Jews in particular, formerly as a religious community, today primarily as a “race”, cannot be explained here with the necessary scientific thoroughness. (…) Therefore, today, we see the core problem of the Jewish question not in an unclarified confusion of the complexities of race, nation, Volk and religious community etc., but in its position as a social question (in which racial, national and religious elements are included). The analysis of the Jewish question is inextricably linked with the analysis of the general state of society. (Braunbuch, 223)



The analysis and explanation of why and how the Nazis came to power is provided in terms of social-psychological, sociological and Marxist terms, as a form of ideological class war, in which the ruling classes manipulate the “masses” living in misery whose real causes must be hidden by distraction and focusing on others, in this case the Jews, by mixing notions such as race, religion and Volk. Though very general and abstract, the explanation explains not only many forms of oppression in history – as the text itself says – but also much of the contemporary right-wing turn and blaming immigrants and refugees in the USA and Europe, under Trump, Salvini, Orbán, Le Pen and others. In view of the horrors of growing Nazi oppression, we see that theoretical sophistication of antiracist discourse has come a long way from religious, political or social opposition against slavery of earlier centuries or even the Jewish analyses of antisemitism in the nineteenth century.
After a brief history of German antisemitism, from court chaplain Adolf Stöcker in the early nineteenth century to Hitler in the twentieth century, the Braunbuch provides a systematic documentation of Nazi terror against the Jews until its publication in 1933. We see that even in this document a complex social-political explanation (based on Marx) is given of antisemitism, and a narrow religious, racial and national approach is rejected. The document closes with a twenty-page murder list of all the assassinations between March and July 1933. It is relevant to recall that generalized Nazi terror, and especially also the persecution of Jews, was no secret and that the Braunbuch, published in Paris after six months of Nazi rule, offered internationally accessible evidence of Nazi atrocities. It was translated into twenty-five languages and more than fifty-five editions, reaching half a million copies already in 1935 (Rabinbach, 2008), a fact that defies the widespread claim of the ignorance about Nazi terror – especially also in Germany itself (“Wir haben es nicht gewusst,” We didn’t know) (see, e.g., Longerich, 2006).
The next year, in 1934, in Paris, and published by the Comité des Délégations Juives, further documentation of the situation of Jews in Germany is also provided by a 500+-page Schwarzbuch. Die Lage der Juden in Deutschland 1933 (Black Book. The Situation of the Jews in Germany 1933), composed by journalist and lawyer Rudolf Olden (1885–1940), who already had published on human rights violations in Germany and who barely escaped Germany after the Reichstag fire. His Schwarzbuch systematically recounts the situation of German Jews in the judiciary, health, universities, economy, the arts and everyday life. The author stresses that his book does not provide opinions, but only an objective documentation, researched with peinliche Genauigkeit (painstaking accuracy),
 based on a wealth of public documents such as laws, rules and journal articles, collected in the Archives of the Délégations Juives in Paris. In the same documentary paradigm, Hans Siemsen (1891–1969) published, also in Paris, his book Was soll mit den Juden geschehen (1936) (What Must Happen with the Jews) with texts from Hitler and Julius Streicher, published in Streicher’s fascist tabloid Der Stürmer.
Although our focus here is mostly on explicit, theoretical and political discursive resistance against antisemitism by German authors, literary and autobiographic writings before 1945 also provide insight in the discursive strategies of anti-antisemitic struggle. Especially interesting, from a linguistic and discourse analytical perspective, for instance, was also the two-volume autobiography of Victor Klemperer (1881–1960) published in English (in Klemperer, 1998, 1999). He meticulously describes the precarious everyday life of a Jewish professor of French in Germany, hardly protected by the fact that his wife was not Jewish (Reiss, 1998). Especially interesting is his erudite Lingua Tertii Imperii (LTI, The Language of the Third Reich) (Klemperer, 2000), which provides an ironical but moving commentary on Nazi terminology and its influences on ways of thinking in Germany:

(23) [T]he most powerful influence was exerted neither by individual speeches nor by articles or flyers, posters or flags; it was not achieved by things which one had to absorb by conscious thought or conscious emotions. Instead Nazism permeated the flesh and blood of the people through single words, idioms and sentence structures which were imposed on them in a million repetitions and taken on board mechanically and unconsciously. … Language does not simply write and think for me, it also increasingly dictates my feelings and governs my entire spiritual being the more unquestioningly and unconsciously I abandon myself to it. And what happens if the cultivated language is made up of poisonous elements or has been made the bearer of poisons? Words can be like tiny doses of arsenic: they are swallowed unnoticed, appear to have no effect, and then after a little time the toxic reaction sets in after all. (Klemperer, 2000: 15)



More than most of his colleagues, who focus on psychological and sociological aspects of Nazism, Klemperer examines Nazi discourse, and especially with various aspects of grammar, as well as their influence, especially on feelings, by sheer daily repetition (expressed by the metaphor “flesh and blood”), an influence that is also described in metaphorical terms (“poison,” “toxic”). In this sense, Klemperer’s resistance is not only more broadly political, but also linguistic. In the beginning of his LTI, the author is surprised that the “shameless candor” of the propaganda of Hitler’s Mein Kampf, the “bible of National Socialism,” could be circulated years before Hitler came to power. Illustrated with everyday experiences (such as wearing the yellow star or his work in a factory), as well as linguistic, historical and political analyses, Klemperer thus discusses the new Nazi uses or meanings of such terms as “fanatical” or “organize,” or new compounds such as artfremd (alien), deutschblütig (of German blood), niederrassig (of inferior race), Rassenschande (racial defilement) and many more (p. 88). But beyond the commentary on Nazi terminology, he also examines antisemitism which also for him was the “very core” of Nazism (p. 123):

(24) For the German masses anti-Semitism and racial doctrine are synonyms. And all the excesses and demands of the national arrogance, every conquest, every act of tyranny, every atrocity, and even mass murder, are explained and justified by this scientific, or rather pseudo-scientific, racial theory. (p. 124)


Also, the seemingly detached linguistic analysis of its terminology obviously is embedded in a broader sociopolitical evaluation of Nazism, summarized here by the well-known and widespread notions of increasing critical appraisal (“arrogance,” “tyranny,” “atrocity,” “murder”). In a brief historical analysis, he searches for the roots of German antisemitism in romanticism (p. 131) later influenced by racial theories of Gobineau and others.
Before 1945, other literary authors also in many ways dealt with Nazism and antisemitism. Alfred Döblin (1878–1957), the famous author of Berlin Alexanderplatz (1929), wrote Schriften zur jüdischen Fragen (Döblin, 2015) written since the 1920s, with a history of the Jewish Übervolk and its character, the lack of their own country, emancipation, and Zionism, texts that implicitly and explicitly analyzed and condemned antisemitism (Dollenmayer, Dollinger, Köpke, & Tewarson 2004).
Lion Feuchtwanger (1884–1958), in exile in France since 1933, and then in the USA since 1941, was an author of many plays and novels, such as Jud Süss (1925) and Erfolg (1930) portraying “brown Munich” and a figure like Hitler. He also published “Nationalismus und Jugendtum” (Nationalism and Youth; 1933) in a book edited with Stefan Zweig, in which he emphasized the powerful role of language as a criterion of national groups and their unity (Jakobi, 2005: 70).
More than his famous brother Thomas Mann, it was Heinrich Mann (1871–1950) who published not only poetry and many novels (such as the famous novel Professor Unrat, which would later inspire the famous movie Der Blaue Engel, with Marlene Dietrich), but also critical essays, first about the bourgeoisie and social inequality during the Kaiserreich, but later also against the Nazis. Relevant for this survey is especially his collection of essays, Der Hass. Eine deutsche Zeitgeschichte (Hatred. A German Story of Our Time), in which he criticized the Nazi loathing of intelligence, humanity and enlightenment. No wonder he was first on the Nazi list of authors to be arrested in 1933. Already in his novel Der Untertan (The Loyal Subject) the author characterized German men as authoritarian, with an “addiction to command and to obey” (Tucholsky) (later analyzed academically by Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950).
At the same time, during the Weimar Republic and the following Nazi period, increasing academic struggles against extremist nationalism and antisemitism saw the light, often outside of Germany. Let us briefly mention some of them.
Claus Eichen (Schiwko Angeluscheff) (1897–1979?), in his collection of letters Rassenwahn (Racial Madness, 1936) – also published by Carrefour in Paris, where many exiled writers published – analyzed and criticized racial pseudo-science from a Marxist perspective so as to educate revolutionary workers in Germany to resist Nazism (Jakobi, 2005: 54; Schiller, 2010: 453):

(25) These letters on the “racial question” were written to unmask Hitler’s racial fraud. They try to tear apart the pseudo-scientific undergrowth of the German “racial scholars”. They are meant to show our friends and all those who prefer truth to delusion the position of science on the question of race. (Angeluscheff, 1936: 7, cited in Jakobi 2015: 53)



While earlier texts against racial theories, for example, in the nineteenth century, often had the rather “distant” scientific tone and style, in the middle of Nazi oppression the style of resistance is more combative, for example, in terms of Rassenschwindel (racial fraud) and the metaphor of pseudo-scientific Gestrüpp (undergrowth).
During the first years of the twentieth century, antisemitism was analyzed and criticized from various scholarly perspectives. Besides Marxist and psycho-analytical approaches, we also find the beginnings of group and intergroup theories, as they would become popular in social psychology fifty years later, for example, in the work of Tajfel (1978, 1981). (For a historical study of antisemitism, Marx and the left, see Fine & Spencer, 2017.)
Thus, Fritz (Peretz) Bernstein (1890–1971), who had moved to Holland – where he worked as a coffee merchant and was secretary of the Zionist organization – and later to Palestine (to become an influential politician during the foundation of Israel), wrote in 1923 his Der Antisemitismus als Gruppenerscheinung. Versuch einer Soziologie des Judenhasses (Antisemitism as a Group Phenomenon. Attempt at a Sociology of Jew Hatred). As Bernstein explained in the Prologue of the English translation of 1951, published after the war, the book barely sold – and the same was true for the English translation (see Introduction by Dutch Economics Professor Bernard M. S. van Praag in the English edition; for a discussion of the book and its relation with Tajfel’s intergroup theory, see Billig, 2014).
In his very accessible and well-written essay, Bernstein offers a sociological (and in fact a social psychological) approach to antisemitism defined in more general terms of intergroup conflict and enmity. After a discussion of the functions, categories and characteristics of groups, the last part of the book applies the theory to various types of antisemitism: religious, economic, political, social, cultural and racial. Although the essay does not refer to previous, academic publications, the analysis is systematic and explicit and provides still very useful insights into these various types of antisemitism. Interestingly, as was also the case for previous analyses of antisemitism, Bernstein’s essay is also remarkably rational – a feature later mentioned in the prologue to the English translation:

(26) This book was published in German in 1926. It had been written in 1923. I mention these dates in order to explain the painstaking suppression of the emotional moment observed throughout the book. The necessity is obvious: research of this kind cannot be profitably undertaken unless the writer eliminates, as far as is humanly possible, his own feelings regarding a struggle in which he is a party. At that time, the elimination was still possible. Later years brought anti-Jewish persecution and mass slaughter to an unprecedented degree of fierceness; and the most strenuous effort at scientific detachment would have been in vain. I certainly do not regret that in those far-away days I was able to write on the subject with some degree of equanimity. But I want the reader to keep the period of writing in mind, lest he fail to understand how a Jew could permit himself so dispassionate observation of so impassionating a subject.



This passage confirms our analyses given earlier that conclude that much of the earlier Jewish writers against antisemitism had the seemingly distant content and style of scientific analysis. We see that, for Bernstein, this was also the initial tendency: One way of diminishing suffering, worries or fear is to take cognitive distance through theoretical analysis. In times of the most horrible oppression and extermination, such is no longer possible, and emotions take the upper hand. The “equanimous” style also shows throughout the book that, instead of referring to “us,” he writes about Jews in the third-person plural. At the end of his discussion of “official” political antisemitism, he writes:

(27) It is the tragedy of the Jewish minority groups that from the beginning of the Diaspora and until the present day they have been the always available and always defenseless victims of that increased urge for hate expression which has occurred after all disturbances in history; a tragedy only excelled by their own blindness, which prevents them from the full realisation of the true nature of their situation. (p. 261)



In discussing various types of antisemitism, he also uses irony, for example, when he shows that economic antisemitism (e.g., not to sell to, buy from or employ Jews) can be very “uneconomical” because it may be against one’s material interests. The same is true for his use of the economic metaphor when he discusses that a Jew in order to be accepted in (non-Jewish) society must have many merits:

(28) He must be able to produce a plus in property, professional standing, education, above that customary in the circle to which he seeks admission, or he must at least submit extraordinary talents, or preferably personal fame, as an entrance fee: as a social being, he is only accepted at considerable discount [italics in original]. (p. 264)



Cultural antisemitism takes place in, for instance, the arts and sciences. Again, Bernstein’s sociological analysis is sharp and ironical, for example, when he talks about antisemitism in academia:

(29) The scholar or artist must first obtain the confirmation of the value of his achievement from others, convinced as he may be in his own mind; and he will always suffer from the feeling of having achieved no more than mediocrity, for in science, and even more in art, only the outstanding is fully recognised. No wonder that the natural jealousy among scholars and artists is notorious. But this jealousy can hardly assume an antisemitic character except when the individual offensive Jewish case can be projected upon a whole hated community; when there is at least a latent hatred against a group whose feared influence becomes manifest in the successful artistic or scientific achievement of one of its members. A professor is, of course, only human, and we can readily understand how painful these indefatigable, conscientious and painstaking people are affected when somebody who has learned nothing more than they, who has passed no other examinations and can avail himself of no other means of research, produces out of the fortuitous blessing of a gifted mind, as in play, all those new and enriching ideas which years of assiduity could not squeeze out of their own thinking equipment. If such a genius is one of theirs, they will admire him enviously and secure a share in his fame by proclaiming him as the flower of national science which, so to say, they produce collectively. The flower is then the beautiful and plainly visible, but strictly speaking secondary product of their silent toil. But how different is the reaction if the unfortunate hero is called, say, Sigmund Freud. (pp. 272–274)



The ironical tone hardly disguises a detailed sociological analysis of academia and the special challenges of Jewish scholars – when traditional academic criteria of excellence become less relevant for unique originality. The fragment should of course be read and interpreted against the background of the massive Nazi actions against (brilliant) Jewish academics, who were not only fired, but massacred when they were unable to seek refuge abroad. And finally, as a Zionist, he finishes his book with another correct view of the future:

(30) A Jewish nation which lives in close settlement within its own country will probably be exposed to the hostility of the surrounding nations, and live in alternating states of war and peace, as has ever been the way of the world. But the enmity between the Jews and their neighbours will then be no more than a normal enmity between one nation and the other, and not that onesided and accursed. (p. 291)



Although hardly sold then, or today, at least one prominent commentator was right in a message to the publisher, calling the book a masterpiece: Einstein. Lack of interest in antisemitism in the history of the social sciences, observed by Bernstein himself, is also part of the very problem of antisemitism.
In her extraordinarily well-documented dissertation, Franziska Krah offers a systematic analysis of the lives and writings of some of the authors mentioned earlier: Heinrich Coudenhove, Constantin Brunner, Julius Goldstein, Arnold Zweig, Fritz Bernstein and Michael Müller-Claudius (Krah, 2016). She examines the theories of, and resistance against, antisemitism of these authors and especially their account of the history of antisemitism since Antiquity, its religious origins, intergroup aspects, its xenophobic and superstitious nature, its psychological and psychoanalytical explanations, its nationalism, and its racial theories, some of which were briefly mentioned earlier.
7.6.1 Other German Authors against Antisemitism
Ernst Bloch (1885–1977), a Marxist philosopher, critically analyzed Nazism in his essays in Erbschaft dieser Zeit (Inheritance of This Time, 1935/1962), including ironical comments on its racism, but hardly discusses its antisemitism (the term only appears twice in his book) – but he does mention the situation and attitudes of the Jews during Nazi terror, especially in his essay “Sachsen ohne Wald” (1920), which also criticizes the “silence” of the Jews about antisemitic persecution. His remarks on racism exhibit not only his unique style of strange grammatical constructs, but also his antiracist ideology. In his essay “Rassentheorie im Vormärz” (1934), he briefly discusses the work of a Friedrich Klemm about cultural history (1845), published in the counterrevolutionary period in Germany after Napoleon’s defeat (Vormärz) – an increasingly antisemitic period which we discussed earlier as one of the sources of Nazi ideologies. Indeed, Bloch is very well aware of this historical source:

(31) Now one sets only Nordic blood as good. The race always looks just as needed for business. That’s why this Nordic is not only blonde anyway, but faithful, obedient, with masters starred and adorned, believing in them. That is his face, they say, since time immemorial.
But what if the opposite was true before the table? Although the racists go back exclusively to Gobineau as the ancestor of nonsense. And he did indeed teach Germanic nobles to be high above the cowardly-brazen, even rude subhumans. Significantly, his “Essay sur l’inegalite des races” was published in 1854, at the time of the general reaction, of the beginning alliance of Moneybag and Saber. But before Gobineau, shortly before, another race book had already appeared, the French used it, the racists conceal it to this day. For good reasons, as one will see immediately; because the sons of Teuts back then had completely different characteristics than the now popular, blood-bound ones. Author: Friedrich Klemm, Title: “Allgemeine Kulturgeschichte der Menschheit”, Content: First Germanic-Pathetic Race Theory. Important year of publication: 1845, in the midst of the fermenting pre-March surge for freedom. Accordingly, Teut still sees himself particularly freedom-loving, full of reason and science, not to say: alien, enlightened and so liberal as to be almost ripe for the concentration camps.
Only the exploitative pride is already the same here, at the source. Indeed, it seems more modern than with Gobineau; Klemm already knows “active” and “passive”, “dynamic” and “static” races. Everywhere that high cultures developed, he sees them as going back to members of the active race. These have “overlaid all people’s master classes and thus brought culture” – a phrase that has been used more and more expansively from Gobineau to Chamberlain to Woltmann to Hitler, but is found here first. (pp. 90–91)



Besides Bloch’s original syntactic and ironical style (the racist German author named as “Teut” etc.), this passage shows how well Bloch understands the history of racism, as well as racist (“teutonic”) ideology and vocabulary, for example, about “active” and “passive” races. At the same time, just with two simple metaphors, he defines the Vormärz as a socially reactionary period of Sabel und Geldsack, that is, of (Prussian) military capitalism and thus also as a source of his anticapitalist Marxist philosophy. Although Bloch in his book does not explicitly deal with antisemitism, many passages imply information about the widespread hate against Jews, for example:

(32) Unspeakable rabble from the ancient bourgeoisie interferes with their instincts, not at all völkisch, but sardonic, fossil, all the more hollow, whose only use of anti-capitalism is to strike dead the Jew as “usurer.” (p. 34)




(33) Now many shops next door are Jewish, some are perhaps also better managed. So the hatred becomes especially rewarding and transparent: Jews out, namely from the other shop. And if one beats the Jewish capital and directs attention to it, one might save one’s own. (p. 49)




(34) England, Scandinavia, even Northern France are more Germanic, above all more North-Germanic than the big hybrid people Germany. “Germania” is a Stock Internationale, and its church state lies along the Thames rather than in Colonia Agrippina or in the city of Zabrze, now called Hindenburg. So those adhering to a völkisch view would not only have to throw the Jews, but also the largest part of Germany out of Germany, in order to be in their “Germany”.




(35) On the other hand, the Jews, who had the least need of silence here, remain silent. They leave every race book undisturbed anti-Semitic: all Aryan as nobles and only thus depicted, all Jews scoundrels – as if the scoundrels need be embarrassed before the rascals; as if there was not also the most beautiful, the most thoroughly mixed racial picture in Israel. The Jews allow this nonsense to pass, that such a numerous mixed people in Germany presents itself as one hundred per cent, in order to slander Israel, a race shaped through centuries, as a pariah. (p. 50)



Various dimensions of antisemitism are briefly but systematically analyzed, as is the case for anticapitalism only focusing on stereotypes about Jews, if only to improve one’s own business. In other words, antisemitism is not just racial hatred but also self-serving elimination of competition. And in (34) for the first time, racial purity is ridiculed by even challenging the “Nordic” purity of most Germans – an ironical argument other Jewish authors had not yet used as part of their struggle against antisemitism. These passages do not elaborate or emphasize the many forms of violence and discrimination against Jews, but casually presuppose them. But in the same essay, Bloch is also critical of Jews who do not protest against racial antisemitism.
Felix Weltsch (1884–1964), Austrian journalist, philosopher and writer, born in Prague and friend of Franz Kafka, is the author of several studies on democracy, Jews, Zionism and antisemitism, including a brief text Antisemitismus als Völkerhysterie (Antisemitism as People Hysteria, 1931). He starts out saying that antisemitism is an essential part of the fate of Jews and offers a systematic, sociological, psychological and ethical explanation of its nature – stressing that this is not animosity against Semites, but against Jews. And it is not just any kind of hate:

(36) But it is distinguished from other enmities not only by the specific object; it also has a very specific coloring: it is not easy to describe this coloring with words; but almost always it is a typical mixture of contempt and yet also envy, of hatred and yet also admiration, of superiority and yet also fear, a feeling of closeness and yet also such of strangeness. This coloring is so specific that one might call certain enmities, which are inherent to it, anti-Semitism, even if they are not Jews. (Weltsch, 1931)



After this rather informal but interesting description, he offers a typology of the means and practices of antisemitism, such as:
	bloody antisemitism (such as pogroms),

	crude antisemitism, which he calls the current one (beatings, maltreatments, destruction etc.),

	slander (such as accusations of ritual murder),

	political antisemitism (as used by kings and governments to blackmail Jews),

	economic antisemitism (discrimination of Jewish businesses),

	social antisemitism (as usual in the USA) and

	cultural antisemitism (such as purity of races etc.).



Moreover, each of these forms may be further characterized by a different mode, such as:
	explosive (as in assassinations),

	vicious-frivolous (as in ridiculing),

	scientific,

	repressed (unconscious or hidden) and

	displaced (not hate against the Jew as Jew, but as capitalist etc.).



After these general types and modes of antisemitism, Weltsch summarizes some sociological and psychological “laws” of antisemitism. For instance, there is less antisemitism when Jews are hardly distinguished from the rest of the population (as in the United Kingdom) or when there are only few (as in the Scandinavian countries). In other words, conversely, there is more antisemitism where there is a large community of Jews that is religiously, politically or culturally quite distinct from the rest of the population. Moreover, there is more antisemitism in situations of economic, political or social crisis – for example, in Germany after losing World War I.
Besides his own categorization and brief mention of some general laws, Weltsch summarizes the various theories of antisemitism that have been used before, such as religious, economic, esthetic, cultural and racial explanations – each of which only explains part of antisemitism. Interestingly, in a text without further references, he does refer to Arnold Zweig’s Caliban, and Bernstein’s study of antisemitism as a group phenomenon, and briefly discusses the notion of group: Antisemitism is a group reaction against a minority group. He concludes with a psychoanalytical explanation of antisemitism as a hysterical reaction of a group to a vital disorder or resistance against its drives. In other words, following other tendencies of that period, Weltsch also defines antisemitism in psychopathological terms, not as an illness, but as a normal case of reaction to everyday complications, but then applied to relations between groups (as also in Bernstein’s work). In an ethnical last section, he warns against the widespread hope that antisemitism will probably vanish. Although Weltsch obviously is familiar with other writing on antisemitism of the period, this brief text hardly elaborates and adds very little new to other, more detailed approaches.
Famous sociologist Norbert Elias (1897–1990), founder of figurational sociology and author of The Civilizing Process (Elias, 1994), in 1929 published an early (only later rediscovered) paper on the sociology of German antisemitism, a topic to which would later pay much less attention. With Fritz Bernstein and Franz Oppenheimer, he is thus one of the first and few sociologists who discussed antisemitism in that period – a topic that, just like National Socialism during the Weimar Republic, was hardly taken seriously by established scholars. Elias’ study of antisemitism fits his theoretical framework about the relations between the established and the outsiders, studied extensively in his late work (Elias & Scotson, 1965).
Influenced by his friend Karl Mannheim, Elias explains antisemitism and its historical variation as a result of complex relations to other social groups in Germany. After the French Revolution, this was first in opposition to the conservative Prussian Junker elites, but later in opposition to the increasingly conservative bourgeoisie and in solidarity with the working class, especially in times of economic crisis – when in various contexts assimilated Jews often had a dominant position. That is, their class position was often that of the bourgeoisie or middle class, for which they were a menace, but as a minority they were outsiders, like the working class, with which many were solidary (see Dunning, Korte, & Mennell, 2001; Kahmann, 2015).
Mannheim’s seminal work on ideology of the same year (Mannheim, 1929) also shows Elias’ use of cognitive notions such as “worldview.” Interesting in his article, as we have observed earlier for other Jewish writers on antisemitism in this period (and earlier), is the emotional detachment of the sociological analysis – later shown in his study of “Distanzierung” (distancing; observed by other authors also, such as Dunning, Korte, & Mennell, 2001). Here is a summary of Elias’ theory of antisemitism in the beginning of his article:

(37) The other view of anti-Semitism, the sociological one, states that anti-Semitism was neither “invented”, “conceived” and then spread by individual people, nor that any people at all were “to blame” for it, – no matter how many malicious or “incited” people may participate in it, who can be “enlightened”, but that the cause of anti-Semitism is to be found in the peculiar position of the German Jews, more precisely of Jewish society in Germany among the various social strata of the German people and in the specific areas of friction, the economic, intellectual and social conflicts of interest, which exist between its people and the people of certain other social strata of the German people depending on this social position of Jewish society.



In this long and complex sentence (not uncommon in German academic writing), Elias emphasizes the importance of a fundamental sociological analysis of antisemitism in terms of social relations between the Jewish community and other social groups and communities. The rest of this brief article details these relationships. Elias’ “distant” sociological analysis (which we already observed for other Jewish authors earlier) begins with a rejection of social psychological explanations in terms of evil people who manipulate the masses in their own interest – in which case antisemitism must be impeded with “intensive enlightenment work.” In this sense, his approach is quite different from Adorno’s and others of the Frankfurt School who focus on the important role of the “authoritarian personality.”
Biologist and biographer of Gregor Mendel Hugo Iltis (1882–1952) in his pamphlet Der Mythus von Blut und Rasse (The Myth of Blood and Race, 1936) urges to fight racism, propagated by the prevailing racial pseudo-science. Iltis turns to the masses of the people, threatened by the “spiritual poison gas” of racism, as well as to the representatives of science.

7.6.2 Integrating the Psychological and Sociopolitical Analysis of Nazism
We have seen that some critics of antisemitism developed a more sociological analysis, whereas others a more (socio)psychological account. Finally, before, during and after World War II, some prominent scholars, such as Fromm, Adorno and others, offered more complex theoretical frameworks integrating psychological and sociopolitical theories, often in terms of the authoritarian personality and its socioeconomic context.
Philosopher, sociologist and neo-Freudian psychoanalyst Erich Fromm (1900–1980) also had to take refuge abroad in 1934 and taught at various universities in the USA and at the UNAM in Mexico City. Before his many later psychoanalytical publications, for example, dealing with human character, his early Escape from Freedom (1941) was more sociopolitical despite its initial aim to deal with the “character structure of modern man,” his main topic of research. Under the pressure of “present political developments” and “the cultural and social crisis of our day,” this book focuses on the “meaning of freedom for modern man” (p. iv). Though skeptical about the relevance of psychology, Fromm emphasizes the primary role of individuals – and their desires, fears, passions and reasons – in the social process. To analyze the current situation, he focuses on human anxiety, caused by breakdown of the security of the medieval world and the tendency to surrender freedom to dictators and become a cog in a machine. Applying his individual philosophy and psychology to fascism, he writes the following:

(38) If we want to fight Fascism we must understand it. Wishful thinking will not help us. (…) In addition to the problem of the economic and social conditions which have given rise to Fascism, there is a human problem which needs to be understood. It is the purpose of this book to analyze those dynamic factors in the character structure of modern man, which made him want to give up freedom in Fascist countries and which so widely prevail in millions of our own people. These are the outstanding questions that arise when we look at the human aspect of freedom, the longing for submission, and the lust for power (…) Is there not also, perhaps, besides an innate desire for freedom, an instinctive wish for submission? (…) What is it that creates in men an insatiable lust for power? Is it the strength of their vital energy – or is it a fundamental weakness and inability to experience life spontaneously and lovingly?



Though recognizing the role of economic and ideological factors, but different from the more sociological analyses of fascism and racism by many of his colleagues, Fromm follows Freud and emphasizes the role of the irrational forces and drives of individuals. But different from Freud as well as from the behaviorists, he stresses the importance of the dynamic adaptation of individuals to their social context. Thus, passions and drives are not fixed and innate but result from the social process and hence change in each period, for example, from the feudal Middle Ages, to more freedom under Protestantism and finally to the kind of freedom offered in industrialized capitalism and its limitation, in which individuals are a cog in the economic machine. He stresses that this is the case not only for individual persons, but also for groups (p. 136). Within this complex (social) psychological framework, he focuses on the “escape from” freedom by submitting to a system of authoritarianism, whether masochistically or sadistically, that is being dominated or dominating, as is the case for fascism, or to engage in destructiveness or conforming to being an automaton. Once developed such a theory integrating socioeconomic and social psychological or psychoanalytical aspects of people and groups, Fromm provides an explanatory theory of Nazism. Under authoritarian Nazism, some people (such as the working class, the liberal and Catholic bourgeoisie) submitted without much enthusiasm, and others (the lower middle class with a majority of “insignificant and powerless” people) became fanatic admirers – both serving the interests of German imperialism.
Although not specifically focusing on antisemitism, the influential study of critical theory and the Frankfurter Schule, Dialektik der Aufklärung (1944) by Max Horkheimer (1895–1973) and Theodor Adorno (1903–1969) should be mentioned here, as one of the last studies before 1945 that offers an explanation of fascism and Nazism. The authors wonder how it is possible that masses of people are able to turn to despotism and totalitarian ideologies and hence to the barbarian destruction of civil society, despite the increasingly dominant rationality of the Enlightenment. Radical rationality in such a case has become another form of mysticism against which the Enlightenment developed in the first place. Antisemitism is thus the limit of the Enlightenment, because in all rationality there is also irrationality in fascism. With others, Adorno would later explain totalitarian ideologies in terms of authoritarian personality, that is, in social psychological and even individual psychological terms, rather than in a sociological framework (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950).
Toward the end of World War II, some members of the Frankfurt Institute of Social Research, in exile in the USA, in 1944 participated in a symposium on antisemitism in San Francisco organized by psychoanalyst Ernst Simmel. The invitation stressed that, besides scientific contributions, practical recommendations were also expected of the participants. Its papers were later edited and published in 1946 by Ernst Simmel (1892–1947), with a preface by Gordon Allport, author of a classic study on prejudice (Allport, 1954). Contributors were Max Horkheimer, Otto Fenichel, Ernst Simmel himself, Berhard Berliner, Douglas Orr, Else Frenkel-Brunswik, Nevitt Sanford and Theodor Adorno. The authors focused on the psychoanalytical aspects of antisemitism or rather of the antisemitic personality. Although hardly ignorant of social and political aspects of antisemitism, the authors try to explain why some people are more (or less) attracted to antisemitic ideology – as Adorno and other of the authors would also later do in their study on the authoritarian personality. Obviously, such an approach is different from the sociological, group-based account of antisemitism of Bernstein and others mentioned earlier. Indeed, such a psychoanalytical account would have difficulty explaining why antisemitism varies by countries and period if we assume that the psychological makeup of people hardly varies. But, on the other hand, such an individualist approach would be needed to explain why, in the same country, at the same time, some people in the same social context are more (or less) antisemitic than others, as shown in the experimental study reported in the chapter by Frenkel-Brunswik and Sanford on high school girls. For the authors, and as summarized in the subtitle of the book, antisemitism is a “social disease,” a “complex of persecution” to be studied by “unbiased science” (p. xix), but not only by psychoanalysis:

(39) The anti-Semite hates the Jew because of his belief that the Jew is responsible for his unhappiness. He persecutes the Jew because he feels persecuted by him. It is only through psychoanalysis that we can hope to shed some light on this obscure entanglement of irrational hatred and neurotic misery. However, anti-Semitism cannot be understood merely through an understanding of the anti-Semitic individual. It is his problem, to be sure, but beyond this, it is a social problem involving political groups, classes and nations. (p. XX)



These and many other passages of his Jewish colleagues in exile show the ongoing theoretical struggle between psychological and sociological analyses and understanding of Nazism and antisemitism.
The sociological background is provided in an initial chapter by Max Horkheimer, who stressed that already back in Germany antisemitism was a serious problem and an international threat, and not only as Nazi propaganda, irrelevant in other countries. He wonders what must be done to counter antisemitism, also in the USA, for example, through laws and counterpropaganda, and summarizes some earlier work of the Institute of Social Research on antisemitism. As the other authors mentioned earlier, he also offers a brief typology of different kinds of antisemitism or rather of antisemites – such as the “born” antisemite or Jew baiter, as well as religious antisemitism in the past or economic antisemitism of the “vanquished competitor,” or social antisemitism in the USA. Most merciless, Horkheimer says, is the “streamlined fascist anti-Semite”: “He derives no immediate gratification from the persecution of Jews, but embarks on a program of changing political situations by a systematically planned annihilation of the Jews” (p. 5). In Horkheimer’s text, we find an interesting mixture of sociology (e.g., an explanation of the disappearance of Jews as middlemen after the nineteenth century, with a psychoanalytical account:

(40) With the abolition of the sphere of distribution, another category tends to disappear, that of the individual. Here, sociology and psychology seem to move toward complete fusion. The individual as a spiritual being, a being with a fully developed superego built up not only during the first years of childhood, but continuing to develop until puberty, undergoes very profound changes under the impact of monopolization and standardization. Since the superego no longer evolves primarily in a dialectical spiritual process between child and father, but is largely the representative of all kinds of collective groups, the child today does not fear his father so much as he fears his collectivized peers of the school, of the athletic, or the work group. The boy has to adapt himself to a group that is more powerful and less spiritual, less “internalized” than parental authority ever was. This modification in superego formation and all the modern forms of group life lead to a radical change in the present type of man. (pp. 8–9)



Horkheimer and his colleagues from the Frankfurt School are first of all sociologists, but the influence of Freud in their writings and explanations is manifest, also in this fragment explaining racism and antisemitism in terms of a developing superego beyond family relationships and encountering (powerful) groups of people. This is not the context to challenge this analysis or how exactly individuals change – as persons – as a result of such social encounters, other than by sociocognitive changes of (ethnic, racist) attitudes and ideologies. Despite this psychoanalytical approach, Horkheimer adds a disclaimer, because precisely as a sociologist he realizes that the individual, psychoanalytical approach can hardly explain the massive social changes involved in Nazism:

(41) The present book contains various studies focused in just this direction. The authors do not naively presuppose that anti-Semitism is purely a “psychological problem”. They acknowledge those overwhelming historical forces which today lend their momentum to anti-Semitism as matter of fact, some of the studies are devoted to certain nerve centers where social and psychological causation merge. The fate of the world is determined, to a great extent, by the operation of economic laws beyond the control of man, rather than by the “nature” of man, whatever that term may connote.



Unfortunately, Horkheimer does not further elaborate on the sociological aspects of antisemitism.
Besides the detailed empirical study of Frenkel-Brunswik and Sanford of antisemitic attitudes of high school girls, with interesting examples of fragments of talk observed in interviews, especially relevant for a discourse analytical approach is the brief final essay of Adorno on fascist propaganda, based on research carried out by the “Research Project on Anti-Semitism” of the Institute of Social Research at Columbia University. This project analyzed radio addresses, pamphlets and other publications of West Coast agitators – described mostly as psychological but also touching on economic, social and political problems. It is the psychological aspect of the propaganda, rather than its actual content, that is focused on: how such propaganda plays on people’s “unconscious mechanisms.” Adorno stresses the following features of this propaganda:

(i) it is personal – about the speaker and the audience, showing warm human interest;

(ii) it is about the movement itself, not about its actual goals;

(iii) the propaganda itself is the focus, as a self-fulfilling act (fictitious scandal stories, rumors etc.).



Especially interesting is the following observation and interpretation, beyond mere description of the data:

(42) Finally we should bear in mind that totalitarianism regards the masses not as self-determining human beings who rationally decide their own fate and are therefore to be addressed as rational subjects, but that it treats them as mere objects of administrative measures who are taught, above all, to be self-effacing and to obey orders.
However, just this last point requires a somewhat closer scrutiny if it is to mean more than the hackneyed phrase about mass hypnosis under Fascism. It is highly doubtful whether actual mass hypnosis takes place at all in Fascism, or whether it is not a handy metaphor that permits the observer to dispense with further analysis. Cynical soberness is probably more characteristic of the fascist mentality than psychological intoxication. Moreover, no one who has ever had an opportunity to observe fascist attitudes can overlook the fact that even those stages of collective enthusiasm to which the term “mass hypnosis” refers have an element of conscious manipulation, by the leader and even by the individual subject himself, which can hardly be regarded as a result of mere passive contagion. (pp. 128–129)




(43) In other words, fascist antisemitic propaganda is rational, and instead of being about Jews as real opponent, it creates an image of the Jew in order to tear it to pieces. There is no logical argumentation but only a listing of unrelated ideas. This propaganda has the function of gratification, like the soap opera, a show, like a religious revival, a ritual. The agitator makes a fool of himself, and precisely therefore he is being appreciated, appealing to the fictitious sentimentality of the audience, provoked to show their feelings, as release of normal self-control in everyday life. (pp. 131–132)


Interesting in these texts is first a repetition of one of the first arguments against slavery of many centuries ago, studied in Chapter 3, namely that human beings are rational and, therefore, unlike animals, should not be enslaved. Here, Nazism appears to go even further than slavery that treats slaves as animals, as cattle, but treats them as administrative things. At the same time, Adorno is skeptical of psychological explanations in terms of hypnotic influence of the masses. On the contrary, he emphasizes the very conscious and rational aspects of manipulation, which are sociocognitive processes of fascist influence on the masses. At the end of the essay, Adorno briefly summarizes some further aspects of fascist propaganda, such as:
(i) the stereotypical, rigidly repeated negative clichés about the Jews,

(ii) the cult of the existing situation, the status quo,

(iii) innuendo (“dark forces”) rather than detailed accusations,

(iv) propaganda as ritual, including Christian doctrine formulated as slogans, and

(v) talk about disasters or the “end of times.”



Adorno abruptly but significantly closes this more hermeneutic reading of propaganda with a
 brief recommendation:

(44) This is the agitator’s dream, a union of the horrible and the wonderful, a delirium of annihilation masked as salvation. The strongest hope for effectively countering this whole type of propaganda lies in pointing out its self-destructive implications. The unconscious psychological desire for self-annihilation faithfully reproduces the structure of a political movement which ultimately transforms its followers into victims. (p. 137)



Finally, of the German sociologists who fled to the USA and who contribute to the interesting studies on the psychosocial aspects of antisemitism and Nazism, we should also mention Leo Löwenthal (1900–1993), a former member of the Frankfurter Institute of Social Research and editor of the Zeitschrift für Sozialforschung, who also became a professor at the University of California at Berkeley. Though published after the war, and therefore outside the scope of this chapter, with Norbert Guterman he published the very relevant book Prophets of Deceit (Löwenthal & Guterman, 1949), a study of the discourse strategies in radio broadcasts of US antisemitic and fascist agitators, a volume in the Studies in Prejudice series. Their analyses are as relevant today as they were in the 1940s. Agitators manipulate the public by taking advantage of social malaise and discontent, blaming foreigners and immigrants, US international commitments, and agitating against Marxists, refugees and especially Jews (despite pretending to be the friend of Jews), while, on the other hand, celebrating the popular leader. Together with the work of Adorno, Simmel and others mentioned earlier, Löwenthal contributed fundamentally to our critical insight in antisemitic and extremist right-wing discourse, especially of the mass media, and their specific discourse structures. They combine sociological analysis of social groups and social malaise, on the one hand, with psychological aspects of how such discourse can manipulate fear among the public at large (for further theoretical analysis and application to contemporary racist and antisemitic discourse, see, e.g., Wodak, 2020). At the same time, this study continues a critical tradition of anti-antisemitic studies of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries mentioned earlier, analyzing the ways Jews are described as foreigners and as the “enemy within” (for a related study of how fear of immigrants and foreigners today is manipulated in terms of a “moral panic”, see also Bauman, 2016).

7.6.3 Hannah Arendt
Not all critical analysts of antisemitism, fascism and Nazism formulated their theories in complex social psychological, psychoanalytical and sociopolitical terms. Although published after the war, we should therefore finally mention the work of Hannah Arendt (1906–1975), The Origins of Totalitarianism (first edition, 1951), in which she extensively deals with antisemitism, qualified as an “outrage to common sense” and as the core of Nazi ideology. Whereas many of the authors cited earlier, as well as much later studies of antisemitism and Nazism, associate these ideologies with nationalism, as it was growing in Germany since the beginning of the nineteenth century, Arendt rejects this analysis and asserts that, on the contrary, Nazism had international aspirations, as had the antisemitic parties since the last decades of the nineteenth century. Rather, she proposes antisemitism should be explained in socioeconomic terms, when rich Jews – for example, as moneylenders to kings and emperors – had lost their power:

(45) Antisemitism reached its climax when Jews had similarly lost their public functions and their influence, and were left with nothing but their wealth. When Hitler came to power, the German banks were already almost judenrein (and it was here that Jews had held key positions for more than a hundred years) and German Jewry as a whole, after a long steady growth in social status and numbers, was declining so rapidly that statisticians predicted its disappearance in a few decades. Statistics, it is true, do not necessarily point to real historical processes; yet it is noteworthy that to a statistician Nazi persecution and extermination could look like a senseless acceleration of a process which would probably have come about in any case.



We here find a critical analysis of antisemitism and fascism in quite different terms than the sociological, social psychological or psychoanalytical approaches of her colleagues from the nineteenth century until World War II. We now read about (increasingly lacking) sociopolitical functions and power as explanatory concepts to account for antisemitism and especially an analysis of Jews and their banks as the major moneylenders of the powerful. Thus, Arendt’s sociopolitical and socioeconomic explanation of antisemitism is formulated in more general terms of the role of power in society:

(46) Persecution of powerless or power-losing groups may not be a very pleasant spectacle, but it does not spring from human meanness alone. What makes men obey or tolerate real power and, on the other hand, hate people who have wealth without power, is the rational instinct that power has a certain function and is of some general use. Even exploitation and oppression still make society work and establish some kind of order. Only wealth without power or aloofness without a policy are felt to be parasitical, useless, revolting, because such conditions cut all the threads which tie men together. Wealth which does not exploit lacks even the relationship which exists between exploiter and exploited; aloofness without policy does not imply even the minimum concern of the oppressor for the oppressed.



Obviously, antisemitism is a very complex social phenomenon with many different causes and historical variations. If Arendt’s explanation applies to Germany and contemporary Europe, one may, however, ask why, through the ages, antisemitism was also prevalent in the times elite Jews were still powerful.


7.7 Conclusions
Though often treated separately, in this book antiracist discourse also deals with antisemitism as a form of ethnic domination, culminating in the Holocaust but alive and kicking until today, despite post-war slogans such as “Never Again.”
Summarizing more than two centuries of discursive resistance against antisemitism, especially in Germany, and nearly exclusively by Jewish writers, would require repeating the contents of this chapter, already itself a brief summary. Without repeating the names of the – many unjustly nearly forgotten – writers who resisted increasing antisemitic nationalism in the nineteenth century or those famous authors challenging Nazism in the twentieth century, let us briefly mention some of the most important conclusions from our analysis of prominent discourses.
Even a brief summary of antisemitism must emphasize its continuity during two or even three millennia, from the persecution and domination of Jews in the Middle East and later after their exodus to Europe and other continents, especially since their persecution in Catholic Spain in the fifteenth century. Jewish intellectuals during this long history of discrimination and oppression have analyzed and commented on the widespread stereotypes, prejudices and many forms of discrimination. Our brief historical survey, however, begins in the eighteenth century, as is the case for most of the early discourses against ethnic and racial domination.
As we have seen from their rather brief critical comments on slavery, most French philosophers hardly became prominent as friends of the Jews or as opponents of antisemitism. On the contrary, when writing about Jews, stereotypes are generally rife. In Germany, at the same time, their philosophical colleagues hardly were more friendly in their writings, as we have seen for Kant and Fichte.
For our history of antiracist discourse, it is against this German tradition of antisemitic stereotypes, exclusion and discrimination, on the one hand, and nationalism, on the other hand, that we find explicit and interesting forms of discursive resistance, first by the more radical Saul Ascher, for instance, in his Eisenmenger II (1794) and then in his ironic Germanomania, published in the same year as Napoleon’s defeat in 1815. He ridiculed the ideas of nationalist German professors such as Arndt, Fries, Jahn, Rühs and others, who had become anti-French during the war with Napoleon and against the ideas of the French Revolution, and worried about the identity of a unified Christian German nation, in which Jews definitely would not fit or would need to adapt. No wonder that his books were burnt by nationalist students during the notorious Wartburgfest.
We have seen that the attitudes, ideologies and discourse of these Protestant professors should be seen as an important source of Nazi ideologies and discourses a century later, on the one hand, and continuing antisemitic ideas of Luther, on the other hand. After Ascher, only a few competent contemporaries dared to oppose the ideas of these powerful professors, as was the case for totally marginal and powerless Sigmund Zimmer and Michael Hess.
We have to wait till the end of the nineteenth century before other prominent Jewish scholars continued that struggle against antisemitic nationalism and increasingly explicit social Darwinism and racism of the period, as was the case for Moritz Lazarus and his criticism of pangermanic scholars such as historian Treitschke and orientalist Lagarde. Historically interesting was not only Lazarus’ criticism of antisemitic and racist ideas, but also his role as founding editor of Zeitschrift für Völkerpsychologie und Sprachwissenschaft, and its articles on relations between language, culture and nation. As was already the case for Ascher and others – such as David Kaufmann who opposed the antisemitic ideas of court chaplain Stöcker – Lazarus thus continues a strong intellectual Jewish tradition of painstaking scientific analysis of antisemitic ideas, rather than emotional counter-pamphlets, as we will also see in the twentieth century.
At the same time, in France, Bernard Lazare published his sociological history of antisemitism, criticizing Drumont and others – again in the same scientific spirit – but at the same time reading and appreciating some of Gobineau’s ideas.
The beginning of the twentieth century would become the heyday of pseudoscientific racism and social Darwinism, celebrating and applying the ideas of Gobinau, Spencer and Galton – each continuing the tradition of antisemitism of the German professors and preparing the racist and antisemitic ideas of Nazism after World War I. Jewish scholars critically examining these ideas since the end of the nineteenth century were also interested in the foundation of a Jewish homeland and combined their struggle against antisemitism with Zionist ideas and policies, as was the case for Nathean Birnbaum, who initially even flirted with anti-Jewish attitudes before ridiculing them later.
On the other hand, Constantin Brunner, right after World War I, in a book warned of the dire consequences of what he termed Judenhass (Hatred of Jews) – instead of speaking of antisemitism – and thus for the emergence of Nazism. Similarly, Isaac Breuer also critically analyzed this hatred against Jews, as an expression of ethnic prejudice more generally, as well as the popular ideas about races. At the same time, Julius Goldstein continued the tradition of sociological analyses of antisemitism and the criticism of the racial theories of this period.
Once the Nazis had taken power in 1933, obviously the situation for Jews and their intellectual analysts of antisemitism changed dramatically, and most of them had to seek refuge first in Paris and then in the USA (Zühlsdorff, 2004). There, both Jewish literary writers, as well as social scientists, facing the increasing horrors of Nazism, well known from publications such as the Braunbuch and then Schwarzbuch published in Paris in 1933, continued their antisemitic activities in a radically different context. Remaining in Germany, but systematically discriminated and excluded, Victor Klemperer after the war ridiculed Nazism, also linguistically, in his Language of Third Reich.
For our historical survey of antiracist discourse against antisemitism, the period between 1933 and 1945 is especially important, both because of the many literary forms of antisemitism in plays and novels, for example, by Lion Feuchtwanger, Alfred Döblin, Heinrich Mann, Robert Musil, Arnold Zweig, Bertolt Brecht and many others, as well as the scholarly studies of antisemitism and related topics by Theodor Adorno, Max Horkheimer, Ernst Bloch, Fritz Bernstein, Hannah Arendt and Ludwig Marcuse. As earlier critics of antisemitism the latter, on the one hand, continued a sociological tradition, as was the case for Norbert Elias, but also engaged in psychological and psychoanalytical studies of antisemitism, such as Adorno and Horkheimer, or social psychological intergroup theory such as Fritz Bernstein – a theory continued after the war by Henri Tajfel and his students. Hannah Arendt, in a different perspective, described and explained antisemitism especially in terms of a political economy.
We see that since the early nineteenth century the Jewish struggle against antisemitism and racial theories was especially intellectual and scientific, with detailed, systematic studies of antisemitic discourse, attitudes, ideologies and practices – from protestant nationalist professors and race theorists to Nazi ideologies and its gruesome consequences.
In this chapter, we have intentionally focused on Jewish intellectual resistance against antisemitism, because their discourse eminently formulates, already since the eighteenth century and especially the nineteenth century, the theories and critical analysis of antisemitism and the arguments against it. This does not mean, first of all, that there were not other forms of resistance among the Jewish population at large. Secondly, there was also political resistance, for example, by the foundation of Israel and the Zionist movement – a development outside the scope of this chapter and this book. Finally, there have been many non-Jewish persons and groups whose discourses have resisted antisemitism, such as Zola’s defense of Dreyfus.
Finally, for reasons of space, this chapter is also limited to studies of anti-antisemitic discourse until 1945. This does not mean that, after the horrors of the Holocaust, Europe miraculously had become conscious of the consequences of antisemitism and that the few remaining Jews could live in peace. On the contrary, contemporary antisemitism is alive and kicking, with many forms of everyday antisemitism, discrimination, attacks and assassinations. These were also critically analyzed and resisted by the discourses of Jewish and other intellectuals, organizations, official laws and policies, as well as police protection (see, e.g., Ensel & Gans, 2017; Schmidt, 1987; Stern, 1992).
Another limitation has been the focus on writing and writers, ignoring film directors and their films, or artists and their antiracist productions, as was the case for the satirical film Die Stadt ohne Juden (The City without Jews, 1924), directed by Karl Hans Breslauer in Vienna, based on the novel by Hugo Bettauer, assassinated by a Nazi. After the war, the many films about the Holocaust, concentration camps, Nazism and related topics may also be seen as forms of struggle, raising consciousness and the diffusion of knowledge about antisemitism. This is more generally the case for the activities of organizations and foundations such as the Anne Frank House in Amsterdam or the book Tell Ye Your Children about the Holocaust, distributed in Sweden among all families. It is not unlikely that films, exhibitions and campaigns have more influence in combating antisemitism than the works of scholars as discussed in this chapter.


8 Postwar Antiracist Discourse from UNESCO to Black Lives Matter
8.1 Introduction
We have seen that since the nineteenth century several writers ridiculed racialist legitimations of antisemitism. Lazare deemed the notion of race a “fiction,” as did Breuer. Brunner attributed race theories to “non-thinking-heads.” Goldstein, in 1921, dedicated a whole book to a discussion of racial theories and antisemitism. Although these writings do not usually refer to contemporary scientific refutations of racial theories, for example, in the anthropology of Franz Boas (e.g., Boas, 1915, 1945), the arguments are rational and to the point.
8.1.1  Franz Boas
Although obviously important already before the war, the work of Franz Boas (1858–1942) and his students is relevant and briefly discussed here, because of his influence on the postwar UNESCO statements and other debates on race. In the previous chapter we have discussed mostly sociologists and (social) psychologists critical of racism as well as the very notion of “race,” since the nineteenth century. Boas and his students add an important anthropological perspective to this debate. Born in Germany in a liberal family, and after studies of physics and geography at various German universities, Boas studied the Inuit at Baffin Island in his first ethnological study, which sparked a broader interest in non-Western cultures more generally. Since 1888 in the USA, because of growing antisemitism in Germany, Boas also initially worked in several museums until being appointed as a physical anthropologist at Columbia University in 1896 and co-organizing the American Anthropological Association in 1902. His growing interest in the complex (biological, linguistic, cultural) differences between human groups, originally influenced by Darwin but with a special focus on history and social context, is one of the reasons why he advocated “greater sympathy” for other races. In anthropology, he recommended an empiricist, ethnographic approach and cultural relativism, both for literate and nonliterate societies. Going beyond the study of lexicon and grammar of non-Western languages, he also focused on the folklore of myths and folktales and thus contributed to the emergence of discourse studies in the 1960s, as promoted by Dell Hymes and others.
Relevant for this chapter is Boas’ criticism of racism, antisemitism and Nazism, emphasizing since the early twentieth century the equality of white and black people, when much pseudoscience still promoted the fiction of racial purity and the ideology of white supremacy. In a paper “The Instability of Human Types” (1911) showing that human (body) types change due to the environment, and therefore probably also their (hard to study) mental abilities, Boas concludes as follows:

(1) The investigation should be extended over numerous types, and carried on in different climates and different social environments, before we can hope to understand the correlation between bodily form and function and outward influences. The old idea of absolute stability of human types must, however, evidently be given up, and with it the belief of the hereditary superiority of certain types over others.



Against stable, hereditary or “racial” differences assumed by many of his contemporaries and fashionable eugenics, thus, Boas emphasizes the fundamental role of the historical and cultural context. Most important for our discussion and for the ongoing debate is Boas’ conclusion that there is no hierarchy between different “types” of humans, emphasized with the scholarly epistemic marker “that a belief must evidently be given up” – presupposing that such a belief was quite common at the time. These and many related ideas of Boas defined the antiracist legacy of US anthropology.
Anderson (2019), in a recent monograph, offers a more skeptical history of this progressive antiracist reputation of the discipline and the Boasian legacy before the war. “Race” – and hence racism – was thus left to biology and largely ignored in anthropology (p. 9). He cites the “troubling” position of Boas claiming that “the ‘Black Problem’ in the U.S. could only be resolved by the lightening of the Black population via miscegenation between Black women and white men” (pp. 10–11; see also Boas, 1945), a position applied in “whitening” immigration policies in Brazil at the beginning of the twentieth century (Skidmore, 1974). If racial prejudice (Boas never used the term “racism”) is culturally conditioned, and hence may in principle change, it may also be hard to change, for example, through education – a rather pessimistic conclusion of Boas and his students about liberal, antiracist reform in a country where the “color line” was fundamental (pp. 13, 43). Yet, in the 1930s, Boas was also interested in the liberal change of textbooks and how race was taught in schools (p. 43; Burkholder, 2011). Important to recall is also that, though combating racist assumptions about the superiority of the white race, Boas did distinguish between the white and the black “race” and hence assumed racial differences (p. 68). For him, these phenotypical differences make it hard to eradicate racial prejudice.


8.2 UNESCO’s Statements against Racism
During the war, Swedish geneticist Gunnar Dahlberg (1893–1956) published a scathing refutation of the racial theories espoused by the Nazis in a Swedish book translated into English in 1942 with the title Race, Reason and Rubbish (for discussion of Dahlberg and racist theories in the Third Reich, see Weiss, 1990). After a calm, nontechnical refutation of several typical antisemitic prejudices at the end of his book, Dahlberg concludes as follows:

(2) To be sure, the Jewish question is a complex one, and fundamental treatment of all the problems which arise in this connection would call for a separate volume. Here we have only been able to discuss it briefly from the standpoint of heredity. It is enough to say that there is no scientifically acceptable proof that Jews on the average are worse than other folk. So far as inherited traits are concerned, there is absolutely no reason for maintaining that Jews represent a special type. Arguments brought forward from anti-semitic sources are without scientific justification. (Dahlberg, 1942: 232)



This conclusion, though hardly ambiguous, starts with a disclaimer (it is a complex question needing another book) and a reference to the “Jewish Question,” presupposing that there is such a question in the first place and hence implying that his text participates in an ongoing debate. The epistemic markers of certain knowledge (“scientific acceptable proof,” “absolutely no reason,” “without scientific justification”) emphasize the conclusion and at the same time discredits pseudo-scientific antisemitism. The general conclusion of extant research, namely that Jews are not different, implies the general value of antiracist ideology and discourse: equality.
Dahlberg’s book appeared in the same year as Ashley Montagu’s (1905–1999) book Man’s Most Dangerous Myth: The Fallacy of Race (1942), inspired by anthropologists Franz Boas and Ruth Benedict, and influencing UNESCO’s antiracist debates, policies and publications after the war (Gil-Riaño, 2014, 2017, 2018; Hazard, 2012). After centuries of slavery, colonialism, racism and antisemitism, and no doubt conditioned by the horrors of the Holocaust, on the one hand, as well as continuous segregation and racism in the USA and Western colonization, on the other hand, these debates and publications against racism are probably the first official, international and institutional discourses against racism.
As may be expected of international agreements, especially on a complex and controversial topic such as racism, UNESCO’s initiatives sparked debate among scientists about the very notion of “race,” on the one hand, and increasing, especially local and anticommunist, rejection in the USA, on the other hand. Antiracist policies, also in this case, were largely top-down. Already during the war government officials in the USA had accepted the Boasian view that there are no superior and inferior “races” and hence played an important role in the initial official support for UNESCO’s declarations.
Given the prevalence of Jim Crow in the Southern States and other forms of racism in the USA elsewhere, as discussed in Chapter 6, this support was largely rhetorical and also aiming at managing the increasingly bad international reputation of the USA. In 1955 Emmet Till was lynched, and in the same year Rosa Parks had refused to give up her seat for a white passenger on a bus and thus triggered the influential Montgomery bus boycott by black people. Despite the landmark 1954 Brown v. the Board of Education ruling of the Supreme Court that separate education is unconstitutional, two years later black students in Little Rock were blocked by the National Guard to enter a white high school. During the Cold War, such a bad reputation of the USA in “racial” matters required a positive stance in the UN and the newly founded UNESCO about questions of human rights and equality.
8.2.1 UNESCO and the USA
Within the USA, the National UNESCO commission (USNC) organized several general conferences between 1946 and 1949 in which antiracist policies were discussed and offered to the public at large. Initially, these conferences were positively covered in the (white) local and national press, but skeptically by the black press. Indeed, the NAACP recommended that the international press should pay more attention to lynching and discrimination of black people in the USA (Hazard, 2012: 21ff). At one meeting in the USA, socially committed First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt, in 1949, advocated “real democracy” when speaking about racism in the USA (for her contribution to the scientific debate about racism, see also Barkan, 1992). At the same time, the director of UNESCO, famous biologist Aldous Huxley, who was a declared atheist, hardly counted with much support from within the USA. Internationally, and despite the financial and political hegemony of the USA in UNESCO, the 1947 conference of UNESCO in Mexico City already emphasized the importance of the struggle against fascism, imperialism and intolerance, advocating decolonization, while criticizing the Western predominance within the organization.

8.2.2 Statement on Race
Especially relevant for our discussion are the UNESCO statements as forms of antiracist discourse, as well as the debate among scholars on the biological notion of “race,” for example, in order to refute racist arguments about racial hierarchies (Hazard, 2012: 35ff). The draft of the first Statement on Race (UNESCO, 1950) was written by Ashley Montagu for a panel of eight prominent experts, including Claude Lévi-Strauss. It begins as follows:

(3) Scientists have reached general agreement in recognizing that mankind is one: that all men belong to the same species, homo sapiens. It is further generally agreed among scientists that all men are probably derived from the same common stock; and that such differences as exist between different groups of mankind are due to the operation of evolutionary factors of differentiation such as isolation, the drift and random fixation of the material particles which control heredity (the genes), changes in the structure of these particles, hybridization, and natural selection. In these ways groups have arisen of varying stability and degree of differentiation which have been classified in different ways for different purposes.



As is the case for the rest of the statement, as well as for the following versions (1951, 1964 and 1967), the scientific statement about monogenism, attributed to Darwin, presupposed and refuted widespread misconceptions in the nineteenth century about human origins, such as polygenism, assuming that different “races” as biological species had developed separately – with the further racist assumption that the “African race” had developed separately and later. The first paragraph of the statement at the same time functions as its general conclusion and is emphasized by the usual scientific markers of epistemic consensus: “scientists have reached a general agreement” and the like – though with a marker of doubt (“probably”), followed by a series of explanations why there are differences among humans. Such an explanation in the beginning of the statement was relevant because it had to oppose and contradict the widely held prejudice about racial differences, shared by many scholars. As is the case for the conclusion of Dahlberg, this text also explicitly affirms twice the values of unity and equality (“same species,” “same common stock”).
Although the statement was hardly original, and its assertions generally accepted by most scholars for years, the statement contradicts everyday conceptions of “race”:

(4) These are the scientific facts. Unfortunately, however, when most people use the term “race” they do not do so in the sense above defined. To most people, a race is any group of people whom they choose to describe as a race. Thus, many national, religious, geographic, linguistic or cultural groups have, in such loose usage, been called “race”, when obviously Americans are not a race, nor are Englishmen, nor Frenchmen, nor any other national group. Catholics, Protestants, Moslems, and Jews are not races, nor are groups who speak English or any other language thereby definable as a race; people who live in Iceland or England or India are not races; nor are people who are culturally Turkish or Chinese or the like thereby describable as races.



Notice that in this passage, as well as in much other antiracist discourse we have examined earlier, the dominant strategy is that of denial, presupposing popular everyday racist conceptions of “race,” racial differences and hierarchies. Whereas the denial of racial difference would be readily accepted by most of the readers for the English and the French, it also includes references to Turks and Chinese, whose differences are described as “cultural” and hence not as “racial” or biological. However, strangely inconsistent with the initial paragraph, the statement accepts physically different dynamic “groups” of human beings as “classified by anthropologists,” namely the Mongoloid, the Negroid and the Caucasian “division.” Each of these divisions has many “ethnic groups” – a standpoint that would occasion scientific debate and UNESCO controversies later, until a later consensus rejecting the very biological notion of “race” altogether.
Indeed, not all biologists and physical anthropologists of the time, especially in the United Kingdom, were ready to shed the notion of “race” (Barkan, 1992; Brattain, 2007; Hazard, 2012: 48). Consistent with its egalitarian ideology, the 1950 statement stresses that the different divisions of the human race do not differ mentally, “given similar degrees of cultural opportunity,” nor by personality or character. And since the beginning of human development, these “races” have mixed, without any negative consequences – another refutation of the racist or eugenic assumptions about racial mixture – as enshrined even in laws prohibiting interracial marriage – in the USA until the 1967 Loving v. Virginia decision of the Supreme Court. Correcting its brief earlier assumption about the three “divisions” of humanity, the statement finally declares “race” to be “not so much a biological phenomenon as a social myth,” a myth that has “created an enormous amount of human and social damage.”
Because of the opposition of physical anthropologists to the 1950 statement, UNESCO organized a new panel and a new statement in 1952, which began with the same principle of the unity of humanity as the first statement. But, whereas the first statement was ambiguous on this point, the second statement held that the notion of “race” was a practical notion for the classification of human beings, possibly with some kind of capacity more common in some groups, but that on the whole individual differences within groups are larger than those between groups. Moreover, such differences should never be a reason for different legal treatment. However, as Hazard concludes, the new panel of scientists offered a “racialized discourse of culture,” continuing old ideas about different levels of development of humanity, from “savage” or “barbarous” to “advanced civilizations” (Hazard, 2012: 61). On most social and political points, though, the second statement repeats the antiracist ideology of the first statement and denies hereditary, racial differences between “groups” as to innate capacity for intellectual and emotional development, as well as the negative consequences of race mixture.

8.2.3 UNESCO and the Cold War
In the coming decades, UNESCO would become increasingly involved in the Cold War, with growing anticommunist, isolationist and nationalist tendencies in the USA, which also gradually lost its influence after the independence of dozens of former colonies (Lerner, 1970, 1981).
Within the USA, UNESCO took part in the ongoing debates of the Civil Rights Movement. Its special issue of the Courier in 1960, with a cover page with a huge title RACISM!, mentioned the struggle against Nazism and called on “all governments” to act against racism, for example, in school and at home, but obviously was not only directed against Apartheid in South Africa. Indeed, in an article “X-Ray of the Racist Mind” Jewish-Austrian psychologist Marie Jahoda (1907–2001) condemned the nature of racial violence in the USA, as well as the standard prejudices against blacks – comparing such racism with antisemitism in Europe – from where she had fled from the Nazis.
Another article, by Cyril Bibby, on teaching about racial discrimination worldwide but especially in the USA, was violently opposed in the USA, not only by school boards, teachers or parents, but also by the State Department and the USNC – showing that top-down antiracism had its limits (Hazard, 2012: 118). Indeed, here as elsewhere, criticizing textbooks as being predominantly white Protestant, while omitting information about discrimination and segregation and about the school crisis at Little Rock, was not received uncritically at any level of society.
UNESCO’s critical view of US racism, its international commitment to decolonization, its interest in Pan-Africanism, and its inclusion of communist states, among other topics and reasons, would gradually reinforce the distance, also at the top, with the USA. The same would later happen during the 1980 debate on the occasion of the UNESCO document Many Voices, One World (the MacBride Report), on the Western bias of international news agencies, which not only led to the USA leaving UNESCO, but also received a violent international reaction from the Western press itself (Van Dijk, 1987b). Extremist nationalism by President Trump in 2017 would similarly lead to a crisis in relations with UNESCO.
Relevant to mention here is first that after the war UNESCO had been at the forefront of official, international, political and discursive opposition against racism, as well as related forms of inequality, such as colonialism, especially by its scientific endeavors to discredit the very notion of “race” and rejecting racist assumptions about racial hierarchies. Instead of complex social and political statements, it offered accessible discourses with a scientific legitimation. Secondly, at least initially, these endeavors received – at least rhetorical – support from the political top in the USA, if only as a means to assuage international criticism of continuing segregation and discrimination. Thirdly, when official antiracist statements were associated with progressive or communist politics during the Cold War, such support quickly dwindled. This suggests that positive statements on race in the USA were not a question of fundamental democratic values and principles, but rather a question of face-keeping and positive self-presentation for an international audience. Indeed, as we have seen earlier, the very cause of the Civil Rights Movement a decade later was the perpetuation of terrible racist violations of the human rights of African Americans, barely acknowledged by US governments. Finally, although denying racial hierarchies and mental differences between “races,” many if not most scholars, for example, in physical anthropology, were not yet ready to challenge the very notion of “race.”


8.3 European Postwar Antiracisms
The massive destruction of World War II and the industrialized genocide of the Jews by the Nazis during the Holocaust had shown the terrible consequences of racist policies and practices and sparked a widespread antiracist movement, policies and discourse, not only internationally at UNESCO meetings, but also in the respective countries of Europe itself.
Under slogans such as “Never Again,” official policies (Ronayne, 2001) and especially many hundreds of prewar and new postwar movements (re) initiated their actions against antisemitism, ethnic prejudice and racist discrimination, as they increasingly targeted migrants and refugees from the South. Each of these movements, organizations, institutions and other antiracist initiatives, as well as their discourses, deserves book-length treatments (and some of them have). With reference to these other studies, only some of them will be mentioned later, and only some of their discourses will be briefly cited (for general survey, see e.g., European Commission, 1997; Lentin, 2004; Pentikäinen, 2004).
Much postwar antiracist discourse is different from those in the previous chapters, where prominent individual writers formulate their arguments against slavery and racism and in favor of more democratic societies. Rather, after a brief study of the UNESCO declarations, we may refer to the discourses of the many antiracist NGOs and other organizations in most Western European countries, as well as at the higher level of the European Union. These discourses are very similar and hardly need further analysis after an example of such discourse at the European level. Antiracist organizations and institutions and their members, besides their bureaucratic role, are supposed to already know the scientific analyses of racism, xenophobia and related forms of domination. Indeed, for scholarly antiracist discourse, we would need to have to refer to the vast number of academic studies of racism published especially since 1960, and that cannot be reviewed here (see also my earlier studies on racist discourse and their references, e.g., Van Dijk, 1984, 1987a, 1991, 1993).
8.3.1 The European Union
At the highest level, the Council of Europe in 1994 formed the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI), consisting of forty-seven experts, one of each member state of the council. Among its activities is the publication of reports about the situation of racism and antiracist policies of the member states, including criticism of those member states who violate the human rights principles of the council (Hollo, 2009; Thornberry & Martín Estábenez, 2004). The statutes of ECRI, adopted in 2002, read as follows:

(5) ECRI shall be a body of the Council of Europe entrusted with the task of combating racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance in greater Europe from the perspective of the protection of human rights, in the light of the European Convention on Human Rights, its additional protocols and related case-law. It shall pursue the following objectives:

– to review member states’ legislation, policies and other measures to combat racism, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance, and their effectiveness;

– to propose further action at local, national and European level;

– to formulate general policy recommendations to member states;

– to study international legal instruments applicable in the matter with a view to their reinforcement where appropriate.





Notice that, besides the general concept of “racism,” both in the name and the statutes of ECRI, various related notions are detailed: xenophobia, antisemitism, racial discrimination and intolerance, and that the focus is on legal and other official measures to combat racism. Also, we see that these contemporary institutional texts on racism and related forms of inequality are rather bureaucratic than scientific analyses of racism. They are about combat and hence are a genre of antiracist discourse, but in terms of legislation, policies, recommendations and report – as if racism, xenophobia and so on already have been understood, and hence must be combated as socially and politically dangerous, as has been obvious in World War II, as well as the later ethnic war in the former Yugoslavia, on the one hand, and ongoing racism against minorities, immigrants or refugees, on the other.
Not mentioned in example (5), by the way, are ethnic or racial prejudices that may give rise to racist practices, probably also because these cannot, as such, be legally combated. Interestingly, the 2015 report about Spain, for instance, mainly deals with measures of “perceptions” (attitudes etc.) of various aspects of immigration – not with data about actual forms of discrimination, racist aggression and so on (Fernández, Valbuena, & Caro, 2017). Probably because it is also broadly used in the titles and studies of hundreds of books and articles, the generic notion of “(in)tolerance” used by ECRI does not seem to be problematic in these official uses, despite the negative presuppositions of the concept: To tolerate presupposes a position of power and hierarchy (see, e.g., Brown & Forst, 2014; but see Balint, 2016, 2017, for a more positive analysis of toleration in ethnically diverse societies). Especially complicated are ECRI (and other) criticisms of racism in the media, because these are often seen by journalists as infringing the “freedom of expression,” a value explicitly mentioned in a meeting and publication of 2006 (Van Dijk, 2006b).
Also at the European level is the European Network Against Racism (ENAR), a network within the EU, founded by 600 NGOs during the 1997 European Year Against Racism. Its mission is:
(6) to attain full equality and solidarity, allowing all members of society, whatever their skin colour, ethnicity, sex, gender, religion, disability, age or sexual orientation, to participate fully and be included in society. It specifically combats racism and discrimination based on colour, ethnicity, national origin, nationality, religion, culture, language or legal status.



In this case, the mission is so broad that it includes various other forms of discrimination and inequality, such as those of disability and age, but within the EU, also representing its members in Brussels. It issues an annual “Shadow Report” on racism in Europe (see, e.g., the 2015/2016 Shadow Report on Racism and Migration in Europe [2016]). Its website slogan is “The Voice of the anti-racist movement in Europe” (see also its focus publication with a dialogue among experts on contemporary racisms in Europe: ENAR, 2013; see Nielsen, 2017).

8.3.2 Organizational Antiracist Discourse in European Countries
As has been the case at the European level, there have been many antiracist organizations in various Western European countries. Their antiracist discourses have been very similar and hence need not be examined in much detail here, because they have also been studied in other publications mentioned later.
8.3.2.1 United Kingdom
In the United Kingdom, increasing discrimination of immigrants, initially from the Caribbean, and later from South Asia and Africa, led to the Race Relations Act in 1967 (see, e.g., Banton, 1991). This act not only prohibited discrimination “on the grounds of race, colour, nationality, ethnic and national origin in the fields of employment, the provision of goods and services, education and public functions,” but also created the Commission for Racial Equality (CRE), which merged in 2007 into the Equality and Human Rights Commission. As is the case for many antiracist organizations, the CRE was also criticized by the right-wing press as well as conservative judges, such as Alfred Denning, or teachers such as Honeyford (1998), accusing it of “inquisition” or related attributes (Van Dijk, 1991). The goals of the CRE were formulated in terms of the opposition against “discrimination” and “harassment” and in favor of “greater integration” and “better (race) relations” based on “equality,” “justice” and “fairness” (see, e.g., Anwar, 1978, 1983; Anwar & Shang, 1982; Bhavnani, 2001; Jones, 1983; Troyna, 1981).
The memory of the war, Nazism and increasing right-wing extremism motivated the foundation and activities of the Anti-Nazi League (ANL) in 1977 on the initiative of the Social Workers Party and supported by many unions. In 2003, the ANL transformed into Unite Against Fascism (UAF). As their names imply, the ANL and UAF are not general antiracist organizations, but more specifically a “popular front,” combating the “fascist” extreme right, such as the National Front and the British National Party (BNP) (Higgs, 2016; Renton, 2006).
In the same year, Rock Against Racism (RAR) became active, also as a response to the National Front. Beyond discourse and demonstrations, RAR’s aims extend to the musical struggle against racism – making the antiracist resistance multimodal (see Dawson, 2005, for other antiracist initiatives in the United Kingdom; see also Fella & Bozzini, 2013).

8.3.2.2 France
Postwar antiracist discourse in France has its historical roots in the Enlightenment, whose values of equality and fraternity had inspired not only the French Revolution, but countless other movements in Europe and beyond, such as the Civil Rights Movement in the USA and the struggle against antisemitism and Nazism, as summarized in the previous chapters.
Already before World War I, the Dreyfus Affair was among the most conspicuous “ethnic events” in France, inspiring many writings against antisemitism and giving rise to the foundation, in 1898, of the Ligue des Droits de l’Homme (LDH), which in 1932 had 170,000 members but was dissolved in World War II by the Vichy regime, then reconstituted clandestinely in 1943. After the war, it also opposed the colonialist war in Algeria and the discrimination of North African immigrants. A hundred years after its foundation, in 1998, the LDH published a manifesto of a very broad scope, and not limited to racism and antisemitism, but also including many other human rights, and the struggle against poverty, joblessness and the destruction of the environment. Comparing such texts with the antiracist discourse studied in the previous chapters, we observe that they presuppose and go beyond democratic values, such as human rights and the right to vote. Instead, the focus is now on the responsibility of individual citizens and the opposition against racism. Also, in the struggle by black radicals or Jewish intellectuals studied in the previous chapters, resistance here is not only supposed to be engaged in by those affected by racism, but by all – also white – citizens, as was partly also the case for much abolitionist discourse (for detail about the LDH, see, e.g., Agrikoliansky, 2002; Marin, 2009; Zimmermann, 1996).
The same is true for the Ligue Internationale Contre l’Antisemitisme (LICA) founded in 1927, later called LICRA, and its journal Le Droit de Vivre (Allali & Galet, 2002; Allali & Musicant, 2017), and the Mouvement contre le Racisme et pour l’Amitié entre les Peuples (MRAP) founded in 1949 (see especially the studies of Lévy, 1999; Lloyd, 1998), which today also writes on the miserable situation of refugees, racist politicians and the responsibility of the nation-state (see the studies of Gordon, 2012; Lentin, 2004; Lévy, 1999; and especially the ethnographic discourse study of Gordon, 2012; Lloyd, 1998). Protests are formulated in terms of contemporary resistance and motivated in terms of indignation, which also inspired many anticapitalist movements after the 2008 economic crisis.
Very popular among the movements against racism is SOS Racisme, founded in 1984 (after the Marche pour l’égalité et contre le racisme in 1983), using the influential slogan “Touche Pas a Mon Pote” with help from the Socialist Party and with many members, especially of North African origin, such as its first president Harlem Désir (Désir, 1987; Jaoui & Velilla, 2015).

8.3.2.3 Germany
Postwar Germany not only took systematic action against many remaining forms of Nazism, but also saw the foundation of numerous local and national organizations and other “initiatives” against fascism, antisemitism, racism and what is generally called Ausländerfeindlichkeit (xenophobia, literally “enmity against foreigners”), since those persecuted by the Nazi regime founded their association (VVN and later VVN-BdA) in 1947.
In view of the 1980 elections, and against right-wing CSU politician Franz-Josef Strauss, the Volksfront gegen Reaktion, Faschismus und Krieg was founded as a political party, close to the Communist party, but only got a few dozen votes, and later changed into a broader association against fascism. For thirty years, its discourses have been published in the Antifaschistische Nachrichten and critically focus especially on the extreme right in Germany. Today, antiracist discourse in Germany, also of the unions, focuses especially on the growing power of the right-wing party Aktion für Deutschland (AfD) and other racist organizations. Again, such resistance may even take place at the political top level, for instance, the Allgemeine Gleichbehandlungsgesetz (AGG, General Law of Equal Treatment) – a law adopted in 2006 as a general legal framework to oppose all kinds of discrimination, including racist and ethnic discrimination. Also, in the very organization of the State, there are several departments and agencies with an antiracist focus, such as a Forum against Racism within the Ministry of the Interior and Justice, and since 2006 the antidiscrimination department responsible for the antidiscrimination law mentioned earlier (for detail, see, e.g., Schubart & Stöss, 2001; see also Wodak, 2020; Wodak & Krzyżanowski, 2017).

8.3.2.4 Austria
Austria has distinguished itself as the country with (until recently) the largest right-wing party (the FPÖ) in government in Western Europe. Austrian racism and antisemitism are hardly new and already showed in its Anschluss with Nazi Germany in 1938, its slow or lacking denazification after the war, as well as in the Waldheim Affair (Art, 2006; Wodak, et al., 1990). The FPÖ is hardly silent about its “pangermanic” past, and its deceased leader, Jörg Haider, was well known for its racist discourse (for critical analysis and antiracist resistance, see especially the many studies of Ruth Wodak, such as Wodak, 1989, 2002, 2020; Wodak & De Cillia, 2007; Wodak, et al., 1990). Besides the antiracist discourse of organizations of migrants, one of the most interesting initiatives in Austria appeared in 2015 after the sudden arrival of hundreds of thousands of refugees, mostly from Syria. These were welcomed by a vast popular movement, also in Germany, Spain and the Scandinavian countries, for example, by offering practical assistance at the border and the train stations where the refugees arrived (for detail, see Agustín & Jørgensen, 2018; Bock & Macdonald, 2019; Rosenberger, Stern, & Merhaut, 2018). We hope to study the discourses of “Refugees Welcome” movement in a future project.

8.3.2.5 Spain
Less than elsewhere in Europe, immigration is rejected by around 40 percent of the Spanish population and seen as a major problem for the country by only about 8 percent of the people, according to Eurobarometer data of 2015 (Fernández, Valbuena, & Caro, 2017). Such opinion polls obviously do not show the actual occurrence of racist discourse and practices in the everyday lives of migrants and minorities – as has been the case for the discrimination of gitanos for many years. Unlike other Western European countries, Spain did not have national far-right racist parties until the foundation of Vox in 2013.
Sister organizations of French SOS Racisme in Barcelona and Madrid are active in the ongoing struggle against racist prejudices and discrimination, and register various forms of racist discrimination and violence. Thus, in 2016, SOS Racisme in Barcelona registered 309 complaints, generally about discrimination by the police (46) and other institutions (82), on the job (40) or about racist aggression (51). Elsewhere in its publications, the ideology and discourse of SOS Racisme are based on the value of equality of human rights, justice and dignity. As was the case for other Western European countries, the Refugees Welcome Movement was also active in Spain, especially in Barcelona, since 2015.

8.3.2.6 Other Countries
Other Western European countries have many antiracist organizations, as part of a broad antiracist movement. Often such organizations collaborate with migrant organizations, in solidarity with refugees and against Islamophobia, as is the case with the Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries, reputedly “tolerant” countries that, however, have widespread racism and Islamophobia, as well as right-wing extremist parties (for the Netherlands, see, e.g., Essed, 1991; Essed & Hoving, 2014; Van der Valk, 2002, 2015).
In 2017, the Swedish government published a comprehensive plan to combat racism and hate crime, signed also by black minister of culture and democracy and former TV presenter Alice Bah Kuhnke, probably one of the most detailed antiracist official discourses in Europe. Like other European countries, Sweden has a large number of movements and initiatives combating racism, främlingsfientlighet (xenophobia) and hate crimes, such as Sverige Mot Racism (SMR, Sweden Against Racism), 5i12 rörelsen (Five to Twelve Movement) and Expo (see Dashtipour & Rumens, 2018).



8.4 Racisms and Antiracist Discourse Today
8.4.1 Europe
We have seen earlier that the Holocaust by the Nazis and the broad support of antisemitic and racist ideologies and practices in Germany and other European countries before and during the war initially may have led to a critical antiracist attitude with the slogan “Never Again.” Yet, increasing postwar immigration, first of “guest workers” and other immigrants from Turkey and North Africa in the 1960s and 1970s, and then after 2010 of refugees from Iraq, Syria and other countries in the Middle East and Africa, was the context of increasing racism and xenophobia in many European countries. These reactions were further exacerbated by growing unemployment after the economic and financial crisis of 2008 and rising nationalism, xenophobia and Islamophobia of – and propagated by – extremist right-wing parties in many European countries, even in the richer countries in Northern Europe, where unemployment and economic competition hardly explain racist reactions.
Thus, we have witnessed the growing popularity of Viktor Orbán and his Fidesz party in Hungary and his explicit refusal to admit refugees, as well as other illiberal policies (Lendvai, 2017). At the same time, Matteo Salvini and his Lega party received broad (today in excess of 30 percent) popular support in Italy for their radical anti-immigrant policies (Pucciarelli, 2016; Renzi, 2015). As we have seen, in Germany the right-wing AfD party entered parliament for the first time (Bender, 2017). After the electoral successes of her father (Jean-Marie Le Pen), Marine Le Pen and her Front National (since 2018 called Rassemblement National) in France came close to winning a majority in the 2017 elections (Wieviorka, 2013). In Austria, the right-wing FPÖ party even entered government with the conservatives in 2017 (Adamson, 2016). Racist Vlaams Blok, led by Filip Dewinter, in Belgium had been active since 1978. In the allegedly “tolerant” and “progressive” Netherlands, a fourth nationalist, anti-immigrant party, Forum voor Democratie, led by Baudet, was successful in the 2019 provincial elections, following the popularity of other right-wing, Islamophobic parties (the PVV of Geert Wilders, and earlier the LPF of Pim Fortuyn, following the Centrum Democraten of Janmaat) (see, e.g., Mudde, 2000; Van der Valk, 2015). The same is true for the popularity of right-wing, anti-immigrant parties in the Scandinavian countries (Widfeldt, 2015). No doubt also due to the dire economic situation in Greece, the Golden Dawn party espoused a blatantly neofascist ideology (Vasilopoulou & Halikiopoulou, 2015). Finally, even Spain, until recently in the margin of these developments, and maybe protected by anti-fascist struggles and ideologies following the Franco dictatorship, finally saw the birth of the right-wing Vox party.
In sum, although not (yet) obtaining majorities, Europe is again witnessing the foundation and electoral successes of right-wing, nationalist, xenophobic, Islamophobic parties. There are several ways to interpret and explain these successes, for example, in terms of the economic crisis, globalization, the weakness of the traditional parties, including those on the left, the increasing role of the social media, populist right-wing manipulation, increasing immigration and so on. The alarming fact is that they are being voted for by at least 20 percent of the voters, sometimes even more than 30 percent – and it is no wonder that often comparisons are made with the electoral successes of the Nazis a century ago. One dimension of these right-wing parties, their ideologies, activities and discourse is the continuity of a long tradition of white European racism against non-Europeans. Hence, the continued relevance of antiracism.
The more detailed study of the racist discourses and policies of these parties and of contemporary right-wing populism more generally has been the subject of many scholarly, political and media studies and other discourses that are outside the scope of this book (see, e.g., Fekete, 2018; Wodak, 2020; Wodak & Krzyżanowski, 2017).
As we have seen earlier, in some countries, we also have witnessed the activities of antiracist organizations and their programs and other discourses. Unfortunately, contemporary national and local discursive struggles against these parties and their leaders, in general, and against their racisms in their respective countries, in particular, would also require a separate monograph.

8.4.2 The USA
We have seen that the  claim that the USA today is “post-racial” has been shown to be a myth, if only by the continued (police and other) violence against black people, as denounced by the Black Lives Matter (BLM) movement. That racism is alive and kicking in the USA has also been shown during the last years and especially the last months of the preparation of this book in 2019 and 2020. Contemporary racism and “hate speech” in the USA are personalized especially by President Donald Trump and his racist tweets, and the remarkable silence of the Republican Party – discursive events that require separate monographs (on Trump’s racism, see, e.g., Bobo, 2017; Demata, 2017; Hooghe & Dassonneville, 2018; Subtirelu, 2017; Younge, 2018).
These events show that to win elections the president and his party can use the most explicit race card by manipulating public opinion against immigrants, refugees and minorities, as George Bush had done in 1988, repeatedly commenting on the release of black murderer Willy Horton. Trump was elected on a racist ticket, and as president continued to implement it by prohibiting immigration from some Muslim countries, with the excuse of a defense against terrorism, from Central American countries, with the excuse of diminishing crime by building a wall with Mexico, and his blatant support of the racist extreme right, among many other racist tweets.
Finally, in another explicitly racist discourse, he also suggested four young women of color, new members of Congress, known as the Squad (Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez of New York, Ilhan Omar of Minnesota, Ayanna Pressley of Massachusetts and Rashida Tlaib of Michigan), to “go back and help fix the totally broken and crime infested places from which they came,” although they are American citizens (three of the four are born in the USA). In the following days, Trump further accused the women of hating “our country” and addressed a meeting that shouted, “Send her back.” Not surprisingly, the women are not very popular among Republicans.
Trump’s tweets were widely condemned in the USA, even, in a very unusual declaration on July 16, 2019, by the House of Representatives – in which the Democrats had regained a majority in 2018 – again opposed by the Republican Party (minus four members). Some Republicans even called the accusations against the president “slander.” Here are some fragments of House Resolution 489:

(7) Condemning President Trump’s racist comments directed at Members of Congress (…). Whereas immigration of people from all over the Earth has defined every stage of American history and propelled our social, economic, political, scientific, cultural, artistic, and technological progress as a people, and all Americans, except for the descendants of Native people and enslaved African Americans, are immigrants or descendants of immigrants; (…) Whereas President Donald Trump’s racist comments have legitimized fear and hatred of new Americans and people of color: Now, therefore, be it Resolved, That the House of Representatives – (…)
strongly condemns President Donald Trump’s racist comments that have legitimized and increased fear and hatred of new Americans and people of color by saying that our fellow Americans who are immigrants, and those who may look to the President like immigrants, should “go back” to other countries, by referring to immigrants and asylum seekers as “invaders,” and by saying that Members of Congress who are immigrants (or those of our colleagues who are wrongly assumed to be immigrants) do not belong in Congress or in the United States of America.



Before its final condemnation, the resolution enumerates some of the declarations of previous presidents affirming the value of diversity and immigration in the USA. The resolution and its support and opposition speak for themselves and show first that racism remains a major problem in the contemporary USA, and not only at the extreme right or among marginal white men but also at the top, but also that antiracist political action and discourse exercise strong counterpower. The main argument in the condemnation is the emphasis on the value of immigration and diversity in the USA, strategically citing extensively the words of former Republican President Ronald Reagan, who talks about “one of the sources of America’s greatness.” More specifically, the resolution highlights another argument against racist discourse, namely that of the role of elite discourse in the legitimation of “fear and hatred of new Americans and people of colour” (see also Van Dijk, 1993) – an argument hardly used in antiracist discourse before.
After Trump’s racist tweets, the four women themselves held a news conference in front of the White House on July 15, 2019, criticizing Trump’s immigration policies and denouncing “his white nationalist agenda,” while some suggested Trump should be impeached. Prominent and popular representative from New York Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, at twenty-nine years old, the youngest ever and probably the most popular and impressive member of Congress, the same day wrote the following in a tweet:

(8) It’s important to note that the President’s words yday [sic], telling four American Congresswomen of color “go back to your own country,” is hallmark language of white supremacists. Trump feels comfortable leading the GOP into outright racism, and that should concern all Americans.



Relevant here is that Ocasio-Cortez, daughter of a Puerto Rican family, is aware of classical racist discourse, and its possible political consequences, confirming the thesis that racism comes from the top (Van Dijk, 1993).
That the racist tweets and other declarations of Trump are not just talk, but have lethal consequences, was shown in an explicitly racist attack with many deaths in El Paso in August 2019, whose assassin had left a text referring to Trump. Late, and as yet hardly systemic, such elite discourse and its consequences have finally stimulated more antiracist discourse and policies – which confirm that the USA is not a post-racial paradise, as we have repeated several times in the previous chapters.
Fortunately, antiracist discourse sometimes is successful. One year later, Joe Biden, Barack Obama’s vice president, successfully ran for president, accompanied by Kamala Harris, the first woman and the first black politician to become vice president of the USA. In her acceptance speech of August 20, 2020, she not only was one of the first (vice) presidents to explicitly refer to “systemic racism” in the USA, but also celebrated the black women who had struggled against racism before her – a well-known topos of antiracist discourse, as we have seen in this book:

(9) This week marks the 100th anniversary of the passage of the 19th Amendment. And we celebrate the women who fought for that right. Yet so many of the Black women who helped secure that victory were still prohibited from voting, long after its ratification. But they were undeterred. Without fanfare or recognition, they organized, testified, rallied, marched and fought – not just for their vote, but for a seat at the table. These women and the generations that followed worked to make democracy and opportunity real in the lives of all of us who followed.



At the same time, she implicitly refers to the recent and ongoing activities of the Black Lives Matter movement, thus again celebrating other black women, whose antiracist discourse stimulated solidarity all over the world.


8.5 Black Lives Matter
The BLM movement was founded in 2013 by three queer black women, Alicia Garza, Patrisse Cullors and Opal Tometi, enraged by the acquittal of vigilante George Zimmerman, who had murdered black teenager Trayvon Martin in Sanford, Florida, in the summer of 2012. Here is how Alicia Garza retold that beginning of BLM in a later talk:

(10) In 2013, I wrote a letter, a love letter to black people when George Zimmerman was acquitted in the murder of Trayvon Martin. I ended that letter with an assertion, a prayer, a demand that our lives matter, that black lives matter, that we as black people, and all people, we are worthy of growing old, we’re worthy of having and raising our own children someday, that we’re human and deserving of dignity and respect. I didn’t write that letter because I knew that eventually it would become the banner for a worldwide movement. I wrote that letter because I really do love my people. And I wrote that letter because I wanted to love on us when seemingly nobody else would. I wrote that letter because they call us thugs and criminals regardless of who we actually are. I wrote that letter because too many people, too many of the people who are sworn to protect and serve our communities, are literally getting away with murder. I wrote that letter because there’s 1,000,000 black people in jails and prisons and there are too many black people under state supervision, too many of us living in housing that’s deteriorating, too many of us who are without homes, too many of us who are being suspended or expelled from school and too many of us who are making less than white men or white women, or white men and white women combined, depending on how you look at the statistics. (transcript of a lecture at Old Dominion University, February 12, 2016)


This letter of Alicia Garza, shared with her “sisters” Patrisse and Opal, was the source of the Black Lives Matter hashtag that would soon lead to what Alicia herself in this speech calls a “worldwide movement.” Little analysis of this fragment of her speech is necessary to recognize the well-known repetitions of the rhetoric of prominent black orators we have discussed in this book. More relevant to observe is that Alicia does not speak about hate against white vigilantes or police officers, but rather of her love for her people – contradicting racist accusations that BLM is about hate and even a terrorist movement. Crucial also is her emphasis on humanitarian values of dignity and respect black people deserve, instead of being criminalized. After the accusation of police often “getting away with murder,” this fragment summarizes another rhetorically emphasized list of all the ways the black community is discriminated. This list is especially relevant to remind the audience that BLM is not just about police violence, but a movement that focuses on the main aspects of inequality and discrimination of systemic racism, for example, in criminal justice, in schooling, and the labor market. The fragment thus summarizes some of the grievances, as interpreted by a black woman, which have given rise to BLM as a movement. There is not just a prayer, but also a demand – as is the case with all BLM discourse.
In this talk, as well as in other lectures, speeches and interviews of these three women, the emphasis is also on the intersectionality discussed by Kimberlé Crenshaw (2020). Alicia and her co-founders speak first of all as black women, but also as queer or trans women, also as mothers, and about young and old, about families, social class and the environment. In that sense, it is also a broad Civil Rights Movement – an assessment denied by Clayton (2018), who compared BLM with the Civil Rights Movement (see also Szetela, 2020).
After the proliferation of messages online of the burgeoning movement (black young people in the USA use social media even more than white people; see, e.g., Wilkins, Livingstone, & Levine, 2019; see also Ince, Rojas, & Davis, 2017), BLM became especially active and visible with the organization of the Freedom Ride to Ferguson, Missouri, after the killing of Mike Brown by a police officer, an assassination that gave rise to widespread local and national protests. In the words of Alicia Garza in the same speech we just quoted:

(11) My sister Patrisse said we have to do something. I can’t watch these things on television anymore and force myself to turn off the TV and go do something else. We have to do something that’s our family, those are family, and so Patrice and Darnell put together a freedom ride to Ferguson.



Analyzing BLM as a social movement, we here have discursive evidence of how many movements start with indignation and the wish “to do something about it.”
The history and activities of BLM have been told many times by these three women, as well as in hundreds of articles and books, and need not be further summarized here. The Web of Science in July 2020 features more than 240 articles with Black Lives Matter in their titles and Google Scholar more than 600. In the few years of the existence of BLM, there are already more than sixty books on the movement (see, e.g., Abbamonte, 2018; Camp & Heatherton, 2016; Crass, 2015; Edgar & Johnson, 2018; Edwards & Harris, 2016; Gitlin, 2018; Harris, 2018; Hillstrom, 2018; Lebron, 2017; Lowery, 2017; Parks, 2017; Taylor, 2016; Thomas, 2020; Weber, 2015).
It is not surprising that Larry Buchanan in the New York Times of July 3, 2020, writes that “Black Lives Matter May Be the Largest Movement in U.S. History,” citing poll data that between 15 and 26 million people in the USA have participated in demonstrations over the assassination of George Floyd.
On the other hand, research also shows that the media coverage of BLM was often divisive, while ignoring or delegitimizing its aims (Banks, 2018; Fabregat & Beck, 2019; but see Elmasry & El-Nawawy, 2017). Other research shows that (as may be expected) especially white, conservative, republican men oppose BLM (Updegrove, Cooper, Orrick, & Picquero, 2020; but see Holt & Sweitzer, 2020).
BLM became an international movement, giving rise to protests and initiatives in many countries after the assassination of George Floyd by a police officer in the summer of 2020, an event that occurred as I was writing this very section on BLM. Although BLM in the USA already had dozens of local chapters, and some in Canada, it was only in 2020 that BLM showed what social movement scholars called a “scale shift” and became a global movement (Tarrow & McAdam, 2005). Part of such “upscaling” is explained in terms of the pervasive role of social media (Mundt, Ross, & Burnett, 2018).
There have been international reactions to the events of the Civil Rights Movement, as well as to earlier police killings of black people in the USA, as was the case for Ferguson. But after the murder of George Floyd various international media stories stressed that this time real change seemed possible. Indeed, many international companies, using the BLM banner, announced they would change and join the battle against racism, for example, by hiring more black people. Street names in the USA, United Kingdom, Germany and other countries were to be changed if they have racist implications or referred to racist men of the past.
It remains to be seen, of course, whether these announcements are also yet another form of face keeping or sales promotion following a very popular movement, as was also the case for the #MeToo movement against sexual harassment of women. In the previous pages, we have repeatedly expressed doubt about whether or not antiracism has become mainstream in the USA and Europe, citing several studies criticizing the very notion of “post-racial” used especially after the election of Obama as president of the USA – precisely referring to still widespread anti-black police violence and the forms of racial inequality summarized also by Alicia Garza in her speech cited earlier. Indeed, if racism is systemic, structural changes are needed for antiracism to become systemic.
8.5.1 Leadership
Different from the other antislavery and antiracist movements studied in the previous chapters, BLM is not a movement led by famous male leaders. As is the case for black women in Congress we mentioned earlier, the women who founded it explicitly understand the movement as a horizontal, democratic movement, consisting of a loose network of members and of local movements and initiatives. They have become famous, are invited for speeches and interviews, and thus have also impressive access to the traditional media. But in their speeches and interviews they keep a distance from an identity of leaders, while recognizing their role as founders. In an interview with the Guardian (July 19, 2015), Alicia Garza challenges the stereotype: “We have a lot of leaders, just not where you might be looking for them. If you’re only looking for the straight black man who is a preacher, you’re not going to find it.”
In a TED Talk Interview with family activist Mia Birdsong in October 2016, each of the women replies to a question about leadership. They all stress what they have learned in the process of the formation of BLM. Here are some of the replies:

(12) Patrisse Cullors: What I’ve learned the most the last few years, what we’re seeing is thousands of black people showing up for our lives with very little infrastructure and very little support. I think our work as movement leaders isn’t just about our own visibility but rather how do we make the whole visible, how do we not just fight for our individual selves but fight for everybody.
Opal Tometi: I’ve been learning about how to trust your team (…) I learned in this process was that we need to acknowledge that different people contribute different strengths and that in order for our entire team to flourish we have to allow them to share and allow them to shine and so during my sabbatical with the organization that I also work with I saw our team rise up And I realized that my own leadership at the contributions that I am able to make is in large part due to the contributions that they made.
Alicia Garza: We have to stop treating leaders like superheroes. We are ordinary people attempting to do extraordinary things, and so we need to be supported in that way. The other thing that I’ve learned about leadership is that there’s a difference between leadership and celebrities. Right? And there’s a way in which we’ve been kind of transformed into celebrities rather than people who are trying to solve a problem. And the way that we treat celebrities is very fickle, Right? We like them one day, we don’t like what they’re wearing the next day and all of a sudden we have issues. Right? So we need to stop deifying leaders so that more people will step into leadership. Lots of people are terrified to step into leadership because of how much scrutiny they receive and how brutal we are with leaders (…) I think another way that we can support leaders is to struggle with us but struggle with us politically, not personally. Right? We can have disagreements without being disagreeable but it’s important for us to sharpen each other so that we all can rise.



Obviously relevant for these interventions is first of all that the three women agree that their leadership should not be individual and personal and that the movement can only be successful (see the metaphor “rise”) through cooperation and teamwork. Although they no doubt already are “celebrities” and “superheroes” in 2016, they reject those identities and want to be “ordinary people.” They thus show what has been found in many studies about women and leadership (see e.g., Gasman, 2011; Nardi, 2010; Paludi & Coates, 2011).

8.5.2 Manifesto or Mission Statement
Instead of analyzing BLM as a national and global movement, let us further focus on some of its discourses, especially also of its founders. Let us begin with a foundational text on its website:

(13) What We Believe
Four years ago, what is now known as the Black Lives Matter Global Network began to organize. It started out as a chapter-based, member-led organization whose mission was to build local power and to intervene when violence was inflicted on Black communities by the state and vigilantes.
In the years since, we’ve committed to struggling together and to imagining and creating a world free of anti-Blackness, where every Black person has the social, economic, and political power to thrive.
Black Lives Matter began as a call to action in response to state-sanctioned violence and anti-Black racism. Our intention from the very beginning was to connect Black people from all over the world who have a shared desire for justice to act together in their communities. The impetus for that commitment was, and still is, the rampant and deliberate violence inflicted on us by the state.



Especially relevant in this brief history (further developed in the rest of the text) and “mission statement” is its political analysis, especially in terms of the empowerment of black communities and the repeated resistance against state violence – rather than, for instance, against prejudices of white people. In other words, the BLM conception of racism is primarily top-down (“state-sanctioned”). In the words of Alicia Garza: “Black Lives Matter is an ideological and political intervention in a world where Black lives are systematically and intentionally targeted for demise” (Feminist Wire, October 7, 2014).
Besides the active struggle against racist violence, the positive dimension of antiracism is also highlighted (“imagining and creating a world free of anti-Blackness”).
The rest of the website text further mentions the familiar activities of the “repertoire” (Traugott, 1995) of BLM as a social movement:

(14) We took to the streets (…) building infrastructure (…) ousting anti-black politicians (…) won critical legislation (…) change the terms of debate on Blackness around the world (…) relationship building (…) catalyze other movements (…) continued commitment to liberation for all Black people.



Thus, besides protests, it is especially the organization, the discourse and beliefs (“the terms of debate”) that are emphasized in this foundation statement. These are followed by the crucial definition of identity – part of the “global black family,” despite its differences in the rest of the world. The statement, like manifestos of social movements, thus defines the ideology of BLM in terms of its main ideological categories discussed in Chapter 2:

(i) Identity (“We are unapologetically black in our positioning”)

(ii) Activities (protests, organization etc.)

(iii) Goals (“liberation for all black people”)

(iv) Norms and values (“freedom and justice”)

(v) Enemies (the State) and friends (“brothers and sisters,” “a beloved community,” “comrades and allies”)

(vi) Resources (powerful due to membership)



Yet BLM is not just like other black movements. One of its goals is to “dismantle cisgender privilege and uplift Black trans folk, especially Black trans women who continue to be disproportionately impacted by trans-antagonistic violence.” That is, on the basis of a combination of antiracist, gender and sexual identity ideologies, there is also a more specific gender attitude of trans women, reflecting the beliefs and activities of the founders and with an emphasis on the large variety and diversity of black movements across the world. In the same perspective, patriarchal practice and traditional nuclear families are opposed and a “queer‐affirming network” fostered. Despite this explicit positioning as black queer women, this and other discourses of the movement and its founders repeatedly stress and celebrate the wide diversity of the movement.
As was the case already for abolitionist women in the nineteenth century, the organizers of BLM also thus combine the struggle against racism with the resistance against sexism and patriarchy. But new for the twenty-first century is the identification with alternative forms of sexual identity.
The title of the manifesto of BLM summarizes that we are now squarely in the field of social cognition (“what we believe”), whereas the lexicon of the text shows that we are definitely reading a contemporary discourse, as is the case for such keywords as “ageism,” “cisgender privilege,” “trans folk,” “trans-antagonistic violence” and “heteronormative thinking.”
The BLM website would deserve detailed multimodal discourse analysis (one of the founders, Opal Tometi, on her own website also expressed her preference of a combination of yellow and black observed in the website). Relevant for us are the various discourse genres, the style, the speech acts, the topics and the rhetoric. Thus, there is a News Bulletin with nearly daily updates going back to 2017. A herstory briefly recalls how Alicia Garza, Patrisse Cullors and Opal Tometi took the initiative of BLM in 2014. A “Global Action” not only reports ongoing action but also calls for action – thus showing its identity as an active social movement, but also expects donations and help. It lists the Chapters in the USA and Canada and features videos with interviews with founders and other activists. In other words, the BLM website has the usual structures and categories of a social movement and is shaped in cooperation with a team of collaborators.
One repeated aspect of the discourses of the BLM founders is the challenge of misunderstandings, misinterpretations and criticism, even within the black community, for instance, against the very hashtag and slogan, for example, by color-blind counter-slogans like All Lives Matter (or indeed Blue Lives Matter):

(15) #BlackLivesMatter doesn’t mean your life isn’t important–it means that Black lives, which are seen as without value within White supremacy, are important to your liberation. Given the disproportionate impact state violence has on Black lives, we understand that when Black people in this country get free, the benefits will be wide reaching and transformative for society as a whole. (…) Please do not change the conversation by talking about how your life matters, too. It does, but we need less watered-down unity and a more active solidarities with us, Black people, unwaveringly, in defense of our humanity. (Alicia Garza, “A Herstory of the #BlackLivesMatter Movement,” Feminist Wire, October 7, 2014)



As we have seen in other examples of antiracist discourse in this book, as well as in Brazil, it is customary to refer to the past as well as past leaders and heroes. Alicia Garcia also does so in the metaphorical terms of a LEGACY and STANDING ON SHOULDERS:

(16) We are an organization that is doing our best to live up to the liberatory traditions of the ancestors whose shoulders we stand on. Doing our best to fulfill the legacy of the Reverend doctor Martin Luther King (…) The legacy that said that reproductive justice should be for all of us, the legacy that called for an end to war and militarism around the world, the legacy that called for an end to poverty, the legacy that said that none of us, none of us, should be separated based on how we look. We are an organization that wants to fulfill that dream. We are a movement that wants to fulfill that dream. Our motto is that none of us are free until all of us are free. (Alicia Garza, “A Herstory of the #BlackLivesMatter Movement,” Feminist Wire, October 7, 2014)



With the same rhetorical repetitions as the very discourse (and “dream”) of Martin Luther King, Alicia Garza shows again that the tradition of the black movement is not limited to the struggle against racism, but also against militarism and poverty. Indeed, the three keywords of her discourse and of the other founders are no doubt those of race, class and gender.
Patrisse Cullors in her articles in the Guardian (September 4, 2014), some with LGTBQ activist Darnell Moore, also stresses the antimilitarism of BLM:
(17) We will also demand, through the network, that the federal government discontinue its supply of military weaponry and equipment to local law enforcement. (…) And we will advocate for a decrease in law-enforcement spending at the local, state and federal levels and a reinvestment of that budgeted money into the black communities most devastated by poverty in order to create jobs, housing and schools.



In particular, these demands, such as to “defund” the police, have been widely repeated after the murder of George Floyd in the summer of 2020. The verbs “demand” and “advocate” index the relevance of speech acts as one of the main activities of social movements. All interventions of the founders of BLM engage in social, political and economic analysis and resistance – showing their comprehension of the intricate relationship between race and class. Like her “sisters,” Patrisse in the same article stresses the importance of looking beyond the local: “We have to move out of our myopic understanding of local organizing and build a national and international movement that prioritizes all black life.” In a recent article in the Guardian (November 25, 2014) Patrisse analyzes the systemic nature of racism that is also part of the mission statement in the website:

(18) There are not just a few bad apples who do terrible things to black people. We live in a country shaped by racism generally and anti-black racism specifically. We are born into a culture that values whiteness and deems blackness valueless. Our laws, economy, education institutions and legal systems are infected by institutionalized racism. It is going to take complete transformation – at all branches of government – to change the fate of this country.



As we have seen before, the first aim and characteristic of antiracist discourse is to denounce and analyze racism. The familiar metaphor of the BAD APPLE is used here to deny that racism is limited to the violence of individual white police officers and to stress the ubiquitous and structural nature of racism in all domains of society. The keyword here is not just “change,” but “complete transformation,” within an even broader critique of “racial” neoliberalism (Issar, 2020).


8.6 Conclusions
Postwar antiracist discourse takes place in various communicative, social and political contexts. Firstly, it continues the prewar development, since the nineteenth century, of critical scientific analysis in the humanities and the social sciences, initially promoted by UNESCO. Secondly, scholars and activists of minority groups continue the long tradition of abolitionist and antiracist discourse since the seventeenth and especially the nineteenth century, as well as the Civil Rights Movement. Thirdly, more broadly, antiracist social movements have begun to challenge the many forms of racist, antisemitic, populist or extreme right-wing ideas and policies. Finally, governments, parliaments and official organizations for the first time have begun to legislate and organize actions against racist prejudice and discrimination, often in cooperation with social movements of civil society.
After the war, the consequences of the Holocaust and other forms of Nazi repression motivated scientific and political initiatives to analyze and delegitimate the racial ideologies that had given rise to twentieth-century racism, already begun before the war especially by Jewish scholars discussed in the previous chapter. Swedish geneticist Gunnar Dahlberg refuted the genetic ideologies espoused by the Nazis and many others in many countries.
It was, however, especially UNESCO and its scientists, such as Ashley Montagu and Aldous Huxley, who contributed to the international condemnation of pseudoscientific racial theories, often associated with progressive politics. Not surprisingly, these activities were soon criticized in an increasingly anticommunist USA, where Jim Crow segregation and many forms of discrimination were still a dominant practice, especially in the South. At the same time, emerging decolonization in the 1950s and 1970s was also advocated in antiracist terms.
In Europe, increasing immigration from the former colonies of the United Kingdom, France, the Netherlands, Portugal and Belgium since the 1940s, as well as labor migration from Morocco and Southern Europe since the 1960s, soon led to the transformation from homogeneous to ethnically diverse populations. White prejudice and discrimination against the “different” newcomers, especially since the first economic crises in the 1970s, soon spread all over Western Europe. Further exacerbated since the large-scale arrival of refugees from the Middle East and Africa after 2000, extremist right-wing parties, with between 10 percent and 30 percent of the voters, contributed to renewed nationalist, racist and antisemitic ideas and practices in all European countries. Resistance from minority groups and their organizations, leaders and writers, and the emergence of other antiracist social movements, as well as legislation and official antiracist policies, started the uphill battle against fast-developing “popular” stereotypes, prejudices and prevalent forms of ethnic or racial discrimination.
Among the numerous organizations and movements that define these postwar developments, we mentioned the – fairly late – foundation of ECRI of the Council of Europe, in 1984, at the European level, and its reports on racism in the member states, as well as the ENAR, organizing 600 antiracist NGOs in 1997.
The United Kingdom, already in 1967, saw the enactment of the first Race Relations Act, after the immigration of black people from the Caribbean, as well as the merger of the CRE in 2007 (seen by many as watering down of its functions). At the same time, various antiracist social movements, such as the Anti-Nazi League, Unite Against Fascism and Rock Against Racism, were founded in order to combat both official and popular racism. Many of the activities of these movements were forms of “street” protests, but as always their public discourses also played an important role in the criticism and delegitimization of racist ideas and practices.
Antiracist activities in France already had been emerging before and during the war, as is the case for the Ligue des Droits de l’Homme, and the Ligue Internationale contre l’Antisemitisme, and after the war of the Mouvement contre le Racisme et pour l’Amitié entre les Peuples, and finally SOS Racisme whose publications, and later websites, have been crucial in the development of antiracist discourse in France, today especially against the ideas and policies of the racist Front/Rassemblement National. At the same time, sometimes in cooperation with the antiracist movements, the French government enacted its first antiracist laws since 1972.
Though less systematically, Spain has also followed this tradition of antiracist organizations, such as SOS Racisme. Initially protected against right-wing racist parties by the bad reputation of the Falangist regime of dictator Franco, finally Spain also got its right-wing Vox party in 2013, thus aligning itself with the rest of Western Europe – leading to increased antiracist discourse still to be investigated.
Germany, confronted with the postwar legacy of the Nazi regime, took official action against the remnants of fascist ideas and activities, including the denial of the Holocaust, and against contemporary forms of Ausländerfeindlichkeit – policies supported by the unions and actively applied by many NGOs. As elsewhere in Western Europe, the arrival of (mostly) Muslim refugees from the Middle East after 2000 was taken by extremist right-wing organizations and parties, such as AfD, as a pretext for increasingly racist discourse and especially also various forms of aggression against these Ausländer. The same happened in Austria, but without the energetic delegitimization of its Nazi past as happened in Germany. Here as elsewhere in Western Europe, the electoral successes of the far right have been challenged by the discourses and other social practices of numerous antiracist or pro-migrant movements.
Finally, the Netherlands and the Northern countries, despite their comparative economic well-being, were unable to defend themselves against many forms of anti-immigrant and Islamophobic ideologies and activities and saw the foundation of large racist parties at the extreme right. Antiracist discourse here, besides some official government policies, largely takes place in antiracist NGOs and social movements, which however were – and are – barely capable of stemming the racist, xenophobic and Islamophobic tide.
We see that what after the war and the Holocaust seemed to be a tendency of official, scientific and popular delegitimation of Europe’s racist and colonialist past, enshrined in many laws and institutions, after several decades, was unable to resist the increasing forms of racism and antisemitism and its parties. Despite respectable antiracist discourse, but eager not to lose voters, official parties, and their governments, also enacted increasingly anti-immigrant laws and policies, thus legitimating the explicitly racist parties of the extreme right. These parties sometimes participated in the government, as is the case with the Netherlands, Austria, and since 2018 especially in Italy and Hungary. In this context of sometimes official or strategic xenophobia, antiracist discourse is hardly dominating. International “populist” – that is, racist – developments only strengthen this prevalence of old Eurocentric ideologies, as is the case with the election of Trump in the USA and Bolsonaro in Brazil. These tendencies of increasing right-wing populist, anti-immigrant, Islamophobic and racist discourse proliferate especially through social media and the ideological manipulation by extremist parties and politicians – which get free publicity even by critical coverage and comment by the official media. No doubt, this is one of the dilemmas of public antiracist discourse.
In the USA, the election of Obama as the first black president in 2008 was interpreted by some as proof of the diminishing relevance of “race,” a form of denial challenged by many publications showing that systemic racism remained prevalent. The election in 2016, of an explicitly racist president, Donald Trump, with massive support especially among white men, provided further evidence for these antiracist publications. His numerous racist tweets and other discursive practices, and especially the support of the Republican Party, showed that white supremacy in the USA was hardly a thing of the past and stimulated the antiracist discourse of minority women such as Congresswoman Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez and newly elected Vice President Kamala Harris.
It is in this context of still prevalent systemic racism, and especially the frequent killings of black men by white police officers, that saw the emergence of the foundation of the Black Lives Matter foundation by three queer black women, Alicia Garza, Patrisse Cullors and Opal Tometi in 2014. Especially after the murders, by white police officers, of Mike Brown in Ferguson, Mo, in 2014, and of George Lloyd in Minneapolis, in 2020, BLM amplified to a global movement, giving rise to massive international solidarity and frequent antiracist policies and measures. The discourses of BLM, and especially of its founders, show that the movement was not limited to a resistance against anti-black police violence. Rather, it denounced prevailing systemic racism in all domains of society, within an even broader analysis also including feminist resistance against patriarchy and a queer challenge of traditional sexual identities. Despite the unique international discourses of solidarity with BLM, it is doubtful that this time antiracism has really become both mainstream and dominant, whether in the USA or in Europe. To change profoundly systemic racism, obviously antiracism also needs to become systemic.


9 Conclusions
9.1 Introduction
The many forms of European racism as a system of power abuse against non-European peoples, since Antiquity until today, have always been resisted by many social practices, including discourse, and especially by the targets of such domination. This book for the first time presents a general theory and history of such discursive resistance.
The first challenge of this book has been the development of a more or less explicit theory. In many disciplines, there are now a myriad of theoretical, descriptive and historical studies of the many forms and aspects of racism, such as racist prejudice and discrimination, xenophobia, antisemitism, Islamophobia and colonialism.
In the last decades, racist discourse, as one form of racist practice, has also been analyzed systematically in many languages and countries. Such studies also have offered more explicit insights in the sociocognitive aspects of racism, such as biased mental models (personal experiences), prejudice and racist ideologies.
Less studied have been the many forms of resistance against racism, usually summarized with the notion of antiracism even when describing the opposition against ethnicism, antisemitism, xenophobia or Islamophobia and even less the history of such struggles since Antiquity. Such opposition was characteristic of the ways slaves, especially in the Americas, have resisted and escaped from slave masters, how blacks challenged the many forms of discrimination, segregation and exclusion before, during and after the Civil Rights Movement in the USA or the Black Movement in Brazil, how local peoples fought exploitation and oppression by European colonialists, how especially Jewish intellectuals analyzed and denounced antisemitism, and how migrants and refugees opposed marginalization in Europe after World War II.
Although much of this resistance was embodied, for example, by marches, demonstrations, occupations, disobedience, as well as armed struggle, discourse has nearly always accompanied these forms of nonverbal resistance, for example, by slogans, manifestos, speeches, storytelling, explanations, news, editorials, as well as scientific analyses and theory, among many other genres. These forms of discursive resistance against all forms of racism, as well as their theory and history, are the topic of this book.

9.2 Theory
Due to concerted contributions from many disciplines, the theories of racism as a fundamental form of political, social, cultural and psychological domination have become relatively sophisticated, even when truly multidisciplinary theories are as yet quite rare. Compared to these theories, the theories of antiracism are much less developed and more fragmentary and applied to only some societal domains, such as antiracist education.
The theory of antiracism proposed in this book is based on existing empirical studies in various disciplines, on the history of antiracist discourse presented in the previous chapters, and formulated in terms of a multidisciplinary theory of discourse within the framework of critical discourse studies.
9.2.1 The Concept of Antiracism
A theory of antiracism obviously presupposes a conceptual analysis of the very notion of “racism” as a system of power abuse or domination consisting of combined social cognitions and sociopolitical practices and structures of racially or ethnically motivated negative or otherwise unequal treatment of non-European peoples, such as discrimination, exclusion, segregation, unfairness, oppression, exploitation, aggression, among many others. In that sense, the theories of racism and antiracism are intentionally anachronistic by describing forms of past domination as “racist” when the notion of “race” did not yet exist, and the form of racial domination was habitual, legal or normal.
The same is true for all forms of resistance against such racial or ethnic power abuse, that is, for the notion of antiracism. We might, however, require that such resistance should be called “antiracist” only when those who resist know they are being excluded or maltreated because they are indigenous people, foreigners, immigrants, black or otherwise phenotypically or culturally different from those who dominate them. Such is typically also the case for practically all forms of slavery and colonialism.
As we have seen in this book, antiracism is engaged in not only by the targets of racist power abuse, but also by empathic, solidary or critical members, social movements or even parties or governments of the dominant group, for example, because their religious, humanitarian or civic norms, values, ideologies or attitudes are inconsistent with such domination. One of the fundamental norms used in such cases, and also in discourse, is the Golden Rule of social reciprocity: Treat others as you want to be treated yourself.

9.2.2 A Multidisciplinary Theory
Secondly, the theory of antiracism must be multidisciplinary. In that sense, antiracism is as complex as racism and has political, social, cultural, historical, economic, cognitive and discursive aspects. In line with our earlier work on (racist) discourse, this requires a complex theory that analyzes and relates social structures with discursive structures via a sociocognitive interface, but this time also with a historical dimension, where the social dimension includes political, cultural and economic aspects.
Whereas the sociopolitical aspects of antiracism have often been studied, as is the case for abolition, the Civil Rights Movement and contemporary policies and organizations against racial discrimination, and also the sociocognitive dimension, are crucial. In the same ways as a theory of racism is incomplete without a theory of prejudice and racist ideologies, antiracism also needs to be analyzed in terms of the personal mental models (experiences) and the shared social knowledge, attitudes and ideologies of those who oppose racism. The same is true for a theory of the role of discourse, both as a prominent – and sometimes the only possible or strategic – form of antiracist resistance and the source and the expression of personal and socially shared antiracist cognitive representations such as mental models, attitudes and ideologies.

9.2.3 Micro and Macro, Local and Global
Theoretical analysis of the various dimensions of antiracism includes both personal, micro studies of individual action, interaction and cognition, as well as macro studies of organizations, institutions, states, groups and their relationships, and their shared knowledge, attitudes and ideologies.
The same is true for the spatial dimension, that is, for the account of the local vs. global aspects of antiracism, as well as the associated cultural and political differences in different continents, countries or regions. That is, antiracism in Europe, the USA, Latin America or Japan also obviously shows local differences.

9.2.4 The Historical Dimension
Finally, each political, social, cultural and cognitive dimension of antiracism also has a historical dimension that describes and explains how each dimension has developed and changed through the ages and in what different sociopolitical, economic, epistemic or ideological contexts.

9.2.5 Antiracism as Social Movement
The general theoretical framework that combines these different dimensions is that of a multidisciplinary theory of social movements. Antiracist resistance may very well be personal, but in general it is efficient only when more or less organized, for example, through marches, protests, demonstrations, occupations and many other forms of collective action. All the complex aspects of social movements, thus, provide crucial insight into antiracism as collective resistance or solidarity, including everyday practices, interaction, preparation, coordination, organization, on the one hand, as well as shared experiences, knowledge, attitudes, ideologies, norms and values, on the other hand.

9.2.6 Antiracist Discourse
It is within this broad, multidisciplinary framework that we develop a theory of antiracist discourse, as one of the crucial forms of antiracist social practice. Such a discursive component of a theory of antiracism is crucial for several reasons.
First of all, discourse is undoubtedly the most complex and sophisticated of all human and social practice and hence also of all resistance. Discourse not only accompanies virtually all social interaction, and hence also all social resistance, but it is also fundamental in the organization, planning and coordination of all interaction, in general, and of collective resistance, in particular.
Secondly, a large variety of discourse genres, from conversation to manifestos, define the communication within antiracist organizations and with other social groups or institutions, such as governments, media and other social movements.
Thirdly, the interpretation of discourse gives access to the minds of other members of the movement, as well as its allies and enemies, that is, to their personal and collective experiences, motivations and plans, shared sociocultural knowledge, attitudes and ideologies – access that is essential for all interaction, cooperation and hence collective resistance. Detailed (pragmatic) discourse analysis thus offers insight both in the communicative situations of such discourse, but also in the otherwise invisible cognitive aspects of resistance.
In this book, we have seen that the discourses of antiracist resistance are as varied as they are complex. Thus, one of the aspects of a discourse theory of antiracism is to establish a typology of the typical genres used in antiracist action and interaction, such as everyday conversations, meetings and sermons (as those of Quaker communities), storytelling about racist and antiracist experiences, social website messages, slogans, manifestos, programs, bills, websites, laws and constitutions, and many more – all with one direct or indirect goal in common: oppose racism in general or specific manifestations of racism in particular.
Then, the theory of discursive antiracism also examines what discourse structures and strategies characterize the multimodal text, talk and images of opposition, including the detailed description and evaluation of racist discourse and other practices, today as well as in the past, and how such practices violate fundamental social and humanitarian norms and values. These may include a specific, critical lexicon, metaphors, storytelling, argumentation, implications, event, actor and action descriptions, and so on.


9.3 The History of Racist Discourse
Within the broader framework of a multidisciplinary theory of antiracism in general and of antiracist discourse in particular, a systematic account of the historical development of such discourse is not only an important empirical goal by itself, but also a requirement for a more general theory. At the same time, it offers insights into the past social and political conditions of racism as well as of antiracist resistance, knowledge that would be incomplete and fragmentary without the details of past discourses. Similarly, only the discourses of the past offer access to the personal experiences (mental models, as well as opinions and emotions), and the shared knowledge, goals, attitudes and ideologies of the many antiracist actors and groups in the past, and hence knowledge of indispensable elements of a general theory of antiracism – even when the very notions of “racism” and “antiracism” did not yet exist. The same is true for our historical knowledge of feminism and sexism when these notions did not yet exist.
9.3.1 General Properties
Antiracist discourse is, trivially, and first of all, discourse. Hence it features the properties of all discourse, such as the grammar (lexicon, morphology, syntax, meanings) of sentences, the local and global topics of paragraphs and whole texts or conversations, among a vast number of other discursive structures. Secondly, antiracist storytelling has the general properties of narrative, and most antiracist discourse criticizes and argues against racist practices and inequality and will do so in terms of many argumentative structures of premises and conclusions. Thirdly, since important issues and values are also at stake, oppositional discourse typically shows the rhetoric of emphasis, as is the case for hyperbolic condemnations of the abuses of slavery. Fourthly, antiracist discourse is ideological and hence often polarized between Us (good) and Them (bad), manifesting underlying attitudes and ideologies, for example, about slavery, abolition, civil rights or immigration. Large parts of the discourses of antiracist resistance, through history, are also thus general properties of all discourse in general and of ideological discourse in particular. Indeed, we have observed that much antiracist discourse shows the familiar grammar, organization, coherence and argumentation strategies and rhetoric of discourse in general.

9.3.2 Discourses of Resistance
But antiracist discourse and its history are more specific and hence need more specific analysis. Defined as social movement, antiracism is characterized by social movement discourse in general and as discourse of resistance and solidarity in particular. Such discourse has the important semantic and epistemic presupposition that it presupposes forms of domination and has the goal of opposing such domination. Typical of such ideological discourse is, first of all, the positive formulation of Our identity, who we are, expressing a fundamental category of the underlying antiracist ideology, for example, oppressed or discriminated people, or of those solidary with such people. Secondly, for the same reason of ideological polarization, we may often expect detailed negative descriptions of Them, the enemy, the oppressors, and their actions and characteristics. Thirdly, the discourses of resistance and social movements formulate goals and strategies of action, as well as the preparation, planning, cooperation and execution of collective action. Fourthly, resistance and solidarity require both personal and collective stories of past experiences of inequities. In other words, antiracist discourse and its history show many of the general properties of all contentious discourse of social movements, as would also be the case for feminist discourse and its history.


9.4 Specific Discourse Structures of Antiracism
Finally, the history of antiracist discourse shows what specific discourse properties define such resistance. Some are limited or preferred in some periods, others are more general of antiracist discourse in any period. In this chapter, we summarize the main propositions of antiracist discourse, often used as arguments against racist discourse and practices. At this general level, we do not comment on rhetorical or stylistic aspects of the ways these propositions were actually formulated in actual antiracist text and talk, as discussed for specific examples in the previous chapters. But we do briefly comment on the social, political and ideological implications of the propositions and how these have changed (or remained the same) historically.
9.4.1 Christian and Lay Topoi against Slavery
Early antiracist discourse is generally about slavery. Although some of these texts condemn slavery as a system, most focus on the treatment of slaves. Besides the usual rhetorical strategies, their main structure is argumentative, and because the arguments are standard, they take the form of topoi (loci communes, common places) that need no further elaboration because they “speak for themselves” (Anscombre, 1995). Because most of the early texts are written by priests, the topoi tend to be Christian, even when their generic implications are more generally humanitarian.
The examples of main propositions or arguments we give here are followed by the number of the chapter and the number of the example in the chapter. So example no. 1 is drawn from the first example of Chapter 3 (3:1):

(1) Slaves are free and rational human beings shaped in the likeness of God, and hence we cannot enslave them. (3:1)



The whole example (of Gregory of Nyssa) is formulated in religious terms (human beings created by God etc.), but the implication is more generally that they are free, rational beings and therefore should not be enslaved. Another implication is that if they are free rational human beings, they are like Us – and therefore should not be enslaved.
The difference with more general (political, non-Christian) topoi is that, instead of being shaped to the likeness of God, they are free and rational, that is, according to the “law of nature,” a well-known topos amply used until the eighteenth century, as in the early text of King Louis X of France in the early fourteenth century.

(2) By the law of nature all human beings are born free. (3:2)



The same is true for topoi about the treatment of slaves, as is the case for the following example, inferred from the New Laws of Emperor Charles V (King Carlos I of Spain):

(3) Indians should be well treated, educated and taught (our) religion, as are free citizens. (3:3; 3:4, 3:9)



Since Catholicism was the state religion, the order is formulated in terms of religious education, but the more general implication is that indigenous people should be well treated. That indigenous people should be taught (our) religion presupposes again that they are rational human beings. Indeed, it is even added that they are eager to be educated in “our” faith. Moreover, the same law defines them as free citizens. The argument sustaining such good treatment is not just ethical or humanitarian, but also political:

(4) Good treatment is part of good governance. (3:3)



And obviously a law must be obeyed and hence those responsible for its enforcement are obliged to report any infraction:

(5) Bad treatment should be reported and punished. (3:3)


This order of the king already goes beyond a humanitarian norm and takes the form of official policy and even specifies the bureaucratic and legal machinery of the state to execute the law. We see here that antiracist discourse, as broadly defined here, not only characterizes resistance (e.g., by indigenous people or by priests such as Las Casas), but may also be official legal discourse to curb the common practice of maltreatment. More specifically, the law is specific about the slavery of indigenous people, and their freedom applies also to their possessions:

(6) Indians should not be deprived of their liberty and property, nor be enslaved. (3:4)



Interestingly, this prohibition is also said to apply for those indigenous people who (as yet) are not Christian or even for those not yet “discovered” (by Christians) and hence has a more universal humanitarian scope.
We thus observe a continuous mixture of Christian presuppositions and criteria with more general, social or humanitarian ones, as in the following example from Las Casas:

(7) People created by God are innocent, obedient, and loyal, patient, submissive, poor, civil, and so on. (3:7, 3:8, 3:9)



The first part again presupposes that the Others are (also) created by God, but the second part is a positive appraisal of them – at least in contemporary terms such as their loyalty and submissiveness. This evaluation has several functions. First of all, given their positive characteristics, the indigenous people should not be maltreated. Secondly, as obedient and submissive people, they are also good citizens, and hence the law should apply to them. Thirdly, such positive description enhances the comparison with the very negative description of the (Spanish) colonialists, a very general topos applied to slaveowners in the next centuries:

(8) The colonists behave themselves as wild animals, butchering indigenous peoples. (3:5, 3:6, 3:10)



Thus, resistance discourse exhibits the familiar ideological polarization between Good Us vs. Bad Them, even when bad They are part of Us.
Beyond the general norms of good treatment and the topoi about the good indigenous people (like the bon sauvage in eighteenth-century French texts) and bad colonialists, there is also an economic explanation of the bad behavior of the colonists:

(9) The maltreatment is only because they want Gold. (3:5; 3:12)



Such concupiscence is also often attributed in later critical texts about slaveowners and part of a general strategy of negative describing those who engage in various forms of racism.
The arguments against the maltreatment of the indigenous peoples are also used in (religious) texts critical of the slavery of blacks, for example, in Quaker discourse, emphasizing that such maltreatment is against the will of God, and good treatment will be rewarded. Now, the arguments become more specific. Against the general practice of permanent slavery, we find increasingly specific recommendations to assuage the system, already in the seventeenth century:

(10) Slaves as servants should be liberated after some time and be rewarded. (4:1)



This (double) argument – in favor of liberation and of rewards – is repeated in abolition texts until far into the nineteenth century. Similarly, in the same way as indigenous people should be educated in our faith, the black slaves should also be able to live as in a (Christian) family, that is, be permitted to get married, so that men and women do not live in sin (4:2). Again, the general argument is to make slavery more bearable, but the presuppositions are Christian (to avoid sin, to do the will of God etc.). Whereas the lay political law against maltreatment of indigenous people threatens with legal punishment, the Quakers threaten with the punishment of God (destruction of their crops etc.) (4:2).
Whereas many of the previous arguments are very general topoi used against slavery for many years, others are strictly local and temporary:

(11) What would you say if you were enslaved (by the Turks, etc.)? (4:3, 4:4)



The argument obviously presupposes that in the seventeenth-century Turks captured and enslaved (Christian) people, but the counterfactual has more general implications and presupposes the Golden Rule: If you would not want to be a slave, why do you have slaves? In the same way, a comparison of Christian and Turkish slaveowners results to be negative for the Christians.
Ethical counterfactual arguments presupposing the Golden Rule also presuppose human empathy. Thus, if slaves are like us, and we would resist being enslaved, they have the same right (4:4), an argument of the early Germantown declaration, which, however, was very controversial in most writings on slavery.
More specifically Christian are the following arguments against slavery or the maltreatment of slaves, typically in Quaker discourse (4:5):

(12) All human beings are enlightened by Christ and are capable of salvation.

(13) Christ has not come to enslave people, but to free the oppressed.

(14) It is inconsistent with the Doctrine of Christ to buy and sell slaves.

(15) The Bible says one should not oppress servants, whether or not they are strangers.

(16) As true Christians, Friends [Quakers] should do as Christ has done.

(17) Slavery hinders the spreading of the Gospel.



Such religiously inspired antiracist discourse also formulates more general, humanitarian arguments, norms and values, as well as political and legal principles and policies, for example, in the Germantown document (4:5):

(18) Slaves have done us no harm, so it is inhumane to oppress them.

(19) The Legislature should intervene when (slaves) are badly treated.

(20) The (present law) prohibits the traffic of blacks and its oppression.

(21) Slavery is an intolerable punishment of body and mind.


In the eighteenth century, growing knowledge of the horrific practices during the Middle Passage as well as on the plantations gives rise to detailed descriptions of the many forms of power abuse and hence to routine negative attribution to (white) opponents, for instance, in abolitionist petitions to the UK parliament or in some texts of French philosophers:

(22) Just imagine the wretched situation on board of the slave ships. (4:9, 4:10)

(23) The number of deaths speaks for itself. (4:10)

(24) Slavery implies that men are not superior to brutes, do not respect social duty, cruelty is esteemed, and murder honorable and so on. (4:15)

(25) No custom is more impious, contrary to reason, nature, principles of law and government, and natural religion. (4:12)


Until the nineteenth century the majority of antislavery texts are formulated by men. However, as from the nineteenth century, Quaker women also became actively involved in abolition, and, although often not allowed to speak in public meetings, they may be more radical and principled than men and, at the same time, may advocate rights for women and the poor, as is the case for Ms. Mott: “I am aware of the place I stand; I know there are many who will not allow anything to be said in behalf of the slave. But I believe it to be my duty to plead the cause of the poor and of the oppressed.” In the nineteenth century not only white women take the floor against slavery and engage in the many activities typical of social movements, such as the boycotts of sugar and cotton clothes. Also, black women and men enter the national and the international debates about slavery and abolition. These discourses may be briefly summarized as follows for the discourses of Frederick Douglass:

(26) A detailed personal story about a whipping. (5:1)

(27) Slavery is wicked and violates the great law of liberty. (5:3)

(28) I hated slavery. (5:3)

(29) Detailed description of all the negative aspects of slavery. (5:4)


After abolition, discourse focused on many aspects of the current situation of the “liberated” blacks, especially in the USA, on details of discrimination, segregation as well as violence during the Jim Crow period. Thus, W. E. B. Du Bois tells stories how poor black people are swindled out of their meagre possessions by abusive white shop owners or addressed in white supremacist talk by a white judge (5:5, 5:6). Again, black women become prominent analysts of racism, as is the case for the sociological descriptions by Ida Wells, summarized as follows (5:7):

(30) Unbridled power of white men during centuries has been shown in consciousless outlawry.

(31) During slavery blacks were seldom killed, but after emancipation there was no economic reason not to do so.


Similarly, other black intellectuals, such as Bishop McNeal Turner, criticize in detail the abolition of the Civil Rights Act by the Supreme Court in 1883 leading to “barbarous laws,” discrimination, segregation and “thousands of deaths” (5:8).
Similarly, Anna Julia Hayward Cooper (who earned a PhD from the Sorbonne) in 1892 engages in an ironical analysis of nationalist white rhetoric claiming “America for the Americans,” which today would be an apt reply to Trump’s racism: “This is the white man’s country! The Chinese must go, shrieks the exclusionist. Exclude the Italians! Colonize the blacks in Mexico or deport them to Africa. Lynch, suppress, drive out, kill out!” She also tells a story about a brilliant black artist, whose drawings were not believed to be hers by the school authorities. Thus, antiracist discourse by black scholars consists of a unique mixture of detailed sociological analysis and persuasive storytelling of the many forms of everyday racism experienced by black people.

9.4.2 The Discourses of the Civil Rights Movement
In the twentieth century, pervasive racist discrimination and segregation in the USA are also finally challenged in the courts, for example, by Thurgood Marshall in the famous Brown v. The Board of Education case of 1954 against school segregation, showing with systematic logical reasoning (“It follows that …”) that the Supreme Court had made “segregation and inequality equivalent concepts” (6:1).
Soon after, the black resistance against discrimination and segregation is taking the form of discourse of the Civil Rights Movement, such as the metaphorical I Have a Dream speech by Martin Luther King: “[T]he life of the Negro is still sadly crippled by the manacles of segregation and the chains of discrimination (…) We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal” (6:2).
Antiracist discourse also takes the form of pamphlets of boycott, as is the case for the bus boycott in Montgomery:

(32) Another Negro woman has been arrested and thrown in jail because she refused to get up out of her seat on the bus for a white person to sit down … . We are, therefore, asking every Negro to stay off the buses Monday in protest of the arrest and trial. Don’t ride the buses to work, to town, to school, or anywhere on Monday. (6:3)



Similarly, students in Atlanta publicly declare their solidarity with other students who have begun to protest against racist discrimination and for citizens’ rights (6:4). Thus, from the eighteenth-century antiracist discourse about natural rights for all people, the focus in the twentieth century is on human rights and civil rights.
The widespread protests of the Civil Rights Movement, finally, are also (more or less, and slowly) responded to by the powers that be, for example, when President John Kennedy in 1963 summarizes a public discourse, with the following general principle, followed by the perennial Golden Rule:

(33) It ought to be possible, in short, for every American to enjoy the privileges of being American without regard to his race or his color. In short, every American ought to have the right to be treated as he would wish to be treated. (6:5)



The black leaders of the resistance, however, are suspicious of mere “integration” proposals by “hypocritical politicians” and call for more radical resistance, as is the case for the discourses of Malcolm X, formulated also in the ideological metaphorical polarization between poor black sheep and wolves (6:6), and call for a fight against “white supremacy” (6:7), which will be the ideological, critical notion in much following radical antiracist discourse until Black Lives Matter. Stokely Carmichael similarly stimulates students in Berkeley with an ironical commentary on the current civil rights bill:

(34) So some boys had to write a bill to tell that white man, “He’s a human being; don’t stop him.” That bill was for that white man, not for me. I knew it all the time. (6:8)



9.4.3 The Jewish Resistance against Antisemitism
Whereas much antiracist discourse until the mid-nineteenth century was focused on the abuses of the slave trade and slavery, and finally in favor of abolition, and in the twentieth century against the many forms of discrimination and segregation and for civil rights for African Americans, Jewish intellectuals through the ages analyzed and resisted anti-Judaist and antisemitic discrimination, pogroms and finally the Holocaust. They were also among the first to analyze and delegitimize notions of “race” of nineteenth-century pseudoscience.
During two millennia, Jews were occasionally protected by the (religious or political) powers that be – concerned mostly because of their need of financial or professional (e.g., medical) support, for example, when in his Letter on the Jews Pope Innocent III forbids discrimination and violence against them:

(35) We decree that no Christian shall use violence to compel the Jews to accept baptism (…) No one shall compel them to render any services. (6:1)



Although there were times Christians and Jews lived together peacefully, antisemitic laws, regulations, restrictions and violence define the everyday lives of Jews in Europe. Even the (French and German) philosophers of the eighteenth century, despite their discourses on equal rights, reproduced more or less blatantly the anti-Judaist and antisemitic prejudices of their time, with a more liberal view of Rousseau, Raynal and especially Condorcet.
We had to wait until the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries to find increasingly critical commentary and systematic analyses, mostly by Jewish scholars, of dominant antisemitic discourse by protestant German nationalist professors opposing the liberal ideas of the (French) Enlightenment. The debate was mainly about whether Jews – often seen as a different nation – could be trusted and should have the same civil rights as other Germans. Although admitting the truth of some stereotypes about Jews, it was Christian von Dohm who in an early treatise of 1781 pleaded for the emancipation of Jews, arguing that their characteristics were due to centuries of exclusion and that they could be verbessert (improved). Prominent was the counterattack against the antisemitic writings of Fichte and then against the nationalist publications of protestant German professors (Arndt, Fries, Jahn, Rühs, Treitschke, Lagarde etc.) after the victory against Napoleon, leveled by Saul Ascher, for instance, in his ironical Germanomania (1815), one of the books that soon were burnt in the ominous Wartburgfest of nationalist students in 1817. The next year, in 1816, a young student, Sigmund Zimmern, warned against the writings of these professors in terms of the metaphor of “explosives” and their role in stirring public opinion, thus showing a profound understanding of the role of the elites in the reproduction of racism. A simple high school teacher, Michael Hess, worried about the influence of these professors on their students, did the same. In many respects, this discursive resistance against growing antisemitic nationalism among academic elites in Germany warned against ideas that would inspire the Nazis a hundred years later.
Toward the end of the nineteenth century, the Jewish opposition against the antisemitic writings of nationalist and pangermanist professors such as Treitschke and Lagarde increasingly took the form of critical scholarly publications, for example, by Moritz Lazarus, emphasizing the important contributions of the Jews to German culture and science, showing that “Geist” (spirit) was more important than “Blut” (blood). We thus witness an example of one major strategy of antiracist discourse, namely positive self-presentation of repressed minorities, as we shall see later in “Black is Beautiful” slogans in the USA. To the point, also for the future, was Lazarus’ conclusion that there was no Jewish question, but rather a German question in these antisemitic texts.
Similar resistance, often (though not exclusively) by Jewish scholars such as Bernard Lazare, and writer Émile Zola, also took place in France, for instance, during the Dreyfus Affair and against the writings of Drumont and Gobineau, for instance, by a detailed analysis and rejection of antisemitic prejudices. Interesting, again, is that resistance against antisemitism in the nineteenth century does not merely reject such prejudices but takes them seriously by challenging or even explaining them in scholarly treatises, for instance, against the racist ideas of Gobineau. Lazare thus argues in detail why the notion of (pure) “races” is a fiction. In other words, resistance against antisemitism was more academic than political, perhaps with the exception of the defense of Dreyfus.
A few years later, the antisemitic, nationalist and racist pseudoscientific writings of the nineteenth century inspired increasingly political oppression of Jews, especially after the Nazis took power in 1933. Again, Jewish scholars, soon in exile, such as Nathan Birnbaum, Isaac Breuer, Julius Goldstein, Fritz Bernstein and Constantin Brunner, critically examined the racist ideas espoused by the Nazis. Again, academic analysis of “this racial madness” in these studies may be quite ironical, for example, when Birnbaum writes, “What is the greater merit of these national anti-Semites supposed to be? That they are quite clear about their unbridled racial instincts, that they have bred a pure culture of them, that they falsify any historical thinking by their fascination with racial madness.”
Constantin Brunner proposes to forget about the euphemism of “antisemitism” and to use the more appropriate Judenhass (Jew Hatred) and then proceeds to a systematic criticism of racial theories, the main topic of the early twentieth century. He is also one of the first to describe such hate in the psychological terms of a kind of madness or rabies.
Julius Goldstein, on the other hand, takes a more sociological or social psychological view of racism and antisemitism, for instance, in terms of the polarization between ingroups vs. outgroups, as would later be developed in social identity theories of the 1970s. For him the very idea of race and racial hierarchies are wrong and arrogant ideas, denying people’s humanity, and he especially denounces the role of the press in the reproduction of such racist ideas.
As soon as the Nazis have taken power, systematic repression, discrimination and assassination of Jews (and others) need to be exposed, as is the case for the meticulous accounts of the Braunbuch and Schwarzbuch, published in Paris. They define one of the most important discursive strategies of antiracist discourse: the detailed description and denunciation of the many forms of racism. Such discourse hardly needs evaluative opinion: The facts referred to in such texts speak for themselves, as was the case in the discourses about the horrors of the slave trade and slavery. Yet they give an explanation, for instance, in terms of the social and political functions of oppression, for example, to divert public opinion from real social problems. The same is true for the detailed description of the language use of the Nazis, for instance, by Victor Klemperer in his LTI (Lingua Tertii Imperii), as the literary writings of exiled authors such as Döblin, Feuchtwanger and Heinrich Mann.
Finally, exiled social scientists, such as Fritz Bernstein, Ernst Bloch, Felix Weltsch, Norbert Elias, Erich Fromm and Theodor Adorno, again focused on the sociological and psychoanalytical analysis of antisemitism, racism and Nazism, often in an ironical style, already used by Jewish scholars in the nineteenth century. Thus, Bernstein explains antisemitism in terms of an early social psychological group theory. Bloch, without much explicit reference to antisemitism, examines the history of contemporary völkisch (populist) ideologies by referring to the nationalist ideas of the Vormärz of the nineteenth century. Weltsch offers a typology of different forms of antisemitism, which he qualifies as a kind or Völkerhysterie (populist hysteria). And Norbert Elias presents an early sociological analysis, anticipating his later work on The Established and the Outsiders by describing the specific position of the Jews in German society. Fromm, on the other hand, focuses more on the socioeconomically conditioned authoritarian character traits of the Nazis, as is also the case for the studies of Adorno, exiled in the USA. Adorno’s colleague of the Frankfurt School, Max Horkheimer, takes a more sociological perspective and warns against reduction of Nazism in psychological or psychoanalytical terms. Different from these authors, Hannah Arendt analyzes Nazi authoritarianism in terms of socioeconomic terms, that is, with an analysis of the historical role of the Jews as powerful financial brokers who have lost this role and hence their power.
Whatever their approach (sociological, historical, psychological, economic) in their description and explanation of antisemitism, racism and Nazism, the resistance of these famous Jewish writers has been primarily academic and theoretical. They continued the less well-known tradition of Jewish analyses of nationalist and “teutonic” professors of the nineteenth century, combining systematic analysis and argumentation, often with an ironical style – thus emphasizing the primitive racial ideas of antisemites and Nazis.

9.4.4 Postwar Antiracism
The many forms of postwar antiracism were of course influenced by the horrors of the racist Nazi regime in Germany and its associates in other countries, and especially by the industrialized genocide of the Jews in the Holocaust. One of the first aims of such resistance was the critical analysis of the very notions of “race” and (white, Aryan) “racial supremacy” that had inspired Nazi ideology in the first place.
We have seen that already in the nineteenth century several (Jewish) authors had ironically criticized the pseudoscience of “pure” races and racial hierarchies by Gobineau and others. These critiques have continued in the twentieth century, especially during the Nazi oppression of the Jews, despite the successes of race-thinking in many sciences in many countries.
During and after the war, a growing number of scholars challenged the scientific notions of “race” and “racial hierarchies,” especially in the framework of UNESCO. Some of these critical ideas were already formulated in anthropology by Franz Boas and his students before the war, especially against the notion of a hereditary superiority of what he called “human types.” Ambiguity about the existence of “races” also remained, until and after the UNESCO debate, in anthropology and other sciences, and policies of “whitening” the (black) population were common in Brazil and even suggested by Boas.
Slowly the work of antiracist geneticists challenged the strongly rooted notions of race and hereditary racial hierarchies, as did Gunnar Dahlberg in a book of 1942 emphasizing that Jews do not represent a special “type” at all, let alone an inferior type. Also, during the war, Ashley Montagu started the systematic scientific attack on the notion of “race,” calling it humanity’s “most dangerous myth.” These and other studies influenced the postwar foundation and activities of UNESCO, one of whose tasks was to delegitimate the pseudoscience that had motivated the Holocaust and Nazism. Thus, despite ongoing and internal debate, UNESCO’s Statement of Race (1950), in various versions, became the first international document officially criticizing the notions of race and racial hierarchies. In that sense, it is arguably the first official international antiracist discourse in the strict sense. Relevant for this book and this conclusion is for instance the following argument:

(36) Scientists agree that all men belong to the same species and derive from the same common stock. (8:3)



The document continues to assert that, despite the unique origin of all human beings, there may be differences between human groups, but these should not be called “races,” a term informally used in everyday life. But at the same time, it maintained a classification into Caucasian, Mongoloid and Negroid “divisions” as distinguished by anthropologists, showing the continued ambiguities and debates among many scholars, for example, in physical anthropology.
Despite initial support of UNESCO in the USA, the various versions of the report were published at a time segregation and widespread racist discrimination were still dominant in the USA. Soon resistance against the leftist (“communist”) scholars criticizing such racism as well as international colonialism turned the tables on UNESCO. We thus witness the development of an increasingly official form of anti-antiracism, which would inspire much postwar opposition against antiracist ideas and policies, both in the USA and Europe – until today.
In Europe, the initial development of postwar antiracism took place in a context of reconstruction and (rather moderate and partial) denazification controlled by the Allies, especially but not only in Germany and Austria, including the censorship and destruction of all Nazi publications and their racist and antisemitic ideologies.
In the 1960s, antiracism in Europe primarily was about segregation and discrimination in the USA and the Civil Rights Movement, on the one hand, and (anti)colonization, on the other hand – the latter topic not dealt with in this book. Important though is to stress that the European coverage of racism in the USA did not always emphasize that such racism is white/European racism and that the horrors of the Holocaust took place not only in Germany and by Germans, but all over Europe and by Europeans. At the same time, the crimes of both slavery and colonialism were perpetrated by Europeans, as was the repression of independence movements in the European colonies in Asia and Africa. In other words, besides ongoing racism in Europe itself, Europe and the Europeans hardly had anything to feel proud about after the war.
Relevant for our discussion since the 1960s was the reaction against growing prejudices and discrimination against the migrants first from Southern Europe and later from Turkey and North Africa, in many countries in Western Europe, and from the Caribbean and South Asia in the United Kingdom.
Only in 1994, years after the formation of the EEC and its subsequent extensions forming the European Union, and decades after the Council of Europe in 1948, watching over human rights among other issues, the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) was founded, thus hardly appearing an urgent task of its members, defined as follows:

(37) ECRI shall be a body of the Council of Europe entrusted with the task of combating racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance in greater Europe from the perspective of the protection of human rights, in the light of the European Convention on Human Rights. (8:5)



In 1997, it was followed by the foundation of the European Network Against Racism (ENAR), a network within the EU, founded by 600 NGOs during the 1997 European Year Against Racism, with the (broader) mission to “to attain full equality and solidarity, allowing all members of society, whatever their skin colour, ethnicity, sex, gender, religion, disability, age or sexual orientation.”
In the meantime, some countries had seen the foundation of NGOs or official agencies against racism and antisemitism, such as the official Commission for Racial Equality (CRE) and several NGOs in the United Kingdom, and already before the war the Ligue des Droits de l’Homme (LDH), Ligue Internationale Contre l’Antisemitisme (LICA, and later LICRA) and the Mouvement contre le Racisme et pour l’Amitié entre les Peuples (MRAP) in France. The CRE in the United Kingdom had become relevant following the immigration from the Caribbean and South Asia, and the consequent racist reactions, and the French organizations first after the immigration of Jews before the war, and of Northern Africa after the war. Relevant to note is that, for instance, the LDH does not merely combat racism in France, but more in general the many other violations of human rights, including poverty due to globalization, whereas today the MRAP criticizes France for not assisting refugees in the Mediterranean.
The discourses of these – and many other – antiracist organizations are of course quite different from the earlier discourses against slavery in Europe or elsewhere. First of all, they are never religiously inspired, but historically only by the human rights values of the Enlightenment. Secondly, despite the specific focus on local racisms, for example, following the immigration of Jews or Africans in France and peoples from the Caribbean and South Asia in the United Kingdom, their identity and scope is that of “We in Europe,” explicitly calling on “European citizens.” Third, the focus is much broader than prejudice and discrimination against immigrants and against the violation of human rights internationally, including especially genocide, ethnic cleansing and widespread poverty. Indeed, later the struggle against homophobia and in support of LGBT+ communities also become part of their focus, as is the case for Dilcrah in France. Fourthly, whereas abolition discourses focused on slavery and post-abolition discourse on discrimination and segregation, especially of African Americans, or challenged the notion of “race” or “racial superiority,” today these organizations explicitly refer to the many forms of racism, and in these terms, without euphemisms. And although the contents and styles of these discourses are political, and deal with ongoing violations of human rights, they also show influence of increasingly postwar academic studies of racism. Finally, as is also the case for SOS Racisme in France, these are the discourses, slogans and other discursive activities of social movements – even when such organization may cooperate with political parties and even governments. Indeed, as suggested often in this book, antiracist resistance is not limited to marginal social movements but may be supported by official institutions.
For obvious reasons, first East and West Germany, and then unified Germany, took the struggle against Nazism and racism seriously (unlike, for instance, Austria), including strict laws prohibiting, for instance, the denial of the Holocaust. Beside official laws, organizations and the unions, or national organizations such as the German version of SOS Racisme, numerous local organizations saw the light to combat the discrimination of Gastarbeiter, for example, from Turkey, and later of refugees and other migrants, especially by growing right-extremist parties such as the AfD. Again, the discourses of these organizations are also not limited to the struggle against racist discrimination and prejudice, but more broadly focus on discrimination of gender, origin, sexual orientation or disability, and formulated in the style of formal agreements, laws and rules, with applications in all domains of society.
Similar conclusions hold for other Western European countries, only briefly covered here, such as the Netherlands, Sweden and Spain, each with their own national laws and official organs against racisms and other forms of discrimination, as well as numerous local and national NGOs or action groups – generally focused on the human rights of more recent immigrants and refugees. For instance, Spain has its own SOS Racisme, which formulates the general and standard opposition against all forms of discrimination “based on skin color, national or ethnic origin, culture or religion,” while offering support to people or groups who are the targets of such discrimination. As has been the case for France, and especially the study by Cathy Lloyd (1998) of MRAP in France, each of these national and local organizations need specialized analysis of their activities and discourses.
Although the Civil Rights Movement in the USA was finally able to end the worst official forms of segregation and discrimination, many forms of racial inequality and violence continue to characterize race relations until today. And so do antiracism and its discourses. Thus, the blatant racism of President Trump was analyzed and condemned in Congress as follows:

(38) (Congress) condemns President Donald Trump’s racist comments that have legitimized and increased fear and hatred of new Americans and people of color. (8:7)



One of the young minority women targeted by these “racist comments” of the president, Representative Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, succinctly replied herself, as follows:

(39) President’s words (…) [are] hallmark language of white supremacists. (8:8)



That is, with her the language of antiracist resistance has also become explicit in its sociopolitical and ideological analysis, showing that at the highest levels of power, condoned by the Republican Party, racism in the USA is alive and kicking. Claims of a post-racial area, widely formulated since the election of Obama as the first black president, thus were challenged by the facts of the everyday lives of black people as well as of Latin and other immigrants and minorities.
It was finally the discourse and other activities of the Black Lives Matter movement, provoked by police killings of unarmed black men, that led to the most impressive examples of national and international antiracist solidarity in 2020. The women founders of the movement, Alicia Garza, Patrisse Cullors and Opal Tometi, in their discourses integrate the critical analysis of the Civil Rights Movement, but at the same time go far beyond the criticism of police violence and denounce the systemic racism prevalent in the USA. They have established links with other movements, such as the feminist, LBGT+ and environmental movements. Thus, their antiracist aims pertain to society in general:

(40) Our laws, economy, education institutions and legal systems are infected by institutionalized racism. It is going to take complete transformation – at all branches of government – to change the fate of this country. (8:17)


Such discourse summarizes in a few critical words the nature of systemic racism as well as the project to combat it from the top.

9.4.5 Final Remarks
Antiracism is the historical and global movement against all forms of racialized inequality, discrimination, oppression or any other form of racism, xenophobia, antisemitism or Islamophobia. Its theory as a movement of resistance and solidarity needs a multidisciplinary formulation of the principles of its social practices and cognition, beyond the practical tasks of combating discrimination and prejudice, for instance, in education, in the media, on the job or in the street. Central and crucial for such a theory is the role of discourse, both as a pervasive social practice, as well as the source of the very acquisition of both racist as well as antiracist social cognition such as attitudes and ideologies.
This book has offered some elements of such a general theory of antiracism, as well as a partial theory, and especially a history, of antiracist discourse. Although each historical period, and each form of antiracism, from antislavery and abolition to the Civil Rights Movement and Black Lives Matter in the USA, and ECRI or SOS Racisme in Europe today, among many antiracist movements and institutions, requires specialized treatment and analysis, this book for the first time provides a general, theoretical and historical view of their discourses.
We have seen how many early forms of antiracist discourse are framed in terms of religious norms and values, for example, by Catholic or Protestant clerics
 as well as politicians. Yet, since the Quaker Germantown Declaration of 1688, such discourses often have more general, humanitarian presuppositions and implications, such as the Golden Rule to treat others how one wants to be treated.
Although initially focused on the condemnation of the slave trade and slavery as a practice and a system, the principle of the equality and unity of humanity (They are like Us) has been pervasive even before philosophical human rights discourse in and since the eighteenth century. The struggle against slavery, marginal at first, and more general in the nineteenth century, required more than two entire centuries of argument and other, multimodal discursive strategies, before influencing the majority of politicians in power to legislation abolition – as late as 1888 in Brazil. The discourse against the abuses against the indigenous people in the Americas needed even longer before (neo)colonialism was slowly abandoned in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries – whereas the peoples in Africa and Asia even had to struggle longer for their independence.
Although antislavery discourse was also always antiracist in the sense of combating the oppression, discrimination and mistreatment of Others, after abolition such became the main focus of antiracist text and talk in the twentieth century, increasingly formulated in terms of civil rights. At the same time, the conceptual basis of all forms of racism, namely the very notions of “race,” “racial hierarchy” and “white superiority,” slowly became challenged, first in academic discourse, officially especially after World War II, although already ironically rejected by Jewish intellectuals in the nineteenth century.
After the war, thus, we witness first of all the official discourses of UNESCO against the notion of racial hierarchies (though not always against the notion of “race”), and at the same time the increasingly radical discourses of African American militants – and less militant politicians – against racist segregation and discrimination in the USA, and of others, for example, in Africa, against the many colonialisms across the world. Similarly, the multiple discourses about the unspeakable horrors of the Holocaust, primarily by Jewish academics and literary writers, had at least some effect on the international knowledge and attitudes about the lethal consequences of racism and ethnicism.
The vast movements of labor migration and refugees from South to North, especially since the 1960s and both in the Americas and in Europe, hardly seem to have benefitted from the slogan “Never Again” formulated after the Holocaust. On the contrary, xenophobic, ethnic and racial prejudice, discrimination, exclusion and marginalization have been steadily increasing, including the formation of racist political groups and parties at the extreme right all over Europe, including its rich North, as well as in the USA.
Contemporary antiracist movements and their discourses in many countries have shown that we are not living in a “post-racial” paradise. Blatantly racist politicians are “democratically” elected as presidents, prime ministers or party leaders in many countries where white Europeans are dominant – as was Hitler 100 years ago in Germany. Thus, the “color line” which W. E. B. Du Bois predicted as the problem of the twentieth century in 1902 remains the problem in the twenty-first century – no doubt the main problem of Europe and Europeans anywhere in the world.
Both in Europe and in the USA, this situation of prevailing racism, xenophobia and other forms of racial and ethnic domination and inequality have been analyzed and opposed by many postwar movements, thus stimulating even some official antiracist policies and agencies. From the analyses of “race” and “racism” of UNESCO sixty years ago, to the discourses and other activities of Black Lives Matter today, antiracisms may not yet have become dominant or systemic, but they undoubtedly have become a powerful form of resistance and solidarity. Our analysis of their discourses and their history offers insight not only in a major form of resistance, but also in their underlying attitudes and ideologies and the ways these may influence the necessary transformation of racist structures into those of more democratic societies.
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