
DR. FREEMAN:  Thank you.


We have a few minutes for questions for either of the speakers.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Oh, great.  You agree 100 percent with us or you are so mad you do not want to talk.


DR. FREEMAN:  Yes?


DR. WITZIG:  I just have one short comment, I guess.  I really enjoyed both presentations.  There is a journal out called Race Traitor.  I do not know if you have seen it.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Yes.


DR. WITZIG:  I do agree with you about being in your face.  You know, as someone who looks White, a couple of times a week I hear these wild comments and I have to -- I basically give them enough rope until they can hang themselves and then I just get right there in their face.  There is really nothing they can do.


The last thing I just wanted to mention is Malcolm X used to talk about human rights versus civil rights and I am wondering if it would make more sense to put it in a human rights context because the civil rights battle "has been won" so that is my last comment.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  I ultimately agree with moving the struggle to the human rights level but I still -- I do not believe that the civil rights fight was won.  We won the abstract or theoretical equality.  We have not won real equality.  So for me I still think that we have to model this along the lines of we need true equality.  We need group rights, which is stuff that Americans are not ready to accept yet, the idea that if we have groups we should have them more or less -- if we did, if we were truly in a  color-blind society then you would have the same proportion of Black doctors, Puerto Rican doctors, White doctors as they are in the population but we do not have that, yes?  So I still think that we need to use the civil rights language but then form a struggle that ultimately will allow us to create a large coalition where -- I mean, if I am right on working class women -- let me now talk about politics of coalition building.


If I am right and working class women are increasingly less likely to support color-blind nonsense, I think that politically this means that we can create this human rights coalition because the new working class in America, which is the group that has fought for our rights historically, the new working class in America is no longer White and male.  The new working class increasingly, anyone who checks the data, should know this, is increasingly minority and females.   
So if that is the reality of the new working class then we could organize around racial and gender issues and then push ultimately for human rights.


DR. FREEMAN:  Yes, Dr. Li?


DR. LI:  Does Archie Bunker's presence on TV promote racism or does it call attention to the stupidity of the Archie Bunker's of the world?


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Archie Bunker is a cartoon which ultimately distracts us, I believe, from understanding how race works today as well as how raced worked in the past.  Archie Bunker is a stereotypical White working class irrational actor.  When, in truth, as I argued today, and we may disagree, but I suggested that Archie Bunker is not the problem today.  And, in truth, I do not believe Archie Bunker was the problem in the past.  The problem is normal, nice folks following whatever the racial script of a society is at the particular time.


Thomas Jefferson, for example, if you read his biography, seemed to have been a nice guy, a racist guy who had an affair with a Black woman, had children, and he was not particularly nasty in his treatment of his slaves but he still was a slave owner.  So the problem in the past was not the bad slave holder versus the good slave holder.  It was the average normal person following the script of slavery or of Jim Crow or, as I suggest today, the script, the racial script of modern racial hierarchy.


DR. LI:  Let me rephrase my question.  What do you think Archie Bunker's influence on the TV audience is?


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Well, I am not a cultural sociologist.  If you allow me to speculate, I think that it allows Whites to feel good -- most Whites to feel good about themselves because they say, "I am not like Archie Bunker."  See, my problem is that the problem today -- and I see this even in the past, it is not Archie Bunker, the problem is not the White guy me nigger or whatever -- I have been called all names so as soon as I open my mouth, you are a strange kind of nigger, yes?  And I tell them, well, remember this is social construction and we share 99.9 percent of the genetic material so in truth we are homosapiens, yes? 


The point is Archie Bunker may allow Whites as a social group to feel good about themselves because they can say, "I am not like him." What I am suggesting is that the problem is not Archie Bunker.  The problem is average "normal" Whites in America following the new script of America and believing this new ideology.  So Archie Bunker in a sense or the KKK allows -- I am going to throw out a percentage -- allows 90 percent plus of Whites to feel great because they can always say the problem is Archie Bunker, the problem is White Southerners, the problem is people -- Whites in Mississippi or in Texas.  And in this going -- citing Malcolm X, the problem of race in America, the problem is in the South, but the South in America begins in the border with Canada.  Got that one?  It is all over America, yes.


DR. BATTS:  I came into the discussion late so I hope this -- you all can speak to this.  I am actually interested in your response.


DR. FREEMAN:  Can you identify yourself, please?


DR. BATTS:  My name is Valerie Batts and I am an antiracist psychologist and interested in this panel's discussion about race and racism and how it impacts health disparities.  And I am aware that, as I was listening to the last three panelists before you spoke, there seemed to be a focus on de -- I guess part of it was debunking or deconstructing whiteness as a phenomenon, which I understand and I think tend to agree with at one level.  At another level I am very aware that as White people speak out against racism, often Whites get defined, as Lonnie Quinere (phonetic) talks about, as they get raced Black so that the position of being a White person who speaks out against racism over time leads to your being in some ways marginalized as well.


So I am interesting in, and I think I agree with your point that we cannot -- even as we agree that race is not a biological construct, the issue about how do we challenge racism or racialization as you all refer to it in this forum, means holding on to the social realities while at the same time challenging.  And as I am looking for a way to speak about that in English, I think that the notion of how do we create a language that allows for the continual revisiting of both sides of the issue is important.


So as you were talking, you were talking about the need for Whites to take that on and to look at that question, I just want to agree with that.  As people of color, when we take it on, it means one thing and it seemed to me that for you all who are Whites on this panel at this point in history, I mean politically White or politically Black as Lonnie would say --


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Socially White, yes?


DR. BATTS:  Socially whatever, however we are going to use the words, how do we in our presentation of this material acknowledge our position of privilege, whatever that is.  So as a U.S. citizen when I am working in another country, I am never stepping out of the box of being a U.S. citizen even as I feel very un-American in this country often most of the time.  So I am just thinking about that and I am hearing you, I think, talk about that as well.  And when you were talking about the multi-racial category, for example, I appreciated your awareness of the political issues involved in affirming a multi-racial category but you seem to be implying that if people of color would somehow let that go and find a new way to affirm our multi-racialness that could be a solution.


I wonder if you are hearing me, if you could think about another way we could approach that perhaps from a White perspective so that it is not again people of color giving up our political right to define ourselves in the service of changing this one drop rule.  Do you get what I am saying?  I am asking you that question and at the same time I am thinking I am hearing you say that if there is a need to hold on to both of these and to keep fully aware of the reality of whiteness right now, even as we look at this other piece.


So can both of you speak to that?


DR. DAVIS:  Well, the reason that I suggested that -- I made the point that it has often been suggested that Black community -- if the one drop rule is to be dropped forever, which it probably never will be, the Black community needs to believe that it has as much or more to be gained than to be lost by dropping the one drop rule.


I have said that because I think that the Black community at present is more determined to be against the multi-racial category than the White community is.  At least they are more -- expressing it more strongly.  The Black leaders and various people in the Black community oppose the multi-racial category very strongly, not just the National Association of Black Social Workers.


I think it would be equally important, of course, for the White community to give it up.  I believe that it is just as deep seated in the White community, if not more so.  It is the Black community that has become more politically aware of it in recent decades and is pushing that issue more strongly.


We still use race, those of us who study it and who deal with it in the professions in general, and we still say Black.  Maybe some day we need to define new terminology but at the present just in order to communicate we say Black.  We use terminology and perspectives maybe that is just the way it is, as Eduardo would say.  I do not know.  We are where we are.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  I want to provide an alternative interpretation to the same question, which is if we drop the classification system we have now, a move towards a system that looks much like what we have in Latin America and the Caribbean, yes, we can actually -- we can even drop all together race data gathering, yes.  We can say, as some people have suggested, and some powerful actors are suggesting, you know what, race is a construction, therefore it is not real, you guys define a new category, let's drop it all together, let's not get any data on race.  And then you would become Brazil or Puerto Rico or people who are Black Puerto Rican or Black Brazilian or in the case of Mexico, Indian looking Mexicos are worse off economically, social and politically than folks in the U.S.


DR. BATTS:  Yes, absolutely.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  One of the few things that we have in this stratification order in the U.S. has allowed us to develop political communities, yes, so we Blacks, we Puerto Ricans can fight back.  We can get data to show, look, we are three times more likely to be poor than you so I want equality, yes.  In Puerto Rico, Cuba, Brazil or Mexico that is not possible or it is really hard to do and more than that because the social space does not provide for discussions on race then per se we are all Puerto Ricans, we are all Cubans, we are all Brazilians, except that Puerto Ricans who look like me are significantly less likely to make a lot of money, work in universities, so I am sort of an anomaly, yes?  


DR. BATTS:  Yes.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Work in universities, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.  So I would suggest that although at the end of the day I agree that we need to acknowledge our multi-cultural or multi-racial ancestry that has to be connected with the struggle to ultimately achieve real equality because, if not, the groups who are at the bottom of the barrel will oppose these changes because they know the alternative is what.  No data on the differential status between one group and another.


DR. BATTS:  Right.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Or the inflation, as Scott was suggesting, that happened with the flexibility.  Think about the example that he mentioned for Native Americans who grew exponentially in 20 years as soon as many Whites, formerly White, decided to make the claim of Native American status.  What was the impact of that?  Well, for starters, if you look at the data on income, on educational achievement, et cetera, in the 20 year period without any kind of government intervention, it looks like that group improved dramatically.  In truth, we know that is not the case.  What you have is number of Whites artificially inflating the data for that group and producing the effect of look at this group, they are doing really well, when everybody who knows the data better knows that you have to segregate between Native Americans living in reservations and the new Native Americans who discovered their Indian background in the '60s and '70s.


MR. MALCOMSON:  And I would add the new Native Americans who are making some money who have a great deal of difficulty defending their status, too.


DR. BATTS:  You know, it is interesting, I went to Colombia recently and the two women who picked us up at the airport looked at us and said, "We are glad you are Black," in Spanish because they said, "It is easier to -- you are safer here right now if you are Black than if you are light -- if you are darker skin than if you are lighter skin." So just your point.


DR. FREEMAN:  Would you identify yourself, please?


DR. FULLERTON:  I am Malea Fullerton.  I am Penn State University.  Along those lines, I have really been struggling as I am sitting here and it is a struggle that I came to this meeting with of trying to resolve the data and the rhetoric of the presentations this morning with the information that we have been given this afternoon.  And so a question for the panelists who are up on stage as well as the two that preceded them, how do you see this information about biological similarities and differences between populations entering into some of the sort of more sociocultural debates?


DR. FREEMAN:  I will ask the other two panelists to come up and join this group so you can start answering.

DISCUSSION ON PANEL 2 TOPICS


DR. DAVIS:  Well, one answer, beginning of an answer is, I think, that I think there is a great deal of convergence between what was said this morning and what we have been saying this afternoon.  The data even going back 50 million years ago, the more recent scientific findings, the genetic findings, I think agree with the kinds of things we have been saying this afternoon.  I do not see any big conflict.  There may be some things that need to be ironed out a little bit more but that is one point.


MR. MALCOMSON:  I had the sense at times that they maybe agree a little too much.  The -- in some ways some of the categories that some of the people speaking this morning were using as far as ancestral populations struck me as kind of racial categories, you know.  It sounded very familiar but with a different term.  And my impression was that the similarity between some of the ancestral population groups and the way that some of the population genetics -- the way that the field talks to itself is not as remote from, you know, sort of racial science ways of speaking  20 or 30 years ago.


At the same time it does seem that there are possibilities from a medical and scientific point of view of isolating different sorts of populations and, therefore, being able to serve them better by looking at them in terms of genome mapping and the other sorts of projects that were being described this morning.  I suppose really we are using two different languages, I guess.  I hope that they continue to be different languages and in a way I hope that the genome mapping just goes its own way and pioneers its own tropes and rhetoric as much as it can.


DR. FREEMAN:  I would just like to sort of piggy back on the question from the audience because I think that is a very significant question.  We had a full morning of scientists who spoke about the human genome, anthropology, genetics and they seemed to agree that races do not exist from a biological perspective but it did seem that -- I would agree with Scott that sometimes I have had a sense that there were references to a new language that sort of brought up the same categories in a different way, geographical origin and parts of the world, Africa and so forth.  And so now this afternoon we have superimposed social and the historical situation on top of the science, and the question that I would like to ask first is do you have any sense that the clarification in science, which has recently through the Human Genome has indicated no race, population genetics indicating populations but not equal to race, how could that influence the situation that you both have spoken about?  You speak about who is Black and you went into that very deeply.  I think you speak about the barriers related to color-blindness but still social injustice in the framework of saying there is color-blindness.


Can science help this?  Is it an advantage to know -- for people to understand the scientific perspective that races do not really exist?


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  I think it is an advantage and nobody can deny that.  However, from the social scientific perspective, when people make situations real, they are real in their consequences.  So out there we move out of this room and go in the streets of America, people are not talking about the Genome Project, people are not talking about, "You know that you and I share 99.9 percent of the genome?" No, people have common folk theories and explore them, yes, with anyone who is out there and talks to folks gets all kinds of, you know, common sense definitions of race.  Some people claim, "All Blacks are" -- some people say, "Well, 90 percent of Blacks are," et cetera.  So people do have these common sense definitions that ultimately frame the way they interpret the world, yes?  So is it possible for us to have both great advances in science that hopefully will filter to the population and suggesting that race is not a biological category.


It is possible for people to develop new constructions of race.  For example, the one I suggested today where people say, "It is not a biological category.  It is a cultural category."  So the problem is not that Blacks are biologically different than me or Puerto Ricans are biologically different than me." The problem is that culturally speaking they are different.   And so as long as they have that, that will allow them to then not do what we need to do as a country to improve the tremendous levels of pressure required in the country because they can always go back to it is their culture, what do you want me to do.  It is that their behavior is producing the poverty, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.


So I was really not pessimistic about the role that science can have in changing these realities because, you know, science can be here and the work can be there.


DR. FREEMAN:  So then to follow up on that comment, which I think sounds real, so if we morphed the biology, which we now agree does not exist, you are saying we morphed it into culture and we had the same restrictions with respect to how we see people but we say it is not biology, it is culture, is there room then for another group of people to explain what culture really is, that culture is not equal race?  Is there room for more advance in people who are anthropologists or other types of people to help to explain to people what culture really is?


MR. MALCOMSON:  I want to say no but you started talking first.


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  I mean, there is no more integrity to the notion of culture than there is to the notion of race.  I mean, for almost exactly the same reasons race in most people's minds and race, I think, particularly in the way it is used in medicine is that it is a property of someone that is -- true for that person and relevant to that person in all situations and we tend to think of culture in much the same way.  But from the perspective of the population geneticist, if I understood correctly, was that it really in some ways depends on what you are trying to map will give you populations, will -- your generalizations will cover certain populations and not others.  If you map some other area you will get different populations that are relevant to the generalizations you make.


But the same thing is true of cultures.  They are not bounded, unique, uncontested, highly shared in terms of their content populations.  They are a nice idea that we have about the nature of human groupings but they evaporate under scrutiny.  I mean, the -- people do not belong to a single cultural unit.  They belong to a number of different cultural interpretations and live in a number of different cultural environments and it depends on the particular moment that you ask them or you observe them that you find out which cultural environment they are in.


You went to Colombia and you were -- you know, you were American and there was a completely different -- not completely, it is a significantly different cultural environment and it gave you a significantly different --


DR. BATTS:  And I was Black.  That was the point of the story.


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  Yes.


DR. BATTS:  Which is to say that it is a both/and, I think.  I agree with you.  I also think it is the other right now socially even as we look at the genetic piece as going away, how do we hold --


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  Could I just go back to the question that was asked about putting the two together?  I think that in the context of racialization and medical care there the -- it becomes, I think, much more important what the description of biological variation are and the dynamics of population biological variation because although they have folk theories just like everybody else, they do have the opportunity to at least act outside those folk theories in delivering medical care.  It is very difficult to pick up the newspaper and read in an article about disparities in medical outcomes, say, by race in which the article does not -- basically the implication in the article is that race causes someone to be in a way that makes the outcome different.


Well, if race does not carry -- if race is not a real biological or an interesting biological concept then it cannot carry a biological consequence and it is possible that in the context of medical care that people could start using that as a point of reference.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Could I add one comment to your comment?  I mean, although I am somewhat pessimistic about we in academia being able to shape the new generation of race and educate the masses, et cetera, I do not think that is the way it works.  I do believe that if we stop talking about the race effect and talking about how we report -- folks in the media report Blacks are three times more likely to do this, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, if we change the language and begin saying this is the racial stratification effect or this is the racism effect, that may change minds, yes?  Those of you -- I mean, even one reference on this kind of work and a reference that has not been taken too kindly by social scientists.


My colleague at the University of Pennsylvania, Tukufo Zuwati (phonetic), just wrote a book on race and statistics, basically saying that whatever we do in the regression models is ultimately wrong because the logic of the analysis is statistically wrong but still we talk about the race effect, yes?  And he is suggesting at the conclusion to talk about the race stratification effect.


So far no takers.  So few people are willing to substitute the language and say, okay, what I used to call the race effect, which confuses the masses, I want to call it now the racial stratification or the racism effect.  If people begin doing that, that may have some effect because at least it would confront people when they read the newspaper or the journal article to analyze what the heck does he mean or she means by the racism effect.  Are you blaming me or society? 


DR. LEWIS:  I am Stuart Lewis, Research Institute for the Study of Man.  One of the circles you had this morning was poverty and I wondered if the panel would comment on the role of wealth and power in the society and how that affects all of this because by and large yellow fever, for example, was essentially attacked the Rockefellers and the Rockefeller Institute came out of that.  The Montefiori hospital and Cedars Sinai.  There is some intervention in society by the accumulation of wealth and power.  Does have that role in this discussion?


DR. DAVIS:  I might suggest that it seems to me Eduardo and the rest of us, I suppose, certainly I have always taught and written about race relations in terms of power.  It is a study in power and the misuses of power so that the study of discrimination is important as that as one exercise in power against the most powerful groups.


But Rockefeller and others of his status and wealth are perhaps not just assuaging their consciouses but recognizing something of the kinds of effects that powerful corporations have on minorities and attempting in their more mellow years, more thoughtful years, more ethical years maybe to try to do something to make up for all the harm they have done.  It seems to me that the study of race relations is a study in power and the exercise of power.


DR. FREEMAN:  It seems to me -- I just want to raise a question as maybe devil's advocate -- we have had nearly 400 years of a certain American system, perhaps 500 years if you go back to Native Americans, which is a system that has divided people according to a category that did not exist biologically but did exist socially very strongly.  So we have had a long time, and that has taken place -- that has had a deep effect on the current status of all of these populations.


What I am hearing from a scientific basis, we are hearing that the categories do not exist biologically, reasonably new knowledge in some respects because the human genome was just mapped a few years ago and does not find race, we have a movement in science that is moving away from race and we have a movement from sociology, such as yourself and others, that are saying you cannot stop talking about it because of the inequities that are related to being in a category based on the history of what has happened.


So this is somewhat of a catch 22 I suppose.  It looks like people like you and your colleagues would argue for continuing for the categories to correct social injustice, I suppose, as the scientists are saying they do not exist.  In your taking this position, does it lead to any way out of this in the long run?  


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Power.  Power.  I said at the end the way in which we have changed racial stratification in this country historically, and we have moved from slavery to Jim Crow and now to this new era I call the new racism era, has been through struggle so we need to have collective action to change the status quo.  So there is nothing new under the sun, you know.  We need to fight back and we need to develop new strategies to change and we need to talk about the new racial inequality.  And that is my pessimism in terms of academia.


You mentioned that, you know, we social scientists -- in truth, most social scientists are increasingly color-blind so they agree with most Whites in this country that race is less important.  Some of the advocate eliminating the gathering of data.  I mean, they follow the logic of the argument because race is a socially category, then it is not real, therefore you social scientists should not -- by doing research -- I have been criticized by my colleagues as a racist because I presumably reinforce the category.  Of course, when I tell them, yes, but I go in the street and people call me names or people treat me differently so what are you talking about.


So I may be more pessimistic on the role of social scientists in this situation and my goal is then ultimately achieving equality and the issue is how.  Most social scientists and I would dare say natural scientists believe that the way out is through education and, heck, I have been educated for a long time and I have suffered from a lot of discrimination in academia so I am writing about color-blind racism because I saw it and lived it mostly in academia.  And then from academia I went out to research the "real people" and found out, guess what, what I experienced in academia was not an anomaly but seems to be the new norm.


DR. FREEMAN:  Do you have a comment? 


MR. MALCOMSON:  Yes, just that -- I mean, not to downgrade the importance of science but that -- I mean, I think on the whole its role has been pretty small and, you know, because of the peculiarities of social Darwinism and of evolutionary theories and various other things mostly in the 19th and the late 18th Century looked at a certain way, you can feel that racial notions -- that the responsibility of science has been very great but I think on the whole it has been pretty small.  I mean, the -- you know, the wealth and power aspect has been much more important and, you know, these fellows back from the Canaries are, you know, Henry the navigator -- I mean, they were not scientific people in the categories that they worked with as far as race went for its scientific category.


So, I mean, it is not that it is an entirely separate animal but it seems mostly separate to me.


DR. FREEMAN:  Yes?


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  I think that we are at risk for simplifying power the way that you complained about simplifying racism, that power somehow is exercised through manifestly coercive acts.  Well, the first thing -- a couple of things, I guess.  One is that race -- the -- let's see.  The biological evidence is not that race does not exist.  It is that it is not a very good biological concept in the same way that the constellations are not very good -- they are not interesting entities for studying planets and stars and so on because they are contrivances but there is still something about which you could attempt and people have attempted to make generalizations.


The exercise of power and its relation to race is, I think, more often more indirect than we are allowing here.  For one thing it -- no one is poor because they are Black.  They are poor because someone, usually some ones think they are Black.  If you are not caught up in the system in terms of the way the system identifies you it does not really matter how you self-identify almost.  It is sort of like what -- the stories that you were telling.


And the other is the thing about that, therefore, is that the system of power is not a system largely of again coercion.  It is a system of convincing people to accept beliefs of various sorts.  I mean, when you look at the history -- the colonial histories.  There were tiny, tiny populations that went out and colonized huge numbers of people and they did not do it through -- typically through coercive force because they did not have it.  It was not available.  There were too few of them.


And again the kinds of exercise of power that we are talking about involves in very important ways how scientists' conclusions are what they conclude and how they are read.  The announcement by one of the -- I guess he was one of the genome people -- that it supports a racial system of categorizing human biological variation got enormous press.  I was in Europe but, I mean, I read about it in the European papers.


It is true that we are hardly the most important people on earth but we do contribute to the kind of putting -- you know, environments that sustain ideas and those ideas are very important, in many ways the most important things that are at issue in questions of power.


DR. FREEMAN:  Are there other questions?  We could go on but I think it is getting -- yes, let's hear from you, Dr. Witzig.


DR. WITZIG:  Just one last remark.  When Dr. Bonilla-Silva was talking about the racism effect which has been measured, as you know, for example in cardiovascular disease in people presenting to emergency rooms, et cetera.


And then Nancy Krieger at Harvard and her group has done some interesting work with stress which started out of Hans (static) work, which he won the Nobel Prize for, and trying to show how stress -- just being Black in America is a very stressful thing to be and how that affects -- and that all ties into the whole color-blind racism scheme, I think, which is important as well.


The other thing I wanted -- we are talking about power and everything like this -- is that in the constitution the whole -- I mean, this country is quite unique.  States' rights is basically a vestiture of slavery.  And this still exists with us today.  We have a President who -- technically we are not a democracy, which is one person one vote.  We have a President who received half a million less votes and this will never be overturned by electoral college because the small states will never vote for overturning the electoral college.  So this sort of interesting way the states' rights, which evolved out of slavery is still affecting the power relationships within this country, including racism effects, I believe.


DR. VYDELINGUM:  Rao Vydelingum from the Center to Reduce Cancer Health Disparities.   About the issue of power, there is one need thing I need to add and that is even though the group that comes to overtake another community may not bring a lot of power with them, I think the other important thing about power is the power that is given to the people coming in to that community.  I think that is an important aspect of power.


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  I did not mean to suggest they do not come in with power.  Precisely.  They come in -- what they do not come in with is coercive powers efficient to exercise their will.


DR. VYDELINGUM:  Yes, my point is also the power that is given to them.


DR. HIRSCHFELD:  Yes.


DR. FREEMAN:  Dr. Davis?


DR. DAVIS:  I would just like to speak briefly to this whole discussion about genomic research and our contributions this afternoon.


I will begin here in teaching about minority groups and their problems, I have always found it necessary to define race even though I have long since given up the idea that it is a real useful biological category.  But we study and teach about race, and I guess write New York Times news stories about it, too, because people in the country think it is important and real.  We study it because it is there.  Prejudice and discrimination are real social facts and I have always found it necessary not only to define race but then to discredit it as a useful biological category but to use all the best recent information from physical anthropology and biology that I can.  


I find it relevant and helpful in clarifying what race is and what it is not and in helping to explain prejudices and discrimination.  And I should think the same would be true for education generally and for our future dealing with race relations in this country. 


I do not see any reification of race in the recent work in genomics.  I see it as actually a rejection of that and I see it as making a powerful contribution if we will use it right to understanding minority problems and understanding race issues, and understanding how to use this knowledge, I guess, in medicine as well.


Thank you.

