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CHAPTER

Differences and Similarities

Jew Watkes MeCiw Hill Exs

As T am writing this chapter, the 2020 coronavirus pandemic has beenin the
remains to be seen.

ited States for only about six months. The full toll of the physical, emotional, social, and economic devastation

But even at this stage, the effects have been felt in every corner of society. The staggering disruption this virus has already wrought on people’s lives is unprecedented. Every student in the country
—from grade school to graduate school—is doing their coursework online. Terms like “social distancing,” “sheltering in place,” "self-quarantine,” "flattening the curve,” “contactless payment,”
“contact tracing,” “the COVID fifteen.” and “PPE (parsonal protective equipment),” unknown half a vear eartier, have quickly become part of our everyday laxicon.
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Like other crises in our mstory (think of the Great Depressiof, two world wars, and the attacks of September 11, 2001), this ome has served as a powerful symbol of the commen wavs Americans
have always thought about themselves and others. On the one hand, the pandemic has served as an inarguably devastating reminder of our commonalities. All of us, no matter our social standing
or political afiliation, have been called upon to maks major sacrifices to keep ourselves healthy and to stem the tide of the virus. Even whils maintaining a safe social distance, strangers have
come together in other ways to share in the collective pain of this tragedy. Communities have raftied to take care of their own, from creative video interactions to drive by birthday celebrations.
From the outset, people have bean helping their lessmobile neighbors by shopping for them or delivering much needed suppliss. Getting annoved at the slow driver in front of vou on the highway
or fuming over the fact that your local grocery store was out of your favorite brand of ice cream didn't seem worth it anymore. All those trivial irritations that once drove us to distraction no
longer seem so significant comparad to the powerful nead to salve our psychic wounds and take care of one another.
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And vet through all the mutual misery, the pandemic exposed an unmistakable and alltoo-predictable darker side of the American landscape: one marked by distrust, inequality, and racial
suspicion. It didn't take long, for instance, for people 1o Turn oh on2 another. Hostile protesters took to Twitter and to state capitals to excoriate—and on occasion violently threaten—government
and public health oficials for imposing axy limitations on their freedom of movement. At the other end of the spectrum. indignant neizhbors launched angry invectives at the reckless scofflaws
who blithely violated social distancing orders by getting 100 close to them in stores or who masklessly cavorted with others on beaches or in bars and crowded parks.

Early on, it appeared as if the vims was going 10 be 2n equal opportunity destroyer brutally crossing racial, sthade, religious, gender, and social class boundaries. After all, even famous sthiletes,
entartainers, tycoons, and politicians were falling ill. But 1t didn't take long for social differences to smerge. However, as one colummnist put it, "No description of the coronavirus 15 more
misleading than calfing it 'the great equalizer’ * (Reich, 2020, p. 13
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City and state statistics guickly revealed that people of color were contracting the virus and dying from it at disproportionately high rates. Although the Navajo Nation has only about 173,000
residents, it has more COVID-19 deaths than 13 entire states (Reich, 2020). Nursing homes where residents are predominantty Lating or African American were twice more lkely to get hit by the
wirus than these with pradominantty white residents (" The racial divide,” 2020). In Ilinods, 43% of those who died from the virs were African American, even though they comprised only 15% of
the state’s population. In Louisiana, 70% of the people who died wera Black, though only a third of the population (cited in Eligon, Burch, Searcay, & Oppel. 2020). Experts cited several reasons
for this disparity, incloding a greater likelihood of suffering from health compromising conditions Biks diabetes and less access to effective health care.

Inequalities were also evident in people’s abilities to adjust their Bives to the new reality. For instance, when the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention recommended that people wear face
coverings in public—even homemade ones—to stem the spread of the virs, many people of color expressed fears that wearing scarves of handkerchieft over their faces could easily exacerbate
racial profiling and put Blacks and Latino/as in added dangsr. As one person put i, T want to stay alive but I also want 1o stay alive” (quoted in Alfonso, 2020, p. 1),

Simply warking from hothe was also 2 homry that not everyone could enjoy. When stay-at-home orders wers issued in most states, lower income workers still had to physically 2o to their jobs—
oftzn using public transportation to do so. While there was evidence that people in the hishest income areas had cut their movement considerably, poorer arsas didn't 522 2 comparable drop. To
put it another way, roughty 40% of the poorest, two-thirds of workers were able to work from home. For the highest wage sarners, it was 71% (Reeves & Rothwell, 2020).

Heightened concern with the increased exposure to infection that this simation created led low-income workers in grocery stores, delivery services, fast food, and other indnstries to protest in
hopes of gatting their emplovers to provide enough compensation of at least protection to lessen the mereased health risks (Valentine-DeVries, Lu, & Dancs, 2020). In an irome twist, thess
workers—heretofore comprising the disrespected marginal and unskitled wing of the labor force—were now being hailed as heroes becanse their work was considered essential to the economy and
to the wellbeing of those more forfunate.

Poor children, too, suffered. Teachers at wealthy, private schools had the resources to make remote learning as similar as possible to what it looked like prior to the pandemic. Those at
underfunded public schools were only able to videoconference with their students sporadically given their students” unreliable wireless connectivity. Rather than leveling the educational playing
field. the pandemic seemed to widen the gap (Goldstein, 2020).
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Exven the ability to maintain social distance was not equally distributed. Low-income people are mors likely than wealthisr individuals to live in close quarters {tiny jam-packed apartments, RV
parks, and the Eks), where personal space is at a preminm  Living in densely packed conditions—what one journalist called “the perils of proximity”™—aot only increased the risk of infaction but
also increased levels of conflict, tension, and anxiety (DeParle, 2020). Reliance on sometimes crowded public placss for the demands of everviday hfe—buses, laundromats, convenience stofas,
food banks—only exacerbated the problem.

When COVID-19 testing was still in dangerously short supply. some prominent celebrities and other wealthy individuals were able to obtain tests even though they exhibited no symptoms and had
a0 known contact with anvone who had tested positive for the virus, as was required by some testing repulations (Twohey, Eder, & Stein, 2020). A highly exclusive gated commmmnity in St. Tropez
on the French Riviera had its own private testing facility for wellto-do residents. Twitter and Instagram were fillad with images and videos of the rich and famous sheltering in place in spacious
mansions, with pools, game rooms, and fuily equipped gyms. Those who could afford it were able to escape densely populated cities ke New York and Chicago and hunker down in secluded
vacation homes or island villas. The billionairs David Geffen provoked public outrags when he postsd photos on Instagram showing him “gquarantined” on his $590 million super yacht in the
Caribbean. All this came pracisely at a time when millions of people were crammed in tiny apartments, unable to pay their rent becanse they'd been 1aid off. Even the $2 trilion stimulus package
—the Coronavirns Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act—that was meant to provide most extizens with a bt of financial relief contained lucrative tax breaks for wealthy individuals and
corporations (Ward, 2020).

Perhaps even more insidious than these imbalances was the racial suspicion and bigotry that quickly emerged. Fistorically, in the wake of a national catastrophe there typically seems tobe a
desire to look for a group of blame. It wasn't enough that the “enemy™ in this case was a microscopic virs. Many people wanted a villain to hold responsi| cand
even hate. So earty on, when the message emerging from some social commentators and even the President was that the pandemic was cansed by a "Chinese vims,” anti-Chinese—indeed, anti-
Asian—sentiment bubbled to the surface. At a time whean the sumber of confirmed cases worldwide only numbered in the indreds of thousands, artacks against Asians had already begun to
grow. People reported being spit on. screamed at, and even physically attacked (Tavernise & Oppel, 2020). A Texas teenager stabbed thres Asian Americans—including a two-vearold girl—at a
department store becanse “he thought the family was Chinese and infecting people with the coronavirus™ (Melendez, 2020, p. 1). As one public heatth worker put 3t, “We're still more worried
about someone looking Asian coughing into our shirt than about understanding best practices to stop the spread” (queted m Torres, 2020, p. 1). The dirsctor of the FBI even expressad conicern
OVer an increase in hate orimes targeting Asian Americans.
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ansioHs, With pools, game tooms, and fully equpped gyms. Those who could afford 1t were able to escape densely populated citfes ke NNew York and Chicago and hufker down I secludsd
vacation homes or island villas. The billionaire David Geffen provoked public outrage when he posted photos on Instagram showing him “guarantined” on his $390 million super yacht in the
Caribbean. All thds came precisely at a time when millions of people were crammed in tiny apartments, unable to pay their rent because they'd been laid off. Even the $2 trilion stimuius package
—the Coronavirus Aid, Relisf, and Economic Security Act—that was meant to provide most citizens with a bit of financial relief contained lucrative tax breaks for wealthy individuals and
corporations (Ward, 2020).

Perhaps even more insidious than these imbalances was the racial suspicion and bigotry that quickly emerged. Historically, in the wake of a national catastrophe there typically seemstobe a
desire to look for a group of lame. It wasn't enough that the “enenmy” in this case was a microscopic virus. Many people wanted a villain to hold responsible .. and
evenl hate. So early on, when the message emersing from some social commentators and even the President was that the pandemic was cansad by a "Chinese virs,” anti-Chinese—indeed, anti.
Asian—sentiment bubbled to the surface. At a time when the number of confirmed cases worldwidz only mxmbered in the hundreds of thousands, attacks against Asisns had already begun to
erow. People reported being spit on. screamed at, and even phiysically attackesd (Tavernise & Oppel, 2020). A Texas teenager stabbed thres Asian Americans—including a two-vearold girl—at a
department stors becanse “he thought the family was Chiness and infecting people with the coronavirs™ (Melendez, 2020, p. 1). As one public heafth worker put it, “We're still more worrisd
about someone looking Asian coughing into our shirt than about understanding best practices to stop the spread™ (quoted in Torres, 2020, p. 1). The dirsctor of the FBI even expressed concern
OVer 2 increase in hate crimes targeting Asian Americans.
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It's not surprising that in terrifying times when all people want is to feel safe and secure, the things that mark us as different take on added weight, overwhelming all that we might have in
common. Easily visible distinctions become the chief eriteria for deciding who is trustworthy and who is suspect, who is harmiess, and who is dangerous.

The coronavirus pandemic wasn't the first time that we let our differences divide us, and sadly it probably won't be the last. A quick glance back in time reveals that virtually every minority group
in this country—be It racial, ethnic, raligions, sexual, ganderbased, or class-based—has had or comtinues 1o have its ovwn historical moment of suspicion and persecution

u From 1615, when the first Black slaves arrived. to 1363, when the 13th Amendment was ratified. outlawing slavery. millions of African Americans endured the hardships of forced servitude.
After emancipation, they continued to be brutalized through the practice of lynching and other forms of violent intimidation.

n After centuries of mistraatment and forced relocation of Natiwve Americans, the Homestaad Act of 1862 gave any U.S. citizen the right to lay claim to 160 acres on land that had bean recantly

clearsd of Mative Americans. The Dawes Allotment Act of 1337 granted parcels of reservation land to individuals rather than to particular tribes. It was belizved that if individuals owned their

own land, adopted white clothing and ways, and were responsible for their own farms, they would gradually lose their Indian-ness and be assimilated into the white population.

In the mid-19th century, war with Mexico and westward expansion redrew national boundaries, enabling white settlers to freely move into lands previously inhabited by Mexicans.

n In the late 19th and earty 20th centuries, several laws, such as the Chinese Exchusion Act, the Scott Act, and the Geary Act, barrad Chinese imimigrants from eatering the country and stripped
those already here of many of their legal rights.
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g Eatly 20th-cantury immigrants from Ireland, Italy. Greece. Poland. Russia. and other Eastern European countries were subjected 1o varying degrees of hostifity and discrimination. Business
owners routinely prevented individuals from these groups from applying for jobs that were open to other whites. The National Origins Act of 1924 established quotas on immigrants from
southern and Eastern Europe.
 During the Great Dy
“Hoovervilles.”

ession of the 1930s, poor refugses from Oklahoma who moved westward in search of work were exploited, beaten, and forced to live in shantytowns known as

Japansse Americans (and some non-Japanese Asian psople) were forcibly relocated from their homes to high-security internment camps after the bombing of Pearl Harbor and our entry into
World War IL

n The attacks of September 11, 2001, incited unpracedented levels of antiMuslim sentiment. In the weeks and months after the attacks, individuals who “looked Middle Eastern”™ were beaten up
on the straet or tauntad in their schools. Some found themsalves stopped and mterrogated by law enforcement officials becanse they fit a stereotypical terrorist profile. As one political scientist
put it 2 decade after the attacks, "9/11 was this moment that we came together, and it lasted about three-and-a-half minutes” (quoted in Goodstein, 2011, p. AL}

In short, the tension between similarity and difference—what brings us together and pushes us apart—has been the hallmark of the American experience for centuries. While we take great pride in
the fact that we are a nation of immigrants, the responsas to people who are different are often tinged with tension, distrust, and hostility. In this chapter, we'll look at this phenomenon from a
sociological perspective—a way of examining everyday social life that emphasizas the interplay betwesn socistal forees and personal characteristics—in influencing paopiea’s thoughts, actions,
feelings, judgments, and interactions. Why do people distinguish between “us” and “them™ Are some aspects of difference more desirable than others?
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SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES IN EVERYDAY LIFE: DRAWING LINES

As a mile, Thate clichés. Several years ago, I (jokingly) told my university's student body president, who was preparing her speach for the commencement cersmony, that if she usad any clichés
(fke "Today we embark on a life's journey filled with exciting new challanges™ or “Inmy four years here, Tlearned to think outside the box™). I'd change the "A” she just got in my sociology class
to an “F." But clichés atways have some kernel of truth to them Take this one: No swo people are alike, for exampls. Obviously, no two people conld ever be eeetly atike. Walk down a bustling city
strest someday (when masks and social distancing are no longer required), and vou'll no doubt see an eve-popping assortment of human sizes, shapes, skin colors, and ages. Spend a fittle time
getting to know the people vou meat and you'll unearth a vast rangs of differant mannerisms, life experiences, attimdeas, values, ideas, tastes, Hkes, di and so0 on. Even if you encounter
identical twins you'll soon be able to distinguish one from the other. Your faith in clichés would soon be restored!
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But let's imagine, in a science-fietion sort of way, what the world would lock like if we take that trite statement to 2 ridiculously extreme conclusion. What if no two peoples were alike in gy way?
That is, what if we shared absolutely nothing with anvone else—no phvsical characteristic, no personality trait, no lifs experience? Imagine that every single human being was their own unique sex,
age. of race. Imagine if 10 two p2ople had the same educational sxperiences, the same relationships With their parsnts, the same number of siblings, of the same sociceconomie stams. What if no
two people prayed to the same god, spoke the same language, told time the same way, obeyed the same laws, enjoved the same music, or found the same food tasty? In this imaginary world,
mesting someons for the first time would be like mesting a new life form from another planst. You wouldn't be able to place that person into any sort of existing social category. You wouldn't be
able to draw on vour past experiences with people who possess simlar characteristics. You could assume nothing about anyone yon meet_ aver. In such a world, hife would be utterly chaotic and
unmanageable.

So, there are some Emifs to the applicability of this ittle cliché. Obwvicusly, there's something more to this society than 340 million o1 so completely “unalike” individuals living in the same
geographic region of the world. It turns out that each of us—even the most strikingly distinctive person you know—actually has quite a bit in common with other Americans. We're not clones, of
course, but we do share membership in particular categories. With some people, we have a gender in common; with others, a sexnal orientation, a race, an ethadcity, & religion, of a social class.

Although at times it's 10 Ouf advantags to recognize and celebrate our individual uniqueness, at other times it's imilarities that provide us with the comfort of knowing that there are people
out there who are like us. Perhaps you've attended a festival or parade devoted to the collective expression of pride in your ethnic group. If you're Irish, you'rs lcky encugh to have one day a year
devoted to your heritage: 5t Patrick's Day. Or mavbe you've found yourself in a different city and attended a refigious service at your religion's local church, synagogus, or mosque, and flt
reassurad by the fact that these strangers shared vour spiritoal belisfs, prayed the same way vou do, and knsw the words to your fvorits hymns. After T gradnated from college, I traveled through
Eurepe for 2 months. While on an overnight train in Denmark, I had the odds-defying experience of meeting another traveler who happened to come from my hometown. I didn't know her, but T
instanily f2lt a connection as we talked about neighborhoods, restanrants, and landmarks that only someone from that town could appreciate.
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If you think about it, the fact that we're able to live together in a reasonably stable way most of the time is possible only because we have many things in common that we can easily count on. You
can assume, for instance, that upon initiating a handshake with somsona you've just met, this person Won't slap of spit on your extandad hand but instead will hold it for 2 second and releasa it
Indeed, our everyday Eves rely on hundreds of these takenfor granted bits of information that we assume others understand as we do. These things are so common, so immediately understood,
that we rarsly have to think about them

We come to further appreciate these commonalities when we're facad with sitnations i which we cgn 't assume that evervbody knows what we know. If you've aver spent time 1n a foreign country,
for instance, you probably felt some disorizntation when vou first arrived. Some of the confusion could no doubt be attributed to not knowing the langnags well enough to read street signs or ask
people for directions or order from 2 restaurant menu. But vou probably quickly realized that you lacked more than just an understanding of the vocabulary. You lacked knowledge of the
common, takenfor-granted assumptions of everyday 1ife. You didn't share the rules, the unspoken code of behavior that people with common cuttural understandings unquestioningty Eve by
What's the acceptable way to greet peopie on the street? How do you tip in a restaurant? How closs do you stand next to a stranger on a crowded bus? In a diverss socisty liks ours, we may
experience sitmilar uncertainties when we come into contact with people from other racial, ethnic, raligious, or class groups.

So the trick to living in a complex socisty like ours where people differ on some social dimensions but shars others is finding a way to balance the things that make us dissimilar with the things
that make us alike. At what point, for instance, doss strong pride in our heritage or ethnicity become exclusionary, intolerant, and maybe even intimidating to those who don't belong? Wearing a
large crucifix around your neck or fiying a Confederate battle flag from vour car's antanna may be expressions of prida that hold people of a particular community together, but they can also evoke
extrems emotions i others who don't share those beliefs or sentiments and who may even feel threatened by them.
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Dreeciding when, where, and with whom to highlight certain differences is a constant struggle of social life. Some distinguishing features are, of course, more important than others. We don't
attribute much significance to differences in eye color or foot size of whether people have earlobes of not. But differences in race. gender. social class. and sexual orientation carry enoOrmMous
cuitural, historical, political, and economic weight in this society.

Some of the things that mark us as different may even be considered positive or even fashionable. For instance, when it comes to food, music, or art, many of us enjoy having access to the diverse
palette of ethhic influences. Neighborhoods are considered hip if they have an abundance of ethnic rastaurants from which to choose or some trandy shops offering collections of ethnic-themed
goods different from what one usually finds at a geseric shopping mall. These kinds of differences aran't threatening. Instead, theyv're safe becauss they give people an opportunity to taste another
way of life without actually having to fve it.

But dabbling in ethnoracial differences can become particulardy controversial when the trappings of one group are “borrowed” by another. The fashion industry has atways made use of such
‘borrowing, whather it's Eenvan necklaces in Japan, geisha makeup in Namibia, or the scores of European designers incorporating the trappings of African American street style. According to ons
writer, the impulse to play “dress-up” in someone 2lse’s calture is nearly universal (Wang, 2019, p. 2). These actions are often portrayed as entertaining ways of expressing solidarity for another
eroup's way of 1ifs, like when non-Native Americans decorate their homes in a Navajo motif, a white student wears a Chinesestyle dress to prom, or celsbrities like Kylie Jenner or Miley Cyrus
wear their hair in cornrows of dreadiocks. To one author, “cultoral [borrowing |—like globalization—isn't just inevitable; it's potentially positive. . . . The exchange of ideas, styles, and traditions s
one of the tenets and jovs of a modern, multicultiural society™ (Avins, 2015, p. 4

To many members of ethnoracial minority groups, however, such borrowing is anvthing but a cool way of paving homage to someone else's traditions. Instead, 3t is cultural appropriation, a
dangerons and delumanizing form of exploitation in which the customs. looks, and practices of one ethnoracial culture are adopted by members of another. They believe that marginalized people
should be able to speak for themselves and not simply be seen from the perspectives of more privileged groups. To critics, cultural appropriation becomes a phony way to be “edgy.” a means of
taking part in another sthnoracial group without actually being 2 member of that group. In other words, one can enjoyv the accouterments of another race or ethnicity without suffering the
disadvantage that actual members of those groups experiencs on a daily basis (hoaoks, 1992). Whit2 teenagers blasting hip-hop music from thelr cars may gt angry glances from annoved
onlookers, but they don't facs the same risk of being labeled fearsome “thugs” that Black teens playing the same fmsic might face. An African American actress onee asked, “What would
America be like if we loved black people as much as we loved black colture? {guoted in Sehgal, 20130, p. 14)
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It would s2em that some social differances are at no risk of being appropriated. Take poverty, for instance. Distinctive lifestyles associated with a lack of wealth don't have quite the aura of exotic
desirability that ethnoracial differences can sometimas have. Poor or working-class people may wear clothes. eat food. of engage in leisure activities that distinguish them from middle- and upper-
class people. But these differences are not choices that express their pride in being poor; they're ways of Lfe that reflect Emited or nonexistent opportunities to ve differently. Poor people have a
different diet from wealthier people because they can't afford anything else. Have you ever heard someone say, "Hey, I'm starving, let's order some poor peopls’s take-out™ Not Likely. The former
chief axecutive at the health food chain, Trader Joe's, generated controversy a faw y2ars ago when he opened a store called “Daily Table” that sells exprrad of cosmetically blemished food to low-
income customers. Critics claimed he was simply selling "poor people rich people’s garbage™ (Reeves, 2013, p. 16).

Indeed, any sort of celebration of a “poverty lifestyle” strikes many people as cruel and insensitive. For instance, when vou think of vacation tours, what comes to mind? World-renowned temples?
Famous monuments? Natoral wonders? Over the past decads or so, however, chartered tours of some of the world's worst slums in places like Brazil, India, and South Africa have grown in
popularity. On such trips—referred to as slom sowrisen Of poorism—groups of Western tourists are gnided through crowded, dirty scenes of uman misery, ostensibly to learn about and empathize
with those who lve in abject poverty. But one study of tourists visiting 2 shum in Mumbai, India found that visitors were motivated primarily by curiosity rather than the desire 10 understand
poverty (Ma, 2010).

And vet, there are times when components of poverty are appropriated by wealthier individuals and turned into something trendy. For instancs, poor people have always had to live in smaller
homes than wealthier people bacanse it's all they can afford. However, the contamparary “tiny house” phenomenon—where people choose to live in minnscnls, movable homes—has become so
fashionable that one writer refers to it “ostentatious mindmalism” (Staley, 2018, p. 12). Similarly, the current “shabby chic” fashion fad—where people pay hefty sums of money to buy jeans riddied
‘with tears and holes—is an example of how individuals who have money to buy intact clothing can voluntarily adopt a hardship that extremely poor peopls are forced to endure, strip it of its.
association with poverty, and maks it stylish.
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But in general, the lifestyle of poor or working-rlass people is raraly seen as hip. In fact, poor and working-class peopls are more lk=ly 1o be seen as a direct threat to the sensibilities and values of
wealthier people than to be seen as an inspiration to them. When a trailer park or a lowincoms apartment complex is feared to bring down the property values of an adjacent middlaclass
neighborhood, residents usually don't celebrate. Instead, they're more Ekely to mobilize all their energies and resources to prevent such an “intrusion ™
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“CLASSIFIED” INFORMATION: FORMING IMPRESSIONS

Humans have a powerful tendancy to define, classify, and categorize. Among the ways they apply this tendency is 10 sort themselves end their fallow humans into groups. Every iuman societv—from the
simplest to the most complex; from the most uniform to the most diverse—has a means by which members differentiate themselves from one another.

People begin defining, differentiating, and ranking things early on. When children are first lzarning to talk, they begin to understand that tangible objects fall into broad distinet categories: Apples and
oranges are “fruits,” Chihnahmas and Great Danes ar2 “dogs.” Lagzo trucks and stuffed animals ars “tovs,” and so on. They also learn that these catagoriss can be distingnished from other categories:
Fruits are different from vegetables, dogs are different from cats, and toys are different from tools. Eventually, they learn that people can alse be categorized and differentiated. As they get older, children
spend a huge chunk of their lives ruthlessly making us/them distinctions and then ranking people in terms of thoss distinctions. Preschoolers often use racial and sthnic concepts to define others (Van
Ansdale & Feagin, 2001). Indeed, udging and ranking others is probably the defining feature of social 1ife in American elementary, middls junior high, and hish schools. As early as the third grade,
children develop sophisticated ways of including some and excluding others that result in a clearly identifiable power hierarchy among nine-year-olds (Adler & Adler, 1998). Young people typically go
‘beyond the most obvious types of distinctions (gender, race, religion, age, grade level) to mors specific Efestyle traits and labels, such as jocks, preps, DUCNOWE, emo, g22ks, hip hop, metalheads, punks,
goths, health goths, gangstas, and so on.

When I was a preteen growing up in southern Califorsea, two broad groups donunated social life at my muddle school: surfers (Who were white) and fow-riders (Who were Latinx). The labels originally
derived from specific recreational activities: surfing and driving cars that sat low to the ground. But one didn't have to surf or even have a drivers’ license o be a member of either group. The labels were
simply shorthand for creating broad divisions that paraileled ethnic and social class differences. The two groups rarely interacted with one another and fights between them were common. The creation
and maintenance of such boundaries provided the interpersonal landscape on which everything else in school seemed to be built: friendship, romance, popularity, leisure activities, physical safety, and
50 0n

Evenmually (and luckily!), most of us comes to realize that the categorical cliques that ars so vital to us as t2anagers are basad on rather superficial information—what a person wears, what kind of music
they listen to, what jargon they use, how they carry their book bag, and so on. But other criteria maintain their importance throughout our lives, We never stop defining group boundaries in terms of
countries, regions, religions, generations, races, sexes, classes, political groups, famities, and so on (Epstein, 1997). We all know the powerful rols that thess differentiating characteristics play in
everyvday life.
Indeed, we highlisht the importance of this information each time we meet someone and immediately draw inferences sbout that person based on 2 quick assessment of their membership in particnlar
social groups. We learn—from others, from past experiences, from the media—the cultural significance in this socisty of gender, race. ethnicity, social class, and saxuality. For instance, if all vou know
about someone vou meat for the first time is that she identifles as female, you might initially assume that she's probably more compassionate, more nurturing, and less ageressive than if she was male.
Likewise, if all you knew about a person was that they wers in their late 60, vou might conchude that they are closs to retirement, enjoy the "oldies™ radio station, go to bed while it's still ight out, and
have no idea what TikTok is. Imagine you're about to start vour first year in collage and you learn that vour roommate 15 of a differant race and comes from a differant state or, for that matter, a different
country. Think about afl the inferences you'd make about this person even before you meet them “She's Korean? I bet she'll be studying all the time " “He's from Texas? Well, I guess that means I'm
doomed to a steady dose of Tim McGraw or Blake Shelton on iTunes.” “She's originalty from France, ¢h? She probably wears scarves all the time, smokes cigarettes, and constantly complains about
how awfol American food is.”
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Of course, thess sorts of conclusions can never (or should never) be final. Forming impressions and expactations of others on such a tiny amount of information can never be completely accurate
Certainly, we don't want to admit that our interchanges with others depend on that person's s2x or race or religion. But, whether we liks it or not and whether it’s fair or not, we always begin social
interactions with these kinds of culturally defined ideas about how peopls in certain social groups are liksly to act, what their values might be, and what we think their tastes are. Thess initial
assmptions save us the ensrgy of having to start from scratch in forming imprassions of every single person we meet.



VARIATION BETWEEN GROUPS, VARIATION WITHIN GROUPS

When thinking sbout the implications of race, class, pender, end sexual diversity for people’s everyday expariences, there is 2 tandency to foous on the diffarences that exist betwesn broad proups {for instance, betwesn men and womse,
betwesn poor 2ad rich peopls, betzen 2nd homes o betwaan Africzn Americans and Asizn Americans). This smphasis on betwaen proup difforences can obsours both the difersaces that exist smonp individuals
within groags 2s well s the smilaritie: that exist batween individuals who belong to difersat groups. It may be fachionzbls to talk about mer 2nd women as being from diferent placets, butsuch 2 conchuzion overshadows the fact that
they are nrach more alike than they ars diffsrent. Similarly, If you'rs white, it's tempting to view African Americans, Lating/as, Asians, 2nd Native Americans 2 uaiform (what sociclogists call & } ities of “others.”
interssts, and behaviors, even though there is tremendons varistion within each of these proups. In (% Chapter 3, we will examine how this tendency is reflected in our racial language—for instance, using the term
“Azian” w0 lnmp topsther a variety of people with very diffsrent languapss, cultaras, 2nd immiprant experisnc:

At the individusl level, the tendency to overlook within-proup variation can have important consequences. Students of color at predominantly white universitiss, for example, seport that their whits fellow stodents and sven their white
profeszors often look to them in class to provids 2 “minority perspactive” on particular issues (Feapin, Vera, & Imani, 2000). Similarly, the thouphs, beliefs, and actions of a lone female exscative in 2 predominantly mals company may
be taken by har mals coworkars 25 typical of all womea (Kanter, 1957). The assumption underlying snch experieacss is that members of 2 particular racs or pender afe o similar that one individual can be 2 spokespersoa for the aatire
proup.

But when we think of our own group—be it based on race. sthaicity. pender. clazs. or sexual orientation—we’re more inclined to hiphlipht or at least pay heed to the diversity of individuals within it We're less willing to peneralizes aboat
our own proup because we know., from firsthand experiences with fallow members. that we doa't all believe the same things. act the same way., 2k with a singular voics.

Itzach st a private liberal arts university in the Midwest. My stodents are predominanthy white (though this is less true than it uzad to be). 20d maay coms from wealthy familiss. A= a way of introducing the topdc of racs in the
introductory course I teach, I sometimes start by asking my studeats to list the features that they think are typical of African Americans. It's a startlinp quastion. They usnally balk at the raquest. not wanting 10 “appear racist.”
Naterthalsss, T puch forward by assuring therm that T'm asking for common stersctypes, Aot necsssarily what shey think When they'rs finishad compiling that list, we do the sams for Latino/as, and then for Asian American [ den't
fltar or modify their listz. T simply sacord on the board what they mention. Ones thay gat beyond their initis] discomfort, thay have litels troubls idsntifying thess traits. Soms of th charactaristics they mantion ars positive (for instanca,
Asian familiss are suppartive 2nd tightkait): others are distinetly negative (for inmance, Africas American familiss are weak 2nd proas to instabilit

Whean they're fnizhed, T ask them to list tha traits that characterize whites. Hare the discuszion urnally prinds to 2 sereeching halt. Tha whita o
faar how they'll be perceived. It's becauss they can't thisk of anything, I don't come o their rescus. I it them struzple. After 2 whils, some v
Stucsme “What kind of whites are vou talking about?”
Mz "What do vou mean?”
Smdens “Well, there ar too magy kinds of whits people to gensralize”
Mz "OK. what kinds of whits peopls are thers?™
Studsnt: “Ase you talking zbout poor whits trash? They're definitely different from rich whites.”
Me: "Ulrkuh. Go oo™
Staderes: “Some whis
they all have in common.®
“You're abzolutely ripht! [The smdent nsually beams with prids at thiz point for being a pood sociologist.] Bur why didn’t vou a:k me what kind of African Americans or Latino/as or Asizn Americans [ had in mind when I asksd
vou to characterire them? Surely thers are rich Asianz and poor Asians. Thess must be relipious Latino/zs and nonrelipions Latino/zs out there. Some African Americans live in bip cities and others live on farms, right™™

ndents have more diffieulty with thiz question than the previous onss. It's aot bacanss thay
sion of ths following coaversation iasvitsbly enimes:

¢ seligions and others are athelsts. Alo they might be of diferent nationalities, coma from differeat parts of the couatry. You know, they're all differeat. Thars's 50 Wy yoU caq come op with somathing
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sicas iz aot to reiaforee stereotypes or to publicly bumiliate my studeats. Instead, it is to iiustrate how our relative perspectives determine our parcepticns of batween-group aad witkingroup diversity, These
adents ware Summaned by the question becauss of the obvious vasiety they saw in the category “white.” Being a member of a majority sacial group confarred oa them the privilegs of thinking sbout their whitenss: in
tecos of fadividuality aad act ia tecms of common traits (Wates, 2010). Yet, whea coasidsriag other grougs, they were mers inclined o fall back oato broad geasralizations, even though there's just as much within-group divessity
amoag Afrian Americans, Lating/as, and Asiza Amecicans as thers is amoag whites. They sooa realizs that it's misleading to try to ipness thess within-group diffs total sbout all African Americans, all Latino/as, all Asiazs, oz
all whites as if they were homogeascus groaps. For thal matter, it would be misleading to discuss 2l heterosaruals, all pour people, or all men s if they all looked alike, acted aliks, 2ad belisved the same things.

o
o
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THE POWER OF “NORMAL": ALL DIFFERENCES ARE NOT CREATED EQUAL

To “vary™ iz to deviats or to depart from whatiz ml.ed Variation: fall outsida the typical When musicians talk sbout variations oa 2 thame, they imply that there is 2 main, core composition from which other .The
same goes for humaa difference. A term like “diversity” maans vasiaty; but it alse impliss that thers i a standard way of being from which othars deviate. If your campus is like most, conversations about “diversit) e

isncrszsiagly common and hsated in raoeat yoars. But chasces are whea emost of peopls talk sbow “diversity” it usually in teres of uaderrspressnted groups (the “veristions") rather thas of the dominzat groug
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Lat's look at this more closely. In & sactally imbalaaced socisty like ours, whitensss, in general, i the unlabeled yardstick against which “senwhite” racial proups are svatuated (Dyer, 2012). Likewiss, “middleclag

“male” are the takenfor granted standards of class, semuality, and geader. Each year, the information techaology company, ProQjusst, makes availsbls  compendium of population statisties covering all aspects of| he indax of

this massive database contains satries for “Women,” “Poverty” “Black, Africaa Americas population,” “Amarican Indian, Alaska Native populsticn” “Asiaa sad Pacific Islander pogaiation,” and “Hispasic o L ulaticn,”

ot acas for “Mea” “Middle class,” or “whits population” A

Consider the legalization of sams-ssx marriage (s2e (2 Chapter 7 for 2 lengthier discussion of this issue). In the summer of 2015, the US. Supreme Court ruled that samesex marrizpe was legal nationwide. More mempusrasimbolic
pesture, such recopnition came with many rights and privilepes traditionally accorded only to heterosexual marrisd couples, such as coverzpe oz spousal insurance policies and inheritance rights. Many people viswed this chenps as z
positive step forward in the movement for civil rights. The hope was that same-sex married couples would seon become as uaremarkable as straipht marriad couplas. But, notice how the movemant for marriape rights reinforces the idez
that the standard of intimacy toward which people are presumed to want to aspire s heterosaal marsiape. In fact, some lepal scholars have voiced concern that the legatization of same-sex marriaps could result in the raduction or evea.
abolition of centain bensfits for unmarried pay partners.

Indead. only until pratty recently. the cultural and media represeatation of every aspect of romance simply prasumed 2 world in which maa were sexually sttracted to women and vics versa. Even today, mainstream zds that depict same-
zax couples remain 1are. Around Vilentine's Diay, vou'd be hard preszed to find ads that don't depict men and women embracing, paring longingly into each other’s eyes. buying each other expensive jewelry, or enjosing the Sunday paper
together in bed in their pajamas Forthermors, the heterosexnal standard is even spparent in academic scholarship. A monmtain of spacs is devoted to articles on why people ars homosemual, but faw ressarchers bother to ack the
question: Why ara paopla hetarozemal?

The fact that we make sssumptions about what's “normal” and what's “diversa” may ssem insignificant, but itis at the root of much sockal cenflict. If diffsrent categories of peopls wers arrangsd horizontally—that is, with all provps
alizried on tha same level—there'd be no problem. We'd all simply be part of 2 “vast cultural smorgasbord” (Aadsrson, 2001, Howsver, iz all socisties, such distiactions tend 1o ba arranged vertically, resulting in a rasking of grovgs. Iz
avery sociaty, soms people maks tha rales sad others muast live by thoss rules; soms are pranted the sight to maks important dacisions and cthars must sadurs the consequeaces of thoss decisions; some enjoy sveryday privileges that
provids comfort asd stability end others lack sack privileges and experisace constant straggles in thsi lives a5 a result. It's no surprise that given the historical arrasgement of power relations in this society, the standard of social
camparisen confizes o be white, heterosarual, middleclzss, and male. These diffsrences determing actess to resources, frtuse goals and aspirations, and overall ife chances. Systems of difference ars always associzted with systems of
power zad privilege (O'Brisn, 1999).

Page 20

Indsad, groups with sigrificant soeial powsr typically have the fxury of remainiap uasxamized. Universitiss routinely offer courses ia “Wemen's Studiss,” “Afticana or Latiax Stadies,” or “Quaer Stadiss,” but rarely ars there courses in
“Men's Stodies,” “white Studies,” or “Haterosexual Studiss” For paogle who ideatify themselve: as African American, Latiny, Asian, and Native American in this society, for axzmple, race and sthaicity may be the pivot around which
the reat of thsir lives circles. For whites, race is sometbing they rarsly have to thick about it's a characteristic that other groups have. In (2 Chapter 5, we'll ses how such racial "Iy
and domisaacs. Simitarly, mea have the huwury of lving in 2 socisty whsre geader insquality is typically seeq a3 2 “women's issus.” Like most people in domizant positicns, mea ate Larpsly uaswas of the small and large advantages the
social structure provides them. The same caa be said for middle- and upper-class iadividuals aad for heteroseruals.

itity" creates and reiaforces positions of atharity

I examizing the roles that zace, cless, geadsr, and seality play in determining an individusl's positicn of privilege or dissdvantags in socisty, it's impertant to 2ot that thess factors can oftea conflict, sven within the same person.
The complex intessactions of privilegs ate apparent in this sociclogist's memoir:

As the fieat and, for & whils, caly

y ebild of uppermiddlesian, Orthodan Jowiah gareass groving up in New Vo City sase aad class paivilegs came sasly o me, but it was geades that has abway sesa preblemnis. Luademiood in soms vague
paseats would have found the birth of a pirl child o busdeasome that they wowid have simply absndoged me of solé me into
bors into 2 family that did act heve 1o thooss which of its childre to feed and clodhe, o which would receive medinal tregtmant and which would dis from asglert. In this respecs, 4 poteatial
[Ratheaberg, 2000, pg. §-10).

fite for others af my gendes was mitipated by
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2 white lesbizn eajoys secial advaatages because of ber race but disadvantages becanss of her gender and sevuality. Black lesbizns face disadvantage o thres lavels. As one author puts it, “Heterossmual privilege is usually the
oaly privilege that Black women have. Noss of us have racial or semal peivilags, almost zoae of us have class privilegs, maintaining ‘strajghtness’ is our last resort” {quoted in Collins, 1090, pp. 195-196).




STRATIFICATION, POWER, AND PRIVILEGE

Tt doesn't take being on the wrong end of “normal” to know that peopls categorize others in comparison with themsalves, make judsments about those others, and then act toward tham on the
‘basis of those judgments. From there, it's just 2 short step to understanding that inequality i woven into the fabric of all societies through a structured system of stratification, the ranking of entire
groups of people that perpetuates unegqual rewards and 1ife chances. Just a5 geologists talk about strata of rock that are layered one on top of another, the “social strata™ of people are arranged
from low to high

Stratification svstems can be basad on a varisty of different dimensions and statuses. Sometimes groups of people are ranked on the basis of what sociologists call ascribed statuses. An aseribed
statws is 2 social identity or position that we obtain at birth or develop into involuntarity as we get older. Race, sex. ethnicity, religion. and family status (that is, the identity a5 someone’s child or
grandchild) are all usnally considered aseribed statuses. As we age, we enter an ascribed identity called “teenager,” followed by “middleagsd person,” and ultimately “eldedy” We can try to hide
our “membership” in these positions (by wearing a toupes of buying a more youthfll wardrobe), and someatimes people go to great langths to change their ascribed status (as when individuals
have sexTeassignment surgeries). but for the most part, ascribed statuses aren't positions we choose to occupy. An gchieved status, in contrast. is a social position of identity we take on voluntarily
or earn through our own efforts or accomplishments, ike being a student, an entreprenenr, 2 spouse, of a sociclogist.

Of course, the distinction between an ascribed and an achisved status is not always obvicus. Some people become college students not becausz of their own efforts but because of their parents”
influence. In theory, you can choose to identify with any relisgion vou want, but chances are that the religion with which you identify is the one vour parants belong to. But some people decide to
change their raligious membership later in ife. More importantly, sex, race, ethnicity, and age may be ascribed statuses, but they have a direct effect on our aceess to desirable or affluent achieved
identities.

=
All societizs, past and present, use ascribed and achisved statuses to create some form of stratification, although they may vary in the degree of insquality between strata. Most Western societies
today rely on socioeconomic stats as the primary criteria by which individuals and groups are stratified  Socioeconomic status refers to the prestigs, honor, raspect. and power associated with
different social class positions in society (Weber, 1970). Sod ic status is obviously infl d by wealth and income, but it can also be derived from achieved characteristics, such as
educational attainment and occupational prestige, and from ascribed characteristics, such as race, ethnicity, gender, and family pedigres. For instance, high school teachers have much higher
occupational prestige than carpenters, pi . ar (Davis & Smith, 1926}, even though teachers nsually earn substantially less. Organized criminals may be multimellionaires and bive
in large estates, but they lack prestige and honor—and therefors soci stafis—in mad society.

THEORIES OF INEQUALITY

For well over a century, sociologists have been trying to figure out why societies are unequal and stratified Let's take a brief look at the two main groups of theories regarding stratification:
structuralfunctionalism and conflict theories. These groups of theories differ dramatically in their conclusions about the role of stratification in man socisties.

Structural-Functionalism

According 1o structurabfunctionalism, society is 2 complex system composed of various parts, much ke a Eving organism. Just a5 the heart, ungs, and Bver work together to keep an animal alive,
50. 100, 4o all the elements of a society’s structure work together to keep society alive. From this perspective, if an aspect of social life does not contribute to social order and ultimately to
society’s survival—-that is, if' it is dysfi 1t will iy disappear. Things that persist, even if they seem to be harmful, unfair, or disruptive, must persist because they contribute somehow
to the continued existance of society (INewman, 2021).
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So how can society benefit in the long man from inequality? Societizs are made up of a variety of different roles that people must fill in order for society to function. In complex, modern societies,
these roles are allocated through a strictly defined division of 1abor. If the tasks associated with all social positions in a society were equally pleasant, were equally important, and required the
same killls, who got info which position would make no differsnce. But structural functionalists argne that it does make a difference. Some occupations, such as teaching and medicine, are more
important to a society than others and require greater ability and training. Society’s dilemma is to make sure that the most competent people perform the mest important tasks. One way 10 ensure
this distribution of tasks is 10 assign higher rewards—better pay, greater prestige, more social privileges—o some positions in society 50 that they will be attractive to the people with the necessary
talents and abilities. Those who rise to the top are seen as the most worthy ahd deserving becanse they'rs the ones who can do the most good for society (Davis & Moore, 1945).

Tha functonal importancs of 2 postinn iz ot anoneh 1o warrant 2 fieh nlacs i1 the sratification srstem howsvar If 2 nosition iz sasiiv Alled—sven o7 52 1t vital for somstt's mircval—it nesd nos he

o
o
o




< > £ m o«

The functional importance of 2 position is not enough to warrant a high place in the stratification system, howsver. If 2 position i sasily filled—even i it is vital for society’s survival—it nead not be
heavily rewarded (Davis & Moore, 1943). For instance, there is perhaps no mors important occupation in a society than trash collection. Imagine what our society wonld be like without people
who ramove our trash. Not only would our strests be clogged with Erter, but disease would be rampant and our collective health and longsvity would suffer in the long run. Or consider the
hospital janitors during the coronavirus pandemic who cleaned and disinfected rooms and haltways at significant risk to their own health. But garbage collection and janitorial work are neither
prestigious nor considered worthy of high salary. Why not? According to the structural-functionalist perspective, it is becanse we have no shortage of people with the skills needed to collect
garbage or apply disinfectant to floors. And it doesa’t take much training to learn how to do these things. Phvsicians also serve the collectsve health heads of a society. But becausa of the intricats
skills and extensive training nezded to be a doctor, society must offer rewards high enough to ensure that qualified people will want to become ong,

According 10 structurai-functionalism, then. inequality is insvitable and necessary. Socisties have 10 assign differsnt levels of importance o different positions. They can't all be equal. And we all
‘benefit in the long run when oor most qualified members fll our most important positions. So, it's appropriate that certain “important™ people earn a lot and accnmulate a lot. If we taks the
functionalist argment to its logical conclusion, then there should be 2 direct correlation between the average salaries of a given occupation and its importance in society.
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But a quick look at the salary structure in our society reveals obvious instances of highly rewarded positions that are not as functionally important as positions that receive smaller rewards. For
instance, George Clooney earns 3239 milfon a vear. Judge Judy pulls in $147 miltion a vear. Ed Sheeran earns $110 million a vear. The soccer player Lionel Messi makes $111 million. The author
Tames Patterson sells his novels to the tune of S86 million a year (Forbes, 2019). You might think that actors, TV personalities, pop singers, socesr plavers, and authors serve vital social fanctions
by providing the rest of us with a recreational release from the demands of ordinary Efe, and the best entartainers and athletes do have rare skills, indeed. However, society probably can do

without another fzature fim, made-for-television court hearing, concert, soccer match, or piece of escapist fction mors r than it can do Without competent physicians, scientists. comper
programmers, teachers _ . . or even trash collectors and janitors, who earn substantialty less in a year than what many celebrities earn in a day.

Furthermors, what this perspective overlooks is the fact that stratification can be unjust and divisive, a source of social disorder (Tamin, 1953). The argoment that only a limited number of
talented people are able to occupy important social posttions is probably overstated Many people have the talent to become doctors. What they lack is access to training. And why are some
people—women and racial and ethnic minorities—paid iess for or excloded entirely from certain jobs (see [ Chapter 6)? Finaily, when functionatists claim that inequality and stratification serve
the needs of s0ciety, We must ask, Whose nesds? A system of slavery obviously meets the needs of one group at the expense of another. but that dozsn't make it tolerable.

In a classstratified society, those individuals who receive the greatest rewards have the resources to make sure they contime receiving such rewards. Over time, the competition for the most
desirable positions will become less open and less competitive—less 2 function of achisvernent than ascription. In such circumsiances, the offspring of “talented”—that is, high-status—parents will
always have an advantage over equally talented peopls who had the bad sense to be bora into less successful families.

Conflier Theories

Structural fanctionalism has been criticized for accepting existing social arrangements without examining how thay might exploit or otherwise disadvantage certain groups or individuals within
the society. The conflict perspective addresses this deficiency by viewing the structure of society as a source of inequality, which always benefits some groups at the expense of other groups. Social
inequality is neither a necessity nor a source of social order. Instead, it iz a reflection of the unequal distribution of power in society and is 2 primary source of conflict, coercion, and unhappiness.
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According 10 perhaps the most famous conflict theorists, Karl Marx and Frisdrich Engels (1848/1982). stratification ultimately rasts on the unequal distribution of resousces—some people have
them, others don't. Important resources include money, land, information, education, health care, safety, and adequate housing. The “haves” in such an arrangement can control the Eves of the
“have nots™ because they control thess resources and ars ultimately the ones who set the rules. According to this perspective, a system of stratification allows members of the dominant group to
exploit those in subordinate positions as consumers, renters, emplovees, and 5o on, thersby reinforcing their own superiority over others. Hencs, stratification virtually guarantass that some
groups or classes of people (those who have lass) will always be competing with other groups or classes (those who have morz). The fundamental proposition of this perspective is that
stratification systems will always serve the interests of thosa at the top and not the survival needs of the entire society.

Marx's original theory was, in essence, a wholesale eritique of capitalism. Capitalists—those who own the means of producing the goods and services society needs, and to whotn others must sell
their labor in order to sarvive—have considerable influence over what will be produced, how much will be produced, who will get it, how much money people will be paid to produce it, and so
forth. Such power allows them to control workers—who neither own the means of production nor have the ability to purchase the labor of others. Hence, capitalists control other paople's
Livelihoods, the communities in which people live, and the economic decisions that affect the entire society. Mam and Engels supplemented this two-tisred conception of class by adding a third
tier, the petite bourgeoisie, which is a transitional class of people who own the means of production but don't purchase the labor power of others. This class consists of seif employed skilled
laborars and businesspeople who are econotmically self-sufficiant but don't have a staff of subordinate workers,
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Rich and politically powerfill individuals—who not coincidentalty tend to come from advantaged gender and ethnoracial groups—frequently work together to create or maintain privilege, often at
the expense of the middle and lower classes (Hacker & Pierson, 2010). What the conflict perspective gives us that the structural-functionalist perspective doesn't is an acknowlzdgment of the
intarconnected roles that economic and political instinmions play in creating and maintaining a stratified socisty (Newman, 2021). In such a structore, the rich inevitably tend to get richer, touse
their wealth to create more wealth for themselves, and to act in ways that will protect their interests and positions in socisty.
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You'd expect constant attempts by thoss at the bottom to transcend their lowty status and seek control over imited resources. But such revolutions rarely cceur in human sodeties. Why not?

Marx and Engels argnad that those in power have access to the means necessary to create and promote a reality that justifies their exploitative actions. Their version of reality is so influential that
even those wio are disadvantaged by it come to aceept it They called this phenomenon false consciousness. False consciousness is crucial becansa it is the primary means by witch the powerful
classes in society prevent protest and revolution. As long as large aumbers of poor people continue to believe that wealth and success are solely the products of individual hard work and effort
rather than of struchared insqualitiss in society—that is, believe what in the United States has been called the American Dream—sesentment and animosity toward the rich will be minimired and
people will percerve the inequalities as fair and deserved (Robinson & Bell, 1973)

Marx's theory was based on 19th-century economic systems. In his time, the heyday of industrial development, ownership of property, and control of labor in a capitalist systam were
synonymous. Most jobs were either on farms or in factories. It made sense to lump into one class all those who didn't own productive resources and who depended on wages from others to
sorvive, and into another class all thoss who owned property and paid wages. However, the nature of capitalism has changed 2 lot since then. Today a person with a novel idea for a product or
service, & computer, and a telaphone can go into business and make 2 lot of money. Corporations have become much larger and more bursancratic, with a long, muttilevel chain of command.
Owmership of large compartes les in the hands of stockholders (foreign as well a5 domestic). who often have distant cOnnections of even No connections at all to the evervday workings of the
‘business. Thus, ownership and afe sef d. The powerfil people who min large businesses and control workers on a day-to-day basis are frequently not the same people who own
the businesses.

With these changes in mind, some s0ciologists have revised Marx's original argument For mstance, sociologist Erik Olin Wright and hs colleagues (Wright, 1976, Wright, Costello, Hachen, &
Sprague, 1932; Wright & Perrone, 1977) have developed a model that incorporates both the ownership of means of production and the exerciss of authority over others. The capitalist and petite
‘bourgeoisie classes in this scheme are identical to Marx and Engels's. What is different is that the classes of people who do not own socisty’s productive resources (Marx and Engels's worker
class) are divided into two classes: managers and workers.

Wright's approach emphasizes that class conflict is more than just a clash between rich people and poor people. Societiss have, in fact, multiple Enes of conflict—economic, political,
administrative, and social. Some positions. of what Wright calls contradictory class (ocations. Tall between two major classes. Individuals in these positions have trouble identifying with one side or
the other. Managers and supervisors, for instance, can ally with workers because both are subordinates of capitalist owners. Yet, because managers and supervisors can exercise authority over
some people, they also share the interssts and concerns of owners. During labor disputes in professional sports, for example, coaches often struggls with the dilemma of whether they represent
the interasts of the owners or the players (Newman, 2021)
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Other sociologists have criticized Marx's exclhusive reliance on economic factors to explain inequality. The earfy 20th-century sociologist Max Weber (1570) identified two other sources of
inequality—prestige and power—in addition to the control of property, wealth, and income. Prestige is the amount of honor and respect people raesive from others. Class position certainly
influsnces prestige, but so can family background, phvsical appearance, intelligencs, political clout, and so on. Power is the ability to influence others and to pursus and achizve onz's own goals.
Wealth, prestige, and power usually coincida, but not atways. Sometimes groups with little if any weaith have managed to have their voices heard and have exertad 2 powerful infloence on mors
advantaged groups. In 2004, for example, cooks, housekeepers, and bellboys went on strike at four San Francisco hotels. Two days later, workers were locked out of 10 other hotels. The strike
eventually spread to nearby Monterey. The actions of these low-wage laborers discouraged visitors from coming to the Bay Area and had an enormous effect on the local economy. Imagine what
wounld happen if the trash collectors in vour town went on strike?

Recently, the confEct h to social & ity has ded even further by incorporating race, ethnicity, and gender. For instance, workers of color may share a class location with whites,
‘but as you'll see in =] Chapter 6, the lower wages that workingclass ethnoracial minorities earn as well as their concentration in particular low-paying occupations double their vulnerability to
exploitation (Feagin & Feagin, 2004). Furthermore, as long as workers see their primary adversaries as other workers who are competing with them for scarce jobs (such as immigrants or
members of other ethnoracial minorities), their anger will be directed toward one another and not upward against those in positions of power. Indesd, research has shown that downward mebifity
(Silberstein & Seeman, 1959) and the rapid influx of new ethnic groups into a comamn:ty (Bergesen & Herman, 1998) are associated with higher levels of ethnic hostility, conflict, and backlash
violence. One might conchade that it is in capitalists’ bast interest to foster ethnoracial divisions among workers, thereby preventing them from unifying and taking advantage of their numbers to
sezk a more equitable division of resources.

o
o
o




< > }3 Aa

EVENITIANY SPrean 10 NS0y MONTErey, 1 12 2CHIONS OF INese 10W-WaZe 1300reS (1SCOUrageq VSIOrs ITOm Conmg 10 Tne 1y Ared ana Nan an enormous eTect 0n TNe 10C2I ECONOMY. IMagme Whar
would happen if the trash collectors in vour town went on strike?

Recently. the conflict approach to social inequality has expanded even further by incorporating race. ethnicity, and gender. For instance, workers of color may share a class location with whites,
but as you'll se= in @ Chapter 6, the lower wages that workingrlass ethnoracial minorities sarn as well as their concentration in particular low-paying occupations double their vulnerability to
exploitation (Feagin & Feagin, 2004). Furthermore, as long as workers see their primary adversaries as other workers who are competing with them for scarce jobs (such as immigrants or
members of other ethnoracial minorities), their anger will be directed toward one another and not upward against those in positions of power. Indesd, research has shown that downward mobifity
(Silberstein & Seeman, 195%) and the rapid influx of new sthnic groups into a community (Bergessn & Herman, 1958) are associated with higher levels of ethnic hostility, conflict, and backlash
violence. Ong might conclude that it is in capitalists” best interest to foster ethnoracial divisions among workers, thereby preventing them from unifving and taking advantage of their numbers to
seek a more equitable division of resources.
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Amother variety of the conflict perspective that has become particularly popular among sociclogists i the last several decades is the fenminist perspective. Fermnist sociologsts focus on gender,

more 50 than class or socioeconomic status, as the most important source of conflict and inequality in social life. They argue that in nearly every comtemporary society, important social
_nsumuons—eﬂucamn economy. politics. religion, family—are controlled and dominated by men. Men use & variety of methods— ing violence, exploitation. and other forms of

ion—to reinf their domi . Consequently, women have less power, influence, and opportunity than men do. In families, for instance, women have traditionally bean encouraged
to perform unpaid household labor and child care duties, whereas men have been free to devote their energy and attention to earning money and power in the economic marketplace. Women's
lower wagas when they do work outsids the home are often justified by the assumption that their paid labor is sacondary to that of their nsbands. But as women in many societies seek equality in
education, politics, careers, marriage, and other areas of social life, their activities inevitably affect the broader structure of society.

Early forms of feminist thinking were often criticized for ignoring race and class and trivializing the experiences of poor women and women of celor. So, more recent feminists (sometimes called
“gender rebelhon feminists™ [Lorber, 1993]) focus on the complex connections betwesn inaqualitias based on sex and gender and inequalities based on race, ethmacity, social class, and sexuality.
By looking at the intersactions among these varisties of difference, we can see what all disadvantaged segments of society have in common and how they're undque (Collns, 2004).

THE PRIVILEGE OF CULTURAL CAPITAL

Ethnoracial, gender, class, and sexnal differences and similarities are an enormously powerful component of stratification systams bacanse they determine life chances and access 10 important
social resources. Sociologists use the term cultural capital to refer to the statns characteristics that can influence a person’s social and economic opportunities. For instance, many top universities
reserve a certain number of positions for “legacies,” applicants whose parents are atummni of that institution. At some highly selective universities, like Harvard and Princeton, legacies are five
times as hkely to be accepted as unconnected applicants with similar or bettar cradentials {cited in Mandery, 2014). Family name, mn this case, cah serve as a form of cultural capital. In a society
that vatues plysical appearance, beanty is also cultural capital that can be exch dfor i advantage. E ists have even coined the term beguty premitwn to refer to the economic
advantages aftractive people enjov.
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Likswise, membersiip in advamiaged gender, ethnoracial, and sexuality-based groups can serve as cuitural capital as well, as ilfustrated by the historical prefersnce for whits, male, heteroszmal
emplovess over women, people of color, and homosexual or transgendered individuals,

Cultural capital can also provids advantags in the form of access 10 social connections and networks. In 2003, Hurricans Eatrina decimated the Guif Coast of the United States. The storm did
not affect all rasidents aqually, however. The vast majority of the evacuees who sufferad for days in the sweltering darkness of the Superdome and comvention center in New Orleans wers poot
people of color who came from the most vulnerable parts of the city. Certainly, these were individuals who dida't have the necessary resources to evacuate prior to the hurricane and didn't have
the monay to stay mn hotels even if they could have gotten out (see [ Chapter 8 for more detail). But they also lacked cultural capital in the form of social connections—people who could have
given them rides, negotiated discounted hote! rates for them, or provided lodging in their own homes (Sander, 2005).

The more privileged one's status, the larger one's endowment of cultural capital In 1] Chapters 5 through %4 8, T will examine the biological, political, educational, and economic imbalances that
result from the cultural capital that people amass by virtue of their membearship in certain groups.
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CONCLUSION

This introductory chapter ints at several key thames that will percolate through the remainder of this book. In what ways are we different from one another? How are we the same? Is similarity or
differance more important in our everyday lives? Are all differences inevitably associated with insquality? How is inequality constructed and reinforced in interpersonal experiences? How is it embedded
in our language, our culture, and our social institntions? In addressing these gensral questions, I will pay particular attention to the interactions of key social characteristics that we use to differentiate
ourselves from others: race (and sthnicity), gender (and sax), sexuality, and social class. No characteristics ars as influsntial as thesa i determeming our identrtiss, our life chaness, and the shaps of our
social institutions.

g2
In any book that focuses on identities and insqualities, the use of particolar terminclogy to refer to dimensions of social identity carries significant cultoral and political weight. People often choose
words carefully when referring to themselves and others. However, there is never complete consensus about the acceptability or unacceptability of particular terms. Nor is there agreement about the
clarity of boundaries between groups of even how permanent they are. And the term of choice in one decade may fall out of favor in the next Thus, my choice of words in this book inevitably runs the
risk of offending at least some readers some of the time. But in the interests of consistency, I will use the terms sex and gerder when referring to dimensions ke cisgender/transgender, girls/boys,
‘women/men, and femininity/masculinity. I will use the terms sexuality o sexual orie ion when discussing pecople’s erotic identities (homosexual, heterosexual, bisexual, and so on). I will use the
TEIMNS raee, ethnicity, and ethnoracdal when examining the lives of people who identify themsslves as Asian American, Native American, Latinx, African American, and white. If I use the term minority
groups, I will be refersing not to statistically underrepresented groups but to those that have historically been disadvantaged in this sociaty. Indeed, 2 purely statistical definition of minority may soon be
obsolete. According to the ULS. Census Bureauw, for instance, about 1 in 3 residents is of a race other than white (ProQuest Statistical Abstract, 2014); by 2030, it's projected to be more than 1in 2
(Martin & Midgley, 2010).

In addition, I will maks the argument that race, class, gender, and sexuality ars not biological givens but are, to 2 large degree, social constructions. Hence, whenever I refer to members of particular
eroups (for example, females, haterosexuals, lesbians, transgender, cisgender, whites, Asizn Americans, and so on), [ am talking about those paople who selfidentify as members of thesa zroups. The
first step in exploring the intersections of race, class, gender, and sexuality is respecting the way that individuals define the




[INVESTIGATING IDENTITIES AND INEQUALITIES]

Identity inheritance: Climbing up (or down) yvour family tree

The concept of cuttural capital is important because it shows that social advantags and disadvantage do not emerge from differences in material wealth alone. Indeed. cultural capital consists of all the
social assets that lead to differences in material wealth. Any char; istic, possession, or identifier that can be exck d for economic gain can be considersd a form of cultural capital Often, people
are unaware that they even have these noneconomic forms of capital Take, for instance, 2 person's family heritage. Wealthy parents often endow their children with reputations, connections, and
cuitured knowladgs that will aid them as they grow up. Sometimes simply inheriting a family name is enough to provide economic, educational, and political advantages. Poor parents are 1235 able to
pass ont such cultural capital to their children and instead are kely to leave their children a legacy of disadvantage that they must fight to overcome.
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To understand how cultural capital is handed down from generation to generation, construct your own family tree. Go as far back into the past as vou can. You may need to ask vour parents,
grandparents, and other older relatives about long-deceased ancestors. Face-to-face interviews are best, but you may have to conduct vour interviews over the phone or via email, Zoom, Skype, or
FaceTime. If family amifacts are available (for example, old letters, diaries. photo albums. home movies/videos, heirlooms). use them for insight into the identities and lives of your ancastors.

You may focus on one side of your family or both sides. If there have been remarriagss in your family’s past, try to obtain information on the various familial branches.

For each person in the tree, identify the primary occupation and the highest level of education they achieved. Look for patterns in family members’ experiences that are linked to race, ethmicity, culture,

gender, social class, and religion It would be helpfil to determine how your family first came to the United States. If some of your ancestors bived their whole lives in another country, Vou can examine
how their experiences and achisvements differad from those of (1) family members who immigrated to the United States or (2) those who lived here their entire lives.

Can vou detect a partern of upward of downward socioeconomic movement in vour famiily? Did relatives from previous generations sraduate from college? Did any attend the college you presantly
attend? Has some carzer lzgacy been handed down from generation to generation? For instance, has a family business, dwelling, or tract of property stayed in the family across generations? How do the
occupational and educational paths of men and women differ in your famity?

Wow examing how vour family history has influenced your fjfe. Can you identify ideals, values, beliefs, and traditions you have that you think you've inherited from members in previous generations?
How do your own career aspirations compare with those of your ancestors? If you have or expect to have children, what are your career and educational aspirations for them?

After a thorough examination of your family experiences, ask vourself this question: Does vour family tree support the contention that coltural capital is hereditary?
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