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Are Patriots Bigots?
Rui J. P. de Figueiredo, Jr. & Zachary Elkins, UC Berkeley

oes pride imply prejudice? A long record of ethnic
and national conflict suggests that it does. Consis-
tent with this evidence is a tradition of research on
group conflict that suggests that group pride—
whether ethnic, national, or gender based—is the

positive half of prejudice.  On the other side, a growing num-
ber of scholars point out that a strong group identity can be
an empowering, affirming mechanism in the face of discrimi-
nation and chauvinism.

The debate may be most poignant in tragic cases of vio-
lent ethnic and national conflict. But even in multi-ethnic
states that are not war-torn, the question of group pride di-
vides politicians and intellectuals alike.  Here, the division
often surfaces in discussions over the merits of

Victor Jones is noted for
highlighting the critical role
that local governments play in
the marble cake of federalism
that is unique to the United
States. It is a world that I’m
working in right now, which
is an incredible world of
elected officials and jurisdic-
tions around the country.

There are, at last count,
over 88,000 units of govern-
ment in the United States:
counties and cities, other local
entities; states; federally rec-
ognized tribes; the territories;
and other entities. That’s a lot
of different units of govern-
ment, and all of them hold a

different piece of political
power.  Our system is unique,
and one of the reasons is be-
cause of this diffusion of
power. Power is not all held at
the federal level; it really is
throughout the nation in dif-
ferent configurations.

In my day job I serve as
an advisor to the president re-
garding the White House in-
teraction with these thousands
of jurisdictions around the
country and about 500,000
elected officials who oversee
these units of government.
That’s a lot of people, and we
try as much as possible to
make sure that the president
has the latest information on
them, and that we’re incorpo-
rating state and local perspec-
tives in the formation of pub-
lic policy at the national level.

When I was an elected
official in San Mateo County,
I never knew there was such a
thing as Intergovernmental
Affairs at the White House.
And one of the missions I’ve
taken on is to make sure that
local officials around the coun-
try are aware that we really are
a resource.  We are a resource
for state and local officials to
be able to express the concerns
that they have directly to the
president, and also as a re-

Barrales Outlines Bush Plans
for Local Government

Nearing the end of two decades in the
California legislature, State Senator Jack
O�Connell took time off from his run for
state school superintendent to visit IGS
and talk about his views on education.
During his career, O�Connell was the
author of numerous landmark education
bills. He will now have a chance to
implement some of those programs as
California�s 26th State Superintendent of
Public Instruction.
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In reflecting on my fourth holiday sea-
son as director of the UC Berkeley Institute
of Governmental Studies, I am struck by how
many of our achievements are the result, not
of one person’s efforts, but of the joint enter-
prise and energies of our experienced faculty
and staff, our vibrant students, our
supportive alumni, and our gener-
ous friends. IGS was Berkeley’s
first organized research unit, and
thanks to all of you, it will always
be one of the best.

In politics, government, and
public policy, IGS leads the way.
You have all been a vital part of
our past accomplishments, and
your continued hard work and support are cru-
cial to maintaining this tradition of excellence.
In the difficult budget times that lie ahead,

the continued financial support provided by
the Friends of IGS will be especially impor-
tant. We hope you will find time to make a
gift to the Institute’s annual fund drive.

Your tax-deductible gift to IGS will sup-
port our efforts to bring leading foreign and

domestic scholars to Berkeley, to
continue the work of the Center for
Politics, and to the excellence of IGS
research efforts. As a valued Friend
of IGS, you will be part of this vital
intellectual community. Please take
a moment now to make your tax-de-
ductible gift to the Friends of IGS
by using our new online giving
website at www.igs.berkeley.edu/

about_igs/friends.html
Thank you for your support.

Bruce E. Cain

 Willi Paul Adams Dies

A Message from the Director to the Faculty, Students, Staff, and Friends of IGS

Willi Paul Adams, pro-
fessor of North American his-
tory at the John F. Kennedy
Institute for North American
Studies and the Department of
History at the Free University
of Berlin, died on October 3,
2002, at the age of 62. His
obituary described him as “a
bridge-builder committed in
both scholarship and profes-

sional activities to linking
Americanists on both sides
of the Atlantic and deepen-
ing German understanding
of the historical processes
that have shaped the Ameri-
can colossus.”  He will be
warmly remembered by
those of us who knew him
for too short a time as a vis-
iting scholar at IGS.

Navigating the Murky Waters of
Conflict of Interest:

Public Controversies at Home & Abroad

Friday, February 21, 2003
9:00am - 3:00pm (free)

Lipman Room, Barrows Hall, UCB

This conference will bring together dis-
tinguished scholars, officeholders, political
practitioners, and reformers to navigate the
murky waters of conflict of interest and offer
a closer look at the controversies surround-
ing attempts to define and regulate conflicts
of interest in public life. What is a conflict
and what is not? Where are the loopholes and
how might they be filled? How do public of-

ficials in other countries define and regulate
conflicts of interest, and how might their ef-
forts inform the way conflicts of interest are
conceived of and understood in the U.S.?
Congressman Robert Matsui will chair a panel
on campaign consultants who become lobby-
ists. Keynote speaker former FPPC Chair
Karen Getman will discuss the innovations
of and challenges facing conflict of interest
law in California.

Cosponsored by UCB’s Institute of Gov-
ernmental Studies, American University’s
Center for Congressional and Presidential
Studies, UCB’s Center for Campaign Lead-
ership,  and Col. Charles T. and Louise H.
Travers Program in Ethics and Accountabil-
ity in Government.

Make a Gift!
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Rep. George Miller Discusses Democrats� Efforts to
Retake the House

George Miller, who has represented the 7th district of
California just north of Berkeley since 1975, gave a brown
bag lunch talk at IGS recently.  Miller, one of four key au-
thors of the historic education reform bill passed last year,
talked about the maneuvering that went into the bill and his

relationship with Presi-
dent Bush that grew out of
what has been called the
most important reform of
federal education laws in
30 years. Miller made it
clear that the nation still
has a long way to go, and
he will continue to battle
to improve the quality of
public schools.

A longtime friend
and ally of new House Mi-
nority Leader Nancy

Pelosi, Miller has been, and will continue to be a key figure
in the Democratic effort to remake their image and regain
power.

Rep. Pete Stark Criticizes Bush Administration�s War on
Terrorism

Congressman Peter Stark, whose 13th Congressional Dis-
trict runs along the east side of the
San Francisco Bay from Oakland
to San Jose, visited IGS to talk
about the changes in Congress and
the progress of the war on terror-
ism.

A senior member of the
House Ways and Means Commit-
tee and a former chair of its Health
Subcommittee, Stark presided
over major reforms in Medicare,
expanded benefits for the 35 mil-
lion beneficiaries, and provided COBRA health continuation
benefits to younger workers. He is currently ranking minor-
ity member on the subcommittee.

Stark currently serves as the senior House Democrat on
the Joint Economic Committee. Under his direction, the Joint
Economic Committee has produced reports on minimum wage
increases, the economic impact of the government shutdown,
and the effects of the Balanced Budget Amendment on se-
niors and low-income Americans.

Steve Kinney David Binder Mark Baldassare

Bay Area Congressmen Come to IGS

Mark DiCamillo

Once again this past November, fac-
ulty, students, and political junkies from
across the campus gathered at IGS for the
traditional election night party replete
with big screen TV, computer links, and
on-site analysis from graduate student ex-
perts.

Two days later, a postelection wrap-
up followed with San Francisco
Chronicle political reporter Carla

Marinucci and columnist Debra Saunders
joining pollster Merv Field, Democratic
consultant Darry Sragow, Republican
maven Dan Schnur, and Journalism
School professor Susan Rasky to assess
the outcome.

Leading up to the election, IGS polled
the pollsters in a series of data-filled pre-
sentations that tracked the numbers from
Labor Day into the final week of the cam-

paign. The polling experts included Mark
DiCamillo, director of the Field Poll,
Mark Baldassare, director of research and
senior fellow at the Public Policy Insti-
tute of California, Republican pollster
Steve Kinney, a partner at Public Opin-
ion Strategies, and Democratic pollster
David Binder, whose San Francisco firm
David Binder & Associates, polls for leg-
islative and statewide candidates.

This Year, IGS Polled the Pollsters
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Mia Fuller, UCB

estern scholars
have attempted to
define “the Is-
lamic city” since
the 1920s, despite

occasional objections from
some of them that the idea is
an unjustifiably essentializing
one: how can all cities that are
inhabited by a preponderance
of Muslims conform to a
single physical, administra-
tive, and/or cultural type?
Meanwhile, in western schol-
arship as in western usage in
general, the expression “the
medina”—referring to the
precolonial North African
walled city—has become in-
creasingly common.

Just as some scholars
have pointed to the artificial-
ity of the Islamic city notion
by showing that it originated
during colonial rule, it has
been observed that Europeans’
use of medina originated with
their adoption of the Arabic
word al-madînah (the city) in
the course of colonial contact.
What has not been noted is that
the absorption of medina into
Europeans’ vocabulary pre-
ceded the formulation of the
Islamic city, and that the two
are directly linked—histori-
cally, semantically, and logi-
cally.

In my current research, I
delve into the history of
“medina” as it has been used
by Europeans, and non-Euro-
peans who have adopted Eu-
ropean usage. My objectives
are twofold. Europeans’ use of
medina preceded the Islamic
city as the principal designa-
tion for the precolonial urban
fabric, and I propose that we
should regard the term (and the

concept) as integral to the ge-
nealogy of the recurring de-
bates as to what constitutes the
Islamic city.

Given—as I show—that
medina was a deeply ambigu-
ous term, designating two dif-
ferent things that were not al-
ways synonymous, my first
objective is to suggest that its
ambiguity may help to explain
why the Islamic city has been
impossible to define to general
satisfaction. Second, I analyze
the entangled implications of
the medina’s con-
tinued post-
colonial usage, on
the part of schol-
ars, planners, and
preservation prac-
titioners con-
cerned with im-
proving the qual-
ity of urban life
while preserving
old city fabrics.

The history of
the western term
“medina” is nar-
rower than the
generally under-
stood fact that Eu-
ropeans used it in
the colonial pe-
riod. Only the French used it,
and their usage was limited to
two North African settings,
Tunisia and Morocco (both of
them French protectorates
rather than colonies). Because
I distinguish between the
original French usage and our
own today, I use la médina to
refer to the French category
that led to the term that is used
presently.

From the start, la médina
conflated urban spaces with
their occupants, fallaciously.
At times, it was a morphologi-
cal descriptor for old walled
cities (or parts thereof); at oth-
ers, it designated concentra-

tions of ethnically Other in-
habitants.

But it was also, often,
both a morphological descrip-
tor and an ethnic designator,
even though, on the ground,
city boundaries and the lines
between ethnic groups did not
coincide simply; and herein
lies the problem.

The earliest use of la
médina I have found so far
dates to 1885. Prior French
expressions had included the
Arab city, the French city, the
old city, and the new city; a
Frankish quarter, a Moorish
quarter, and an Israelite quar-
ter; Muslim city, Jewish quar-

ter; the European quarter and
the Arab quarter; European
part, Muslim and Jewish quar-
ters, an old Casbah, and an
Arab quarter. Such distinctions
stayed in use alongside la
médina in the following de-
cades. All of them reflected
one of three axes of difference:
between old and new; Euro-
pean and non-European; and
various local groups (usually
Arab/Muslim vs. Jewish). La
médina more or less summa-
rized all three of these axes of
differentiation, although in
rough fashion.

The 1885 text in question
concerned Morocco. La

médina was principally mor-
phological here: it was the old
city, as defined by its walled
enclosure. But even in this
early usage, some slippage
was already apparent: la
médina was both the city as a
whole and one of the quarters
within the city.

The Walled City

“All the cities (médina)
are surrounded by high
walls—the city without a
walled enclosure is not called
médina. The médina usually
comprises a fortress (casbah)
and a Jewish quarter (mellah).

In the cities of the interior,
these three quarters [the
médina, the casbah, and the
mellah] are neatly divided by
walls; in the coastal cities, they
tend to overlap.”

In 1899, L’indicateur
tunisien, a detailed govern-
ment publication itemizing the
neighborhoods, communica-
tions, and so on, of Tunis,
again equated la médina with
“the city,” which was both old
and Arab. The “old city,”
which one entered from the
European city comprised “its
Maltese, Sicilian, Israelite, and
Arab quarters,” thus the
“Arab” city subsumed all the

The Medina and the Islamic City:
Colonial Terms and Postcolonial Legacies
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colonialism, an environment
spatially structured along eco-
nomic and ethnic lines, be-
came more uniformly split
along economic (class) lines,
especially after the emigra-
tions of Jewish populations.

After years of neglect, lo-
cal planners (trained and prac-
ticing in French) became in-

terested in preserv-
ing les médinas; and
the term referred spe-
cifically to the mor-
phological entity
that the colonizers
had designated by it,
although not the
same ethnically or
religiously defined
one.

Some recent
scholarly works concerning
North Africa show a few of the
ramifications of planners’ on-
going juxtaposition of
present-day needs with the
legacies (physical and seman-
tic) of the colonial era. In
1997, Justin McGuinness
showed very clearly the direct
continuities between French
colonial planning approaches
to the existing, non-French
built environment, and the ap-
proach of the present-day As-
sociation pour la Sauvegarde
de la Médina de Tunis (Asso-
ciation for the Preservation of
the Tunis Medina), including
the Association’s designs for
a “néo- Médina” form—a
clear reiteration of French co-
lonial planners’ path of study
and planning.

Precolonial Nostalgia

Overall, the discourse of
la médina and the inevitable
dualization of cities that an
emphasis on it entails, is kept
in place by several pressures,
as described by Nezar
AlSayyad, who in 1998 iden-
tified scholars, architects, and
administrators as the principal
beneficiaries of this discourse.

other ethnicities present. Fi-
nally, we are told that “the old
city simply refers to the Tunis
of before French occupation,”
and that “it is the upper quar-
ter of the city that was and still
is inhabited by the Muslims.”

Early French mentions of
the medina used the term in
two distinct ways: sometimes,
it referred to the “old city,” in-
cluding the Jewish quarter, the
quarters of Mediterranean Eu-
ropean groups (Maltese and
Sicilians), and the Muslim
quarter. But sometimes, it also
referred to the “Arab city.”

The most important thing
to note here is that the “old”
and the “Arab” were treated as
identical, even though the old
city and the Arab city were not
synonymous. The Arab city—
part of the city—was used syn-
ecdochically to stand for the
whole of the old urban con-
figuration.

The single French term,
médina, pointed consistently
to two referents, two objects
of study that were sometimes
mutually distinct, and some-
times not: the urban system, or
parts thereof (on the one
hand); and the habitat defined
by its predominant ethnic and/
or religious character (Arab or
Muslim) (on the other).

In the 1910s and 1920s,
French colonial architecture
and planning were in their hey-
day, most famously under the
watch of Maréchal Lyautey
and his team in Morocco. A
great many civic buildings
were erected, and these have
been well studied; but what is
especially relevant here is that
the team did extensive typo-
logical studies of indigenous
habitats, some of which even
resulted in the design of
nouvelles médinas (new
medinas)—in Casablanca par-
ticularly. This period of French
colonial architecture, and of
study of the colonized popu-
lations, thus stands out as one

in which the French adminis-
trators and planners pro-
actively documented and then
reformulated la médina, with
the goal of scientifically recon-
stituting it as both an urban
unit, and an ethnically defined
one.

This analysis of la
médina’s multiple meanings
leads me to see the scholarly
debates about the Islamic city
as inevitably futile attempts to
combine morphological analy-
ses with religious or ethnic cat-
egories. The French scholar
William Marçais inaugurated
this perennial field of inquiry
in 1928. The slippage of terms
I have already described was
equally integral to this new
field: in a classic 1954 essay,
Roger Le Tourneau used la
ville musulmane (“the Muslim
city”) and la médina inter-
changeably.

It is fair to say that the
goal of those who attempt to
define the Islamic city has not
been reached, for none of the
analyses to date have suc-
ceeded in tying ethnicities or
religion to the urban form so
we have one single, consistent,
and predictable model.

Knowing that the slip-
page inherent in the French use
of médina preceded the dis-
course on the Islamic city, and
that the latter discourse in turn
absorbed the previous one—
by defining la ville musulmane
in terms of la médina, no mat-
ter how polyvalent and am-
biguous la médina was—helps
to clarify why the question of
the Islamic city (Does it exist
as a discrete, distinct model?)
is so hard to solve.

The two objects it desig-
nates, morphological and so-
ciological, only rarely overlap
in fact. In this light, the Islamic
city (as opposed to a variety
of Muslim cities) is destined
to remain an invention rather
than a found reality, a schol-
arly theorization of a

religious-morphological ob-
ject of study.

Since the early 20th cen-
tury, English, Italian, and other
equivalents of la médina have
entered European parlance to
a remarkable extent. For de-
cades, the word has been in-
cluded in French dictionaries,
where it is defined as “old
Arab city,”
without any
mention of
the once-new
colonial cit-
ies in con-
trast to which
these were
originally old
and Arab.

In the
1970s, the
word began to enter
Anglophone scholarship,
eventually becoming so famil-
iar that translations are in
many cases no longer sup-
plied. In the next decade, Ital-
ian scholars began to use it in
their studies of the Italian oc-
cupation of Tripoli. Today’s
usage, in other words, increas-
ingly obscures the original,
colonial conditions —visibly
political, and always segre-
gated to some degree— under
which la médina was origi-
nally adopted.

In the 1970s and 1980s,
North African planners also
began to wrestle with the prob-
lems of preserving what was
left of the old walled cities af-
ter decolonization. Typically,
when the colonial era ended,
the formerly colonized who
could afford to do so moved
out of the old walled cities and
into the more recently built,
former European quarters.

Those who remained
within the old walls were the
poor and the numerous
in-migrants from rural areas.
The old quarters became uni-
formly poor, while the old
wealthy houses fell into decay.
Thus what had been, under

Mia Fuller
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Jack Citrin, IGS, Benjamin Highton,
UC Davis

Some commentators
view the onward march
of the U.S.  population

toward a majority made up of
ethnic minorities with alarm,
prophesying linguistic frag-
mentation and the crumbling
of American values and tradi-
tions.  In the early twentieth
century, they argue, the melt-
ing pot worked because of a
self-conscious program of
Americanization that facili-
tated cultural and political as-
similation.  Today, immigrants
move easily back and forth to
their countries of origin and
maintain contact with their
original cultures through vid-
eos and the Internet.

The idea of Americaniza-
tion has lost ground and in
some circles is regarded as op-
pressive. As a result, the his-
torical pattern of “straight-
line” assimilation, with each
immigrant generation becom-
ing more similar, economi-
cally, culturally, and politi-
cally, to the mainstream of so-
ciety may no longer occur.
Michael Barone vigorously
disputes this argument, point-
ing to a body of evidence in-
dicating that Latino and Asian
immigrants generally follow
the path of their Irish, Italian,
and East European predeces-
sors, becoming monolingual in

English by the third generation
and intermarrying with white
Americans more often.

Clearly, assimilation is a
multidimensional process, in-
volving occupational mobility,
language acquisition, and new
leisure habits.  There also is a
political dimension of assimi-
lation that involves naturaliza-
tion, the acquisition of knowl-
edge of American history and
political institutions, and par-
ticipation in the political pro-
cess.  Indeed, electoral politics
was an important avenue for
improving the economic and
living conditions of Irish, Ital-
ian, and other European immi-
grants, many of whom were
recruited as party workers and
candidates.

Political, economic, and
legal developments have
changed the costs and benefits
for immigrants facing the de-
cision to vote, so it is difficult
to compare today’s immigrants
and their predecessors. Never-
theless, we can examine the
distinctiveness of immigrants
from Latin America and Asia
in two ways. First, we can de-
scribe their pattern of political
incorporation, determining
whether participation in-
creases from one immigrant
generation to the next. Second,
we can compare the Latino and
Asian newcomers with recent
European immigrants and in

In addition, postcolonial North
Africans display a wide range
of personal attachments to the
old walled cities, and even to
their designations as old and
Arab (whether under the name
la médina or otherwise). For
many of them, not least those
who live in recently built
sprawl or in newer city cen-
ters, la médina, nowadays,
represents a nostalgia for the
precolonial, the “authentic,”
and even the “Oriental,” that
may superficially resemble
Europeans’ orientalizing pro-
jections but is, in fact, complex
in entirely distinct ways.

For North African plan-
ners, there has been no avoid-
ing the colonial-era legacies of
les médinas; and even if they
could, doing so would be prob-
lematic in its own right. As
Janet Abu-Lughod, the pre-
eminent scholar in this field,
reminded readers in 1992,
avoiding the colonial legacy
by valorizing “traditional”
forms could conceivably come
hand in hand with obstacles to
desirable social changes:
“[D]oes the defense of tradi-
tionalism in architecture actu-
ally entail a defense of the sta-
tus quo or even a regression in
forms of social relations?

The traditional Middle
Eastern house was designed
primarily to perpetuate and en-
force spatial segregation be-
tween males and females.
Does our attempt to preserve
this architecture support this
system, even if it works to the
detriment of women?”

These are only brief
samples of a very complicated
set of dilemmas: how to pre-
serve the old cities without ex-
cessive demolitions? How to
develop growing cities with-
out repeating problematic pat-
terns of the past? And how to
do either without perpetuating
colonial-era social divisions?

It is especially challeng-
ing to construct a postcolonial

“traditional” heritage when a
highly detailed “traditional”
heritage was already con-
structed during the colonial
era, and policies were shaped
with reference to that con-
structed heritage, and so many
North Africans internalized
that constructed heritage as re-
flecting their traditions in con-
trast to the colonial modern. At
a practical level, this means
that the médina that planners
strive to regain is imagined in
many ways as it was described
and captured under Lyautey
and his colleagues.

Yet to some extent, North
Africans do not want the
precolonial cities to return to
their precolonial form in ev-
ery sense. Ideally, they want
them to be solid, comfortable,
traditional, and have up-to-
date sewage systems and ser-
vices. Thus the goal must in-
evitably be one not of return,
but of a carefully shaped hy-
bridization of precolonial and
up-to-date forms and tech-
nologies.

In sum, the expression
“medina,” used so freely today
by well-meaning scholars to
denote non-European walled
Arab cities in North Africa, is
both historically specific and
colonially encoded. An ex-
treme reaction to this clarifi-
cation might be that it is not
appropriate for urban and so-
cial historians, nor, possibly,
for postcolonial planners and
preservationists themselves, to
use medina or la médina as
part of their working vocabu-
lary, as their debates would
risk being overdetermined by
the histories of the analytical
categories employed in them.

But postcolonial North
African planners, and scholars
in general, mean the term to
refer, now, to the morphologi-
cal object, the walled city, and
most certainly not the social
configurations that have
dwelled in it at various times.

Latino Political Integration
Follows European Pattern

Arguably, then, there is no
reason to discard the old colo-
nial term. Nonetheless, I pro-
pose that greater clarity and
historicization of terms can
help to sort out some aspects
of the dilemmas faced by plan-
ning practitioners, and not in-
cidentally, to add some preci-
sion to scholarly analyses. I
suggest we distinguish be-
tween the médina as the object
of policy and study invented

during colonial rule, and the
historic walled city as the ob-
ject of study that is a focal
point of history, preservation,
and planning today.

When we use the word
“medina,” do we mean the
precolonial city as it once
was? The precolonial city that
continued to exist, or survive,
alongside the colonizers’ new
city? Or the precolonial city
that exists to this day? o
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residence in the United States.
We constructed models to ex-
amine the “effect” of being
born in a particular country on
whether or not an immigrant
has become a citizen after liv-
ing in the United States for at
least 10 years.

Socio-economic status,
specifically age, education,
and income all are strongly re-
lated to citizenship status.  Ad-
justing for background differ-
ences among immigrants has
only a minimal impact on the
observed “effect” of being
born in India, China, and the
Philippines.  Among immi-
grants from Korea, controlling
for socio-economic status re-
duces the citizenship gap rela-
tive to whites, whereas among
those born in Vietnam the “ad-
justed” citizenship rate be-
comes noticeably higher than
that for foreign-born whites.

The relative youth and
low socio-economic status of
immigrants from Mexico
means that controlling for
background characteristics re-
duces the citizenship gap for
this group by about a third.
Nevertheless, the citizenship
rate of immigrants from
Mexico remains substantially
below that of white or Asian

immigrants even after this ad-
justment.

Taking into account the
immigrants’ length of resi-
dence in the United States, dis-
tinguishing among those who
have lived here from 10 to 20
years, those with 20 to 30 years
residence, and those who have
lived here more than 30 years,
the relationship between age
and citizenship status largely
disappears.  This pattern sug-
gests that age is merely serv-
ing as a proxy for how long a
person has lived in the United
States and that duration of resi-
dence is the critical factor.  In
terms of the racial and ethnic
sub-groups, the citizenship gap
among those born in Korea and
India largely disappears once
duration of residence as well
as social background is consid-
ered.

The estimated citizenship
rates among those born in
China, the Philippines, and
Vietnam are higher than that
among white immigrants.  The
citizenship rate among those
born in Vietnam is especially
high.  Finally, those of Mexi-
can descent remain signifi-
cantly less likely to become
citizens.  In previous research,
Louis DeSipio has speculated

that the proxim-
ity of Mexico to
California and
the numerous
ways immi-
grants can re-
main connected
to their original
country help ex-
plain this re-
sidual difference
in naturalization
rates.  Overall,
the findings are
consistent with
our argument
that the turnout
deficit among
Mexican immi-
grants is more a
function of their

that way identify whether spe-
cific national origins lead to
political assimilation.

Latino and Asian immi-
grants do become politically
incorporated over time.  The
longer they live in the United
States, the more likely they are
to become citizens, and the
longer foreign-born citizens
have been in the United States,
the more likely they are to
vote.  Although the native-
born Latinos and Asians do
vote more frequently than the
foreign-born, these differences
are partly a function of differ-
ences in socio-economic sta-
tus.  There is no evidence that
recent Latino and Asian immi-
grants are likely to be perma-
nently disengaged from the
electoral process, although the
persistent finding that Asian-
Americans vote less than
members of other ethnic
groups with similar social
backgrounds does set this
group apart from other immi-
grant groups.

This paper addresses the
argument that Latino and
Asian immigrants are less
likely to become integrated
into the American political
system than their European
counterparts, past and present.
To do so, we compare the citi-
zenship rates and turnout of
foreign-born adult citizens in
California with different na-
tional origins.  In addition, we
consider whether the “straight-
line” pattern of assimilation
applies to voting by compar-
ing the political participation
of different immigrant genera-
tions within each ethnic group.

Only citizens can vote.
For immigrants, the legal re-
quirement for citizenship is a
minimum of five years of resi-
dence, but psychological and
administrative delays typically
prolong naturalization.  For
this reason, in investigating the
determinants of naturalization
among the foreign-born in

California, we confine atten-
tion to those who have lived
in the U.S. at least 10 years,
assuming that most immi-
grants who have lived in the
United States for at least a de-
cade and have not become citi-
zens remain alien residents by
choice.

Among all ethnic groups,
age, formal education, and in-
come are positively associated
with the decision to acquire
American citizenship.  Older,
wealthier, and better-educated
immigrants naturalize more
quickly.  There also are differ-
ences in the citizenship rates
related to the national origin
of immigrants, in part due to
variation in the social back-
ground of immigrants from
specific countries, as we will
show.  Among those in Cali-
fornia who have lived in the
U.S. for at least 10 years, the
citizenship rates are highest
among those from Vietnam
(79 percent), the Philippines
(78 percent), China (76 per-
cent), and the miscellaneous
group of whites (75 percent).
Among the Asian immigrants
with 10 years of residence, the
citizenship rates of those from
Korea (57 percent) and India
(60 percent) lag behind.
Latinos are espe-
cially unlikely to
become citizens;
immigrants from
Mexico who
have lived in the
U.S. for at least
10 years have the
lowest citizen-
ship rate, 27 per-
cent.

Undoub t -
edly some part of
the variation in
citizenship rates
associated with
country of origin
is explained by
differences in so-
cial background
and length of

Table 1. Immigrant Generations in the
California Electorate (1994-2000)

Nativity White Black Latino Asian
(%) (%) (%) (%)

Native-born
   Third generation 89 97 46 16
   Second generation 5 1 26 16

Foreign-born
(first generation)
   entered US before 1980 5 1 19 35
   entered US 1980-present 1 1 9 33

Percentage of adult
citizen population 68 7 16 8

Note:  3rd generation is defined as being native born with at least one
parent born in the U.S.  2nd generation is defined as being native-born
with both parents being foreign-born.
Sources: 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000 Current Population Survey Voter
Supplements, respondents pooled.
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generation for whites as well
as Latinos and Asians.

Table 2 reports the turn-
out for adult citizens in each
ethnic group, with respondents
subdivided according to nativ-
ity, generation, and, for the for-
eign-born, date of entry into
the United States.  The table
also indicates the turnout sur-
plus or deficit (in percentage
points) for a particular group
when compared to the baseline
category of third-generation
whites.  The final column es-
timates the residual turnout
gap after groups have been
matched  by social background
characteristics.

Native Born

Looking first at the turn-
out gap before adjusting for
social background, an interest-
ing finding is that second-gen-
eration whites (native-born
with foreign-born parents) and
white immigrants who arrived
before 1980 are more likely to
have voted than whites long
established in the United
States (with electoral sur-
pluses of +7 and +3 percent-
age points, respectively).

Among whites the most
recent immigrants did have the
lowest level of turnout, but this
curvilinear pattern deviates
from the theory of straight-line
assimilation predicting that
each successive generation
should be more likely to vote.
All the other ethnic groups,
however subdivided, voted
less than the baseline group of
third-generation whites.  The
turnout deficits were particu-
larly large for recent Latino
immigrants (-31) and recent
Asian immigrants (-25).

Given the substantial dif-
ferences in socio-economic
status across ethnic groups and
immigrant generations, the
turnout gaps just reported do
not isolate the unique influ-
ences of nativity and genera-
tion.  To identify these, we
once again estimate a multi-
variate model with controls for
background factors (age, edu-
cation, family income, resi-
dential mobility, and election
year).

This matching procedure
substantially alters the previ-
ously observed pattern of gaps
in turnout.  The third column
in Table 2 shows that among
whites, the only significant re-
sidual turnout gaps are be-
tween foreign- and native-
born citizens.  First-generation
whites who immigrated before
1980 are less likely to vote
than their third-generation
counterparts by an estimated
eight percentage points and the
turnout deficit for the matched
group of post-1980 white im-
migrants is 20 percentage
points.

With social background
differences taken into account,
the deficit of Latinos relative
to third-generation whites also
is virtually eliminated.  Only
among relatively recent (post-
1980) Latino immigrants does
a statistically significant re-
sidual gap of nine percentage
points remain. Most of the

lower socio-economic back-
ground and relative reluctance
to become American citizens
than a lack of interest in poli-
tics among those eligible to
vote.  By contrast, the citizen-
ship gap is less important
among Asian immigrants than
the persistent reluctance of
some subgroups to vote de-
spite their legal eligibility and
possession of relevant socio-
economic resources.

The Current Population
Survey data enable us to divide
respondents into three groups:
the foreign-born (first genera-
tion), the native-born whose
parents were born abroad (sec-
ond generation), and the na-
tive-born with parents who
also were born in the United
States (third generation).  This
classification permits us to dis-
entangle the influences of im-
migrant generation, nativity,
and country of birth on voter
turnout.

Table 1 presents a portrait
of the California adult citizen
population with each of the
four main ethnic groups di-
vided into these three genera-
tional categories. The white
and black populations are each

over 90 percent native-born,
with overwhelming majorities
being third-generation Ameri-
cans. Although about 70 per-
cent of Latino citizens are na-
tive-born, almost one in four
are second-generation—the
first members of their family
to be born in the U.S.  In com-
parison, the native-born make
up a much smaller proportion
of Asian-American citizens;
fully 68 percent of Asian citi-
zens are foreign-born.

We have shown earlier
that the year of entry into the
United States of Latino and
Asian-American immigrants is
associated with turnout, with
the earlier entrants being much
more likely to vote.  The small
number of black immigrants
(only two percent of the blacks
residing in California) makes
it impossible to replicate this
analysis for African-Ameri-
cans.

As the overall size of the
white population in California
is much larger, the small pro-
portion of foreign-born citi-
zens among them does not
pose the same obstacle, and the
analyses that follow estimate
the effects of year of entry and

Table 2. Turnout Gaps by Immigrant Generation
within the California Electorate

Race/ Generation Foreign-born, Turnout Turnout gap Turnout gap with
Ethnicity Dates of Entry (% points) SES controls

(% points)
White (baseline) 3rd – 67% – –
White 2nd – 74% +7 -2
White 1st before 1980 70% +3 -8**
White 1st 1980-present 47% -20 -20**

Black (all native/foreign-born combined) 58% -9 0

Latino 3rd – 52% -15 -2
Latino 2nd – 49% -18 -2
Latino 1st before 1980 60% -7 +3
Latino 1st 1980-present 36% -31 -9**

Asian 3rd – 59% -8 -12**
Asian 2nd – 47% -20 -20**
Asian 1st before 1980 55% -12 -22**
Asian 1st 1980-present 42% -25 -26**

Source: 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000 Current Population Survey Voter Supplements, respondents pooled.
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ground differences, immi-
grants from Mexico are less
likely to vote than those from
other Latin American coun-
tries.  Chinese and Korean im-
migrants are less likely to vote
than those from Vietnam or the
Philippines.

Table 3 also shows that
the levels of turnout for Mexi-
can and white immigrants,
once one adjusts for back-
ground differences, are virtu-
ally the same.  And Latino im-
migrants from countries other
than Mexico are, other things
being equal, more likely to
vote than white immigrants in
California by an estimated
margin of 12 percentage
points.  Among Asian immi-
grants, after adjusting for
background differences the
participation of Vietnamese
and Filipino immigrants is in-
distinguishable from that
among white immigrants.
These two groups thus appear
the exception to otherwise per-
sistently low Asian-American
turnout.  The turnout of Chi-
nese and Korean immigrants is
more than 10 percentage
points lower than that of white

immigrants, even after adjust-
ing for the background differ-
ences most strongly related to
voting.

To summarize, both early
political socialization, as in-
dexed by nativity, and adult
experiences, as indexed by
length of residence in the U.S.,
affect the political incorpora-
tion of immigrants.  With the
exception of Asian-Ameri-
cans, significant generational
differences among the native-
born are not evident.  The re-
cent wave of Latino immi-
grants shows patterns of inte-
gration like those of its Euro-
pean counterparts.  Among
immigrants from Asia, partici-
pation lags behind that of new
citizens from other regions.

Indeed, among Asian-
Americans participation is, if
anything, higher among the
relatively less-educated and
poorer Filipino and Vietnam-
ese subgroups than among
residents with a Chinese or
Korean background.  The “re-
sources” factor never is the
only source of differences in
political participation; clearly,
though, this set of attributes is

generational differences be-
tween Latinos and third-gen-
eration whites appear largely
a function of socioeconomic
background.  As the length of
residence in the United States
increases the likelihood of vot-
ing, this turnout gap should
diminish over time. In any
event, the political incorpora-
tion of Latinos into the Cali-
fornia electorate appears as
rapid as that of white immi-
grants. But rather than a con-
tinuing increase in participa-
tion from one generation to the
next, as implied by a model of
straight-line assimilation, there
appears to be one major dis-
junction for both these ethnic
groups—between recent first
generation immigrants and all
other citizens.

Once again, the voting
behavior of Asian-Americans
is somewhat different.  Table
2 confirms the earlier finding
of comparatively low turnout
among Asian-Americans.
Within this ethnic group, un-
like either whites or Latinos,
third-generation immigrants
have the highest level of vot-
ing (59 percent) and the over-
all pattern of turnout across
immigrant generations is a
closer fit to the so-called
straight-line model of political
assimilation, yet even after ad-
justing for differences in social
background, third-generation
Asian-Americans are less
likely than the equivalent
group of whites to vote by 12
percentage points.

This deficit rises as one
moves to more recent immi-
grant generations, reaching a
maximum of 26 percentage
points among post-1980 Asian
immigrants.  Ironically, when
it comes to political assimila-
tion, the ethnic group fre-
quently labeled the “model
minority” because of its eco-
nomic and educational
achievements lags behind
Latinos, who are more fre-

quently the object of concern
for anti-immigrant interest
groups.

Participation

Our earlier analyses of
Latinos and Asians revealed
some internal differences in
participation related to coun-
try of origin.  Table 3 there-
fore introduces country of ori-
gin into the present framework
of analysis, focusing only on
foreign-born citizens (as noted
earlier, the CPS does not per-
mit an effective classification
of native-born Asians by coun-
try of origin).  Again, the first
column in Table 3 presents the
level of turnout for first-gen-
eration immigrants with differ-
ent national origins, the second
column computes the turnout
gap vis-à-vis white immi-
grants, and the third column
estimates this gap after the in-
troduction of the standard con-
trols (age, income, formal edu-
cation, and residential stabil-
ity) in a multivariate logit
model.

Compared to white immi-
grants, those from Latin
America and Asia are less
likely to vote, whatever their
country of origin.  As demon-
strated in the previous chapter,
there are group differences re-
lated to national origin.
Among the Latinos, the turn-
out deficit is greatest for im-
migrants from Mexico (17 per-
centage points).  Among first-
generation Asian-Americans,
the turnout deficit relative to
white immigrants is largest for
Korean immigrants (22 points)
and smallest among those from
the Philippines (10 points).

After adjusting for group
differences in socio-economic
background and age, the dif-
ferences across nationality
groups found when we ana-
lyzed both native and foreign-
born respondents reappear.
Even after adjusting for back-

Table 3. Turnout Gaps Among California
Foreign-Born Adult Citizens, by Country of Origin

Group Turnout Turnout gap Turnout gap
(Foreign-born with SES

Whites as controls
baseline)

Whites (baseline) 65 – –
Mexicans 48 -17 0
Other Latinos 61 -4 +12**
Chinese 47 -18 -14**
Koreans 43 -22 -15**
Filipinos 55 -10 -4
Vietnamese 50 -15 1
Other Asians 44 -21 -12**

Note: Foreign-born whites includes all non-hispanic white immigrants.
Cell entries in the “turnout with SES controls” report the estimated differ-
ence in turnout, in percentage points, between the specified group and the
baseline group (first generation whites) from a multivariate logit model
that includes age, educational attainment, family income, residential mo-
bility, election year, and year of entry to the United States.  A * indicates
p<.10 in the multivariate logit model.  A ** indicates p<.01 in the multi-
variate logit model.
Sources: 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000 Current Population Survey Voter Supple-
ments, respondents pooled.
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is in the state and local gov-
ernments, where people are
trying to figure out how pro-
grams and resources can be
used to benefit people in their
communities. People at the
local level have a much better
understanding of how to
change a federal program to fit
the local community in a bet-
ter way. And that’s something
that the president feels very
adamant about.

He’s against unfunded
mandates that require state or
local governments to imple-
ment fantastic new ideas from
the federal government that
have no money or resources
associated with them. And I
know, as a local official, that’s
always been the bane of our
existence; it’s kind of like a
food chain—local officials
complain about unfunded
mandates from the state level,
and the state complains about
unfunded mandates from the
federal level. It’s something he
understands very well, and he
understands you can’t just
make laws and expect state
and local governments to raise
the taxes to pay for those won-
derful new ideas.

Having been a governor,
he understands governors and
has appointed a number of
them to his cabinet. Secretary
Tommy Thompson was a gov-
ernor. Governor Ridge of
Pennsylvania is now the direc-
tor of homeland security.
Christie Todd Whitman was
governor of New Jersey. The
president thinks that perspec-
tive is very important at the
federal level.

The president also under-
stands very well the Tenth
Amendment of the Constitu-
tion: “The powers not del-
egated to the United States by
the Constitution, nor prohib-
ited to the states, are reserved
to the states respectively, or to
the people.”  The states’ rights
are very important.  And as the

source for the president to
communicate what his vision
is and what his goals are to lo-
cal officials. That’s why I
spend so much time traveling
and searching for different
tools to communicate to local
and state officials around the
country.

I’m very fortunate to
have a hardworking and effec-
tive and wonderful staff in the
Office of Intergovernmental
Affairs, and I have colleagues
in every agency throughout
the federal government who
have a focus on intergovern-
mental affairs. With that net-
work of colleagues, we are
able to cover quite a bit of
ground on issues related to
homeland security, education,
and other initiatives that the
president has taken on, work-
ing together as a team.

Every morning when I
drive through the gates of the
White House, I know that my
job is to move three things for-
ward, the president’s three
main goals:  to win on terror-
ism, to secure the homeland,
and to increase economic se-
curity for Americans. With
those goals in mind, I and my
colleagues move forward in
terms of the work we do on a
day-to-day basis.

I served at the local level
on the board of supervisors.
And at the local level, inter-
governmental affairs to me re-
lated to the kind of work I did
in communities like East Palo
Alto, where we were able to
have a number of local and
state agencies cooperate to
help reduce the crime rate.

We created one of the
first charter schools in the
state. The county really
doesn’t have a formal role in
education, but we drew on
some county resources to help
create and maintain a charter
school.

Those are the kinds of ex-
periences I had as a local
elected official. I have a
unique opportunity now,
working at the White House,
to apply the resources and the
focus of the federal govern-
ment to state and local issues,
as it relates, to homeland se-
curity, and some other very,
very big and important issues.
But what I’ve come to appre-
ciate is how important the
work that’s done at the local
level is, because that’s where
the actual results come from.

Results Oriented

And if the president is
anything, he’s results oriented.
He wants to make sure that
we’re able to demonstrate re-
sults for the American people.
And the results generally don’t
come out of Washington, they
generally are at the local level.
We don’t educate a lot of
people at the Department of
Education; it’s in our local
classrooms that students have
an opportunity to improve
their academic performance.
With that in mind, we move
forward, trying to provide re-
sources and support for local
government.

In terms of working for
the president in this role, there
are three things to keep in
mind.  Number one, the presi-
dent was a governor; and gov-
ernors tell me once a governor,
always a governor.  He under-
stands the unique relationship
between the states and the
power invested in the states.
He believes that innovation is
found in the states and at the
local level, and not through
Washington.

I’ve worked in Silicon
Valley and I’ve worked in
Washington, D.C., and they’re
both wonderful places to be,
but Washington, D.C., is not
the center of innovation in the
United States of America.  It

Barrales cont.less potent in stimulating turn-
out among Asian-Americans
than any other ethnic group.

With this one important
caveat, the evidence shows
that the process of political in-
corporation of the current
wave of immigrants to Califor-
nia is similar whatever their
national origins.  As in the case
of white immigrants, the off-
spring of newcomers from
Latin America and Asia are
more inclined to vote than
first-generation immigrants.
For all the foreign-born, time
spent in the U.S. boosts the
level of political participation.
Moreover, as socio-economic
status improves, the participa-
tion of Latino and Asian-
Americans increases, regard-
less of where they were born,
another familiar pattern.
Again, the one consistent de-
viation from the standard path
of incorporation is, the low
level of voting among Asian-
Americans, and whether this
endures will help determine
the shape of California’s elec-
torate in the future.

This excerpt is based on a
talk Citrin and Highton gave
as part of the IGS Colloquium
on Race, Ethnicity, and Immi-
gration. The research was sup-
ported by the Public Policy
Institute of California and the
full text of the study is avail-
able  at www.ppic.org. o

It’s State of the Union time
again. Some questions:

1. What was the State of
the Union first called?  When
was it first delivered and
where?

2. When was the speech
first called the State of the
Union?

3. When was it first car-
ried live on television?

4. When was it first car-
ried live on the Internet?
See page 22 for answers.

TRIVIAQUIZ
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ernment is made up of many
different entities, departments
and agencies, and many lay-
ers. And it’s a very challeng-
ing experience to try to get a
handle from the White House
on all the different policies and
regulations and impacts that
might take place on state and
local governments.

We’re constantly chasing
after and trying to get ahead
of the different decisions that
are made at the federal level
that will affect state and local
governments. And even
though many presidents have
passed executive orders on
federalism, one lesson is very
clear, and it’s that implemen-
tation matters.

As I mentioned, the presi-
dent is very much re-
sults focused.  It’s
e a s y — r e l a t i v e l y
speaking—to pass an
Executive Order on
federalism, saying we
respect states’ rights.
The challenge has al-
ways been on the
implementation. How
do you do that on a
day-to-day basis when
federal legislation or
decisions that the fed-
eral government makes
impact state and local

governments? How do you en-
sure that state and local gov-
ernments are notified or con-
sulted and their input is part
of the process that creates that
policy? That’s the challenge,
and that’s the thing that we’re
working on and looking at,
and working with our state and
local partners. Issues like the
Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act have given some reassur-
ance to state and local govern-
ments, but have not eliminated
the problem of unfunded man-
dates.

One thing we’ve heard
from a number of state and lo-
cal officials is that the waiver
process is still much too long

and flexibility at the state and
local level.

Those are the kinds of
things we’re looking for. And
we’re constantly looking for
partners in that endeavor, in
the public and private sector.
Sometimes folks in the private
sector have suggestions in
terms of what can be done at
the federal, state, or local level,
and we take good ideas wher-
ever they come from.

American federalism is a
unique construct that was cre-
ated over 200 years ago. At the
time, the framers of the Con-
stitution did not envision a
powerful national govern-
ment, as we see today. It’s
evolved over time, especially
in the postwar era in the 20th

century, and the president feels
that we need to make sure that
we have a healthy respect for
the Constitution, and for the
rights and the powers vested
in states and local government.

The challenges that we
face are many, and I’ll go
through a few of them. Fed-
eral agency consultation with
state and local governments on
policies has, in many respects,
been inadequate. We need to
do a better job of consulting
with state and local govern-
ments on issues before policy
is made. That’s a tremendous
challenge because the federal
government really is not a
single entity, the federal gov-

United States has evolved the
Tenth Amendment might not
seem as politically important
today as it was during the cre-
ation of the United States of
America, but it most definitely
is important to this president,
and he understands its value.
The sovereignty of states is
very important and should not
be taken lightly by the leader-
ship at the federal level.

That’s the second thing
about the president you should
know, and the third thing is
that he is focused on results.
He cares more about being
able to demonstrate results
than to talk about the problem.
He wants us to focus on results
and to be able to demonstrate
them.

It’s impor-
tant to keep that
in mind, as you
see him on tele-
vision or hear
about policies or
things that he’s
promoting. It
helps to put in
perspective that
his focus is not
so much on the
political process,
but on the kinds
of things we can
do if we’re com-
mitted to get something done
and to address a problem.

Federalism in the 21st
century is an interesting topic,
and as I’m now a veteran of
almost two years at the federal
level, I’m going to share with
you all my wisdom. That
should leave a lot of time for
questions and answers. Our
approach towards federalism
tries to move the federal gov-
ernment away from the role of
a compliance monitor, setting
rules and then building a huge
bureaucracy to monitor and
see if the state and local gov-
ernments are checking the
right boxes and jumping
through the right hoops.  We

want to move from the role of
compliance monitor to a part-
nership with state and local
governments, respecting their
autonomy, their constitutional
role, and providing some flex-
ibility for them to apply poli-
cies in a way that makes sense
for their jurisdictions.

The needs of the citizens
and not the needs of the gov-
ernment bureaucracy should
be the focus of what we’re
doing. It’s sometimes helpful
to have new perspectives in
Washington to de-emphasize
the process and emphasize the
relationships, formal and in-
formal, that need to be devel-
oped, not just in Washington
but throughout the nation.

The president believes
that real change comes from
the bottom, the grassroots—
meaning state and local gov-
ernments—and not from the
top. A federalism that pro-
motes innovation, flexibility,
and accountability is the direc-
tion that we should move in.

In terms of my job in In-
tergovernmental Affairs, that’s
what we’re focused on. We are
trying to identify those func-
tions that could be carried out
more appropriately by state
and local governments, rather
than by the federal govern-
ment. We’re trying to provide
opportunities for waivers and
opportunities for innovation

The Victor Jones Memorial Lecture Commemorates a Champion of Bay Area
Regional Government

“Victor Jones’s knowledge and enthusiasm about regional and local govern-
ment created a lasting legacy with ABAG. The Association of Bay Area Govern-
ments truly has been a model for regional cooperation, not just here in the Bay
Area and locally, but throughout the country. You see the results of Victor’s work
in regional efforts related to environmental quality, land use, and public projects.
He has had a lasting impact on the quality of life in the Bay Area. You can see his
work reflected in other institutions like the BCDC, San Francisco Bay Conserva-
tion Development Commission, which I had the honor of serving on, and the Met-
ropolitan Transportation Commission, and other forms now of regional intergov-
ernmental cooperation.” —Ruben Barrales
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gional approaches to home-
land security are the kinds of
things that we’re looking at.

Governor Ridge, in the
Office of Homeland Security,
has been working with his
team to provide $3.5 million
in funding for state and local
first responders—the police
departments, the fire depart-
ments, emergency medical
personnel— and try to build in
incentives for local jurisdic-
tions to work with one another,
to be able to spread those re-
sources and maximize the use

of those resources.
Not every jurisdic-
tion needs to have
the latest equip-
ment; they can
share equipment
within a region
and spread those
dollars even fur-
ther, or do regional
training, rather
than just jurisdic-
tion-specific train-
ing.

There are a
lot of possibilities,
and we’re doing
what we can at the
federal level to try
to achieve those
results. I think
homeland security
issues present a
wonderful oppor-
tunity for us at the
federal level to try
to solve problems

on a regional basis, or provide
security on a regional basis.

The president was very
pleased to have bipartisan sup-
port for the Leave No Child
Behind Act, the education re-
form bill that passed on a bi-
partisan basis. And that, I
think, is a demonstration of in-
tergovernmental relations in
the 21st century as well. The
federal government provides
about seven percent of educa-
tion funding in the United
States.  Not a lot when you

That’s our focus—how can we
work with our state and local
partners to get more people
into jobs, off of welfare?  And
if they have innovative ideas
that get those results, those are
the kinds of things that we
want to be able to support.

The president has been
very adamant about using
technology to help implement
more effective federalism.
And e-government is some-
thing that folks in the admin-
istration are working on to cre-
ate easier access for citizens.
Here in the Bay
Area the technol-
ogy is taken for
granted, but
there’s a lot of
work to do at the
national level.

We also think
there could be a
better use of the
federal-regional
councils. Federal-
regional councils
that relate to the
secretaries of the
different depart-
ments have repre-
sentatives in re-
gions throughout
the United States.
Those regional
representatives do
a very good job of
working with state
and local officials
on problems spe-
cific to these re-
gions. And those are the kinds
of things that we think create
wonderful opportunities for in-
tergovernmental relations to
solve problems.

We think that the federal
government is best organized
by function, but people live in
places. If you can take the
functions and departments that
these individuals represent,
and bring them together in
places where people actually
live and work, we can focus
our attention on solving prob-

lems in those regions.  And so
we’re very excited about the
possibility of doing more.

It’s important to focus on
outcomes. And there should be
basic measures of success
when it comes, for example, to
teenage pregnancy. The mea-
sure should be a reduction in
teenage pregnancy, rather than
number of visits to a clinic.
There are ways that you can
measure what you’re doing
and how your resources are
being used to allow you to ac-
tually get results, rather than

just to invest more in the pro-
cess, checking off that compli-
ance has been the focus rather
than results.

Professor Jones focused
on regional approaches, and
there’s an opportunity for the
federal agencies to do more in
terms of working at the re-
gional level.  Issues like home-
land security aren’t bound by
political jurisdiction. State or
city boundaries don’t mean a
lot to terrorists and the harm
that they can inflict, so re-

and burdensome.  Waivers are,
again, an opportunity for state
and local governments to
modify federal legislation so
that it more adequately applies
to the local state or local en-
tity. And many of our agencies
now have been much more fo-
cused on providing waivers.

Tommy Thompson, for-
mer governor of Wisconsin,
has created an office of waiv-
ers. And it literally sits outside
of his office, so that when gov-
ernors or state officials are ask-
ing for waivers, he can get an
immediate status update on
them and push them through
relatively quickly. We think
we’ve done a very good job,
especially in helping him
along those lines, and hope to
do even more allowing for
states to be more creative.

We understand that states
are willing to be accountable
for results, but they’re seeking
more flexibility in order to be
more innovative in terms of
how they reach those results.
An example of that relates to
the TANF, or the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families
block grant, which is part of
the welfare reform legislation
that will now have to be reau-
thorized if it’s to move for-
ward.

Flexibility there allows
for states to use TANF monies
to establish training accounts
or other innovative ways to
provide services to people on
welfare and to get people off
of welfare. We very much be-
lieve in providing support for
the state governments to be
even more innovative, much
more flexible in their use of
TANF funds, so that they can
address the problems and get
results.

It’s not a measure of how
many visits someone has made
to a welfare office; it’s how
many people we get off of wel-
fare and get into jobs that re-
ally should be the measure.

Ruben Barrales speaking at the Institute of Governmental Studies at UC
Berkeley.
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Sacramento Roundtables Analyze Tax Policy
Months ago, when California’s budget woes were just

beginning to form a dark cloud over the Capitol, Jerry
Lubenow, director of the UC Berkeley/Sacramento Program,
met with representatives of the Senate Office of Research,
the Senate Revenue and Taxation Committee, the Univer-
sity of California, and California State University to orga-
nize a series of tax roundtables, which Lubenow then mod-
erated.  The first four sessions discussed the property tax,
the sales tax, corporation taxes, and the personal income
tax.

The final session provided an overview of the state tax
system, with comparisons to other states, and a general dis-
cussion of tax policy. The panelists for the final session in-
cluded Alan Auerbach, UC Berkeley; Charles McLure,
Hoover Institution at Stanford University;  Steven Sheffrin,
UC Davis;  Terri Sexton, CSU-Sacramento; and Annette
Nellen, San Jose State University.

The audience for these sessions included key legisla-
tive and agency staff members as well as representatives of
business, labor, public interest activists, think tank tax ma-
vens, and academics. As had been the practice in earlier ses-
sions, panelists from the previous roundtables and other
members of the audience joined in the discussion.

The sessions, held in the Senate Office of Research Con-
ference Room in Sacramento, were tape-recorded and a tran-
script was produced. The wide-ranging discussions were
meant to inform the legislature as it wrestles with the pros-
pect of closing a $34 billion gap in a $78 million budget.

The discussants generally agreed that California’s in-
come tax relied too heavily on high-income individuals, that
earmarking revenues had severely limited legislative options,
that multi-year budgets and a simple majority budget vote—
rather than the current two-thirds required—would ratio-
nalize the process, that the sales tax base should be expanded
to include services, and that the property tax roll should be
split to treat business and residential property differently.
Whether the legislature will take any of this to heart remains
to be seen. o

think about it, but using that
as leverage, we were able to
put in place an education re-
form initiative that we think
will have a major impact.

And it’s not one that has
a federal education program
that we roll out in the states,
but it’s one that provides for
accountability and results, one
that provides for flexibility
within the state and at the lo-
cal level, and one that we be-
lieve works because it’s going
to be focused on proven edu-
cational methods. It’s one
where, again, it’s not a federal
program.  Each state sets up
its own education accountabil-
ity, it’s own standards, and
they get federal funding if

they’re able to demonstrate
results and reach results.

Those are examples of
what intergovernmental rela-
tions look like from the White
House. It’s a wonderful oppor-
tunity to come from the Bay
Area and serve the president
at the White House on these
kinds of issues, and it’s an in-
credible honor to be there.
And it’s a great honor to be
here with you all, because I
always love coming back to
California whenever I can.  So
thank you very much for bear-
ing with me.

The complete webcast
may be viewed at http://
webcast. berkeley.edu/events/
details.html?event_id=18.o

Question and Answer Session with Barrales
Q:  In a series of recent decisions, the U.S. Supreme Court

has by a narrow majority shifted the balance away from the fed-
eral government to local state government. How have these de-
cisions affected your office?

A:  The Court has been proactive in terms of the Tenth
Amendment to the Constitution and pushing decisions back to
the states that rightfully belong within the auspices of state con-
trol.

Q:  How has being from the Bay Area affected you in your
political career, specifically, as the highest ranking Latino in the
Bush administration?

A:  It’s given me a greater appreciation for the diversity of
the United States. Being a Latino in the White House, in the
Bush administration, is a unique honor. There are a number of
Latinos whom the president has picked to serve within his ad-
ministration, and a number of Latinos from California. It’s a
unique opportunity, and one I don’t take lightly. I make quite an
effort to reach out to the Latino community through the media,
through events, and hosting folks at the White House.

Q:  The country has gone through a major economic shock
over the past year. Can you give us an idea of how the adminis-
tration plans to work with state and local governments to help
them deliver services to their citizens?

A:  Well, one of the focuses that we have is on flexibility
within the state, allowing the federal government to work with
the states in a way that gives states the ability to get waivers on
a more timely basis, to be able to take federal laws and, if they
think there’s a better way to deliver the services, to aid them in
their ability to get those waivers and to provide services to local
constituencies.

Q:  How do you encourage local control without undercut-
ting state authority?

A:  An example of where we’re trying to aid local govern-
ments and at the same time respect the authority of the states

relates to homeland security.  The reality is that the first respond-
ers, the police and fire and ambulance personnel, are for the
most part local, not state.  In funding first responders, we pro-
posed a formula that would provide the $3.5 billion to state and
local first responders, but have a formula where 75 percent of
that money is aimed specifically and directly to local govern-
ments and 25 percent to the state.  The money would pass through
the state, but would be mandated to go to the local governments.

Q:  How do you think United States federalism is respond-
ing to globalization?

A:  State and local governments increasingly have a more
active role in international issues.  Many more cities have sister
city relationships, our mayors and governors are more active in
international trade, sending trade delegations around the world.
There are international issues, such as trade, where states and
local governments have a much more active role.  Some states
and cities have departments focused on international trade. o
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“multiculturalism,” with one
side celebrating group differ-
ences and the other arguing
that they be de-emphasized.

Both sides, ironically, are
often united by their expressed
distaste for ethnocentrism.
Their disagreement turns on
whether group pride—or par-
ticularism, more generally—
is the solution to ethnocen-
trism, or its very embodiment.
In order to settle this dispute,
it seems natural to appeal to
social psychology—a field of
study devoted to understand-
ing intergroup attitudes and
behavior.  Unfortunately, so-
cial psychologists also dis-
agree about the chauvinistic
inclinations of group pride.  To
clarify matters, we analyze
evidence from a substantively
interesting case of in-group/
out-group attitudes—national
pride and hostility towards
immigrants.  Our intention is
to develop a reliable under-
standing of whether, how, and
when pride overlaps with
prejudice.

There are two central
thrusts to our approach, each
of which is intended to remove
a source of confusion sur-
rounding the relationship be-
tween pride and prejudice.
The first focuses on the propo-
sition that the confusion de-
rives from multiple under-
standings of group pride. A re-
consideration of the compo-
nents of group pride reveals at
least two dimensions—each of
which has conceivably differ-
ent implications for feelings
towards relevant out-groups.
Our solution is to identify such
multidimensionality and
evaluate the relationship be-
tween prejudice and each of
the dimensions of group pride.

The second thrust of the
analysis incorporates our be-
lief that other emotions, atti-
tudes, or conditions might in-
terfere with the relationship

between in-group and out-
group attitudes.  These vari-
ables can confound our under-
standing of pride and prejudice
in two ways—either by their
direct effect on one of the two
emotions, or by their effect on
the relationship between the
two emotions.  We therefore
consider the relationship be-
tween pride and prejudice af-
ter compensating for the direct
and moderating effects of other
attitudes and conditions.

Our focus is on one par-
ticular kind of in-group/out-
group relationship:  attitudes
towards one’s nation and atti-
tudes towards immigrants to
that nation.  The choice of these
target groups is useful for both
analytic and substantive rea-
sons.  Analytically, it is impor-
tant that we have identified two
groups that are reciprocally re-
lated, in that each is defined in
terms of the other.

This condition is neces-
sary in order to assure that we
know the direction of, and can
measure, any prejudice ema-
nating from in-group pride.
The choice of ethnic pride
would be problematic since the
multitude of ethnic groups
makes it difficult to identify
two reciprocal targets.  In our
case, the connection between
groups is direct:  the reference
group for natives is clearly
non-natives.

Substantively, the connec-
tion between national pride and
xenophobia—the term we use
to summarize hostility towards
immigrants—is of profound
interest.  A suspicion that one
breeds the other has long
prompted dark warnings about
national pride.  Diderot consid-
ered such feelings for the na-
tion-state immoral, Voltaire
identified their constituent
parts as self-love and preju-
dice, and Lessing regarded es-
teem for the nation as an
“heroical weakness“ in an in-
dividual, a sentiment reminis-

cent of Samuel Johnson’s well-
known epigram, “patriotism is
the last refuge of the scoun-
drel.”

These pronouncements
tend to surface after major wars
and large-scale national con-
flicts, and the unabated ethnic
and nationalist conflict of re-
cent years has generated a
lively contemporary debate on
the topic.  On one side is the
view, articulated elegantly by
Michael Walzer, that love of
country and tolerance hang in
a careful balance and that the
increase of the former comes
at the expense of the latter.  On
the other side are political theo-
rists such as Benedict Ander-
son and Alasdair MacIntyre
who maintain that national
pride is not at all rooted in a
hatred of the outsider.

We conclude that this dis-
agreement stems from a highly
generalized understanding of
national pride.  We find two
strongly correlated dimensions
of pride that are just as strongly
divergent in their relationship
with prejudice.  In this sense,
our findings accord with a per-
suasive essay on the theory of
national pride by Maurizio
Viroli.  Viroli insists, “Love of
country can be generous, com-
passionate, and intelligent, but
it can also be exclusive, deaf,
and blind.”

Indeed, these two versions
of national pride—patriotism

and nationalism—are easy to
identify and distinguish.  Theo-
rists like Viroli have long been
arguing for just such a differ-
entiation.  We agree and show
clearly why it is important that
they be distinguished.  While
nationalists are more ethnocen-
tric than the average citizen,
patriots are not necessarily so.

Previous Theory and
Evidence

Pride implies prejudice.
One of the fundamental tenets
in social science is that com-
parisons to another are central
to personal identity.  The intu-
ition underpins much of the
scholarly work on intergroup
conflict.  Brewer concludes
that the “prevailing approach
to the study of ethnocentrism,
in-group bias, and prejudice,
presumes that in-group love
and out-group hate are recip-
rocally related.”

Early structural accounts
assumed a competitive battle
over scarce resources in which
the out-group’s loss was the in-
group’s gain.  For example,
Sumner’s classic formulation
of the concept of ethnocen-
trism explicitly fuses attitudes
towards the two target groups
into a sentiment that includes
“loyalty to the group, sacrifice
for it, hatred and contempt for
outsiders, brotherhood within,
warlikeness without.”  This

Patriots cont.

Omar Ali Raises an Independent Voice
“Americans do not simply want to switch parties, as the

Perot phenomena of the 1990s should have taught us,” says
Omar Ali. “We are rejecting
‘partyism’ altogether.”  Ali, who is
director of research at the Commit-
tee for a Unified Independent Party,
gave a brown bag talk at the IGS
Center on Politics as part of a na-
tional tour. Ali, an adjunct profes-
sor at Fordham University, worked
on Lenora Fulani’s independent
presidential campaign.

Omar Ali
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contention seemed to be clearly
demonstrated at Sherif’s fa-
mous summer camp cum labo-
ratory.  By pitting the Bull
Dogs against the Red Devils in
a series of competitive events,
Sherif produced both in-group
pride and out-group aggression
in the campers.

In their monumental study
of the origins of fascism,
Adorno, et al. incorporated
even more formally the same
belief in the unity of in-group
pride and out-group deroga-
tion.  The Adorno group devel-
oped an influential measure of
ethnocentrism (the E-scale)
that included an entire dimen-
sion labelled “patriotism.”  To
be sure, Levinson (who wrote
the measurement chapters) was
quick to clarify that by “patrio-
tism” they meant not merely
“love of country” but “blind
attachment.” That these au-
thors—careful and comprehen-
sive as they were about
conceptualization and mea-
surement—would combine el-
ements of in-group favoritism
in a measure of out-group hos-
tility is noteworthy.  Indeed,
the unity of national pride and
ethnocentrism could not be
more explicitly or classically
stated.

The influential social
identity theorists, starting with
Tajfel and his students, seem to
imply this connection as well.
In a series of arresting experi-
ments, these scholars went be-
yond structural arguments by
showing that classification
alone—let alone group compe-
tition—could produce fierce
in-group loyalty.  A typical
experiment would assign sub-
jects to groups based on pur-
ported differences in perfor-
mance on certain tests (e.g., an
expressed preference for
Klee’s vs. Kandinsky’s art, or
the tendency to over- or under-
count a set of dots).

In reality, the experiment-
ers would divide subjects ran-

domly.  Nevertheless, given the
opportunity to pass judgment
or distribute rewards, subjects
were quick to demonstrate fa-
voritism towards members of
their own “group” at the ex-
pense of the other.  While these
experiments never produced
actual intergroup hostility, the
implication was clear.  For
many, the step from the in-
group favoritism shown in the
laboratory to out-group hostil-
ity and aggression in the real
world is a short, necessary, and
sufficient one.

Pride does not imply
prejudice. Gordon Allport, a
popular starting point for work
on prejudice, maintains that in-
group loyalty is unrelated to
out-group hostility.  His argu-
ment is grounded on the idea
that attitudes to the in-group
are “psychologically primary.”
He allows that hostility to-
wards the other—or at least the
recognition of a common en-
emy—can increase in-group
cohesion, but claims that hos-
tility does not necessarily fol-
low from in-group favoritism.
Indeed, he suggests that in-
group favoritism can be ac-
companied by a full range of
feelings towards the outsider
(everything from hatred to tol-
erance to full appreciation).

In Allport’s model, outsid-
ers are not always outsiders.
He imagines a series of concen-
tric loyalties in which an indi-
vidual may be considered an
outsider at the micro level (say,
the family) but an insider at a
larger level (say, the village).
While Allport intends his
theory to apply to a range of
groups, some of his most im-
portant examples emphasize
the compatibility of patriotism
and “world-loyalty.”

A burgeoning literature
dedicated to reproducing cases
of in-group and out-group har-
mony has sprung from All-
port’s hopeful conviction.  By
manipulating conditions of

contact and cooperation, schol-
ars have shown that individu-
als can very quickly “recate-
gorize” erstwhile out-groups
into in-groups.  Sherif, for ex-
ample, manufactured harmony
between the Red Devils and the
Bull Dogs by disabling a
school bus carrying the two
groups and combining their
efforts to push the vehicle to a
“miraculous” running start.
Collaboration, in that case, at-
tenuated intergroup hostility.

Perhaps Gaertner, Dovid-
io, and their colleagues have
gone the farthest in formaliz-
ing these sorts of processes in
their “Common In-group Iden-
tity Model.”  In more than 10
years of experimentation,
Gaertner and Dovidio show
that activating superordinate
identities—whether triggered
by contact, cooperation, com-
mon fate, or interdependence
—reduces intergroup hostility.
In other words, the theoretical
apparatus behind Allport’s
claim of independence of in-
group and out-group attitudes
appears sound.

Even the Tajfel minimal
group experiments do not sup-
port the unity of in-group love
and out-group hate.  Although
these experiments offer a con-
sistent and remarkably vivid
demonstration of group favor-
itism, in not one of these stud-
ies is such favoritism accom-
panied by actual hostility or
even dislike of the out-group.
Subjects liked members of
their group better, even prefer-
ring to maximize relative dif-
ferences over absolute gains,
but they did not actively dis-
like the other.

Outside the laboratory,
there is some evidence—albeit
inconclusive—that individuals
can hold equally positive (or
negative) attitudes towards
both in-groups and out-groups.
For example, in a study of 30
ethnic groups in East Africa,
Brewer and Campbell found

that individuals who showed
favoritism towards their own
ethnic group were not espe-
cially hostile towards the other.
Others have found this same
nonrelationship.

Pride implies prejudice
only under some conditions.
Scholars may resist the previ-
ous classification, preferring an
interpretation of the relation-
ship between pride and preju-
dice as one complicated by
other psychological and eco-
logical influences.  Indeed, it
is plausible that the relation-
ship depends upon the kinds of
groups in question, their envi-
ronment, or any number of the
individual’s characteristics.
This sort of thinking is very
much evident in the research
on prejudice by the influential
social dominance theorists.

These scholars—drawing
on authoritarian personality
theories, Marxist class analy-
sis, and social identity
theory—emphasize that high-
status groups within society are
significantly more likely to
take hierarchy-enhancing posi-
tions than are lower-status
groups.  An implication of their
theory is that the association
between expressions of pride
and those of prejudice will in-
crease with group status pre-
cisely because higher-status
groups feel a greater sense of
“ownership” of the national
identity.

Of course, the social
dominance perspective is not
alone in emphasizing such
moderating effects.  Surveying
the accumulated wisdom on
group dynamics leads us to
suspect other conditions that
might confound the direct re-
lationship between in-group
and out-group attitudes.  In
particular, we may expect that
situations of realistic conflict
among groups, a record of per-
sonal frustration, or certain
learned personality traits,
might moderate this relation-
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ship.  We develop and test such
hypotheses in detail.

How to reconcile these
competing claims? Most of the
relevant empirical studies to
date offer piecemeal, context-
specific insights. Our strategy
is to assemble a more compre-
hensive set of evidence, avail-
able in the major cross-na-
tional public opinion studies,
on the relationship between
national pride and xenopho-
bia.  We begin by building
general measures of these con-
cepts across six different sur-
veys in over 50 countries and
observing how often those
who express national pride
also express hostility towards
immigrants.

Having established a
more comprehensive bench-
mark, we test the stability of
this relationship in a number
of ways.  Specifically, we rea-
son that three analytical prob-
lems may confound the re-
sults:  conceptual invalidity,
errors in measurement of the
concepts, and spuriousness.
We begin by exploring the
concept of national pride more
carefully and specifying its
dimensions and core compo-
nents.  With these guidelines,
and the insights from explor-
atory and confirmatory factor
analysis, we develop more pre-
cise measures of the relevant

concepts. We then use struc-
tural equation methods to take
account of measurement error
and test the bivariate correla-
tions more rigorously. Next,
still within a structural equa-
tion approach, we test the re-
lationship in a series of multi-
variate models to rule out spu-
rious associations. Finally, we
incorporate a number of inter-
action terms to determine
whether certain conditions
magnify or minimize the rela-
tionship. The results, we be-
lieve, represent a comprehen-
sive and robust statement
about the association between
national pride and xenopho-
bia.

Considering the correla-
tion between national pride
and hostility toward immi-
grants, we find almost no re-
lationship. A preliminary find-
ing, therefore, is that Allport
and his followers are right. At
a very general level, those who
express group pride do not
tend to disparage the other
group to any appreciable de-
gree.  Nevertheless, given our
skepticism about the measure-
ment of national pride —
namely, that it may indeed be
multidimensional—we sub-
ject this relationship to greater
scrutiny.  Specifically, we are
concerned that aggregating
national pride measures con-

ceals a relationship between
one of its components and xe-
nophobia.

Theorists of national iden-
tity often distinguish between
two dimensions of national
pride.  One dimension, patrio-
tism, refers to an affective at-
tachment to the nation, its in-
stitutions, and its founding
principles.  The other, nation-
alism, refers to a cognitive be-
lief in national superiority and
dominance—a commitment to
the denigration of the alterna-
tives to the nation’s institutions
and principles. Certainly,
meanings and distinctions vary
across scholars and research
purposes, but this sense of a
“positive” species of national
pride and a more “negative”
relative are widely held.

These two dimensions of
national pride imply very dif-
ferent consequences for atti-
tudes and behavior towards
outsiders.  While we may ex-
pect nationalists to express
negative feelings towards for-
eigners, it is unclear whether
such a tendency is prevalent
among patriots.  This differ-
ence in behavior is often the
motivation for the develop-
ment of a two-dimensional un-
derstanding of national pride.

Viroli’s well-told story of
the evolution of nationalism as
a corrupt form of patriotism is
a very good example of this
drive.  Viroli’s intention is to
distinguish the two concepts in
order to encourage a re-awak-
ening of a more positive, less
chauvinistic, version of na-
tional pride.  However, his
premise that the two sentiments
have diverging relationships
with prejudice is unproven.

Shreds of indirect evi-
dence exist.  Kosterman and
Feshbach administered a rich
set of patriotism and national-
ism items to a sample of 239
college students to find that
nationalism is strongly associ-
ated with pro-nuclear-arms

positions while patriotism’s
association was only moder-
ate.  In similar-sized samples
of Israelis and Americans,
Sidanius et al. report that a so-
cial dominance orientation
(that is, an inclination towards
hierarchy-enhancing attitudes)
relates more strongly to na-
tionalism than to patriotism.

Conover and Feldman’s
memo on the patriotism and
nationalism items on the 1987
National Election Study pilot
study revealed a moderately
different relationship between
each of the two scales and
items related to international
cooperation and prospects for
war.  In short, there is good rea-
son, but little evidence, to
think that patriotism and na-
tionalism compose two impor-
tant dimensions of national
pride with diverging effects on
prejudice.

Given these expectations,
we return to the interpretation
of public opinion data on na-
tional pride.  Three principal
questions are before us.  First,
do responses to the national
pride items hang together in
two dimensions that are recog-
nizable as patriotism and na-
tionalism?  Second, in the in-
terest of building a structural
model, how valid are the indi-
vidual measures of the two di-
mensions?  Third, and most
importantly, do these two di-
mensions have diverging asso-
ciations with prejudice?

Our first step is to clarify
our understanding of the dif-
ferences between patriotism
and nationalism in order to
classify our measures into one
or the other category.  Con-
sider a number of definitions
already in circulation. Fesh-
bach writes, “Patriotism . . .
entails attachment to one’s na-
tion as characterized by love
of one’s nation and pride in
one’s national identification.
Nationalism, while related to
patriotism, entails feelings of

IGS Donor Gabriel Almond, 91, Dies
Gabriel Almond, one of the country’s most eminent po-

litical scientists and a friend and benefactor of IGS, died Dec.
25, 2002, shortly before his 92nd birthday. Professor Almond
received his Ph.D. from the University of Chicago in 1938
and taught at Brooklyn College, and at Yale, Princeton and
Stanford Universities. The Civic Culture, published in 1963
is widely regarded as a classic in the social sciences, and the
8th edition of his textbook, Comparative Politics Today, will
be republished this year. Almond was chair of the political
science department at Stanford and received the James Madi-
son Award from the American Political Science Association.
At IGS, Almond is remembered for his generous donation of
500 books representative of his broad intellectual interests.
Almond’s gift supplements and enhances previous gift col-
lections from other eminent friends of the IGS  Library.
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national superiority, of com-
petitiveness with other nations,
and of the importance of power
over other nations.”

According to Peffley and
Hurwitz, patriotism is a
“heavily affect-laden . . . posi-
tive regard that a citizen holds
toward his or her own home-
land,” while nationalism is an,
“implicit evaluation of one’s
country vis-à-vis foreign coun-
tries or international groups.
Alternatively, in Viroli’s terms,
“The language of patriotism
has been used over the centu-
ries to strengthen or invoke
love of the political institutions
and the way of life that sustain
the common liberty of the
people, that is love of the re-
public; the language of nation-
alism was forged in late eigh-
teenth-century Europe to de-
fend or reinforce cultural, lin-
guistic, and ethnic oneness and
homogeneity of people.”
Conover and Johnson define
patriotism as “a deeply felt af-
fective attachment to the nation
. . . [and] ‘nationalism’ as feel-
ings of superiority of one’s
own country vis-à-vis other
countries.”

A central distinction be-
tween the concepts is their
point of reference.  Whereas
patriotism is self-referential,
feelings of nationalism are in-
herently comparative—and,
almost exclusively, down-
wardly comparative.  Some
theorists conceive of this dis-
tinction as one of competition:
the patriot is noncompetitive
and the nationalist competitive.
For example, in an historical
perspective on the concepts,
both Dietz and Viroli show that
the original concept of patria
is one of noncompetitive love
of country, a concept that de-
velops nationalist elements
when competitive attributes are
added in the 19th century.  A
second distinction concerns the
content of patriotic and nation-
alist expressions.  Patriotism

often takes the form of beliefs
in the social system and values
of one’s country.  Expressions
of nationalism, on the other
hand, are often appeals to ad-
vance the national interests.

When we disaggregate
national pride into separate di-
mensions, we are forced to re-
consider our initial finding of
a weak relationship between
in-group and out-group atti-
tudes. National pride has not
one but two components: a
negative dimension (national-
ism) and a positive dimension
(patriotism). The finding that
the two are positively corre-
lated, but have very different
(perhaps even opposite) rela-
tionships with xenophobia, ex-
plains in part the lack of a
strong relationship between
this variable and a more gen-
eralized measure of national
pride.

An additional concern is
whether this finding is due to
some other variable that is re-
lated to national pride and hos-
tility. In short, we must ensure
that the findings are not spuri-
ous. A more contextualized
analysis of these relationships
incorporates wisdom from the
rich tradition of prejudice
theory in order to build a more
complete model of out-group
hostility.  These theories of
prejudice have two important
implications for our analysis.
On the one hand, each theory
suggests a set of main effects
for which we need to control.
Without accounting for these
explanations, we cannot be
sure that the relationships we
observe are not products of
more deeply rooted psycho-
logical or contextual condi-
tions.  The second implication
of this theoretical work is that
the conditions that give rise to
prejudice may intensify the re-
lationship between in-group
and out-group attitudes.  We
move to a multivariate struc-
tural model of prejudice in or-

der to explore these potentially
confounding and interacting
effects.

Social psychology is not
short on theories of prejudice,
each of which has by now been
subject to much empirical in-
vestigation.  We make use of
four such theories: authoritar-
ian personality theory, realis-
tic conflict theory, frustration-
aggression theory, and social
dominance theory. Our goal is
not to test their validity so
much as to understand how
they affect the relationship be-
tween in-group and out-group
attitudes.

The theories imply that
how someone views outsiders
is influenced by the indi-
vidual’s personality, emotional
state, and economic position
with respect to the outsider.
Certain political beliefs, fam-
ily backgrounds, or norms of
expression will also affect their
response.  For example, preju-
dice is often associated with
political conservatism.  While
it is not clear how tightly these
attitudes hang together, they
are correlated at the first order,
as is nationalism with conser-
vatism.

We believe that social and
cultural norms condition the
way individuals respond to in-
terviewers’ questions about
immigrants.  For example, it is
reasonable to suspect that
people of different educational
backgrounds, age groups, and
geographic regions will voice
hostility to different degrees,
not only because of internal
beliefs or attitudes, but also
because of different norms of
expression within their peer
group.

This tenet is the founda-
tion of the influential symbolic
racism (also known as aversive
racism, racial resentment, and
modern racism) literature.
According to these theories,
the decline in expressed racism
over the years derives not from

actual reduced racism but
from a decline in willingness
to express outright racism.
That is, societal norms no
longer permit such expression.
We suggest this sort of effect
likely exists with respect to
immigrants and varies across
urban and rural settings, age,
educational experience, and
social status.

Examining the particular
main effects of realistic eco-
nomic conflict, frustration,
and personality we see mixed
results. On the one hand, the
effect of economic insecurity
seems to have little direct con-
tribution to attitudes toward
immigrants, once we account
for other factors.  In contrast,
both an authoritarian person-
ality and personal frustration
seem to be linked directly to
prejudice.  Such results sug-
gest that hostility towards im-
migrants does not derive from
any direct and specific threat
immigrants pose but from a
more general state of dissatis-
faction within the individual.
This conforms with consistent
findings in the literature on
immigration policy that eco-
nomic self-interest is not a
strong predictor of attitudes
towards immigration policy.

With respect to the other
conditions, we see mixed but
clear results.  Independent of
personality, economic secu-
rity, and emotional happiness,
those with more education as
well as those whose family
arrived in the United States
more recently, are less likely
to deride immigrants.  Ideol-
ogy is a significant predictor
only when nationalism and
patriotism are excluded, sug-
gesting that national identity
somehow taps the aspect of
ideology associated with xe-
nophobia.  This encourages us
to think that while national
identity may indeed be a com-
ponent of certain political be-
lief systems (specifically, con-
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servatism), the two do not
overlap neatly.  Again, these
results are extremely robust,
surviving multiple specifica-
tions and estimation methods.

Our primary concern is
whether national pride has
anything to do with anti-immi-
grant hostility once included in
a more general model of preju-
dice.  The results are unam-
biguous. Nationalism is
strongly associated with hos-
tility towards immigrants
while patriotism is unrelated
or, if anything, negatively as-
sociated with hostility.

The direct effects of na-
tionalism and patriotism are
therefore quite clear.  What can
we say about the conditional
effects?  Are those who ex-
press national pride more
likely to be bigoted under cer-
tain circumstances?  More to
the point, can patriots, whom

we have observed to have no
particular predisposition for
xenophobia, evince some hos-
tility under special circum-
stances?  We find no evidence
for these assertions.  On the
whole, the ethnocentrism of
nationalists and the absence of
such for patriots remain at es-
sentially the same level irre-
spective of their economic
plight, personality, race, or
emotional state.

These results are similar
regardless of how we estimate
the relationships.  We are left,
therefore, with two consistent
results.  Nationalists are on av-
erage bigoted, but patriots are
not.

We began with a sense of
ambivalence about in-group
pride, in particular, national
pride.  A subsequent analysis
of the survey evidence of pa-
triots, nationalists, and bigots

Anew center for Brit-
ish studies is to be
created at the Uni-

versity of California, Berke-
ley, thanks to a generous en-
dowment of $2.1m from the
Robert Kirk Underhill
Trust. The center, which of-
ficially opens in September
2003, will provide a plat-
form for one of the largest
and most distinguished
group of scholars studying
British culture, society and
history—spread across the
arts, humanities, social sci-
ences and professional
schools—in the United
States

The center has three ob-
jectives: to strengthen Ber-
keley’s intellectual and in-
stitutional ties to Britain; to
develop new interdiscipli-
nary research agendas for
the study of Britain; and to
support graduate and under-
graduate research in British
Studies.

These were issues close to
the heart of Robert Kirk
Underhill who graduated from
Berkeley in 1928. A past presi-
dent and emeritus chair of San
Francisco’s English Speaking
Union, he actively supported
many British charities and stu-
dent exchanges between Cali-
fornia and the UK (as his
“Anglo-California Founda-
tion” continues to do). The
Queen recognized his work by
awarding him a CBE.

Kirk Underhill was a
long-standing member of the
“UK Seminar” organized by
UCB Professors Nelson W.
Polsby and Sheldon Rothblatt.
It was largely their work pro-
moting British studies on cam-
pus that inspired Underhill to
so generously support its fu-
ture growth.

The renaissance of British
Studies at Berkeley is reflected
in a series of recent faculty ap-
pointments across the arts, hu-
manities, social sciences and

professional schools and a
proliferation of related read-
ing groups and seminars.
The University of
California’s first ‘interna-
tional hub’ at California
House, opened in St. James’
London in 1999, is power-
ful symbol of the campus’
determination to expand its
tries with Britain.

Appropriately, for an
outward looking program in
British studies, the new
multidisciplinary center will
be housed within the Insti-
tute of European Studies
with the support of IGS un-
der the division of Interna-
tional and Area Studies.

The center’s director
will be Professor James
Vernon of the history depart-
ment. “These are exciting
times for British studies at
Berkeley,” he said “We have
wonderful faculty and ter-
rific students and they will
get the center they deserve.”

Underhill Endowment Establishes New Center for British Studies at Berkeley

explains this ambivalence.
Pride, it seems, reveals itself in
two very different forms, one
positive (patriotism) and one
negative (nationalism).

These two dimensions of
pride have very different im-
plications for prejudice to-
wards immigrants.  True, the
average nationalist is hostile
towards immigrants.  How-
ever, the average patriot is no
more antagonistic to immi-
grants than is the average citi-
zen.

That is, those who express
feelings of national superior-
ity tend to derogate immigrants
but those who express admira-
tion for their country’s prin-
ciples and values tend to ap-
preciate outsiders as much as
anyone else.

We can assert these rela-
tionships with surprising cer-
tainty.  They hold up across six

data sets, 50 countries, and a
variety of subsamples. They
remain after accounting for
measurement error, control-
ling for direct and indirect ef-
fects of other factors, and em-
ploying different model speci-
fications and estimation meth-
ods.

For theorists like Mauri-
zio Viroli who are optimistic
about the existence of such an
empowering, tolerant brand of
national pride, our results
amount to an empirical vali-
dation. The results also con-
firm the sobering connection
between feelings of national
superiority and the denigration
of immigrants.  But our find-
ings with respect to such na-
tionalism should surprise no
one.  Nationalists—as schol-
ars define them—announce
themselves as bigots almost as
soon as they speak of their na-
tion. That patriots tend to be
tolerant and generous towards
non-natives is striking. It is
striking precisely because pa-
triots and nationalists are alike
in their deep esteem for the na-
tion.

Patriotism is not some
sort of indiscriminate “world
pride” or “internationalist
spirit” that Gordon Allport,
William James, and others
have suggested as a way to
surmount bigotry.  What we
are conceptualizing and mea-
suring as patriotism is a
monogomous love of nation.
It is particularism, not univer-
salism.  It is a German’s love
of Germany, an American’s
love of the United States, and
a Brazilian’s love of Brazil.
What is intriguing is that such
exclusive group loyalty does
not come at the expense of tol-
erance.

The full paper from which
this excerpt is taken is forth-
coming in the American Jour-
nal of Political Science. It is
also available at www.haas.
berkeley.edu/~rui o
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The Institute established the
Friends of IGS in 1995 as an of-
ficial university-sanctioned sup-
port group. Everyone who gives
a gift to the Institute becomes a
Friend of IGS. The benefits are
many, but most important is the
fact that an individual, firm, or
foundation who gives to the In-
stitute contributes directly to the
excellence of UC Berkeley.

Friends receive an annual
newsletter, invitations to Institute
events, a subscription to the PAR,
the IGS e-Calendar, and the in-
trinsic reward of knowing that
their donation is helping to pre-
pare the next generation of teach-
ers, researchers, and leaders. All
contributions are tax deductible.
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Michel S. Laguerre, UC Berkeley and MIT

T
he UN Mission in Haiti was suc-
cessful to the extent that it fa-
cilitated the return of President
Jean Bertrand Aristide to Port-

au-Prince and the restoration of the Hai-
tian constitutional government. Without
the U.S.-led UN invasion
that culminated in the neu-
tralization of the Haitian
armed forces, it was un-
likely that a national po-
lice force was going to be
established and allowed to
compete with the military
establishment for govern-
ment funds.

But my purpose here
is not to identify UN operational successes
in Haiti, but rather to examine areas that
may need some improvement for future
UN missions. I have selected four areas
to briefly comment on: the managerial
crisis of transition from peacemaking to
peacekeeping; the derailment of the UN
mission concerning the modernization of
the Haitian military (the inability of the
UN mission to prevent the collapse of the
army which led to the status quo ante, that
is the establishment of a civilian police
force without an army to provide checks
and balances in the operation of the na-
tional security system); the conflict reso-
lution role, which implies some coopera-
tion from local political actors; and the
digital factor.

In recent years, we have witnessed a
number of U.S.-led UN missions in So-
malia, Haiti, and Bosnia, and there is a
pattern that has emerged. The UN Strat-
egy in Haiti as elsewhere entails three dis-
tinct objectives: peacemaking, peacekeep-
ing, and peacebuilding.

Peacemaking implies military inter-
vention and precedes peacekeeping and
peacebuilding, which focus on fostering
democracy. The first requires military
engagement while the second implies
military disengagement, but civilian po-
lice engagement. Because these three
goals are complementary but asynchro-
nous, the transition from one to the other
may be fraught with ambiguity. For ex-

ample, the military may pursue military
objectives that go beyond the framework
of intervention of the UN mission, as we
have seen in the case of the FRAPH (Front
for the Advancement and Progress of
Haiti) documents. In other words, the mili-
tary in such a scheme tends to develop its
own mini-mission inside the UN mission
partly because military operation entails

different logics and logis-
tics than is required of a
pure peacekeeping opera-
tion that has a civilian ob-
jective.

A military interven-
tion requires not only a
strategy of entry, but also
an exit strategy. The exit
strategy developed on be-
half of the U.S. military

operatives by the U.S. Army War College
was circulated for comments prior to the
invasion. The exit was not only thought
about, but planned in advance. In the
peacekeeping part of the operation, it is
more difficult to project a definitive exit
strategy since this depends on conditions
on the ground and since theoretically it is
supposed to lead to the peacebuilding
phase.

How does one harmonize these three
objectives, and how does one manage the
transition from peacemaking to peace-
keeping and from peacekeeping to
peacebuilding? The end of the military
invasion led in the Haitian case to a “man-
agement crisis” because it changed the
nature of the intervention from “military
occupation” to a “peacekeeping” and then
to a “peacebuilding” operation.

The first posture requires the UN to
play a “leadership” role while the second
entails it to occupy a “parternership” po-
sition, and the third places it in a “subsid-
iary” situation. In this new posture, both
the civilian police and military police con-
tingents are less involved in providing
street security, but more involved in pro-
viding technical and professional assis-
tance.

The transition from peacemaking to
peacekeeping coincided with the begin-
ning of the derailment of the UN mission.
In the first mandate of the Unite Nations
Mission in Haiti (UNMIH) in 1993 and

the revised mandate in 1994 duly autho-
rized by  Security Council resolutions 867
and 940, a key role of the UN mission was
the establishment of a civilian police force
and the professionalization of the Haitian
armed forces.

The mission derailed because of its
inability to ensure the replacement of the
general staff of the Haitian armed forces
that was forced to resign as a result of the
invasion and to help the military—while
the U.S. troops were still in town—to ef-
fectively manage the transition. The UN
mission by reassigning the most compe-
tent soldiers to newly created police po-
sitions completely undermined the abil-
ity of the military to reconstitute itself. By
early November 1994, the demoralized
troops were not returning to their barracks,
and shortly thereafter on December 6 of
that year the Aristide decree disbanding
the army legalized consumed a de facto
situation.

UNMIH shifted its strategic objec-
tives and derailed because it was now in
the business of erecting a structure simi-
lar to the one before, that is an omnipo-
tent security system that fulfills both the
function of police and army. Similarly the
old army fulfilled the functions of both
army and police. With the establishment
of the national police force and the dis-
banding of the army, we end up having a
change of name, but not of functions since
the former is responsible for national se-
curity as well.

Unknown Factor

While it is important to ensure the
smooth coordination of practices among
the forces of the alliances, the unknown
factor still remains the behaviors of the
local leaders that the UN mission comes
to help, which has the potential to frag-
ment the coalition as some member-states
may seek their own economic and strate-
gic advantages to justify their participa-
tion in such an endeavor. A scenario meth-
odology that helps us to understand the
dynamics of the management of the peace-
making, peacekeeping, and peacebuilding
phases of the operation would entail the
incorporation of the local political factions
as part of the dynamics of the whole sys-
tem of intervention.

From Peacemaking to Peacekeeping
in Haiti

Michel Laguerre

see page 22
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By Gerald C. Lubenow

Victims of Conceit

he first time I heard the term conceit applied to a jour-
nalistic endeavor I was covering a presidential cam-
paign at Newsweek, and one of my colleagues used it to
describe a rather unusual story idea. The dictionary
defines conceit, in this sense, as “an elaborate or exag-

gerated metaphor.” And that was just what he had in mind.
The political primaries, he said, were like a board game, an

electoral version of Monopoly. Candidates maneuvered to vic-
tory by landing on squares like the Iowa Caucuses and the New
Hampshire primary where they acquired votes, stopped at New
York and California to pick up campaign dollars, and encoun-
tered other misadventures along the trail.

The result was a two-page spread with a Monopoly-like
board running around the margins and an abbreviated story ex-
plaining the conceit. Was it entertaining? Absolutely. Did it en-
lighten anyone on how the process really worked? Not really.

I was reminded of this while reading Michael Ignatieff’s
recent cover story in The New York Times Sunday Magazine
entitled “The American Empire (Get Used To It).”  There was
the board game metaphor—America maintains five global mili-
tary commands, has men and women at arms on four continents,
and deploys battle groups on every ocean. “What word but ‘em-
pire’ describes the awesome thing that America is becoming?”
asked Ignatieff.

Hegemony might do for starters, but why settle for that when,
with a bit of conceit, one can fashion an “imperial rule for a
postimperial age.”  But Ignatieff seemed unclear about the em-
pire he described.  America was “an empire lite” one moment
and a heavy-handed military enforcer the next. And Ignatieff
never answered the question raised in the teasing subhead, “Will
this cost America its soul or save it?”

A more appropriate question might be: Does this sort of
writing enhance an academic’s reputation or ruin it? Ignatieff
has signed on as a contributing writer for the magazine. One can
only hope he doesn’t take Paul Krugman as his model.

Krugman, a noted Princeton economist, writes a twice
weekly op ed column for the Times. His early columns, focused
largely on economic policy, were impressive.  He is a first-rate
international economist, but, as he got his footing, his columns
seemed to stray from economics to politics, foreign policy, and
legal issues where he has no particular expertise.

He spent a year in Washington as a
staffer at the Council of Economic Advi-
sors and never dealt with Congress. Yet,
during the Trent Lott meltdown, Krugman
said a two-faced Bush was proffering a
public slap on the wrist while sending
coded political assurances to Republican
voters that Lott would stay. He wrote this
as the Bush White House was orchestrat-
ing Lott’s ouster. Apparently, Krugman
misread the code.

Washington reporters spend much of
their time trying to divine who drives do-
mestic policy. Krugman, who boasts that
he almost never goes to Washington,
knows. Karl Rove is “the man in charge”
of White House policy and is “clearly
betting that the economy will recover on
its own.”

His heavy-handed, Republicans-are-
stupid-and-venal approach has even be-
gun to tarnish his economic analysis. Ar-
guing against a tax exemption for divi-
dends, he wrote: “lots of income faces
double taxation.” Workers, he said, pay
income tax when they earn their money

and sales tax when they spend it. By that logic, one could argue,
dividends are taxed three times.

In its annual review of political columnists, Lying in Ponds,
a website that tracks partisan bias, found that Krugman was far
and away the most partisan. But Krugman, who clearly savors
being a feisty media figure, disdains journalistic even-handed-
ness as much as he does political compromise.  He regularly
criticizes the press for its watered-down coverage of events,
claiming reporters back off for fear of being accused of liberal
bias.

In a website note on his own “reporting” technique,
Krugman asked a Times reporter to explain a tax loophole he
wanted to write about: “We had a phone conversation that didn’t
make me a real expert on the subject, but was enough to let me
play one on the op-ed page.”

His work has become shrill and predictable as he has come
to view his column as a blunt instrument with which to blud-
geon his enemies. Telling readers over and over again that George
Bush is an idiot is far too thin a conceit to sustain a twice-weekly
column.

Krugman—and Ignatieff—would do well to study the work
of two Times colleagues. Maureen Dowd’s writing is loads of
fun, but it’s all conceit and no content.  A recent column com-
pared George Bush to the editor of Vanity Fair, and Dowd fre-
quently seems unable to sort the real West Wing from the TV
version.

Tom Friedman is the ultimate even-handed explainer.  No
matter how stupid or venal the policymakers, Friedman patiently
sorts through every nuance of the policy, eschewing exagger-
ated metaphors for clear, honest prose.  And, knowledgeable as
he is, he never writes down to his readers. o
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This list is deceptively
simple, but taken together the
items constitute a sure formula
for academically, socially, and
culturally successful experi-
ences for the students who
have a season abroad.

In the pages of this book
will be found a history of this
remarkable program that is
unique in two respects: first,
such a history had never been
written, and, second, it is writ-
ten by the man whose nearly
three decades of leadership of
the program make his career
as director and the history of
the program itself almost co-
terminous. The story is
straightforwardly told, and is
especially rich in capturing
how a process of continuous,
inventive, and ad hoc incre-
mental adaptation yielded an
extraordinarily large and di-
verse set of academic arrange-
ments country by country, all
of which were forged in ways
consistent with the recipe
sketched above.

Through my own aca-
demic career at Berkeley I en-
countered the EAP in a num-
ber of different ways. I was di-
rector of the splendid program
for the UK and Ireland in
1977–79 (escaping just before
the “Thatcher crisis” de-
scended). Subsequently I
served as reviewer of the UKI
program; as chair of the del-
egation that was instrumental
in developing the Leningrad
program; as invitee to the
grand retirement party for Bill
in 1989; as member of the
search committee that found
Bill’s successor, John
Marcum; and as sometimes
advisor to Marcum. These ex-
periences provided me with
something of an “in-the-
trenches” appreciation of the
program. They also led me to
develop a relationship with
Bill as colleague, co-golfer,
and friend, so I feel confident

A critical factor is the role
of information technology (IT)
in enhancing or impeding the
success of the UN strategy in
Haiti. IT has changed the dy-
namics of the process precisely
because the major actors—the
government, the opposition
parties, the army—all had ex-
traterritorial tentacles that
helped them reposition them-
selves vis-à-vis the crisis. IT
made the process fully
transnational and global in real
time through the mechanism
of virtual time. The rise of vir-
tual diasporas expanded the
sphere of interaction of tradi-
tional diasporas and frag-

portive, and other presidents
have followed his example.

• Integration of UC
students in the courses of the
host universities abroad, ex-
posing them to the faculties of
those institutions, and assuring
open exposure to the lan-
guages and cultures of the host
countries.

• Reciprocation with
host universities, i.e., bringing

numbers of their stu-
dents to the Univer-
sity of California for
a corresponding aca-
demic experience.

• Assurance
of University of
California standards
of academic control
through Academic
Senate oversight, se-
lection of UC faculty
members as direc-
tors, insisting on the

academic qualifications of stu-
dents, and approving and
translating academic courses
and evaluations received
abroad into UC equivalents.

in offering the following brief
evaluation of his historic role
in building and solidifying the
UC Education Abroad Pro-
gram.

The one item that Bill
omitted in his list of factors
that worked was his own en-
trepreneurial style. Though he
shuns all self-promotion in this
volume, his effective leader-
ship shines through. He never
wavered from his simply ar-
ticulated but sound vision of
the value of an international
academic/cultural experience
for students. He made himself
aware of new opportunities for
development without over-
reaching. He was willing to
dive into the smallest details of
planning and implementation
when necessary. He knew what
constituents needed to be on
board in order to initiate a pro-
gram, and he was fastidious in
including them, gaining their
support through persuasion,
and maintaining steadfast rela-
tions with them over time. He
was a diplomat abroad. He was
willing to take risks, but able
to see when a program was
running into trouble and to
move aggressively to repair,
divert, or end it. He worked
well with his administrative
colleagues. And lastly, he navi-
gated through the complex in-
ternational world with a per-
sonal style that was direct, free
from arrogance, and marked by
a droll wit.

It is a pleasure to welcome
this volume into the Clark Kerr
Memoirs Project. o

Neil J. Smelser, UCB, Sociology

The Education Abroad
Program of the University of
California enjoys the enviable
status of being the finest of its
kind in the world. The reasons
for this deserved reputation
are to be found in William H.
Allaway’s own unpretentious
listing of “policies, practices,
and programs that worked” in
his new volume “The Global
Campus: Edu-
cation Abroad
and the Uni-
versity of Cali-
fornia.” Con-
densing and
taking a little
liberty with his
list, I would
highlight the
following set
of reasons:

• Con-
tinuous in-
volvement of the Office of the
President in the development
of the program. During his
tenure as president, Clark Kerr
was both attentive and sup-

New Volume on Education Abroad
Joins Kerr Memoirs Series

Bill Allaway

Answers
1. The Annual Message,

as it was then called, was first
delivered in 1790 in Federal
Hall in New York City.

2. 1947
3. 1947
4. 1997

TRIVIAQUIZ

mented the national public
sphere beyond the reach of the
UN actors in Haiti. One spe-
cific arena where this influence
was felt was in the migration
of the sources of initiatives
from one site to another within
the virtual diasporic circuit,
and in the diasporic lobbies
that fed the transnation-
alization of the crisis and in a
sense complicated and magni-
fied the mathematics of power
relations among the local po-
litical actors.

This article is taken from
a paper Laguerre wrote en-
titled “The UN Strategy in
Haiti.”  o

Haiti cont.
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The underlying theme is
money—money to be made
or lost by interest groups as
they pursue their goals and
the money they  “donate” to
politicians to secure access
and favorable treatment. The
final chapter by Dan
Weintraub is an exquisitely
detailed account of a
lobbyist’s year-long effort to
enact one bill and under-
scores the conclusion that
when moneyed interests
clash with the public interest, the latter usually comes
up short.

Finally!  A book about what really goes on behind
the scenes in Sacramento!
Forget what you learned in civics class.  Here’s the book that tells you how the
California Legislature really works.

$14.95 Book #3974

Unlike the sanitized scenarios found in civics books, Jay
Michael and Dan Walters deliver a vivid and irreverent
look behind the legislative scenes. This is a savvy,
sophisticated, sometimes shocking, and frequently
funny story of how laws are really made in Sacramento.
It profiles colorful characters like Artie Samish and
Jesse “Big Daddy” Unruh; it describe what really goes
on in the bargaining over big money issues like horse
racing and Indian casinos; and it shows how public
interest and private money are often at odds on issues
from insurance to health care and beyond.

This book tells you who the state’s most powerful
lobbyists are and how they operate. Most books about
California’s politics and its powerful state legislature
ignore the crucial role played by the 1,000-plus lobby-
ists in shaping policies that affect the lives of Califor-
nians and ripple across the country. This book fills that
void.
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THE GLOBAL CAMPUS
Education Abroad and the University of California
By William H. Allaway
Foreword by Neil J. Smelser

In this latest addition to the Clark Kerr Memoirs Project, Bill Allaway traces the birth of Berkeley’s education
abroad program. Allaway’s vision of the value of an international academic/cultural experience for students
coupled with his peerless skill as Berkeley’s ambassador to the world enabled him to navigate the complex
international world with a personal style that was free from arrogance and marked by a droll wit. Thanks to
Allaway, Berkeley’s education abroad program achieved what University Professor Neil Smelser calls “the envi-
able status of being the finest of its kind in the world.” ($24.95)

Don�t Miss These Other Recent Releases

�Berkeley at Mid-Century� includes a brief history of the university’s first century by Verne Stadtman. The
three essays that follow trace the most important academic and cultural developments at Berkeley as Letters
and Science, Engineering, and the Arts evolved into national leaders in their fields. ($21.95)

In �Budget Reform and Administrative Decentralization in the University of California,� Loren Furtado docu-
ments Kerr’s efforts to bring administrative order to a rapidly growing and increasingly sprawling multiversity.
($12.95)

Order now from Berkeley Public Policy Press! See the order blank on page 23.


