“I have no intention of discrimination, but . . . ”

– Toward a Sociology of Knowledge about Discrimination
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Introduction

In Australia, anti-discrimination legislation exists at both Federal and State levels
. In Japan, while no anti-discrimination legislation exists, anti-discrimination training and education is authorized by the government. In societies where racism and certain kinds of discrimination are officially defined as unjust, people have, or at least are expected to have, the normative knowledge that ‘racism and/or discrimination are unjust’. Of course, this anti-discrimination legislation and anti-discrimination/anti-racism training or education reflect the reality that discrimination and racism exist in every society. In other words, a sharing of the normative knowledge alone does not guarantee that racism and discrimination will be overcome. Furthermore, it can be said that the knowledge that ‘racism/discrimination is unjust’ and recognition of what constitutes racism/ discrimination do not necessarily correspond.

Researchers put forward various arguments in defining racism. However, it may be agreed that racism is not ontological but socially constructed (Solomos & Back, 1996; Rex, 1986). In other words, racism is a matter of categorization and evaluation.

So what about discrimination
? If we agree with Michael Banton, probably most Anti-Discrimination Acts use the ‘purely objective’ definition that discrimination, as an individual action, is ‘the differential treatment of persons supposed to belong to a particular class of persons’ (Banton, 1994; 1). However the phrase ‘supposed to belong to a particular class of persons’ per se signifies the context of categorization and evaluation within which discrimination exists. It is dangerous to imagine discrimination simply as an action isolated from social context and socio-historical background. With discrimination, as with racism, both among academics and ‘ordinary people’, there seems to be a tendency to, on the one hand, tell ‘great stories’
 such as those about political and economic powers, and on the other hand to distort racism and discrimination by seeing them as due to the ‘pathology’ or particular personality of certain individuals. The issue of how they are constructed, sustained and taken for granted in everyday life is overlooked.

I will focus on the minute power relationship rather than the ‘great story’, and on discrimination rather than racism. How are discriminatory relationships constructed and sustained in everyday life? To answer this question, I will mainly discuss approval, siding, justification and reproduction of discriminatory relationships in everyday life, by analyzing narratives and discourses on discrimination against Buraku people. In the latter half, I will attempt to compare the findings of my analysis with the Australian situation.
1. Construction of ‘otherness’; Detection and evaluation of ‘difference’

In 1965, the Dowa Taisaku Shingikai Toshin (The Report of the Dowa Policy Council (DPC)) recommended appropriate, special and urgent measures for solving the dowa
 problem, which aimed at amelioration of circumstances such as extremely high rates of unemployment and long-term absences from school, infrastructure and hygiene problems and so on. A movement calling for a national policy of dowa measures arose. Four years later, in 1969, as a result of the DPC report, the Special Measures for Dowa Projects Act was passed, and full-scale and positive administrative measures to deal with dowa issues were implemented. Since the Japanese government decided as fundamental policy that local government should be responsible for specific measures, amelioration of these unfavourable circumstances has been uneven.

In the second half of the 1990s, with the emergence of so-called ‘neo-liberalism’ and ‘economic rationalism’, the Japanese government schemed to terminate these special measures. Authorities assert: ‘Actual discrimination has almost been resolved, and the only remaining problems are psychological. But new problems are arising, those of reaction to “reverse discrimination” caused by the special measures.’ Finally in 1997 the national government broke off subsidies for special measures. In this context, it is meaningful to report the following incident.

There is a small town in the San-in district. This town’s consistent official position about dowa issues has been that there are no buraku at all, and therefore no dowa measures are necessary. However, most inhabitants of this town know where the ‘crucial different’ others, that is to say the buraku people, live. They have never visited the buraku. The buraku in this area lies in a ravine enclosed by the railway, and there are no roads, even a level crossing, leading there. This buraku is both socially and geographically isolated. Several years ago, an elderly woman making her way home was about to cross the railroad, because it was the only access to the Buraku. As she began to cross, a train suddenly appeared around the curve of a foothill at high speed, and she was killed. Even though the tragedy was caused by the train, authorities refused to address the issue of the buraku. Residents of this buraku are fearful that they would suffer retaliation if they should make claims against other people’s treatment of them. With this fear, they have resigned themselves to their fate.

The DPC Report states that dowa districts were formed early in the Tokugawa era. It is, so to speak, the officially recognized view of the origin of buraku affairs as recorded in school textbooks, and agrees with the view of the buraku movement. In the Tokugawa (or Edo) era, in Japan’s feudal times, inequity between castes was systematized. The castes were shi (warriors), no (farmers/peasants); ko (craftsmen), sho (merchants), and eta or hinin, who were located beyond the bounds of the former four castes. After the Meiji Restoration in 1871, Cabinet Ordinance No.61, called the Kaiho Rei (Emancipation Edict) stated that ‘from now onward, eta/hinin should be treated the same as commoners in terms of both caste and occupation’. Eta/hinin thus lapsed as a caste. However, in the following year, in the census register (jinshin koseki), which was introduced as a system for registering the population through family connections, mention was made of ‘ex-eta’ or ‘new-commoner’. This koseki has been available for inspection even by a third party, and has been used as a reliable source of data for inquiring into a person’s birth and parentage, especially at times of employment or marriage.

While the Emancipation Edict abolished the caste system, its effects were extremely limited. For example, consider a comparison of ex-eta/hinin with ex-warriors. On one hand, when the warrior caste, or ex-governing class, was abolished, a kind of retirement money (known as chitsuroku-shobun) was paid to the members of the caste by the government. On the other hand, when the eta/hinin class was abolished, whose occupations and dwellings had suffered restrictions, there was no compensation. Most of them had to live in locations such as riverbanks and ravines with little sunshine. Although it was stated that people could begin various businesses, most Buraku had no farmland or capital. While the Restoration government declared that in the new era people would achieve success not by birth and parentage, but by their own ability, in the case of ex-eta/hinin, it can be said that they began with a huge handicap compared to other Japanese.

The strength of the caste consciousness at the time can be assumed from the fact that farmers organized several riots against the Emancipation Edict and attacked many Buraku districts. But it is dangerous to consider contemporary discrimination against Buraku simply from the aspect of the so-called ‘old-fashioned leanings of feudal caste consciousness’.

In modern Japanese society, the principles of capitalism and the ethos of social Darwinism have been synthesized with Hotoku-ism (a doctrine of Ninomiya Kinjiro, which preaches working hard for the community rather than out of self-interest). The dropouts from this value system were regarded as lacking ability or at least effort
. In the process of building a modern nation state, the national government has been enthusiastic about health administration, and has promoted its policies by constructing the image that an unhygienic state is an indication of one’s lack of ability in self-management (Narita, 1995; 387-389, Hirota, 1998; 58). Buraku people were assigned the image of ‘deviant’. It has become taken for granted that deviants are responsible for their own plight and should accept different treatment
. For example, children from buraku were rarely appreciated for their achievements and capabilities at school; rather they were mostly marginalized and excluded from it because they were children of deviants, and therefore ontological deviants. It can be said that, in Japanese employment practices, those children excluded from schooling would inevitably be excluded from suitable employment. Even if they should be fortunate enough to finish school, the exclusion of buraku people from employment was taken for granted, a situation that continued until the early 1970s.

No farmland, no capital, and exclusion from schooling and suitable jobs—buraku people have been compelled to walk the spiral staircase downward to poverty. Very visible poverty became grounds to construe buraku-born as ‘other’ and the word was used to exclude them. 

When they lived in poverty, they were blamed for dropping out and deviating and were thus excluded. Even if they should succeed, discrimination would pursue them. In one sense, buraku people can be regarded as having been caught in the trap of modern Japan. P. Read has described similar doggedness and arbitrariness in discrimination against aboriginal people in Australia:

In 1935 a fair-skinned Aboriginal man of part indigenous descent was ejected from a hotel for being an Aboriginal. He returned to his home on the mission station to find himself refused entry because he was not an Aboriginal. He tried to remove his children but was told he could not because they were Aboriginal. He walked to the next town where he was arrested for being an Aboriginal vagrant and placed on the local reserve. During World War II he tried to enlist but was told he could not because he was Aboriginal. He went interstate and joined up as a non-Aboriginal. After the war he could not acquire a passport without permission because he was Aboriginal. He received exemption from the Aborigines Protection Act—and was told he could no longer visit his relations on the reserve because he was not Aboriginal. He was denied entry to the RSL Club because he was Aboriginal (quoted in ATSIC, 1999).

W. J. Mosse characterized racism as a ‘scavenger ideology’ (quoted in Solomos & Back, 1996; 213). Discrimination against buraku people in modern and contemporary Japan shares this characteristic. For those who construct the excluded categories and aim at excluding and justifying discrimination, it is sufficient for them be able to convince, at first themselves and next other people, that They, the objects of exclusion, have crucial differences compared to Us.

From the end of nineteenth century, while claims of discrimination arose among buraku people, most of them concluded that improving the behaviour of buraku people behavior was the key to overcoming discrimination. In the early twentieth century, the national government began to recognize the necessity of buraku reform. The government’s basic view was to demand that buraku people make more effort to avoid being discriminated against. This governmental policy undeniably kept peace and order in one respect because a large number implementing the new guidelines were police officers with the official government title of tokushu buraku (special community). Discourses of the time indicate that this can be read as a metaphor for a hotbed of vice. Actually, in the 1918 Kome-Sodo (Rice Riots), although more non-buraku than buraku people participated in it throughout Japan, the rate of arrested buraku people was far higher than the former.

In March 1922, the foundation meeting of Zenkoku Suiheisha (The National Levelers Association) was held and attended by 1,000 people. The declaration began with ‘My people of special communities throughout the country unite!’ and concluded with ‘Let there be warmth in the hearts of people, and let there be light upon all mankind. From this, the Levelers Association is born’. Suiheisha clearly negated previous movements:

In the past half century, reform undertaking on our behalf by many people in various ways have not yielded any appreciable results. This should be taken as divine punishment for permitting others as well as ourselves to debase our human dignity. Previous movements, though seemingly motivated by compassion, actually degraded many of our brothers (BLRI, 1981; 249)

From the aspect of ‘identity politics’, I think it is important that Suiheisha consciously used their discriminatory name
 to refer to themselves, although in Long-Suffering Brothers and Sisters, Unite! (BLRI, 1981) the words Waga tokushu burakumin (my people of special communities) was translated as just ‘burakumin’. In the declaration, they said, ‘the time has come when the oppressed shall throw off the stigma (rakuin). The martyr’s crown of thorns shall receive blessing’ (BLRI; 250).

In its early stages, the Suiheisha movement adopted a strategy of personally directing denunciation at a discriminator him/herself. This denunciation disturbed the peace and order of the non-buraku world of meaning in which people had been content with the submission and silence of the buraku, and had taken discriminatory relationships for granted. These people felt fearful and hurt. This fear was then used as a new ‘motive’ for evading buraku even after the Second World War. 

If they did claim discrimination, they would be avoided. When they submitted and kept silent, discrimination and exclusion would win out. Again, those suffering discrimination were confronted with a dilemma.

The DPC Report recommended that amelioration of circumstances and anti-discrimination training/education (so-called dowa education) should be the two wheels that would undertake responsibility for resolving dowa problems. Dowa education was expected both to improve buraku students’ academic achievement and literacy levels, and to eradicate prejudice against buraku people. Educational administrators were charged with promoting these efforts and granting buraku students scholarships. However in practice, most dowa education, especially for non-buraku people, simply stated the fact that the origin of discrimination against buraku lay in the feudal caste system reiterating that ‘buraku people are the same as us and therefore discrimination against them is unjust’. While the approach to discrimination of focusing on the object of that discrimination has played the role of revealing the plight of the sufferers and the existence of discrimination, it has also caused various problems. This approach has the propensity to draw awareness away from political and socio-economic relationships and discriminatory relationships in everyday life and how these relationships have been and are constructed, instead encouraging people to infer why buraku people suffer from discrimination, attributing the existence of discrimination to the sufferers themselves.

Since my first lecture on the issue of discrimination, although the students have changed every year, I hear the same comments over and over again:

I know discrimination is very unjust. But among the people around me there have never been any people who were discriminated against and I have never seen anyone discriminate. You would be better to talk to older people who don’t know discrimination is unjust. We have been taught about the issue of discrimination, and we know that in a democratic society people who are the same human beings as ourselves must not be discriminated against. It makes us interested to know who is buraku around us. They are the reason that discrimination continues to exist.

We see a typical view of discrimination in this narrative, at least the young Japanese version: 1) ‘As I know discrimination is unjust, discrimination is not my business’; 2) ‘Those suffering discrimination are perhaps different’; 3) ‘Discrimination is an affair between those suffering from discrimination and those who don’t know it is unjust’, and 4) ‘If we are interested in differences, discrimination will remain’.

The first student’s comments indicate that the dowa education they received reiterated normative knowledge that ‘discrimination is unjust’. Many students say that dowa education was boring because from elementary school to high school they were told the same things, just that ‘discrimination is unjust’, and they hated these classes. Moreover they say that dowa education should be provided not to them but to those who don’t know ‘discrimination is unjust’. It can be also assumed that for them, as people with normative knowledge, discrimination is outside their everyday life experience. 

The comment of student 2 shows an inference. When I asked the students why they could assert that none had suffered discrimination, most of them told me that because they had never met anyone of that origin or any strange persons who were dirty, timid or unfriendly. I asked them how they would define discrimination. They said they had no idea apart from ostracism. Their education had told them ‘we are all the same humans therefore discrimination is unjust’ and ‘even now discrimination against buraku remains’, and they equated ‘sameness’ with ‘equality’ and ‘difference’ with ‘discrimination’. Following this logic, they discovered an answer to the question ‘Why do these people suffer discrimination?’ Their answer was that those suffering from discrimination must be discriminated against because they are somehow different. In one investigation into community consciousness about the dowa problem, non-buraku people said, “As we all are the same human beings, buraku people should be friendly with us”, and “Buraku people should be gentle and more humane” (Shobara City, 1997; 97). Are these valid reasons for buraku to suffer discrimination? Here I would point out the importance of the question of why you and I discriminate against them rather than why they are discriminated against.

Student 3 gives what is perhaps the general response to the question of discrimination and racism,
 that ‘I neither suffer from nor practice discrimination. Discrimination and racism are practiced by those who don’t know that discrimination and racism are unjust, or have old-fashioned opinions and strong prejudices.” Many young Japanese, at least those whom I have interviewed, remark that when older people die out discrimination will be extinct because they are the ones who don’t know that discrimination is unjust and therefore practice it. 

Student 4 gives the ‘logical conclusion’. If we seek a society that is free of discrimination or racism society, then we should erase the differences, because it is the ‘differences’ that provoke us to discriminate. One reason young Japanese dislike dowa education is that, according to them, while they would like not to discriminate, they feel like drifting into discrimination when they are told about the remaining discrimination because it makes them wonder whether they should be interested in differences or not.

Do discriminatory relationships lie outside our everyday lives? Can discrimination as individual action be recognized as practised only by old-fashioned people? In order to answer these questions, in the next section I will argue that how ‘Others’ as the excluded category is constructed, how certain differences are discovered and evaluated, and how this categorization and evaluation is used to justify discrimination in Japan.

2. Exclusion of buraku-born from Marriage

Rates of kekkon sabetsu (discrimination against buraku-born with regard to marriage) are often used as a barometer of the extent of buraku problems. In one investigation into the conditions of buraku conducted by the government, there is a section that includes several questions about marriage, for example, whether married respondents are buraku-born. We can detect an assumption that an increasing rate of buraku/non-buraku marriage is regarded as an indicator of improvement of the situation. It also reveals the view that the buraku problem is an ontological, categorical issue. Naturally, any tragedy, such as a suicide caused by kekkon sabetsu, must not occur
. However, the issue is not the rate of buraku/non-buraku marriage but discrimination per se. One writer asserts that discrimination against buraku will virtually be resolved as the rate of buraku/non-buraku marriage increases, saying:

. . . If we seek out discrimination, we will find lots of examples. However looking for discrimination will lead to an arbitrary and one-sided view of discrimination against buraku. Where marital problems exist, people generally do not consider the issue of whether either party is buraku-born or not. Even where it is a problem, there are innumerable cases in which lovers have overcome the problem to marry. . . . (When someone marries a buraku person) a father seems not to tell (non-buraku) relatives about the buraku background of their child’s chosen partner. This type of problem still remains, although it does not seem to be a problem at the time of the marriage, even if the new spouse is from a buraku district. (Narusawa, 1998; 25).

Data from a survey into the buraku conditions in which I was involved indicates that 20 per cent of 466 buraku residents experienced discrimination with regard to marriage, with 48 per cent experiencing discrimination with regard to marriage from their own family members. Are cases of discrimination decreasing, as the writer asserts? When we look at the percentages of those who have suffered discrimination over marriage by age group, we find quite the reverse; the figure for above age 70 is 5.9%, between 60 and 69 is 10.4%, 50-59 is 22.7%, 40-49 is 28.3%, 30-39 is 50.0%, and 20-29 is 32.3%. It is clear that the younger the age group the higher the percentage of experience of discrimination about marriage. Why is this? People aged sixty and over have lived their younger days in an age (before the DPC Report of 1965) when discrimination was overtly practiced and marriage between buraku-born was considered the natural option. The younger the age group, the more exposed buraku-born have been to the social change with regard to education and employment that has accompanied the promotion of dowa measures. One offshoot of this has been also been an increase in discrimination with regard to marriage. (Shobara City, 1997; 85-90).

Indeed, there are many cases in which a couple has overcome the obstacles to marry. However, in 7% of all cases, relations with non-buraku parents and relatives have been broken off following marriage, with one-third experiencing some kind of discrimination with regard to marriage. The opinion of the above writer makes the fact that these couples marry at all the only consideration, the fact that the trauma experienced remains, not only for the marrying partners but also their relatives: 

“I’ve become very sensitive about marriage since my relationship broken off”.

“After seeing what happened to my sister, I have been anxious about my own marriage”. (Shobara City, 90).

So what exactly is kekkon sabetsu? Buraku-born people meet non-buraku people. They love each other and want to marry. When they tell the non-buraku parents or relatives they meet strong opposition, and the relationship is broken off because their son or daughter’s partner is buraku-born. This is a common pattern in kekkon sabetsu. How can the non-buraku know that the other party is buraku-born? In some cases, the buraku-born will tell at some opportunity, generally at an early stage or when the couple decides to marry, considering that he or she had better ‘come out’ rather than say nothing about their background. In other cases, parents and/or relatives try to find out whether or not someone is buraku-born by using, for example, a private detective or network of acquaintances that will provide them with the information they seek.

Kekkon sabetsu, that is to say, discrimination against buraku-born with regard to marriage, continues. Why does it happen? Needless to say, it is because there are those who exclude and discriminate, furthermore those who promote and sustain it. The following narrative by a student of mine demonstrates well the extent of discriminatory attitudes in everyday life with regard to marrying a partner of buraku origin.

Although I recognize I should stand for anti-discrimination because discrimination is unjust, I regard it as a distinct issue from that of my marriage. It wouldn’t be something I would endure alone; I think (such a marriage) would also be problematic for my parents and relatives.

This student would not apply the normative knowledge ‘discrimination is unjust’ to her own marriage, because marriage to a buraku-born would cause various problems, or at least she imagines so. That is to say, she will dare to discriminate. In Japan, even just among people I have met, there are various discourses justifying the exclusion of buraku-born for consideration for marriage; ‘It would cause problems for marriage for my sisters/brothers or cousins’, ‘It would be an obstacle to father’s promotion’, ‘Children of such couples are to be pitied’, ‘People would talk’, and so on. The words ‘endure’ and ‘problematic’ in the student’s narrative above sum up these attitudes.

This student’s parents may have touched on this issues with her, but while they may have not expressed such views directly, in many cases young people end up with the same views as their parents.

Following is some interesting data analyzing the processes of this inference. It is a discourse from a debate on avoiding marriage to a buraku-born. The debate was held as a part of anti-discrimination education in a junior high school and recorded on videotape, which was given to me to analyze by the teacher. While I have already given details elsewhere (Oba, 1999) I think it is pertinent to mention it here.

3. Politics of Claim-making

In the classroom on the day before students were shown a true story about kekkon sabetsu. The story is summarized as follows.

A young male from the town of San-in encounters a young female in Osaka. He visits her family and is welcomed. Eventually they decide to marry. She then announces that she is categorized as buraku. He does not know what buraku means. He tells his mother and an elder sister that the woman he intends to marry has told him that she is buraku. The sister opposes the marriage and tries to break off their relationship, alleging ‘buraku are dirty’, ‘buraku are awful’, ‘buraku residents do not wash their hands bloodied from slaughtering even when they eat’. ‘If you marry a buraku woman you will destroy your relationship with your relatives. No one will celebrate your marriage’. His mother too said, ‘Marry her and I will disown you’. (In the story, the couple appear to be headed for a broken relationship. The students were asked what they thought would happen.)

Debate teams were divided into ‘will marry’ and ‘won’t marry’. The teacher instructed the students to formulate their own arguments. The debate was to open with a description of the grounds upon which the couple either will or won’t marry.

The ‘will marry’ team [A: anti-discrimination] argued not about whether the couple will or will not marry, but why they should marry. A regarded the presented story as a deviation from the universal norm of ‘discrimination is unjust’, and emphasized the ‘should’. A used vocabularies that represented values such as ‘true love’ and ‘mutual trust’.

The ‘won’t marry’ team [D: pro-discrimination] asserted that marrying a person who is ‘not normal’ and has ‘unclean blood’ would be cause for reproach, and that the man would therefore have to ‘live as a fugitive from that time on’, and ‘It would be inexcusable to make a mother disown her son’. D concluded that it is inevitable that if we want to lead a normal, happy life to which all would give their blessing, he would choose not to marry her. D began to argue the validity of a ‘normal life’. The concept of ‘normal’ presupposes the existence of one that is ‘not normal’. We want to lead normal lives. Therefore we have no choice but to conform by excluding that which is ‘not normal’. This is the reality. When reality is given priority, ‘won’t marry’ becomes ‘can’t marry’. It can be said that the use of vocabularies such as ‘unclean’ and ‘live as a fugitive’ describes why the couple cannot marry and why the relationship could not but suffer from discrimination, rather than the true reasons why the students think that the couple should not marry.

Here I would like to comment on ‘the vocabularies of values’ and ‘the vocabularies of motives’. M. Spector and J. I. Kitsuse, who are advocates of ‘constructionist theory’ within the sociology of social problems, ‘define social problem as the activities of individuals or groups making assertions of grievances and claims with respect to some putative conditions’ (Spector & Kitsuse, 1987; 75).

According to the authors, values are linguistic devices that participants use to articulate their claims, or to persuade others to legitimize them (Spector & Kitsuse; 74). They deny the questioning or proving of the motives for people to commit social problems, such as ‘value-oriented’ or ‘represent interest groups’. Referring to C. W. Mills’ classic work (Mills, 1940), they argue that motives are a product of a member’s activity to explain problematic conduct, and a kind of resource available in the language and culture of groups for use when questions are asked about the meaning or purpose of some line of activity. That is to say, both values and motives are a resource in the language, which are used to justify a line of conduct (Spector & Kitsuse; 91-93). From this aspect, I would like to point out the importance of the fact that vocabularies of both values and motives are available to everyone. This availability gives rise to the political issue of whether claims will or will not win support.

The appointment of certain students as D disgusted them, because they had the normative knowledge that ‘discrimination is unjust’. However, they collected their thoughts on the matter by themselves without consulting anyone, just referring to the presented story (from my interview). Once justifying discrimination became their purpose, they no longer needed to obey the universal norm. They had only to work out vocabularies of motives, even though these vocabularies may have been ad hoc or arbitrary. They used many words such as ‘society will’, ‘commonly’, and so on.

The debate shifted when the teacher, as the chairperson, instructed both teams to object to each other [T = teacher (chairperson), numbers indicate individual students].

T: Please raise objections to the other party. First, the ‘won’t marry’ party, please.

D3: Forgetting about yourself, don’t you care if you make your children buraku people? [..] She is not a normal person. Could you continue to love such a person? Could you marry her? Could you marry even if it meant abandoning your parents and relatives? Let’s hear what you have to say.

D4: You’d bear the buraku label until the end of your life, and you’d suffer lots of discrimination. Do you know what the nature of discrimination is? What do you say? I don’t think you could endure it. Love is fleeting. Could you continue to love her even though people would always look down on you? When you fall in love with another woman, your problem would be solved.

A2: You just said ‘she’s not a normal person’, so how would she be different from us?

A3: It’s not for us to decide whether children are fortunate or not, oh no, hang on, that’s not right. It’s not something for you to decide, because they’d be our children. We’d raise them never to be overcome by discrimination. If our parents aren’t happy about our marriage, then we should cut ties with them. And if it bothers our relatives, then we should cut ties with them too. We wouldn’t lose all our relatives, so it would be okay. And as far as asking whether we could stand the cold looks of others, I’ll prove to you that we could, because we are absolutely in the right.
While D’s remarks used the second person, ‘you’, throughout the debate, A generally spoke in the third person, using ‘she’, ‘they’, ‘these people’. The only exception to this was A3, who spoke in the first person, using ‘we’. After A3’s speech, we heard a muttered ‘Yes!’ among A, and a triumphant look came over their faces. However, among D, there seemed to be no response. The fact that A3’s declaration did not draw a response is related to their ‘collaboration with D in categorization’. 

Members of D structured their assertion by constructing buraku as an excluded category and ‘we’ and ‘I’ as non-buraku, therefore, its speeches used the second person. On the other hand, A talks about what the situation ‘should be’, sharing D’s categorization, therefore its speech used the third person. The only time an opinion is expressed using the first person, the response is ‘well, just do what you like’, and is left unanswered.

In the following objection A similarly condemns D, saying ‘You’re supposed to have loved her’. Following is a summary;

If you truly loved her, wouldn’t you want to marry her? If you should decide to reject her just because she was Buraku-born, then that would be a violation of her human rights, wouldn’t it? If she has come out and told you that she is Buraku-born because she wants you to know all about her, would you then go and trample on her feelings? Do you care so selfishly for your own happiness that you would hurt her? Do you have a conscience? 

You only marry once in your life, and so would you repress your own feelings just because your parents say that they don’t like your choice? Would you let your life be decided by others? You’d definitely regret it later.

If you married another woman, would that really make you happy? If you were to marry someone else and had children, and then your children told you that they wanted to marry a buraku-born, would you then, as a parent, oppose that too?

This logic of A’s was swallowed into D’s vocabularies of motives of ‘we are not very strong’.

D5: Even if we loved each other, if everyday life were difficult then it would be a hopeless situation. If you were in that situation, then you would understand that human beings are weak. I don’t think you can live on love alone. If you married this woman and were then looked down on by society, could you be happy? Could you endure the discrimination?

D6: If my children told me they intended to marry a buraku-born, I think I would oppose it, because I would hate them to marry Buraku-born and then be condemned to an unhappy life.

On the one hand there is the story into which the vocabularies of values ‘should be’ are spun, and on the other hand is the story that ‘although we understand what you say, we are weak and if we seek normal happiness there is nothing else for it but to avoid such a marriage’. These stories are in a relationship in which the former, that is the vocabularies of values, was utilized as the linguistic resource for the latter to provide the motive of ‘can’t marry’. In other words, D utilize the vocabularies of values for their assertions by switching its meaning into their context, saying that they are the words of strong humans and it is impossible for ‘ordinary weak people’ like themselves to do the same. 

A number of students who observed the debate made the following comment:  ‘the opinions of both sides were convincing. I felt like I was watching ‘Principle and Practice’’ (Nakanishi JHS, 1997, 87). And when viewing the video, why is D’s performance so overwhelming? This question can be answered by pointing out A’s unconscious complicity.

After a break, D wished to speak first:

D3: You just said that the woman’s human rights were violated, well, maybe they were, and these are set down in the Constitution, however to survive in society, there are times when we have to ‘go with the flow’, and so . . . there (laughter). norms of the society [heh-heh]. I don’t think it can be helped.

T: Yes? Please, go ahead

A4: Aah, you say that you have to ‘go with the flow’ of society, but if people don’t change that ‘flow’, then discrimination will remain.

D3’s speech was an objection to A’s condemnation presented before the break, and A4 was a restated objection to D3. The first element of this exchange was actually D’s ‘loyalty’. The logic that exclusion must equal discrimination functions to compel the D team to favour assimilation with the category of ‘normal people’ to whom they are loyal, who do not belong to the excluded category. D3 demonstrates this loyalty. The second element is A4’s ‘here-and-now’ objection. 

During D3’s speech, D3 and a couple of students in the D team exchanged glances and laughed weakly. This laughter was in response to D3’s hesitant words of ‘and so . . . there’, and carried the nuance that they thought the comments made may have gone too far. This hesitation was probably produced by the assertion that although ‘human rights were violated’ and ‘human rights are declared in the Constitution’, that it is more important to ‘go with the flow of society’ in order to survive.

By bringing forth an opinion that is at variance to human rights or the Constitution in order to demonstrate ‘loyalty’ to those of us who do not belong to the category which is the subject of discrimination, the possibility of ‘betrayal’ arises (Yamada, 1996;97). D therefore had no choice but to remain silent in response to the objection that discrimination will not disappear unless someone changes the ‘flow of society’. For D, until a short time earlier, that ‘someone’ was perhaps the ‘strong person’ able to live the universal norms. However, what D’s message is now communicating is that the ‘someone’ is themselves, who intend to violate human rights and the Constitution in order to yield to the norm, and that it is they who allow discrimination to remain by not changing the norms. In the interview, I put the question to the D students: ‘Your stand was very firm in the beginning, so when did the change occur?’ to which several of them answered, ‘when A4 declared that the norms wouldn’t change unless someone changed them’, to which the remaining students agreed. 

Then came a question-and-answer session about categorization:

A2: You still haven’t answered the question ‘how is she different from us?’

D1: Well, those people have had discriminatory language used about them for a long time, and those kind of people always, well, somehow, well, whether they’re ‘normal’ or not, (laughter) well, ‘normal’ means people who aren’t called by that name.

Some exchange followed about ‘for a long time’. A objected that ‘the caste system is already extinct’, and D responded to ‘Don’t you have a conscience?’ with ‘Although I have a guilty conscience, I have no choice’. A presents the love story. D objects that ‘Love eventually cools’. Another question and answer session followed before the conversation returned to the subject of categorization.

A4: I still don’t understand how you can say she is different from us or that impure blood runs in her veins. Please explain properly.

D3: Well, we’re taking the position of the man in this story, and he might not have been taught about dowa issues from childhood. So he doesn’t understand much about it, but from what his older sister and mother say buraku are very dirty, and have done dirty things, and I think he agreed with them.

Similarly to the persons in the presented story, the logic that ‘I’ or ‘we’ are the excluded category, in other words that those not suffering discrimination are the absolute ‘other’ is easily discerned from D’s remarks. D3’s ‘Well, we’re taking the position of the man in this story’ is their own expression of this. Here, we can detect a power operation of categorization. A4 wants D to answer on categorization. We can also see that leaving proof of justice for categorization to the very person who practices categorization lead the exchange and was able to shake D’s logics, beliefs and attitudes.

Here I would like to quote an impression given by a D student after the debate.

D4: . . . It was very difficult to say what I didn’t believe. However, after thinking deeply and for a long time, I experienced complicated feelings in which my conscience seemed to shrink. What the other party said didn’t appeal to my sense of logic, which was very scary . . . What I found out by playing this role is that theories or anything else people said could make those who thought he shouldn’t marry her change their minds . . . and if you think you’re right, then what other people say to you doesn’t compute, and your conscience shrinks, and that’s really dangerous. And if one of your friends agrees with you, then you feel justified, and nothing can make you change your mind.

Once she sided with categorization as the grounds for ‘won’t marry’, this student was compelled to follow through and to condone discrimination. D4 experienced the power operation of categorization, exposing its mechanism from within the discriminator.

4. Asymmetry, Social Stock of Knowledge and Power

4.1 The Assumption that Here is None of Them

The term ‘racism’ is rarely used in Japan. Of course, that does not mean that there is none
. In Japan, where a belief in racial homogeneity predominates, pressure for doka (‘becoming the same’) is strong. The concept of same is a concept constructed upon detection of other. 

In the process of building a nation state, certain groups were defined as deviate, inferior or crucially different ‘others’ for the sake of national unity, including buraku-born, Ainu
, Okinawans and the Korean population. At the time of the Great Kanto Earthquake in 1920, there was a rumor that alleged zainichi-chosenjin (Korean descendants living in Japan) had poisoned the water. It is said that thousands of Korean were caught and massacred by ‘ordinary Japanese’. During the Second World War, the Nanjing Massacre occurred, and Korean girls were forced into practicing prostitution by the Japanese Army
. 

In a Report by the Dowa Policy Council, we can read a discourse used as grounds for the argument that discrimination against buraku is unjust; it states that buraku people are ‘neither a different race nor a different people but are without any doubt Japanese both by race and by nationality’ (BLRI, 1981,252). This report was published 35 years ago. However, even now, many dowa education teachers have no hesitation in saying to students that buraku people are the same Japanese as us, so don’t discriminate against them. Since coming to Australia, I’ve also heard such teachers say to students ‘Be proud of being Japanese’. These teachers might not doubt their assumption that their students are all Japanese, because they seen nothing to indicate any different, however any Korean students among them would be crucially excluded from then on.

I do not say they are guilty of discrimination, but I think the remark indicates that discrimination is not established as an issue in everyday life. As I have argued above, most Japanese people tend to consider that discrimination exists because there are those who have certain differences. From this viewpoint, it may be reasonable to focus on the assumption that there are no individuals belonging to the category in question. I would like to question how many people who more or less accept the normative knowledge that ‘racism and/or discrimination is unjust’ consciously discriminate, exclude and oppress. I think that most people act in such a way without awareness. The example of banal conversation mentioned above may occur in circumstances in which an individual of the excluded category is not present; where, at worst, they are crucially marginalized or, at best, the assumption predominates that no such people exist.

Suppose a Korean student claims discrimination. Success or failure of this claim will depend not upon the claimant’s representation but whether the teachers and other students agree that the claim is right. That is to say, the claimant, as soon as he or she raises the issue, is dragged into the ‘politics of claim-making’. Discriminatory relationships are extremely asymmetric. They are asymmetric not only at the phase of dominant-subordinate or majority-minority, but also just when those not suffering the discrimination who have caused this relationship to arise are compelled to take on responsibility for the outcome of any claim (Watari, 1987; 184).

In one sense, the racism situation in Australia appears to resemble that of Japan. I will give some examples to argue that ‘normal people’ construct racism in banal, everyday conversations. In Coolwell’s My Kind of People, there are some typical examples of the assumption that there are no Aborigines.

Coolwell reports a high school experience of Rhonda Roberts, a TV presenter and journalist whose father is Aboriginal and mother is white (Coolwell,1993;63).

Her father had come to school to pick her up, and was waiting patiently in the car. This big aboriginal man behind the steering wheel of his F.J. Holden attracted the attention of one of the young girls, who couldn't resist the temptation. "What do you call a boong who drives a car? A thief!" Rhonda heard the joke, and out of embarrassment for her father, and out of shame, hid behind some bushes so that they wouldn't associate her with the black man in the car.

Artist Gordon Bennett, who is not obviously aboriginal in appearance, recalls his experience of a colleague’s joke (Coolwell, 1993;63).

Hey, fellows, have you heard this one? Where does the name boong come from? Well it's the noise you hear when your-wheel-drive hits the black bastards! Uncontrollable laughter has them spilling most of their drink onto the floor. A muffled sound comes from the direction of Gordon Bennett. The status quo is maintained, and the boys return to work, satisfied they've got their quota in, and shared a few laughs. All except for one person.

These experiences traumatize people enormously. In Bennett’s case, he had been tortured by conflict over whether he should or should not ‘come out’. In Japan, buraku people, Korean descendants who use a Japanese name rather than a Korean name outside their families and communities, as well as Ainu people, are confronted with such conversations over and over. If they object on the spot, their complaint may be acknowledged, but they are more likely to be blamed, perhaps not overtly, for embarrassing the speaker and others present, and for being over-sensitive. They are often thought of offenders rather than the injured, and given a wide berth.

4.2 Reversal of the offender-victim relationship

The following is a typical example of reversal of the offender-victim relationship in Australia. When Cathy Freeman won in the Commonwealth Games in 1995, she ran a victory lap holding high the red-black-yellow tricolor Aboriginal flag as well as the Australian flag. Arthur Tunstall, then an Australian senior Commonwealth Games official, was displeased with Freeman’s performance. A little later, a ‘joke’ he made in a private conversation was leaked to the mass media, and attracted wide concern. His joke went something like ‘Aborigines are known for being petty thieves’. Needless to say, accusations of racism by both Freeman and other sources grew. However, Tunstall seemed to have no regrets about telling the joke. When confronted the next day, Tunstall made the following remarks.
Everybody tells jokes about someone, they tell them about me. Aborigines are mostly sensitive about issues like the Wik decision. I don't believe the generation of today should have to pay for what happened 200 bloody years ago. It's not my fault; none of my people came out as convicts and shot them. And what about the number of Aborigines who speared white people? You know, 80 per cent of people in this country don't believe in giving them land rights, and as a friend said to me, "They had the place for 40,000 bloody years, they never grew anything, and they never built anything." [McGregor,1999; 204, emphasis added]

Tunstall seems to think of himself as the victim. Saying that everybody tells jokes and he merely told one joke allows him to generalize his particular joke. Why was a banal joke alleged to be racist language?  He attributes his misfortune to them, the sensitive Aborigines.

Considering the context of the (second) Mabo decision in 1993, and from the time of the Native Title Act of 1994 onward, Tunstall’s joke in 1995 about ‘petty thieves’ and his justification of it may be considered not an accidental occurrence but a gush, triggered by Freeman’s performance, of negative evaluation, and victim consciousness with that is coincident. McGregor says; ‘I couldn't believe my ears, one moment Tunstall talks rationally, the next he sounds like an 18th-century bigot.’ However, is it sufficient for us to conclude that Tunstall is a particular ‘pathological’ person with old-fashioned ideas or strong prejudices?

From where can we draw linguistic resources to categorize or justify discrimination or racism? Most are taken-for-granted common sense. Common sense has been, and continues to be, constructed by our everyday ordinary inference. That is, common sense is accorded authority when I, as an ordinary member of society, infer that people do and think so. In this sense, by using terms such as everybody, my people, or a friend, Tunstall asserts, or may believe, that he simply represented common knowledge.

The aim of a joke is laughter. Jokes not only act as a social lubricant, but frequently bring about a feeling of sharing and co-belonging. A range of words can be acknowledged as a joke and thus spark laughter only when their implication is known. Tunstall may have intended to tell his joke in the belief that he would inspire laughter. If that is the case, even if those around him do not hold the common image that Aborigines are petty thieves, few will overtly challenge him. As adolescents, Bennett and Roberts confirmed and strengthened such categorization by sharing laughter with everybody except those whom were being categorized and laughed at. Not only was their dignity denied; their identity would also have suffered.

4.3 Asymmetric Relationships and the Social Stock of Knowledge

Many individuals who see themselves in this situation live with uneasiness, blaming themselves for ‘passing’ or not claim-making, while those who take categorization and evaluation for granted would not experience such a feeling. This contrast demonstrates a very asymmetric power relationship.

In a former section of this report, I quoted the sentiment ‘Well, the couple got married, so what’s the problem? You’re just looking for discrimination’. At the time, I also commented that many buraku people had experienced breakdowns in relationships with a non-buraku spouse’s parents and relatives, and that those who have seen a close relative entering into a relationship with a buraku-born become extremely anxious for their future.

The constructors and constructed, the discriminator and the sufferer of discrimination. Between the two sides is a crucial divergence in recognition of the results caused by categorization and evaluation of difference. This divergence influences power operations not only in discourses but also in relationships in everyday life.

Consider Australia’s ‘stolen generation’. It is reported that many of these people are compelled to feel ‘shame’, are affected by this feeling in their lives, and that they attribute the cause to themselves (Edwards & Read, 1989, HREOC, 1997, Read, 1999). Recently an argument was triggered by a government view about the stolen generation reported in newspapers, in which the Aboriginal Affairs Minister stated that the proportion of separated Aboriginal children was no more than 10 per cent, and that there never was a ‘generation’ of stolen children (The Sunday Age, April 2, 2000). In this argument, it seems that most of the discourse of non-Aboriginal people, including readers’ letters in newspaper columns, is indifferent to the sufferings of the stolen generation that result from categorization and evaluation. For example, one letter from a reader said ‘Not only Aboriginal children were taken from their families. My father and six brothers and sisters were put into foster homes. Dad at ten years of age was forced to milk cows at 4 am and after school at night. Charles Perkins, my dad, was also whipped and mistreated but got on with his life’ (Herald Sun, April 15, 2000). Here we can detect crucial divergence of recognition and the politics of claim-making based upon this divergence.

According to Berger & Luckmann, we live in the common-sense world of everyday life equipped with specific bodies of knowledge. I can interact with others in everyday life because I know that others share at least part of this knowledge and they know that I know it too. ‘My interaction with others in everyday life is, therefore, constantly affected by our common participation in the available social stock of knowledge. This social stock of knowledge includes knowledge of my situation and its limits’, that is, ‘Participation in the social stock of knowledge thus permits the ‘location’ of individuals in society and the ‘handling’ of them in the appropriate manner’ (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; 56). For instance, a couple of decades ago—and this may now still be the case—I know that I am a man and that therefore I will very likely be designated as chairman at this meeting because there are few men. This knowledge is shared by both men and women. The word ‘chairman’is a straightforward expression of this.

The social stock of knowledge supplies us with not only typifications of others but typifications of all sorts of events and experiences;  furthermore, it provides us with the means to integrate discrete elements of our own knowledge (ibid; 58). In the cases of Bennett and Roberts, there is a simplistic identification;  as white, we are owners and drivers of cars, and as black, they are Aborigines who steal them or are hit by cars. They undoubtedly share the knowledge that ‘Aborigines are inferior deviants’. Individuals unaware of their own assumptions would share their thoughts upon hearing this information. The social stock of knowledge makes integrating knowledge and the typifications of others plausible. ‘[F]urthermore, language provides the means for objectifying new experiences, allowing their incorporation into the already existing stock of knowledge’ (ibid, 86), that is to say, these jokes and shared laughter further strengthen the taken-for-granted categorization. 

As members of a society, we cannot live our everyday lives if we break contact with the social stock of knowledge. Therefore, the practice of categorization, as in these cases, compels the very person categorized to share it, especially where and when there is no shared counter-knowledge or discourse. The feeling of shame that can be found in Japan among buraku-born who grew up amid an absence of liberation movements, and in Australia, the stolen generation who grew up in the white-western system of values separated from their families, relatives and communities, has made these people internalize the evaluations about themselves by dominant, majority oppressors. Read discusses the experiences of the stolen generation in foster families;

Family love could not protect the child, or the adult, away from that circle. When at school the children were called 'a black cunt' or 'a dirty abo', adopting parents could provide no relief beyond 'Just ignore it'. It is common in many adoptive homes for every reference to homeless, arrested or demonstrating Aborigines in the papers or television to be accompanied by the injunction 'Don't be like them.' In the homes of children who had not been removed, there was security in phrases such as 'just keep away from them fucking gubs' (Read; 204)

4.4 Seduction to Complicity

We should recognize that the power operation of categorization does not simply attack the categorized. As we have seen in the debate, students designated as the ‘won’t marry’ team, that is to say, those who attempted to justify discrimination, were involved in this power operation. It functions by compelling ‘ordinary people’ to side with discrimination and racism.

An incident in everyday life presented by historian Henry Reynolds demonstrates this mechanism. In Queensland, while dining in a restaurant, Reynolds hears racist jokes and laughter from a party at a nearby table held to welcome newcomers from a southern state, the likes of which he often heard there.

In retrospect it seems as though the whole performance may have been for their benefit. It was a display of racist bravado aimed at initiating the southerners into the way of the north. It was a process that had probably been repeated many times before. Newcomers were confronted with racist language and attitudes and were presented with the dilemma of complicity or confrontation in circumstances where they could be persuaded that they lacked local knowledge or understanding. The choice was to go along with new friends or colleagues or risk causing serious offence and be viewed as eccentric or self-righteous or to be assuming moral superiority [Reynolds, 1999;46-47].

Here we see a contrast between the ‘great story’ and the minute power operation, but it is backed by persistent and strong ‘common sense’ in everyday life. Such a mechanism would not be specified in Queensland. It can be seen in Japan, and can probably be found in the rest of Australia. Deborah B. Rose analyses this mechanism as it occurred on a tour of Central Australia, in which a ‘non-everyday’ situation compelled an audience to side with racial categorization and made her confront the gender issue (Rose, 1997). However, we can say that it is a typical and ordinary mechanism that constructs, confirms and strengthens discrimination in everyday relationships.

Discrimination works on the condition of the presence of those who are not the victims of discrimination, or in other words, are assimilated. Discrimination does not come into an exchange between individuals A and B. The presence of C is required. When A alleges B’s faults or differences and asks C to side with his exclusion of B, and C is willing to agree, discrimination can arise (Sato;1990). Of course, in practice, an agreeable C does not have to be present. It is enough for A to imagine or assume or assert that C should be present to discriminate. A’s imagination, assumption and assertion do not have to be conscious, as they are privy to the social stock of knowledge. It is enough for A to refer to that knowledge. That is to say, even if we start to consider discrimination as an individual action, we cannot understand its persistence unless we refer to a power operation of categorization, evaluation and justification in everyday life.

Conclusion

As we have seen, a mechanism exists that justifies, confirms, shares, reproduces, spreads, and therefore strengthens discriminatory relationships (as depicted in my student debates), and racism (in the cases of Bennett and Roberts case and the incident described by Reynolds). And as expressed by Reynolds, this mechanism includes seduction into ‘complicity’.

In practice, this seduction into complicity frequently occurs in conjunction with certain power relationships; for example, political and economical power (Morris, 1997; Cowlishaw, 1997) mass media in a secular interest (Mickler, 1998), or children and their significant others – parents or teachers (Malin, 1997). However, these agents do not forcibly discriminate, but represent a dichotomy of ‘We – They’ and detect, emphasize and evaluate ‘difference’. In this process, both the seducer and those persuaded by seduction justify their activities, that is, they categorize ‘otherness’ and practice exclusion by mobilizing available vocabularies from the social stock of knowledge. Furthermore, the latter play the role of seducer in everyday life relationships. Here we can see the tenacity of discriminatory relationships and racism.

Dowa education has been practised in Japan from the 1960s onwards in some shape or form. However, discrimination persists. Moreover, many teachers talk about the plight of the buraku by focusing on the sufferers of discrimination, which causes difficulties; on the one hand are many buraku people who cannot develop self-esteem, and on the other hand, non-buraku people marginalize not only the issue but also buraku-born per se, with the thought ‘hey, I’m all right, I’m not buraku’. As we have seen, the resulting inference is that non-buraku must avoid marrying people who experience such difficulties in their everyday lives. And, as in Australia, there are plausible discourses that allege ‘reverse discrimination (or racism)’ that are widely accepted by ‘ordinary people.’

It is difficult to imagine that this situation will change for the better in the future even if the vocabularies of values were to become widely accepted. As we have seen, it is easier to anticipate that more and more vocabularies of values will be mobilized and used to justify and rationalize discrimination/racism and to make accusations of so-called ‘reverse discrimination/racism’, for example in Australia, ‘egalitarianism’ (Morris, 1997). In future, this situation may take on a more serious and complicated aspect. In this sense, posing the question of whether or not there is intention of discrimination/racism (Hollinsworth, 1998; 56) seems to have little significance. It is more important to analyze how ordinary people construct racist and discriminatory relationships (Cowlishaw, 1997).

Several decades ago, the labeling theory debate on the sociology of deviation was triggered by H. Becker’s Outsiders, and the issue of ‘how academics can stand at the underdog position’ was raised 
. In researching racism/discrimination, questions may also be asked on ‘who can speak what and how?’ or ‘with what authority?’

I think we need ‘an effort to avert the critical gaze from the racial object to the racial subject; from the described and imagined to describers and imaginers; the serving to the served' (Morrison, quoted in Solomos & Back, 1996, 23). In Japan, several sociologists have made such efforts during the last decade, (e.g. Sato, 1990, Yamada, 1996, and Watari, 1987). In Australia, an approach that ‘involves a new object of knowledge – Ourselves, European Australians, rather than Them, the Aborigines – and [..] entails a consideration of the nature of our colonizing culture and the nature of our knowledge and power in relation to Aborigines’ has already started (Attwood, 1992; xv).

Specifically, we need to analyze how categorization and evaluation are neatly practiced in everyday life around the dynamics of knowledge of ‘ordinary people’, including how the influence or power of words such as ‘do-gooder’, ‘self-righteous’ and ‘political correctness’ could make potential claim-makers hesitate. Moreover, as we have seen, we should reveal the ‘arbitrariness’ and ‘ad hoc-ness’ of the logic of categorization and evaluation. Even if we agree with the assertion that ‘I’m neither a discriminator/racist nor the discriminated’, we live as ‘C’ in the ABC triad presented above, and therefore have the potential to become involved in discrimination/racism or to become seduced by it as long as discriminatory relationships thrive. As participants in everyday life, we would be better to attempt ‘insider’ sociology than the Outsider’ variety.

While there is a difference, in terms of both socio-history and of definition, between discrimination against buraku and racism against Aborigines, I believe such an approach would allow each to learn from the experience of the other. As far as those who practice categorization are concerned, unless people speak out against discriminatory or racist behaviour, whether their actions are classed as racism or as discrimination is of no concern.
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� The Federal and all State governments - except Tasmania- have enacted racial discrimination legislation, and the Federal and all States have enacted sexual discrimination legislation (Bailey & Devereux, 1998; 298).


� The usage of the term ‘discrimination’ in Japan and Australia seems to be different. In societies such as that of Australia, where the terms ‘racism’ or ‘sexism’ are generally used, strictly speaking a distinction between ‘racism’ and ‘racial discrimination’, ‘sexism’ and ‘sexual discrimination’ are acknowledged. In Japan, while racism exists, the term ‘racism’ is not familiar, and therefore, ‘racism’ is often translated as jinshu sabetsu (racial discrimination. Jinshu means ‘race’, sabetsu means ‘discrimination’). In Japanese usage, discrimination often not only refers to unfair treatment, but frequently indicates attitudes and states of mind.


� In Rex’s argument, he refers only to ‘grand theorist’ T. Parsons in a section ‘Racism and the Sociology of Knowledge’ (Rex, 107-108), but I will include ‘knowledge of everyday life’ (Berger & Luckmann, 1967) under the term ‘sociology of knowledge’.


� The term dowa (literally meaning assimilation) has been used as an official term from the 1940s. A community suffering discrimination is called a dowa district. Generally, the word buraku per se means ‘community’, but in the context of discrimination against a certain community, buraku is used to indicate a dowa district. The buraku movement rarely uses the word dowa in relationship to itself, except in the context of administrative affairs, because dowa comes from the term doho ichiwa (all those who are the same subjects of the Emperor should be assimilated). In addition, many buraku people don’t like to be referred to as ‘burakumin’ (literally meaning buraku people) because it evokes memories of unpleasant experiences and negative feelings. Therefore, in this report, I will use the term ‘buraku’ to refer to the communities in question, and ‘buraku-born’ or ‘buraku people’ to refer to the people who live or come from those communities.


� Several articles in Shimin (a bulletin of Hotoku-ism) report the plight of buraku, particularly from the end of the nineteenth century to the 1910s. Most of these articles basically regarded buraku-borns as lacking in effort and appropriate lifestyle.


� I use the term ‘deviant’ according to Howard Becker’s definition. He asserted ‘ The deviant is one to whom that label has successfully been supplied; deviant behavior is behavior that people so label’(Becker, H, 1963; 9)


� Even now, this declaration is read at many meetings of the buraku movement, generally by buraku females, taking into consideration the expression ‘They became manly martyrs of industry’.


� While this inference is persistent in Japan, it also seems to be accepted by many Australians. For instance, when I have said that the subject of my research in Australia is discrimination/racism against indigenous people, most people advised me to go to Queensland or Alice Springs because ‘in Melbourne there are not so many aborigines’. In their narratives is the assumption that racism exists due to the existence of aborigines, or is something practised by Queenslanders, who have old-fashioned opinions.


� A couple of years ago, in my home town of Hiroshima, a teenager committed suicide because of interference in a marriage by a school teacher. 


� Recently, the Governor of Tokyo, Shintaro Ishihara, was accused of using racist language. However, when Korean residents accused him of being racist, there was no move to resign. When a British journalist said to him that if a British politician had said such a thing, it would cause an uproar, Ishihara looked perplexed and asked, ‘Really? Why?’ the journalist said that Ishihara’s attitude indicates the Japanese lack of awareness of race matters (Asahi, 13 April, 2000).


� As at 1997, the Japanese government still refused to acknowledge the Ainu as an indigenous people. While the government now recognizes their independent history and culture, native title is ignored. For more on Ainu, see Tessa Morris-Suzuki (Suzuki, 2000).


� Some politicians and academics have tried to deny these facts, asserting that such Jigyaku Shikan (a masochistic view of history) has reduced Japanese pride. This is reminiscent of the Australian condemnation of the ‘black armband’ view of history.


� Spector & Kitsuse’s constructionist theory provides an answer for this debate.
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