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I ntroduction

VWhat role does research on controversial 'social problens' play in the

devel opnent of social policy? To what extent can research on policy remain

aut onomous from the i nmedi ate demands i nposed by fundi ng bodi es and the
political agendas of policy nmakers and community groups? These questions are of
rel evance to nany areas of public policy research, and have been addressed in
relation to issues such as poverty, social welfare, famly structures and urban
policy. Wthin the context of contenporary Britain, however, they have been
particularly inmportant in controversies about the role of race relations
research and its inpact on the devel opnment of policies and initiatives in this
field.

This issue has becone particularly inportant over the past two decades. Wth the
raci al i sation of many aspects of social and economic policy there has been an
expansi on of policy-oriented research on racial and ethnic relations. This has
led to a vigourous debate about the questions that shoul d guide research,
fundi ng processes, and the |inkage of research programres to policy makers and
conmunity groups. Additionally, it has becone all too clear that it is

i npossible to isolate the conduct of research on racial issues fromthe wi der
social and political context within which it takes place.

In this paper | want to explore sone of the central problens which have arisen
in policy analysis in this field. My focus will be conparative, in that | wll
draw on sonme aspects of debates about race related issues in the United States.
But my main concern is to analyse recent debates in Britain, and their inmpact on
the research process. Gven the limted coverage of this paper I will not
outline in any detail an alternative analytical framework, but | will |ook at
ways in which critical policy analysis can help us to understand how raci al

equal ity can be achieved.

The Politics of Race Rel ati ons Research

Research on race relations policies in British society has a |long history.
Attention has been given to a wide variety of issues: ranging fromimmgration

| egi slation, race relations policies, central governnent intervention and | oca
government policies. By the very nature of research on racial and rel ated issues
it has always given rise to vociferous academ c and political debate. During the
| ast decade a | engthy debate has taken place about the ethics and politics of
research on race relations (Sol onps, 1986 and 1988). There is no need to retrace
all aspects of this debate, but by way of a summary we can say that at |east
four questions have been at the centre of this debate: (i) the definition of the
focus of study in the field of race relations; (ii) the interrelationship

bet ween research and policy; (iii) the issue of who carries out the research and
who controls it; (iv) the inpact of policy-oriented research on racia

inequality in British society.

Al'l these questions relate in one way or another to the problem of how race
rel ati ons has been defined as a field of study for policy purposes. This is an
i ssue nuch debated during the Black Power period in United States, when bl ack
mlitants and acadeni cs questioned the reasons why academ c research was being
done, the relation of such research to governnmental policy and the state, and
the place of white social scientists in such research (Ladner, 1973; Staples,
1974). In the British context this debate was refracted in the early seventies
t hrough the struggle at the Institute of Race Rel ations and by the devel opnent
of fundanmental criticisns of race relations research in radical black journals
such as Race Today, Race and C ass, the Bl ack Liberator and many ot hers
(Mul'lard, 1985). More recently the focus of the criticisnms has been on the

obj ectives which research on race should have, e.g. whether the main focus
shoul d be on minority comunities and their cultural and fam |y networks, or on



the institutions of white racism (Rex, 1981; Cashnore and Troyna, 1981
Law ence, 1982).

In addition the politicisation of race over the last two decades has raised a
nunber a conplex ethical and political dilemas which confront any researcher
working in this field, which are often somewhat sinply put in the formof the
foll owi ng question: "whose side are you on"? Underlying this sonewhat sinplistic
guestion, however, are a number of fundamental dil emmas about:

(a) t he organisation and funding of research on racial and related issues;

(b) the focus of research, and the process by whi ch decisions about what kind
of research is done are arrived at;

(c) t he usages of race relations research, particularly by policy nmekers,
governrent al agenci es and the nedia;

(d) the rel ati on between the researchers and the comunities, groups or
institutions which are the object of research.

I want to make a few initial coments about each of these issues, before noving
on to the broader concerns of this paper

Organi sation and Fundi ng: The issue of the ways in which race rel ations research
is organised in governnental departnents, policy think tanks and academ c
institutions has proved to be a mmjor source of controversy over the past two
decades. Fromthe debate in the early 1970s about the role of the Institute of
Race Rel ations to nore recent controversies, the question of the |ocation and
control of research has been a central theme in academ ¢ and political debates.
In particular questions have been rai sed about the ways in which research
projects on sone issues are funded while others are not, the reasons and
possi bl e bi ases on which such deci si ons about funding are based and the
consequences of any bias for the ways in which race relations is constructed as
a field of study.

Focus of Research: One inportant outcone of these debates is that it has becone
difficult to even think of doing research on race relations fromwhat is
sometines called a value-free perspective, since they have enphasi sed the need
to assess the val ues on which research is based and the political context within
which it takes place.

A nunber of critics of the dominant trends in race relations research have
shown, for exanple, how researchers have tended to | ook in sone detail at the
social, cultural and religious values of mnority comunities, while
under pl ayi ng or sonetines ignoring the ways in which such social relations are
structured through and by raci sm (CCCS Race and Politics Goup, 1982; G lroy,
1987). According to one witer researchers have tended to define their objects
of research in a political vacuumor to 'actually study black comunities and
groups in ways which distort and dehumani se their experiences' (Stubbs, 1988:
43).

Usages of Research: The possible uses to which research findings can be put has
been anot her maj or source of concern. This field of research has beconme so
intensely politicised over the | ast two decades that the nere act of carrying
out research on race relations necessarily involves questions relevant to policy
makers or other interested bodi es. Thus whatever the values and beliefs of the
researcher or research institute it is likely that quite disparate beliefs about
research findings nmay gain currency outside the inmediate research environment.
Such beliefs may result in political interventions which go against the val ues
of the researchers thensel ves, but help governnents and other institutions to
legitimse their policies (Edel man, 1971)

The Research Context: Perhaps the nost controversial concern in recent debates
about race relations research has been the issue of how researchers relate to
the communities or organisations that they research or that they cone into
contact with in particular settings. In particular debate has focused on the



foll owing two questions: Should researchers be in some way accountable to the
conmuni ti es, groups or organisations that they are researching? Shoul d they be
responsive to pressures fromconmunity and other groups relating to the focus of
their research?

These and ot her questions have becone an inportant theme of current debates
about the conduct of race relations research. | shall return to thembriefly,
when | exani ne sone of the substantive issues in recent debates, but for the
monent | would like to |look briefly at sonme aspects of the debate about race
relations research in the United States.

Ameri can Experience

Al though it is difficult to conmpare the American situation directly with the
British, aspects of the American debates about race rel ations research do
connect up with some of the issues discussed above. In this sense reference to

t hese debates nmay help to clarify issues which are currently the focus of debate
in both countries.

During the 1960s and 1970s a w de rangi ng debate took place in the United States
about the ethics and politics of research on racial questions. The experience of
Lee Rai nwater and David Pittman during their research on poverty and poor bl acks
in Arerican cities is worth recalling in this context. Pointing to the

i nherently conpl ex ethical and power issues involved in researchi ng powerless
groups, they argue that the nost inportant of these issues are the researcher's
rel ationship to the communities that are being researched, problens of
sponsorship and confidentiality, and potential use or m suse of research
findings for questionable or unintended political and policy objectives.
Speaki ng particularly about the last issue they argue:

Concern for the effect of findings on public issues sensitised one to the
qguestion of how research results will be interpreted by others, and to his
responsibility to anticipate probable msuse, and fromthis anticipation to
counteract the possibility of msuse. That is, though we do not feel a
researcher nmust avoid telling the truth because it may hurt a group (problens of
confidentiality aside) we do believe that he nmust take this possibility into
account in presenting his findings and make every reasonable effort to deny
weapons to potential msusers (Rainwater and Pittman, 1967: 361-362).

G ving specific exanples of types of research which could be msused the authors
refer to research on black fam |y systens, subcultural |ifestyles anong young

bl acks, crinme and delinquency in the ghettoes, and on nental health problens.
Simlar problems were highlighted by other American researchers during this
period, particularly in the context of the political responses to urban unrest
(Bl auner and Wl |l man, 1973; Edel man, 1971; Mirray, 1973).

Perhaps a nore fam liar exanple, given the international notoriety which it
achieved, is the controversy that has raged since the m d-1960s over the
argunents of the Myni han report on the black famly in the USA and its
conception of the weaknesses of the black fam |y structure as an expl anation for
the social problens faced by blacks in relation to poor housing, enploynent, bad
school s, and poverty (Rai nwater and Yancey, 1967).

VWhat is particularly interesting about the controversy over the Myni han report,
apart fromits i medi ate and subsequent academ c and political fallout, is the
way in which it showed quite clearly that (a) whatever the academ c argunents in
favour of doing a specific piece of research it is politically naive and
potentially dangerous to see research as autononpbus fromits contextua

political environment, and (b) that governnents and other interested groups
necessarily take a strong role and have a stake in acadenic research about so-
called 'deviant' groups in society. In addition it highlighted the ways in which



reformoriented strategies, which are ostensibly preni sed on the idea of

"hel ping' the poor and the powerless, can al so becone another strategy for

ext endi ng government control and institutional power over such groups. It is

al so an interesting exanple of how the media, policy makers and academ cs, when
singling out black people for attention or special study, often concentrate on
fam |y structure rather than on other aspects of black life, particularly those
that touch upon the dom nant power structures or econom c institutions (Edel man,
1971).

More recent Anerican studies refer to these and rel ated i ssues, and enphasi se
the ways in which research on 'social problens' in black and other poor
conmunities is liable to be used by governnent or other bodies in ways which do
not necessarily 'help' the people with which it is concerned, and the ways in
whi ch research may hel p popul ari se myt hs about such comunities and give thema
"scientific' gloss. One way in which this may happen is referred to by Mirray
when he tal ks about 'nythol ogy of black pathology' (Mirray, 1973), while another
is popularly referred to by the term'blaming the victinmi. The pathol ogi cal
approach tends to see black and other poor comunities as suffering from
cultural and fam |y handi caps which in turn help to create material conditions
whi ch hel p reproduce poverty and inequality (Staples, 1976). The 'blami ng the
victim approach, on the other hand, sees such groups as victinms of their
circunstances and as suffering froma culture of poverty which unwittingly
reproduces their own troubles (Ryan, 1976).

Political and Ethical |ssues

This controversy is particularly relevant because of the way in which it
connects up with recent critiques of race research in Britain. A nunber of black
and white acadenics and researchers have pointed to the ways in which sone
policy oriented race relations research has tended to reproduce negative inages
of the black famly, of the life-styles of black communities and of particular
soci al categories, such as black youth (Sol onbs, 1988). Qthers have pointed to
the narrow focus of policy oriented researchers on decision maki ng processes,
and the relative neglect of the wider institutional structures of racismin
British society (Mles, 1982).

Clearly not all the ethical and political issues discussed in the Anerican
context can be said to have a direct purchase on the British situation. There is
a remarkable sinmlarity, however, between the terns of the debate that took
place in the U S. in the aftermath of civil rights nmovenment and the 1960s riots,
and the debate that has developed in Britain over the |ast decade or so. This
becomes particularly clear if one | ooks at the ways in which debate has

i ncreasingly focused on such issues as cultural pathology and ' bl aming the
victim, on the organisation of research and on the relationship between
researchers and the black communities.

The dom nant questions in recent British debates have been : Wat is race

rel ati ons research for? Wat inmpact has research had on the devel opment of
policies to tackle the root causes of racisn? How can research help to focus
debate on ways to tackle the roots of racismand racial inequality? There have
been three main sets of responses to these questions.

The first type of response is one which enphasi ses the need for research to be
seen as autononous fromideol ogi cal and political commtnents, or at best as
having only a tangential link with existing political debates about racism This
school of thought is one with which a nunber of the early major race relations
researchers have expressed some kind of synpathy (Banton, 1985). Another version
of this approach does not eschew the need to | ook at the political or policy
aspects of race relations, but argues that the only way to influence |egislative
and admi ni strative branches of government is not through political analysis but
t hrough the presentation of factual statistical information about discrimnation



in such areas as housing, enploynent, social services, etc. This approach is
particularly associated with the work of the Policy Studies Institute (Smth
1977; Brown, 1984). The end result of this approach nmay be said to be an
enphasis on race research as either a neutral academ c discipline or uncommtted
policy research which ains to present policy makers with the facts on which they
could base new policy initiatives.

The second response is nore difficult to categorise. It has been nost clearly
articulated by John Rex in a nunber of his works since the early seventies (Rex,
1973 and 1981; Rex and Tominson, 1979). Taking his starting point from Mrdal's
i mportant di scussion of how Anerican research on race relations tended to be
based on certain taken-for-granted assunptions and untestabl e hypot heses, Rex,
argues that simlar biases can be found in much of the race relations literature
in Britain (Rex and Tom i nson, 1979: Appendix 1). He notes, for exanple, the
tendency in the literature to assunme that various inadequacies in the culture or
famly life of West Indian and Asian immigrants are responsible for socia

probl ens brought about by racism unenploynent, |ow wages, nenial occupations,
poor housing and bad schools. While accepting, however, the reality of this
tendency to 'blame the victinms', he argues forcefully agai nst the reduction of
soci al science research on race to the demands of special interests, whether it
be those of the policy nakers or those of the black comunities or politica
activists thensel ves. The burden of Rex's position is thus to question the terns
of debate posed by the question 'whose side are you on?' and introduce what he
sees as an internmediary position which is based on the autonony critical socia
sci ence research.

In the context of the debate at the Institute of Race Relations during the early
seventies he provided an inportant statenent of his position:

| believe that we can do far nore for the people of Notting Hill or Handsworth
by setting their problemwi thin a wi der context of sociological theory that we
can by ad-hoc strategi es which may involve nock heroics but which will be dooned
to failure. For this reason there is a role of the comunity sponsored race

rel ati ons researcher. There is also a need for people to man the barri cades.

And, in between, and no nore or less inportant, there is a need for educators
bringing to bear on experience the fruits of theoretical reflection and on
theory the fruits of political experience (1973: 487).

This is a position which Rex has recently restated in a response to sone
criticisms of his work, which argued that there are inherent contradictions in
trying to maintain a position for critical social science research that is
distinct frompolicy oriented or community oriented research (1981: 1-10).
Arguing forcefully against both a neutral study of the 'facts' of racia

di sadvantage and a politically conmtted view of race rel ati ons he naintai ns,
that despite the increased politicisation of race research over the | ast decade
or so, there is still room of independent research which ains to get beyond the
everyday appearances to the factors which have produced and sustain forns of
raci al discrinnation.

The third type of response cannot easily be pinned down to academ c argunments as
such, since its adherents argue for the inpossibility of divorcing the research
process fromthe political context of doing research on oppressed racial
mnorities. Reminiscent as it is of the argunents that raged through American
soci ol ogy during the 1960s and 1970s (Ladner, 1973: Staples, 1976), the inpact
of this response on researchers in Britain has been mnimal until the |ast few
years. The view that it was necessary to nmake research nore politically oriented
towards, and linked to the black commnities and their organi sations, gained a
wi de currency anong sections of the black intelligentsia in the aftermath of the
dispute at the Institute of Race Relations (Millard, 1985). Increasing
opposition to research and researchers was reported during the 1970s (Rex and
Tom i nson, 1979). This was partly because of the increasing involvenent of



government bodies in the funding and carrying out of race relations research,
whi ch hel ped to increase suspicion about the notives behind research.

But the view that research on racial issues could not be seen as separate from
the political struggles surrounding this issue remained nmarginal in rmuch of the
race relations literature. It becane identified either as a view held by radica
black intellectuals or comunity |eaders or sinply as a view supported by
politically commtted Marxists or leftists. But despite its marginalisation in
the context of academi c debates it becanme a popular view in journals such as
Race and C ass and Race Today, and was reinforced by the relative paucity of
conmunity invol venent in research and the relative absence of black research
wor kers.

Over the last few years, however, fundanmental objections to the orientation of
research on race have been voiced wthin academ ¢ debates (CCCS Race and
Politics Group, 1982; MIles, 1982) and by a nunber of radical witers and
activists who have voi ced strong objections to the ways in which research has
been carried out on black comunities.

Errol Lawrence's intervention, which fornmed part of The Enpire Strikes Back, a
col l ective volune produced by the Race and Politics Goup of the Centre for
Contenporary Cultural Studies, has attracted nmuch attention. This is partly
because of the forceful ness with which he connects certain sociol ogi cal studies
of black comunities with conmon sense ideol ogi es of race, which he argues see
bl acks as the cause of 'problens' or as culturally deprived and socially

i nadequate. But it is also because he links the popular inages of black
conmunities as suffering fromcomunal hel pl essness and cultural handicap to the
tendency of researchers to become preoccupi ed by the apparent social relations
wi thin black comunal lifestyles at the expense of detail ed studies of the
personal and institutional nechani sns through which raci smoperates. He argues

t hat an exaggerated enphasis on factors of this sort only shifts attention from
racism and shifts the problens of race relations onto the black comunities as
i ndividuals or as collectivities. He gives as exanples the tendency to conpare
the West Indian famly structure negatively with the white famly structure, the
vi ew of young Asians as 'caught between two cultures', the preoccupation with

t he supposed 'identity crisis' which afflicts second generation black youth, and
the view of black ghetto |ife as pathogenic (Lawence, 1982: 134-5).

According to Lawence this |l eads to the margi nalising the inportance of racism
in structuring the obstacles faced by blacks in British society, leading to
"blam ng the victim types of ideological imges. In addition, Law ence argues,
the i mages presented of black communities tend to be ones which see them as
passive, with little or no account taken of their capacities to respond
positively and defensively to their historical experience of racism either as

i ndividuals or collectively (Lawence 1982, pp. 100-106 and 116).

A nunber of responses to Lawrence's argunent have rejected specific aspects of
his critique of the sociology of race as either over-generalised or m sdirected,
whi |l e ot hers have accepted the rel evance of some of his criticisnms while arguing
that they need nore clarification and verification. John Rex, for exanple, has
responded by arguing that while it nmay be true that some research is based on
assunptions which take for granted i nadequacies on the part of Wst I|ndian and
Asi an communities, it is incorrect to | abel the nmainstream of sociol ogica
research on race or his own works as adopting a 'blam ng the victim approach
(Rex, 1981). While accepting the dangers of ethnocentric and pseudo-
psychol ogi cal expl anations of the attitudes of black comrunities or of their
cultural values, he rejects the view that such research inevitably falls into
the trap of seeing blacks as inadequate and as living in a 'culture of poverty'
whi ch reduces themto passivity (Rex, 1981a). Ernest Cashnore and Barry Troyna
have al so responded to Lawence's critique, arguing that while there are obvious
dangers involved in studying black people rather than racism their own work



along with other studies, is unfairly criticised as no | ooking at the ways in
whi ch raci smstructures the lives of black people (Cashnore and Troyna, 1981).

The conplexities of this debate require a nore detail ed analysis, beyond the
scope of this paper. Neverthel ess, the above sumary of sone of the centra
aspects of recent contributions should be enough to indicate that the question
of what kind of research should be done on racial issues, and by whomis far
from bei ng adequately resol ved.

The forceful ness with which the debate over the argunents of Law ence and ot her
contributors to The Enpire Strikes Back has been conducted nmay al so be read,
partly at |east, as a reflection of increasing doubts over the useful ness or
appropri ateness of research on race as a neans of inproving the social and
econom ¢ inequalities experienced by black comunities (WIlians, 1987).
Certainly, the seemng failure of research to help to bring about substantia
changes in racial discrimnation and inequality has tended to undernine the
clains of researchers that their work can help to inprove the |ife chances of
bl ack conmuniti es.

But the heated nature of recent debates is also the result of a degree of

m strust about the notives of largely white and di stant acadenic research teans
doi ng research about race relations in British society, often w thout close
consultation with the comunities or organi sations which have everyday

experi ence of the issues they are researching. An underlying, though little

di scussed, thene in recent debates therefore has been the question of whether
white and bl ack researchers are equally capabl e of doing research on racia

i ssues. This theme has tended to be avoided in public discussion, or at best to
be referred to in passing. But it remains an undercurrent in public debates
about the conduct of race relations research

Interestingly enough, although Lawence critique was partly ained at the work of
white soci ol ogi sts such as Rex and Cashnore, another of the authors he
criticised was the bl ack sociol ogi st Ken Pryce. Pryce carried out an

et hnographi ¢ study of a black comunity in Bristol, which concentrated
particularly on the delineation of different subcultural life styles within this
conmunity and on sensitive issues about crine, drugs and prostitution (Pryce,
1979). For Lawrence this focus produced a study which could be easily msused to
support stereotypical imges of black communities, and which ignored the w der
soci o-political context of racismin British society.

No doubt the heated nature of these exchanges has produced a very stunted and
personal i sed debate, and one which seens to have had only a m nor inpact on the
everyday conduct of research work. This is partly because there is a tendency to
see criticisms of existing research as ideologically |oaded and to treat them as
having little value in guiding research on the ground. The problemw th such a
response is that while it is reasonable to see research as relatively autononous
frominmredi ate political considerations, it is inplausible to think that
research on race within the current political climte can be neutral in terns of
its policy inplications.

Mor eover the feeling that such research is too dom nated by white institutions
and val ues, and concentrates on issues which are policy relevant rather than
relevant to the interests of the black nmnorities, is not a priori one which can
be di smi ssed as value laden. At a certain level it can be see as an reaction
against the 'colonial' imge of race research, in the sense that such research

i nevitably gets caught up in the relationship between white institutional power
and bl ack communities (Blauner and Well man, 1973). The fact that much of the
recent research on race issues has been premised on the need to take action to
overcome raci smhas not necessarily convinced those sections of the bl ack
conmuni ti es that have been critical of research on their 'problens' that there



is any nore likelihood that public policy makers will take the question of
raci smany nore seriously (Glroy, 1987).
Research for Policy or Policy Analysis?

We have argued above that research on racial issues is not necessarily to be
seen as directly determined by political priorities or the interests of
particul ar groups. But at the sane tinme it cannot be divorced fromthe social
reality in which it is carried out, including its relations of power based on
econom ¢, class, racial and other social divisions. In this sense the challenge
of doing critical research on the utilisation of race in political debates and
pol i cy-maki ng nust be to draw out the public and hi dden agendas on which
policies are based, analyse their inmpact on mnority communities, and nake
explicit the synbolic and real attainments of policy changes.

Research whi ch takes as given the value free nature of policies on race may in
the I ong-term be seen as reproduci ng assunpti ons about race which actually harm
the interests of mnority communities. Part of the agenda of doing research on
the politics of racismmust therefore be a continual process of self-critica
awar eness that research can have both intended and uni ntended politica
consequences.

It is possible to conmbine a conmmtted research view of racial ideologies and
racismwith a critical political perspective. In this sense researchers can
address questions that have a direct purchase on political action. It does not
follow fromthis, however, that researchers can be seen as speaking for or
representing the views of communities which suffer fromracismin a direct
sense. Such a perspective would be tantanobunt to saying that the researcher can
become a kind of representative of the oppressed or speak for them There is
much value in the critique of the separation of race relations research fromthe
politics of anti-racism and in the call made by political activists for
researchers to help change the current situation rather than just study it. But
it is a huge step to take fromaccepting the need for commtted research to
sayi ng that researchers can actually 'speak' for mnorities.

Such an assunption is problematic on a nunber of grounds, not |east because
there is no way by which a researcher can assunme that all the black comunities
have one voice or interest, or that it is possible to speak for such communities
as though they could not speak or struggle for themselves. This is not to say
that research should not speak to current political and policy debates, or that
it is indeed feasible to stay out of controversial issue areas. Indeed, a vita
part of critical research on |local and central state policies nust be addressed
to those debates and processes which link policy outputs to actual politica

i nterests and pressures.

What is at issue, however, is whether research evidence can be used to establish
the "interests' of social groups or classes or their 'needs'. Such an assunption
is not easy to sustain, since in practice researchers are unlikely to conme up
with exactly the sane findings and to agree on what shoul d be done to change the
policy agenda. A commitnent to research which adheres to anti-racismas a
political objective, does not require that researchers should all adhere to one
anal ytical framework. Indeed, it is essential to recognise that little can be
achi eved by pronoting a uniformresearch strategy which does not consider
certain issues as legitimate subjects for research. This is likely to result in
a partial and inadequate di scussion of the conplex variety of issues which are
covered by the termrace rel ations.

In this sense, a conmitment to using research to pronote social change in this
field requires nmore open debate about the focus of research, a plurality of
fundi ng sources and sponsors of research rather than reliance on one or two
bodi es, consultation with interested groups or individuals and a cl earer

awar eness of the |inkages between politics and research.



Concl usi on

It is difficult not to reach the conclusion that nost ethical and politica
probl ens, which have been a consistent feature of debates anong those invol ved
in doing race relations research for the |last twenty years, have defied

resol ution. At best they may have been clarified, yet their very persistence is
i ndi cative of a possible insolubility with the existing terms of reference.

For exanple, the question what is race relations research for? cannot be
answered sinmply, since it inevitably involves sone consideration about research
i nterests, funding, publication, political climte and political judgenent.

Until such questions become part of the theoretical and research agenda of those
doi ng research on race it is unlikely that the suspicion of research and the
guestioning of its relevance to the struggle against racismw |l end. For this
reason alone, it is incunbent on researchers to nmake public the nmethods, val ues,
and assunptions on which their work is based.

There are, no doubt, many nore theoretical and political problenms involved in
doi ng research on race, which need to be discussed openly. But it is unlikely
that all of these issues can be resolved easily. On a nunber of questions there
is a need for nore critical discussion. For exanple: Wat is neant by 'anti-
raci st research' or research which is intended to pronmote racial equality? In
what sense is it different fromother types of research? Is it sinply a question
of who carries out the research, the research objectives and the sponsors of the
research? Answers to all these questions are unlikely to prove easy, but there
is a need to encourage nore open public debate about them

In the final analysis, however, it may be that the ethical and politica

probl ens involved in studying race will only be resolved when critical research
is shown to have made its contribution to understanding the origins and
reproduction of racist structures and processes, and to have hel ped shape
policies and political strategies which help undernine racist ideol ogies and
raci ali st practices.
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