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			To our children: We hope that your Amer ica will be a place that accepts 
		

		
			all and treats everyone with dignity, re spect, and admiration. 
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			In 2015 –2016, far too many social scientists waited to issue analytical pro-nouncements about the potential impact of a Trump victory. Some argued that they did not have “systematic data ” on the matter at hand and others that it was not their place to comment on politics. Much like Max Weber, they hid behind “objectivity ” to say or do anything while the wind of authoritari-anism was clearly blowing with hurricane force in the nation. They remained working in their beautiful offices solving social puzzles while the world around them burned down. 
		

		
			Three years after Trump ’s election, the devastating impact of what I have called “authoritarian popu lism ” (Bonilla- Silva 2019a) is still being felt. Protect-ing Whiteness is what social science needs at this time: a bold, multipronged, and theoretically sophisticated effort to examine the growth of open white male hostility in Amer ica. This collection gathers under one roof some of the best critical minds in sociology and tasks them with explaining what the editors label “the rebirth of White resistance. ” Their contributions are parceled out in sections dealing with ideology, mobilization of white resis-tance, spatial racism, movements and countermovements, and a power ful conclusion addressing the all- important matter of what is to be done. 
		

		
			As the editors do a masterful job at summarizing what each author brings to the table in their introductory chapter, I use this opportunity to ponder aloud about some of the themes and ideas in the book. The first thing I want to raise is eminently political. The rise of authoritarianism reveals both the race and the class contradictions of Amer ica. If race is the modality through which class is lived in Ameri ca, we need to untangle how the race-class nexus 
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			operates. If, as the authors of this volume clearly show, Whites frame their mostly class- based pain as a racialized phenomenon, how do we undo this perception? What kind of new politics and interventions do we need to frac-ture this reading? I am on record stating that blaming poor Whites as “the racists” is ultimately a losing game that will alienate them further from the possibility of joining a progressive economic populist movement. But I am not a fool and recognize that White workers feel deeply that their pain is indeed race- based (Bonilla- Silva 2019b). Thus, we cannot just proceed with a class- is- all appeal hoping that it will miraculously unite the “workers of the world. ” What is needed is historical (how was the race-class nexus forged in Amer ica?) and theoretical analyses, bolstered by serious practical politi-cal efforts to engage the White working class. Abandoning members of that class as “deplorables” or assuming that they are racially incorrigible in the quest for criminal justice and economic reform will not do. 
		

		
			My second observation is about the nature of the racial polity and the ideologies at play. Despite Trump ’s clear authoritarianism, strongly endorsed by a significant segment of his supporters, race domination does not depend on the behav ior, practices, and views of Trumpistas . Whether in jobs, schools, or the streets of Amer ica, normative racial domination still operates along “new racism ” lines (Bonilla- Silva 2001). People of color ’s socioeconomic standing is maintained not by the racial flame throwers of overt white supremacy that we saw in Charlottesville but by the sweet racial enchant-ment of regular White folks voting for Trump and calling for “the wall ” to constructed. Their actions and views are hegemonic and happen in every-day spaces, thus having more of a consequence on racial outcomes in Amer-ica than demonstrations against Confederate statue removals. However, we surely cannot just ignore the import of overt racism via populist rhetoric that has once again darkened the doorway of the US government and many other countries around the world. Ideological fields are always mixed up and artic-ulate old and new discursive forms. 
		

		
			A real concern I have, and one I cannot prove empirically yet, is that the increase in old- fashioned racism has pushed color- blind racism to the right! I believe that the real danger of authoritarianism in Amer ica is the inocula-tion of color blindness as a healthy way of addressing racial matters, of lib-eral racism becoming the antidote to racism. Color- blind practi tioners can now say, “Well, we did not recruit that black applicant because she was an inferior candidate, period. ” Just three years ago, they would have to ponder statements like those. What do I mean by “inferior candidate”? What are the standards we use for judging candidates’ record? Are the differences in record or credentials sufficient evidence to judge the merits of applicants? 
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			And, for those with purely instrumentalist concerns, “Will I be seen as a rac-ist if I do not support at least one candidate of color in this pro cess? ” Today I think liberal Whites are unburdened by these questions as they seem to think that the real racists are the Trumpistas ; hence, they have absolved themselves from racial sins. 
		

		
			The po litical implications of this shift are potentially monumental. Color-blind racism has been so far a contradictory dominant ideology. It always had to contend with the fact that color matters, that Whiteness exists, that White spaces and organizations are real. But if these realities no longer bring the least remorse or shame, then the doors that were slightly opened a while back by the social movement for racial redemption can be shut again. Thus, the effects of the whitelash may extend much farther than we think. 
		

		
			But I am optimistic about the future. In the midst of this storm, a storm reminiscent of the Reagan years, social movements have emerged to counter Trumpismo . The people have mobilized, some in concert with the Demo-cratic Party, others in dependent of the party, and yet others within but criti-cal of the party (e.g., representatives Alexandria Ocasio- Cortez, Ilhan Omar, and Rashida Tlaib). This is all potentially good news. Although the corporate forces that control Amer ica are working quite hard at corralling the party (i.e., bringing it back to the “center ”), the space for possibilities has been created. We now discuss publicly, without much reluctance, many ideas and concepts such as Medicare for all, socialism, institutional racism, crim-inal justice reform, and the working class. 
		

		
			However, I also must, as comedian Larry David would recommend, “curb my enthusiasm. ” Having the space for thinking and doing things does not necessarily translate to new thinking and practices emerging. For this to happen, we need concerted efforts. We need politicking (yes, this is not a bad word) about the kind of movement we want and aspire to build. This is why I have been talking, lecturing, writing, and advocating for a new “rain-bow coali tion ” that takes class, race, and gender equally seriously. For the workers of Amer ica to unite as a political force, we need a program and a relentless praxis that tells every one they are part of the past, present, and future of the nation. Economic popu lism can work, but only if it is viewed by the people as the conduit to rework the social compact. Bernie Sanders’s approach failed in the 2016 presidential election precisely because he could not work well on race and gender. The opening is there for radical possibili-ties to emerge, but nothing will transpire unless we all commit to make it happen. 
		

		
			This book, I suspect, will become an opening salvo in the campaign to fight the con temporary whitelash. It may also help analysts and activists alike 
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			reorient their politics to fit the new moment. I look forward to the conversa-tions and engagements this book should engender and praise the editors and contributors for a job well done. 
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			n november  6, 2016, some Americans wept while others rejoiced as Donald Trump became the forty- fifth president of the United States of 
		

		
			Amer ica. His election represented more than just the election of another charismatic public personality, American millionaire playboy, or tele vi sion star who never seemed to hold back on his racist and sexist comments. For many, Trump represented a renewed call to arms for a conservative war against twenty- first-century liberalism, the growing threat of Hillary Clin-ton ’s “feminist ” agenda, and, particularly, Obama ’s America. Those who voted for Trump wanted to “make Amer ica great again ” by building a wall to keep out “murderers and rapists” and setting up global economic deals that put “Amer ica first ” and punished economic adversaries such as China, Canada, and Mexico for taking American jobs and earning higher profits. Trump supporters also wanted to stop discussion of diversity, same-sex equality, encouraging “socialist ” programs of universal health care, and bal-ancing economic prosperity across all social classes. As documented by the sociologist Arlie Hochschild in her research monograph Strangers in Their Own Land (2016), Trump ’s election helped justify the complaints of mostly white and often blue-collar men who were crying foul against a supposedly meritocratic society that had de cided that they were “deplorable. ” 
		

		
			This disgruntlement gained a face with the election of Donald Trump. Rather than being rebuked by the Republican party and by citizens, Trump 
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			increasingly gained support for his directness and so-called lack of political correctness, especially on issues of race. He publicly lamented against undoc-umented immigrants, violence in inner cities, and Muslims entering the United States, without regard for public reactions. In the summer of 2019, he tweeted that four newly elected minority congresswomen should “go back ” to “the crime infested places from which they came” despite three of the four being born in the United States (Rogers and Fandos 2019). As sug-gested by CNN commentator Van Jones, “This was a whitelash against a changing country, it was a whitelash against a black president in part. And that ’s the part where the pain comes” (qtd. in Grinapol 2016). 
		

		
			The lack of racial empathy expressed by the president is reflected in cur-rent public sentiment, particularly among whites. National polls reveal that a large chunk of white Americans believe that racism against blacks is a thing of the past but are concerned that whites are now the new targets of racism (Gallagher 2008; Gallup 2019). Also, a majority of whites now say they are satisfied with how blacks are treated (51%) and that blacks are treated fairly at work (67%), in neighborhood shops (76%), in restaurants, bars, theaters, or other places of entertainment (76%), in interactions with police (52%), and in getting health care from doctors (77%). Hence, it is not surprising that many white Americans now see policies opposing affirmative action or increasing border security as practical and legitimate answers to increasing their job security, economic prosperity, and even safety from foreign terror-ism. As the sociologist Herbert Blumer has argued (1958), despite few per-sonal experiences and overwhelming amounts of research to suggest other wise, whites perceive that their economic, political, and social group position in Amer ica is threatened by ever-growing nonwhite populations. 
		

		
			Considering that many feel we are in a postrace society, it is common for white Americans (and some nonwhites) to minimize race or racism when confronted with examples of discrimination or mistreatment felt by non-whites (Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith 1997; Bonilla- Silva 2001, 2003; Feagin 2010). Rather than agreeing that race continues to matter, many white Americans often rely on cultural stereotypes (e.g., laziness, violence) to explain away disadvantages faced by nonwhites. These deflective rhetorical strategies that deny the per sis tence of racism have come up repeatedly when discussing police brutality (e.g., Black Lives Matter vs. All Lives Matter or Blue Lives Matter; see Embrick 2015a, 2015b, 2016), Mexican immigration (Car ter and Lippard 2015; Chavez 2013; Golash- Boza 2012; Lippard 2011), inequality in higher education (Car ter and Lippard 2020; Car ter, Lippard, and Baird 2019), and the failure of public schools due to continued racial segregation (Kozol 2005; Logan and Burdick- Will 2017). As such, many white Americans refuse 
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			to consider how race still shapes the lives of nonwhites despite countless examples and research to the contrary. 
		

		
			Such a lack of insight expressed by whites has been linked to the prob-lem of “whiteness” —the idea that many whites do not see the privileges pro-vided to them by virtue of the association with the white “race” while concomitantly ignoring the oppression that must occur against marginal-ized groups for whites to secure these benefits. Some scholars have attempted to situate whites in the larger societal context of white supremacy (Fredrickson 1982) or racialized social systems (Bonilla- Silva 1997, 2001, 2003). For example, the 2003 book Whiteout: The Continuing Significance of Racism, edited by Ashley “Woody ” Doane and Eduardo Bonilla- Silva, rep-resents one of the early attempts by sociologists to show how white racial attitudes have led to attempts to challenge debates concerning race in the United States as a matter of social inequality and a charge for social move-ments. Lest we be accused of glaring holes in unpacking the connections between whiteness and white supremacy, we acknowledge the central impor-tance of precursors to this scholarship: those who recognized how identify-ing oneself as white also meant consciously or unconsciously committing to upholding white supremacy as normative. Indeed, James Baldwin (1980: 43) once noted that “to be white was to be forced to digest a delusion called white supremacy. ” In contrast, then, to be nonwhite was to be forced to endure the oppressions of living, nay existing, in a white supremacist soci-ety. Others such as Malcolm X, Frantz Fanon, Sojourner Truth, and Martin Luther King Jr., for instance, have noted the deep connections between whiteness and white supremacy, connections that ultimately meant more for nonwhites than just being ignored, dismissed, or counted as inferior. As Truth (1851) would contend, it would mean that to be a woman was to be white. In other words, in a white supremacist society, nonwhite women were not “real ” women. Whiteness in a white supremacist society refers to more than just privileges afforded to one group or another; whiteness is about power, acceptance, and belonging, as well as a constant rewriting of history that centers whites while dismissing or discounting nonwhites. The black sociologist W. E. B. Du Bois (1903) remarked on this in his concept of the double consciousness of African Americans—the constant internal strug-gles faced by nonwhites who viewed themselves through the lens of a white racist society that held them in contempt (see also Fanon 1952; Cooper 1892). 
		

		
			But how might we best understand whiteness and white attitudes in the Trump era, as well as their outward manifestations? And how does “white-lash ” manifest itself beyond intraindividual attitudes, reactions, and ulti-mately actions? That is to say, we are interested in how white Americans 
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			hold on to power, wealth, and privilege in the face of growing diversity and calls for racial equality in the twenty- first century. This volume is not a redis-covery of white folks’ understanding of privilege in Amer ica. Rather, this volume demonstrates how whites use ideologies and institutions to reinforce, defend, and continue the privilege of whiteness, and thus white supremacy, in Amer ica. More importantly, it is white Amer ica ’s backlash (aka “white-lash ”) against racial equality that echoes in their cheers to make Amer ica great again . . . for them. 
		

		
			reframing backlash as “Whitelash ” 
		

		
			In 1991, Pulitzer Prize winner Susan Faludi published an award- winning book titled Backlash: The Undeclared War against American Women. In this book, Faludi argued three main points. First, a backlash—a social and soci-etal reaction against a perceived trend, partially driven by the media— erupted against women ’s rights in the 1970s. Second, evolving from that backlash were contestations that the women ’s liberation movement was to blame for most of the prob lems having to do with women ’s rights in the 1980s. The “blaming the victim ” strategy would prove to be long- lived and, indeed, frequently used by individuals and institutions in the twenty- first century to counter gender equality issues in the workplace, such as gender wage inequality and sexual harassment. Third, backlashes were not new; rather, they should be seen as a historical trend with peaks that correlated with soci-etal gains that leveled the playing field with regard to women ’s rights. 
		

		
			What we find most in ter est ing is that the ideas Faludi presented on back-lash against women ’s rights parallel many of the theoretical and empirical so ciolog ical studies on racism and ethnic oppression in the United States. Like other race scholars, we view white backlash, or whitelash, in different forms erupting at many points in US history, challenging the calls for the rights of nonwhites and the opposition to racial/ethnic oppression, whether those issues be econom ical, political, social, psychological, or even philo-sophical. For instance, the Reconstruction era history was rife with the backlash against the emancipation of black slaves (Browne 2007). This era witnessed the rise of Jim Crow laws, redlining, antimiscegenation laws, police brutality, and increased nonwhite incarceration rates not just in the Ameri-can South but across much of the US. More violent and stark examples of whitelash include acts of white mob violence that attacked prosperous black communities in the early 1900s, which climaxed during the “Red Summer ” of 1919, when ten major antiblack riots were carried out in concert across the 
		

	
		
			US (see Voogd 2008). Lynching African Americans and destroying private property to run blacks out of town also became common practices to deter and stifle African American prosperity after the Civil War. 
		

		
			Centuries later, there is reactionary “whitelash ” toward correcting “mis-history ” regarding slavery in the US —for example, reclassifying the Civil War as a war fought for states ’ rights rather than for the perpetuation of slav-ery and white supremacy. Related to the whitelash against correcting US history, there have also been more recent moments of backlash toward the removal of monuments (e.g., Confederate statues) that celebrate or repre-sent a nostalgic call back to days of overt legal racial oppression (Fortin 2017; O’Reilly 2017). We also see this backlash against progressive policies such as affirmative action (Car ter and Lippard 2020; Car ter, Lippard, and Baird 2019; Cokorinos 2003; Moore 2008), often with whites invoking the notion of reverse racism as a way to suggest that racism no longer exists. As described by many white Americans, affirmative action policies are problematic because they discriminate based on race and penalize hard- working white men. And we see this whitelash whenever immigration issues (see Monte-jano 1987) arise, in the creation of exclusionary state and federal laws to keep nonwhite immigrants out (see Car ter and Lippard 2015; Lippard 2011), in media portrayals (see Chavez 2013), or in the private spaces of one’s home (Picca and Feagin 2007). Fi nally, we also see whitelash at pivotal moments when there are perceived challenges to whiteness. The pushback against pro-fessional sports players kneeling (or not standing up) during the US national 
		

		
			anthem during sporting events—a practice inspired by Colin Kaepernick 
		

		
			2 
		

		
			— 
		

		
			is one recent example, but others include Gamergate and statewide (e.g., Ari-zona) and national (see Green 2019) attacks on ethnic studies programs in secondary and higher education. Notwithstanding, whitelash is not only aggressive tactics to prop up white supremacy; it is also reactionary, in that whites attempt to stamp out any efforts made by marginalized groups or individuals to obtain racial equality and fair treatment. Although Colin Kae-pernick was clear in his request for equal treatment and less police brutality for people of color by the police, President Trump and other prominent indi-viduals eschewed such arguments and, in essence, banished Colin from full participation not only in the NFL but in society as well. 
		

		
			The sociologists Michael Omi and Howard Winant (2014 [1994]) argued that whites, through the use of various social institutions, have systemati-cally and diligently challenged any racial or ethnic progress toward equal-ity since the US Civil War. The shift to “New Racism ” (Bonilla- Silva 1997, 2001, 2003)— whereby racism has become less visible, overt, or aggressively 
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			confrontational largely because of changes in the legal system—have given rise to unique but savvy ways to challenge calls and actions for racial equality. For example, since the civil rights movement of the 1960s, whites have increasingly minimized or ignored addressing racial inequalities over class inequalities, have favored laissez- faire explanations (Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith 1997; Bobo and Smith 1998) that blame minorities for their social standing, or have couched re sis tance to equality in terms of neoliberal thought of supporting equality for all and not the truly disadvantaged. The last approach has increased particularly since the 1980s, pushing for policy reforms that particularly seem to have racialized outcomes (Saito 2009). 
		

		
			We adopt the term “whitelash, ” coined by CNN commentator Van Jones (see Grinapol 2016), to point out these moments of individual and systemic resistance by whites to hold on to their privilege and position in American society. In response to Trump ’s surprising win in the election, Jones ’s remarks reflected a general sentiment of some people —that Trump’s victory was fueled, in some part, by a backlash against the perception of a changing coun-try that would aim to promote more diversity and racial equality. Moreover, it was a backlash against the previous eight years with America ’s first black president. Whether or not that diversity would be critical of existing racial inequities would be largely irrelevant to the loud blustering of the Right (and some of the Left) that promoted fear of Muslims, inner-city violence, and immigration, for example, and continued to exploit and exaggerate stereo-types of folks of color. As Jones noted, the whitelash that fueled the election results showcased not just disagreement with multiculturalism but reactions to the very fact that the top elected US office was held by a black man for two terms. 
		

		
			In keeping with the general notions of backlash as reactions aiming to maintain the status quo in society and rebuking change—that is, reactions unfavorable to understanding or correcting existing racial, gender, and other inequalities—we define whitelash as individual, institutional, and structural countermeasures against the dismantling of white supremacy or actions, real or imagined, that seek to remedy existing racial inequities. Whitelash, we argue, is action and reaction that seek to maintain the white status quo; it is action and reaction against any progressive change that would call out rac-ism, question white privilege, or suggest that racial equality is necessary to meet American ideals of fairness, in any of its forms. In a larger, so ciolog ical sense, whitelash is less about identity and more about fear of change, whether imagined or real. That is, whitelash has less to do with whites who are against issues such as immigration and more to do with maintaining white domi-nation in all avenues of life and reinforcing the pillars that hold up white 
		

	
		
			supremacy despite growing efforts to at least question it. To that end, white-lash reflects the action and reaction of individuals and institutions in the larger racialized social structures that have a possessive investment in white-ness (Lipsitz 1998, 2011). 
		

		
			In the following, we engage in the racial theories that inform how we understand racism and ethnic oppression in the US and how these theories serve to frame the overall picture of this book. We then outline how white-lash manifests itself at various societal levels, all of which serve to main-tain the status quo of white supremacy in the US. Our theoretical map (see figure I.1) informs how we think about and synthesize the chapters in this book — each contributor highlighting one or more instances of how white-lash plays out in the context of the twenty- first-century, postracial rhetoric. 
		

		
			maPPing Whitelash 
		

		
			Our understanding of whitelash, which constitutes the collection of chap-ters in this book, is predicated on our understanding that white supremacy is part of the very fabric of American society and that racism reinforcing white supremacy is firmly embedded in its structural foundations. We draw from several racism scholars in thinking about whitelash, including Michael Omi and Howard Winant ’s concept of racial formations, Eduardo Bonilla-Silva ’s racialized social systems perspective, and Joe R. Feagin ’s systemic rac-ism and white racial frame. 
		

		
			In his 1997 article published in American Sociolog ical Review , Eduardo Bonilla- Silva posits racism as a global phenomenon in which racialized social systems are hierarchically ordered and in which people gain advantages and disadvantages depending on where they fit in the racial and social order (see also Bonilla- Silva 2001). Bonilla- Silva ’s intent was to address the lack of a structural theory of racism that would highlight the practices and mecha-nisms the dominant race put into place to secure and maintain their social standing at the top of the racial hierarchy. While the racialization of the world system is based on social, economic, political, and psychological rela-tions of domination and subordination between groups at the top of the racial hierarchy and those below, Bonilla- Silva does note that historically, “the racialization of social systems did not imply the exclusion of other forms of oppression ” and that “racialization occurred in social formations also structured by class and gender ” (1997:470). 
		

		
			The sociologist Joe Feagin (2010) also highlights the structural, institu-tional, historical, and systemic racism that is unique to a country that was founded specifically to oppress blacks and provide advantages to 
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			whites. Feagin argues that the deep roots of racisms in US society have resulted in societal and institutional racist practices at all levels— economic, ideological, and political—that work to preserve white supremacy. White racial frame serves as the ideological arm of Feagin ’s systemic racism the-ory, a concept that provides a broader understanding of racism that includes visual images, emotions, and language, for example, as legitimizing and maintaining white supremacy. 
		

		
			By focusing on these critical examinations of American institutions and ideologies, we stay away from attempting to explain whiteness as simply white privilege. However, we do accept that whiteness is a prominent social force within American society and is working to stay in control and in charge. Moreover, as some scholars have suggested (i.e., Douglas et al. 2018; Moore 2008; Ray 2017, 2019; Saenz et al. 2007), American institutions have been and continue to be racialized structures that shape the varied outcomes we see today across racial groups in America concerning higher education, the job market, homeownership, and social mobility. As the sociologist Victor Ray (2017, 2019) has noted, organ izations are racialized and thus imbued with racial meanings that help shape organizational hierarchies and interactions with the racial state as well as individual- level interactions. 
		

		
			Echoing some of Omi and Winant ’s thesis on racial formation and racial projects, we identify whitelash as collective action and reaction against change, real or perceived, that would challenge or dismantle white suprem-acy. The central message from Omi and Winant is that the state (and its institutions) plays a large role in the creation, shaping, and reproduction of racial categories and racial identities. Thus, race is fluid, dynamic, and highly dependent on the politics of white supremacy at different times in US his-tory. Omi and Winant define racial formation as the process by which the aforementioned forces determine the racial order of society, the importance of racial categories, and the value-laden meanings attached to them. We agree and argue that whitelash occurs at different levels, including individ-ual and institutional levels, not only to continue to secure white privilege but also to remind other groups of their “place” in American society. Racial-ized institutional policies and practices, as well as individual practices, that act to produce and reproduce the racial status quo all serve as examples of whitelash. These institutional mechanisms serve to maintain and solidify white supremacy in the US. Similarly, ever- changing racial ideologies that help folks make sense of the current racial and social order, and that often disregard or minimize racial fissures in society and reinforce white supremacy, are a type of white backlash too. We provide details below on 
		

	
		
			the specifics of how we might think about whitelash at the structural, insti-tutional, and individual levels (see figure I.1). 
		

		
			Structural 
		

		
			We follow the lead of scholars such as Bonilla- Silva and Feagin in under-standing structural racism as the embedded practices within a given soci-ety that are designed to give unequal rewards to groups in society, and that are formalized as normative. More importantly, race and racism is histori-cal and a part of the American DNA of understanding social mobility and group privilege or oppression. Beginning with the erasure of indigenous groups (Glenn 2015) and the enslavement of Africans to drive the American economy, racism has deep roots in the country ’s founding (Feagin 2010), and its tentacles extend politically, econom ically, socially, and ideologically. Omi and Winant (2014 [1994]) argued that race, and the notion that whites should be in charge of and benefit the most from any prosperity, was exten-sively included in government policies and institutional reactions at every turn. This foundational script was clear in the US Constitution, in which our democratic foundations and its system of governance kept out non-whites (as well as women and indigenous folks) from participating in creat-ing the free and capital ist society that would later be called the United States of Amer ica. In structural terms, whitelash also emanated from a number of racial ideologies that exist in the US, including racialized social systems (Bonilla- Silva 1997) that help whites (and some nonwhites) make sense of their place in the racial social order: color- blind racism (Bonilla-Silva 2003; Burke 2019), white racial frame (Feagin 2010), diversity ideology (Embrick 2008, 2011, 2018; see also Berrey 2015), racial apathy (Forman and Lewis 2006), or blaming the victim— what Karen E. Fields and Barbara J. Fields (2014) labeled as “racecraft. ” However, the point here is that race mat-tered and continues to matter because race and racism is part of the “soul ” of America, particularly in its understanding of democracy, social mobility, equality, and oppression. 
		

		
			Institutional 
		

		
			Many of the contributions in this book focus on the institutional level, where racial mechanisms (see Hughey, Embrick, and Doane 2015) help maintain white supremacy through so-called normative and sometimes radical prac-tices that maintain the racial status quo. Whitelash can occur as a result of real or perceived pressures that challenge existing institutional practices or seek to dismantle them. Similarly, whitelash can result in the creation of 
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			exclusive spaces that promote white supremacy. Organizational racial mech-anisms include, but are not limited to, place, space, policies, programs, prac-tices, methods, logic, and language (Ray 2019). Examples include the centering or recentering of whites by institutions that are important and central to understanding life in the US, including media that exacerbate the fears of a  future US society in which nonwhites take over as the majority popula-tion. It also has been played out in the oversimplified notion of white loss, or whites being left behind if nonwhites have equal access to higher educa-tion and thus the chance to be socially mobile. Whitelash shows up in insti-tutions when the American public ratchets up antiwelfare, anti–affirmative action, or anti- immigration rhetoric. Or it shows up in blindly following but also craftily using legal loopholes to support a president passing racist poli-cies or federally protecting and supporting white national hate groups. The examples are many, and this volume offers several chapters demonstrating how white backlash happens throughout American institutions. 
		

		
			Individual 
		

		
			At the individual level, we draw on Eduardo Bonilla- Silva ’s advancement of racialized emotions (2019) as tied to collective movements that propel groups to react negatively to progressive changes or to perceptions of impending change. Moreover, these negative and collective reactions that we identify as whitelash are often driven by a sense of group position, par-ticularly the notion that being white in Amer ica affords the group better access to citizenship, voting, property ownership, better jobs, and better wages (see Gallagher 2008). Herbert Blumer (1958) suggested that feelings of prejudice and the actions of discrimination by white Americans have largely been predicated on what they think they eco nomically deserve as white American citizens. He argued that if whites felt that their group posi-tion (i.e., economic situation and social mobility) was in danger, then whites would lash out in prejudicial thoughts and discriminatory actions. When white Americans feel econom ically and politically threatened by various racial and ethnic groups, whitelash has often been deployed to restore the social, economic, and political order of white dominance. In addition, within the realm of racialized emotion, whites will feel attacked, degraded, and disrespected if other groups gain access to privilege, leading to negative and often violent emotional outbursts and reactions. This power ful mecha-nism has been the subject of the majority of the work in the social sciences to explain persistent racism and discrimination through racial resentment (Tuch and Hughes 2011), apathy (see Forman 2004), and fragility (DiAngelo 
		

	
		
			2018). The chapters in this book argue that ideological arguments are evolv-ing over time, which calls for continued analy sis. For example, findings by J. Scott Car ter and J. Micah Roos, discussed in chapter 3, propose that the anti–politically correct (anti- PC) movement is really an ideological mecha-nism that President Trump and other conservative pundits use to cloak racial animosity. This finding flies in the face of the conservative position that an anti- PC position is impor tant because pressure to be PC inhibits impor tant debate on controversial issues. As such, conservatives contend that their ability to deal with issues is being blocked. However, findings from the Car ter and Roos chapter do not support this. Rather, calls to end political correctness are steeped in racial animosity and are just another ideological mechanism to prop up white supremacy in a society growing more diverse over time. 
		

		
			To be clear, we see these levels (figure I.1) not as independent from one another but rather as integral to maintaining white structural dominance, each level working interdependently with the others to maintain the status quo. Thus, any deviance from white normativity is a threat to white domi-nance and subject to whitelash. 
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			neW directions in the sociology of 
		

		
			racism and ethnic oPPressions 
		

		
			Our aim in this book is to highlight scholarship that places white suprem-acy as the overarching concerns perpetuating racial inequalities in US soci-ety and fueling whitelash as a central response to attempts to change the racial social order. Our contributors examine the rise of “white conscious-ness” in resistance to social movements of inclusion, equality, and change. Further, our collection and vision continues Doane and Bonilla- Silva ’s (2003) interrogation of whiteness in several ways. First, we go beyond white atti-tudes and point out that there is indeed a “white agenda ” in race politics and social relations. Although Omi and Winant ’s (2014 [1994]) seminal book, Racial Formation in the United States, has pointed out that this has been true for centuries in Amer ica, we take up this cause to expose specific ide-ologies and racialized institutional mechanisms that currently fuel racial animosity and reproduce racial inequality. Second, we note that there are variations of white resistance beyond the overt examples that we often visu-alize as clashes between individuals and groups at Ku Klux Klan rallies in places like Charlottesville, Virginia, in 2017. Rather, whitelash can occur in seemingly innocuous places. For example, it may be found in the media, where white normativity through institutionalized color-blindness hides agendas steeped in maintaining the US racialized social system. Whitelash may also be found on YouTube, a supposedly cosmopolitan site of web enter-tainment. In this volume, the work of C. Doug Charles demonstrates that “conservative ” videos actually produce and reproduce ideologies of white supremacy through seemingly neutral rhetoric. Fi nally, we provide food for thought as to where we can go from here. 
		

		
			Protecting Whiteness pre sents three unique parts, focusing on the ideo-logical reinforcement of white supremacy; the retrenchment of whiteness in American institutions; and white emotions, expressions, and movements. 
		

		
			The first part, “The Ideological Reinforcement of White Supremacy, ” examines intrapsychological whitelash in contemporary US society and how it affects racial dynamics, leading to the visible push and growth of right-wing groups and ultimately the rise of President Donald J. Trump. Collec-tively, these chapters highlight the notion of white ideology, which allows whites (and some nonwhites) to ignore the role of race in producing and reproducing inequality while pretending that whiteness is not a beneficial identity in the US. As Woody Doane states in chapter 1, color blindness— the proposition that race no longer predicts divergent racial outcomes in the US —has been highlighted by race scholars as one of the primary political 
		

	
		
			mechanisms used to preserve white supremacy and racial in equality. In true color- blind fashion, individuals are able to minimize the role of race and rac-ism even in the face of discernible racial malfeasance. However, as Doane describes, President Trump ’s ascension in modern politics has shaken the foundation of the color- blind theoretical frame. 
		

		
			In chapter 2, Johnny E. Williams similarly poses that the ideology char-acteristic of Jim Crow was quickly replaced by a more con temporary “nice racism ” that acts to maintain the racial status quo in seemingly race- neutral ways. This new “nice racism ” denounces individual acts of overt racism asso-ciated white supremacy while denying any involvement in seemingly neu-tral acts that reproduce such a system. 
		

		
			Car ter and Roos use public opinion data in their chapter to connect rhe-toric to negatively held racial attitudes. President Trump and other conser-vative pundits have led the charge on ending political correctness. While this charge did not start with President Trump (see the controversial work of Dinesh D’Souza and others), he has definitely pressed the controversy in contemporary debates over racial issues. The anti- PC stance is lauded by many as a way to allow debate over serious issues harming our society. Not-withstanding, Car ter and Roos find that the call to end political correctness (even a general call with no emphasis on a par tic u lar issue) is less than gen-uine and is rooted in racial animosity. 
		

		
			Fi nally, in chapter 4, James M. Thomas points out that in the age of Trump, even seemingly positive institutional practices that move to diversify are co-opted and used to further reinforce the racist structure. In his study, universities enlist diversity initiatives led by seemingly race- conscious individuals to deal with in equality. However, these initiatives often struc-ture white consciousness and minimize real prob lems of racism and discrim-ination. In so doing, real work that seeks to disassemble racist structures found in higher education institutions gives way to benign celebrations of differences (e.g., diversity initiatives). 
		

		
			Part II of this book, “The Reentrenchment of White Superiority in Amer-ican Institutions, ” explores the role of American institutions as incubators for creating or fueling whitelash. These chapters highlight how ideas of supe-riority and color- blindness rally individuals to protect and preserve white supremacy in vari ous public domains. In chapter 5, Charles A. Gallagher pro-poses that color- blind ideology, the dominant way of framing US race rela-tions, is thoroughly embedded in all our nation ’s institutions. He suggests that “color blindness has gone from ideal to a normative ” and is formally embedded in all major institutions such as churches, public schools, media, and even the Supreme Court. Gallagher highlights that such forces exist 
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			during turbulent times, providing the perfect environment for the resur-gence of overt racism and the opportunity for someone spewing negative racial rhetoric, such as Trump, to win the US presidency. 
		

		
			In chapter 6, analyzing arguments advanced by the liberal ACLU and the conservative Right on Crime (RoC), Kasey Henricks and Bethany Nelson explain that a market- inspired racial project (such as government spend-ing) may provide insight into why government officials, both Demo crats and Republicans, are now supporting prison reform. In reflecting on pris-ons and their economic impact, Henricks and Nelson posit that both lib-erals and conservatives use color-blind frames and problematize “mass imprisonment. ” 
		

		
			In chapter 7, Rebecca Scott turns the reader ’s attention to settler colo-nialism and how it reproduces white supremacy. Most interestingly, Scott demonstrates that the settler colonialism ideology exists among both lib-eral and conservative activist groups—specifically, the Bundy ranchers and a group of Appalachians seeking to protect their mountains. She notes that the two groups become connected because they both represent the righ-teousness and morality of white Amer ica through settler culture. 
		

		
			In chapter 8, Felicia Arriaga outlines how local law enforcement became complicit in immigration control. She contends that while the partnership between local law enforcement and US Immigrations and Customs Enforce-ment (ICE) was apparent early on, subsequent collective amnesia of ICE ’s priorities and goals among local law enforcement have led to a reduction of sustained resistance against the implementation of anti- immigration poli-cies. This amnesia, according to Arriaga, is produced and reproduced by the frames of white innocence, ignorance, and white savior mentality. 
		

		
			In chapter 9, David Dietrich argues that concern over white mobilization efforts should be taken seriously as white supremacy activism and hate crimes have grown. While rallies and speeches often gain a lion ’s share of the attention on college campuses, tactics such as flyers and pamphlets are overlooked but are more commonly used to promote white pride and attempt to mobilize students for the cause. 
		

		
			In chapter 10, Bhoomi Thakore demonstrates that the media also plays a power ful role in producing and reproducing a society that values “whiteness ” over other traits. Thakore examines specifically how Southeast Asian women of color are represented in popular tele vi sion media to understand the ways in which produced, created, and manufactured content reinforces this era ’s dominant ideologies of homogeneity and divisiveness. While repre sen ta tion is clearly increasing, there is a clear whitewashing of these Asian women, 
		

	
		
			where certain characteristics (e.g., lighter skin color) are considered much more attractive than others. 
		

		
			Rounding out part II, Simón E. Weffer, David G. Embrick, and Silvia Domínguez illustrate how an institution devoted to the arts can be a place that facilitates “whiteness” and “elitism ” and thus reinforces a racist social system that benefits whites at the expense of other, more marginalized groups. In so doing, erudite institutions, such as museums, prop up white supremacy and white normality while also stoking whites’ fear with re spect to their place in society, reinforcing the racial status quo in the most seem-ingly cosmopolitan places. 
		

		
			While the first two parts looked at how ideology, both individually and institutionally, can perpetuate the racial status quo, part III turns to white emotions, expressions, and movements. Authors discuss solutions for how might we be able to counter whitelash and dismantle white supremacy, and they provide insights into movements and countermovements that seek to fight back against racism, Trump, and attempts to minimize concerns of the marginalized groups. 
		

		
			In chapter 12, C. Doug Charles finds white victimization to be well rep-resented in videos submitted to YouTube by individuals who also promote white supremacy. YouTube acts as an in ter est ing setting to promote this ideology; because of the site’s unique search algorithms, it is not always clear when viewers are tapping into white supremacy videos. Videos sub-mitted by proponents of white supremacy commonly portrayed whites as besieged and beleaguered by a changing society that values diversity. 
		

		
			Maretta McDonald, in chapter 13, provides a discussion of a prominent countermovement. Titled Blue Lives Matter, this countermovement started in response to the Black Lives Matter social movement, which grew out of frustration with the “not guilty ” verdict handed down in the Trayvon Mar-tin murder case. Findings demonstrate that indeed Blue Lives Matter is used to counter a movement that seeks reform and to reify racial ideology within social structures, leading to the creation of laws that benefit one group over another. 
		

		
			In chapter  14, Marlese Durr turns to the role of women in the fight against Trump and racism today. Durr posited that many women rejected both pop u lism ’s “Make Amer i ca Great Again ” and the neoliberal feminism of today. Durr noted that in response to the pop u lism that led to Trump ’s election, women globally came to the “rescue” of women and fought for other marginalized groups as well, supporting issues such as immigration and health care reform, reproductive rights, the natural environment, LGBTQ 
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			rights, racial equality, religious freedom, and workers ’ rights. Thus, many women followed Derrick Bell ’s call and fought against President Trump ’s antiwoman and other marginalizing stances. 
		

		
			Lastly, in chapter 15, Mary Ryan and David Brunsma turn to activism by antiracists in direct response to the overt racism and bigotry of Donald Trump (as well as the current political climate surrounding his administra-tion and in US politics more generally). This digital ethnography looked at twenty- three organ izations ’ online information, including mission state-ments, activities, and discursive strategies and goals, to assess antiracist activ-ism by whites. They conclude by offering some challenges facing antiracism in the Trump era. White allies must recognize their privilege, identify (at the direction of people of color) ways in which they reproduce white supremacy, and change those be hav iors in ways that oppose racial hierarchies. 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			Given the discussion above, we propose that whitelash is a collective and historical process made up of actions and reactions of whites attempting to dismantle any challenge to the racial status quo or any calls made oppressed groups for equal rights and treatment. Furthermore, whitelash is backlash against diversity and diversity initiatives. From slavery to the rise of Donald Trump today, the fight to maintain power and control is perpetual. Accord-ingly, we see whitelash as a collective effort among whites to protest and pre-vent change, despite living in a shifting society that is growing more diverse by the day. Accordingly, we feel that the theoretical framework of whitelash will provide scholars with a conceptually and analytically agile tool to explain future actions and reactions among whites (and some nonwhites) who seek to maintain control and power in the face of growing protest over unequal treatment and fairness. 
		

		
			notes 
		

		
			1. For more on the movement to correctly educate on the history of US slavery, see the work being done by the Southern Poverty Law Center, https://www . splcenter .org / teaching - hard- history -american-slavery. 
		

		
			2. Colin Rand Kaepernick, acclaimed quarterback for the San Francisco 49ers for six seasons, received worldwide notoriety for sitting during the playing of the US national anthem at the 49ers’ third preseason game as a means of protest against racism and white supremacy in the US. His (and others’) protests received mixed reactions from the public that were further polarized 
		

	
		
			and intensified after President Donald Trump issued a series of statements condemning the action as unpatriotic. 
		

		
			3. Gamergate refers to an online harassment campaign and use of the hashtag #Gamergate beginning in 2014. The campaign centered on issues of sexism but included racism and homo/transphobia in video-game culture. 
		

		
			4. See the Moynihan Report (Moynihan 1965); see also Ryan 1976 for a classic take that refutes blame- the- victim arguments. 
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			n june  16, 2015, wealthy entrepreneur and tele vi sion personality Donald J. Trump announced his candidacy for the Republican Party 
		

		
			nomination for president of the United States. In his speech, Trump referred to immigrants from Mexico as criminals and rapists (Washing-ton Post 2015). To some observers, this seemingly ended the Trump can-didacy just as it was beginning, for Trump had willfully breached the prevailing racial etiquette that proscribed such overt displays of racism. But as we know, neither this nor many other racist remarks (Desjardins 2017) would derail Trump’s eventual election to the position of president. For those who seek to understand racism in the United States in the twenty-first century, the success of the Trump campaign raises an impor-tant question: are the social forces that produced the Trump presidency a unique phenomenon, or do they portend a change in American racial ideology? 
		

		
			the imPortance of racial ideologies 
		

		
			Racist statements and actions do not occur in social isolation. They are not idiosyncratic examples of individual “hate. ” Indeed, racism exists in what Eduardo Bonilla- Silva (1997) has called a “racialized social system, ” a soci-ety where socially constructed racial categories have been deliberately 
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			employed to shape the distribution of wealth, power, and other social goods. And as I have argued elsewhere (Doane 2014a, 2017), racialized social sys-tems are supported by racial ideologies, collections of beliefs and under-standings about what race is and how social arrangements and practices should be racially structured. Alternatively, ideologies can be described as a mélange of elements that includes frames, narratives, symbols, stereo-types, discursive styles, and vocabulary (Bonilla- Silva 2018 [2003]). Ulti-mately, these beliefs and understandings become embedded in culture and, as such, serve as the “common sense” that shapes the worldview and every-day individual interactions of social actors. 
		

		
			For the purposes of this analy sis, what is most impor tant about racial ideologies is that they are inherently politi cal. As Eduardo Bonilla- Silva has stated, racial ideologies are used to “ explain and justify (dominant race) or challenge (subordinate race or races) the racial status quo” (2018 [2003]:9, emphasis in the original). Consequently, there are dominant ide-ologies, which disproportionately shape political and social outcomes, and oppositional ideologies, which seek to restructure the racial logic of soci-ety. Politically, groups “weaponize” racial ideologies to attack or defend the existing racial order, for they provide the rationale for social policies and the organ izing ideas for social movements (Doane 2007). In this political strug gle, racial ideologies are used strategically to attract and mobilize supporters and to neutralize and discredit opponents. 
		

		
			The political nature of racial ideologies requires that they be dynamic and flexible in order to maintain their utility in intergroup strug gle. This means that ideologies must continually be adapted to respond to opposing politi-cal claims and social movements, as well as social and economic changes in society (and, increasingly, in the world). For example, virtually every thing that has happened in US history, from abolitionism to emancipation, terri-torial expansion and colonialism to industrialization, Reconstruction to the civil rights movement, has effected changes in racial politics, leading to the evolution of racial ideologies (Smedley 2007). And in the shorter term, racial events— occurrences whose emergence triggers a public discussion of issues of racism and racial inequality (Doane 2006, 2007)—such as “hate crimes, ” police shootings, the Katrina disaster, and the Obama campaign often require that proponents of a par tic u lar racial ideology adjust their rhetoric and possibly their worldview to incorporate these new events and to meet the challenges of their opponents (Doane 2014a). Consequently, it is essential that those who study racism and racial ideologies remain vigi-lant for changes. 
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			“What ’s Past is Prologue ”: the ebb and floW of 
		

		
			White suPremacy and White re sis tance 
		

		
			The existence of white supremacy and white re sistance in the United States in the twenty- first century can be understood only in the context of over four hundred years of Eu rope an/white/American racism. Trump, the Tea Party, and other contemporary forms of white re sistance are not new phe-nomena but the latest manifestation of an ongoing process. The United States is grounded in Eu ropean colonial expansion and white supremacy and has been shaped by the ebb and flow of racial domination and resistance. The creation of “American ” society was shaped by three core dynamics, all of which were directly linked to racism. First was the conquest and “ethnic cleansing ” of the indigenous peoples of much of North America, which pro-vided the physical and social space for the United States. The initial colonial beachhead on the East Coast was maintained through racialized warfare with Native Americans. Over three centuries, this conquest and coloniza-tion expanded across the North American continent and extended to Mex-icans in the southwestern United States and native peoples in Alaska and Hawai ‘i. Second was the “triangular trade” and the enslavement of African Americans, which produced great wealth and served as a pillar of the nation ’s economic development. Enslavement and its aftermath— Civil War, Reconstruction, Jim Crow, and the civil rights movement — played a core role in the ongoing racialization of the United States and a racial discourse that focused on issues of “black and white. ” Fi nally, the US established a regime of racialized immigration, where immigrants who differed from the Anglo-American core culture were often viewed as suspect until proven white and differentially incorporated into (or in some cases excluded from) American society. Taken as a whole, these three dynamics not only shaped the creation and evolution of the United States but also were a major influence on its dom-inant culture, political organ ization, and social institutions. 
		

		
			Concurrent with the US colonial project and the physical establishment of white supremacy was the emergence of racial ideologies to legitimize these practices. From the beginning, conflicts over land and resources were swiftly followed by the “racialization of savagery ” —the belief that conquest, dispos-session, removal, and even genocide could be justified by casting Native Americans as inherently uncivilized and subhuman. Similarly, creation of institutionalized chattel slavery led to the emergence of an ideology of race— a worldview that increasingly melded politics and “science” to create a bio-logical myth that supported enslavement on the basis of innate inferiority 
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			(Smedley 2007). With the passage of time, this racial hierarchy was extended to other colonized peoples (Mexicans, Alaskans, Hawaiians, and Puerto Ricans) as well as immigrants who did not fit the “Anglo- Saxon ” ideal for who is an “American. ” And on a broader scale, the idea of race was used to craft the idea of “whiteness ” —an allegedly superior group of people who were destined to rule over inferior races. Over time, “white” became synonymous with “American ” (Painter 2010), thus melding ideas of racial superiority into the national identity. This “whiteness/Americanness” in turn gave rise to the idea of American exceptionalism, as John Winthrop ’s “errand in the wilder-ness” evolved into the doctrine of Manifest Destiny—the idea that white/ Anglo- Saxon Americans had a divine mission to spread civilization, democ-racy, and prosperity across the planet. These ideas continue today in the image of the US as the global superpower and the persistence of the ideol-ogy of American exceptionalism. 
		

		
			While dominant racial ideologies were used to legitimize the establish-ment and maintenance of the United States as a racialized social system, their use has not followed a consistent pattern. Historically, when white supremacy has been challenged, racist ideologies come to the fore and racial boundaries harden. This has been true since the early days of English colo-nization, when Virginia planters responded to the threat posed by the inter-racial alliance of poor whites and enslaved blacks during Bacon ’s Rebellion by institutionalizing enslavement and expanding participation in the Atlan-tic slave trade. In the eigh teenth century, when Benjamin Franklin felt threatened by German immigration into Pennsylvania, he responded not only with ethnic slurs but also by questioning the immigrants’ “whiteness. ” This pattern continued over the centuries, with increased immigration met with rising nativism (the Know Nothing Movement, the Chinese Exclusion Act, immigration restriction movements, and the imposition of quotas in the 1920s) and any semblance of advancement for African Americans (eman-cipation, Reconstruction) met with new forms of oppression such as the Black Codes and the creation of the Jim Crow racial order (Du Bois 1998 [1935]; Anderson 2016). And more recently, whites have responded to the gains of the civil rights movement and post-1965 changes in immigration and racial demographics with the racially driven Nixon- Reagan “wars” on crime, drugs, and welfare and the Trump attack on immigration. The point here is that the white backlash or “re sistance” of the Trump era is not new; it is sim-ply the latest manifestation of a centuries-long defense of white supremacy . 
		

		
			Throughout US history, these vari ous episodes of white backlash or resis-tance have been supported by the dominant racial ideology, with its claims about the meaning of race, its blueprint for behav ior, and its rationale for 
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			racial inequality and oppression. For much of this period, the dominant racial ideology was what can be called “classical racism ” (Doane 2017), with core tenets of biologically distinct races, racially determined characteristics (e.g., intelligence), and the existence of a “natu ral ” racial hierarchy (with whites, of course, occupying the top position). In the wake of the civil rights movement and other challenges to white supremacy, classical racism—or at least overt public displays of racism—became increasingly untenable. As many scholars of race have argued, it was replaced over the past half-century by color- blind racial ideology (Bonilla- Silva 2018 [2003]; Doane 2017). 
		

		
			color- blind racial ideology and 
		

		
			the trumP transgressions 
		

		
			Color- blind racial ideology is grounded in the claim that the United States in the late twentieth and early twenty- first centuries is a “postracial ” society in which race no longer matters and racism is no longer a significant obstacle to success for peoples of color. It addresses the problem of racial inequality ’s persistence through a number of discursive frames that “explain ” phenom-ena such as economic inequality or residential and educational segregation as accidental or due to the actions (or inactions) of minorities themselves (Bonilla- Silva 2018 [2003]). And color- blind racial ideology is politically effective in that it conflates social aspirations (e.g., realizing Martin Luther King Jr. ’s “dream ”) with the claim that this has largely been achieved. Over the past few de cades, elements of color blindness have been employed by whites and their allies, individually and collectively, to deny or minimize racism and to defend white advantages. In the context of white re sistance, color blindness has been used to attack affirmative action, school desegre-gation, and other race-cognizant programs used to address racial in equality. It is also used to portray racialized policies such as the “war on drugs, ” the “war on crime, ” and welfare “reform ” as “race neutral ” and, therefore, not racist. 
		

		
			Like all racial ideologies, color blindness is a fluid construction, continu-ally adjusted to respond to changing circumstances or the discursive attacks of opponents—particularly antiracists using systemic racism consciousness ideology to assert that structural racism continues to be significant (Doane 2017). For example, color blindness has increasingly included claims of white “victimization ” (e.g., “reverse discrimination ”) to the point where some sur-veys find that a plurality of whites see “racism ” against whites as a more sig-nificant problem than racism against peoples of color (Norton and Sommers 2011). It is also able to incorporate the seeming contradiction of racist acts 
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			in a claimed “postracial ” society by framing them as individual acts of hate or bigotry that do not reflect the larger society. This has the additional advan-tage of opening the door for arguments equating white racism with the “racism ” of blacks and others—thereby effectively discounting four hundred years of history (Doane 2014a). 
		

		
			These are the rough parameters of the ideological/discursive arena into which Trump launched his campaign rhetoric in 2015 and 2016. As men-tioned earlier, the surprise was that a series of racialized remarks did not end or irreparably harm his candidacy, for similar breaches of color- blind racial etiquette had severe consequences for others in the public eye (e.g., Michael Richards, Don Imus, Megyn Kelly, Roseanne Barr). Almost imme-diately, a “racial morality play ” —a public trial of an offender — was set into motion, with harsh condemnation coming even from members of Trump ’s own party such as Paul Ryan, Lindsey Graham, and Mitt Romney. Yet Trump forged ahead, occasionally defending himself as the “least racist person ” (Danner 2016) or using more racially coded language but making no signifi-cant change in his discursive approach to racial issues. And despite polls that showed 44 percent of respondents describing Trump as racist and a major-ity agreeing that he appealed to bigotry (Bump 2016), Trump succeeded in winning both the Republican nomination and, in November 2016, the pres-idency. Clearly, the “Trump card ” overcame the existing color- blind racial etiquette. 
		

		
			A broader interpretation of what tran spired is that the Trump campaign reflected the normalization of overt expressions of racism. Following the 2016 election, one supporter exulted that “Trump broke that P.C. barrier . . . made me feel comfortable again to speak out ” and that “#WhiteShaming doesn ’t work anymore” (Kaleem 2016). White supremacist Richard Spencer asserted that Trump ’s election was “white Americans of all classes revolting against political correctness” (Kaleem 2016). In a publication titled “The Trump Effect ” (Costello 2016), the Southern Poverty Law Center documented an increase in racial attacks and hate speech following Trump’s election. And in a Connecticut high school basketball game, students from a pre-dominantly white town used chants of “Trump” to taunt players on a predominantly black team (Blair 2017). These —and other—events lead to the conclusion that Trump’s political discourse was part of a larger racial dynamic. 
		

		
			And the beat goes on. Since his election, Trump has continued his pat-tern of race- baiting. Following clashes in Charlottesville, Virginia, between white supremacists and antiracist demonstrators, Trump placed blame on “both sides, ” thereby equating white nationalist extremists with those 
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			opposed to racism (Desjardins 2017). He derided black football players who protested racist police violence as “sons of bitches” and called for their fir-ing. In the winter of 2018, Trump referred to refugees from the Global South as immigrants from “shithole countries” (Dawsey 2018). And in the run-up to the November 2018 midterm elections, he repeatedly referred to the threat posed by a migrant “caravan ” and supported a political advertisement fea-turing an immigrant “cop killer ” who posed a threat to the United States (Herb, Sands, and Shortell 2018). And throughout the entire period, a plu-rality of Americans (49  percent) described Trump as racist (Cillizza 2018). All of these events represented a challenge to the hegemony of color- blind racial ideology. 
		

		
			the neW White nationalism: 
		

		
			a challenging ideology? 
		

		
			Drawing on the above discussion, I would like to suggest that we need to recognize the existence of the “new white nationalism ” as a distinct racial ideology that has emerged to contest “color blindness” in the political and public sphere. To be clear at the outset, I am not making the assertion that the new white nationalism is replacing color- blind ideology as the dominant or hegemonic racial ideology. What I am claiming is that it has emerged as an alternative that needs to be taken into account in analyses of con temporary racism in the United States. Most scholars who study racism, myself included, have tended to focus on color blindness, while recognizing the persistence of white supremacist ideology (the offshoot of classical racism) and the exis-tence of antiracist ideology (which recognizes the continuing significance of systemic racism and which I have elsewhere labeled as “systemic racism consciousness” —Doane 2017). Future analyses of racial discourse and ide-ology need to be able to account for the changing political and social terrain. 
		

		
			Before I proceed further, it is useful to consider the nature of ideologies. Because we so often focus on the content of ideologies (e.g., color blind-ness), we place less emphasis on their nature. Ideologies—and their use by individuals and groups—are complex. They are in a constant state of flux, buffeted by the ever-changing political and social context. They are incon-sistent, as racial discourse may employ elements of multiple ideologies— e.g., using elements of both color blindness and more overt forms of racism— depending on the situation (Doane 2014a; 2017). Ideologies do not follow an unbroken path of progression from past to present. As Bonilla-Silva observes, “the hegemony of one form of racial ideology does not mean 
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			that at certain historical junctures a secondary form cannot be heightened ” (2018 [2003]:223). And as Kasey Henricks (2018) has demonstrated, elements of color- blind racial ideology can be found in the debates surrounding the infamous “three- fifths ” clause of the US Constitution. Similarly, W. E. B. Du Bois clearly describes President Andrew Johnson using the language of white victimization and “reverse discrimination ” in his statement vetoing the Civil Rights Bill of 1866 (1998 [1935]:282–83). My point here is that racial ideologies are inherently messy —they are inconsistent and overlapping — and this real ity poses a significant challenge for socio log i cal analysis. 
		

		
			What, then, is the case for the “new white nationalism ”? I have previously argued (Doane 2014a) that color- blind racial ideology is extremely flexible in its ability to incorporate events and ideas (e.g., the Black Lives Matter movement or the valorization of “diversity ”) that on the surface seemingly contradict the color- blind denial of racism. Jennifer Mueller (2017) exten-sively describes the creative strategies whites use to continue to defend color blindness despite evidence of persisting disparities in wealth and social advantages. And Bonilla- Silva (2018 [2003]) demonstrates the multiple ways in which Trump, despite his transgressions, also remained under the sway of color- blind ideology (e.g., continually maintaining that he is not a racist). Yet there is a point at which we stretch something so far that it loses all sem-blance of its original shape. If color blindness is every thing, then it risks becoming nothing. 
		

		
			While space limitations require a condensed argument, I will begin by suggesting that the new white nationalism is not a simple return to past forms of overt racism (the Jim Crow era) but represents an emergent con-stellation of claims, understandings, and discursive strategies developed for changing social circumstances. Trump is not the cause of what is happening — which is why I believe that it is misleading to speak of “the Trump effect ” — he is merely the most pronounced symptom. And as I asserted above, the “new white nationalism ” is not, strictly speaking, new: it is the latest mani-festation of cycles of white assertion and the defense of white supremacy that reach back to the origins of the United States. Even if we concentrate our analy sis on the more recent past, I would argue that the phenomenon has clear roots that can be traced back to former Klan leader David Duke’s 1990 Senate campaign in Louisiana and Patrick Buchanan ’s Republican presiden-tial primary campaigns in 1992 and 1996 (and, going further, to the “Reagan Revolution ” and the 1960s and 1970s “backlash ” against the civil rights movement). 
		

		
			Content- wise, the “new white nationalism ” can be broadly viewed as a mash-up of elements of color blindness and white supremacy that has been 
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			adapted to the present context. While a detailed analysis remains to be done, I would highlight the following areas: 
		

		
			Nationalism 
		

		
			American nationalism has been on the upswing since the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, the “War on Terror, ” and the two wars in the Middle East. If we view nationalism as going beyond patriotism to advocate for the inter-ests of one’s people and nation at the expense of others, then the claim can be made that American nationalism is currently at a high tide. With a cam-paign promise to “make America great again ” and an inaugural address that asserted that “from this day forward, a new vision will govern . . . it ’s going to be only Amer ica first, America first ” (BBC 2017), the Trump administra-tion embarked on a series of steps designed to advance US interests, includ-ing initiating trade wars by imposing tariffs, withdrawing from international agreements (Paris agreement on climate change, Iran nuclear deal), and questioning long-standing relationships (NATO, UNESCO). Other nation-alist policies included enhanced border control (the Muslim travel ban) and measures designed to limit immigration on the Mexican border. 
		

		
			The United States from its inception had a national identity ( “American ”) that was inextricably intertwined with a white Eu ropean worldview and white political and economic interests. Government policies were histori-cally designed to advance white interests. Citizenship, civil rights, and social status have been and continue to be racially determined, either by law or through institutional practices. To become “American ” was to assimilate into an American social and cultural “mainstream ” that was shaped and defined by whiteness. It is this matrix that led Toni Morrison to conclude that “deep within the word ‘American ’ is its association with race . . . American means white” (1992:47). Given this history, it is not surprising that many interpreted the call to “make America great again ” coupled with promises of stridently nationalistic (and in some cases racialized) policies as a call to “make Amer-ica white again. ” While this phrase was frequently used as a criticism of Trump’s immigration policies, it also appeared on a highway billboard erected by a congressional candidate in Tennessee (WTVC 2016). 
		

		
			External/Internal Threat 
		

		
			An essential component of the new white nationalism is the emphasis on the “threat ” to the United States that is posed by both external and internal actors, who are often portrayed in highly racialized ways. Threats play an impor tant political role, providing images and story lines that are effective bases for nationalist appeals and social mobilization. Globally, the threats 
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			come from nonwhite areas— China, Iran, North Korea, ISIS/Islamic terrorists —that all pose a danger to the American way of life. The other external threat is immigration, which has been viewed as a recurring threat to the United States for two centuries. The call to secure Ameri ca ’s borders— against Muslim terrorists and Latin American immigrants—invokes images of the racialized other and enhances white solidarity. In the period before the 2018 midterm elections, Trump and the national media repeat-edly focused on the “caravan, ” an impromptu group of Central American refugees and migrants traveling across Mexico toward the US border. Although this group was hundreds of miles (and weeks of travel) away from the border, media coverage was akin to that of a hurricane approaching the southeast coast of the United States (Obeidallah 2018). At the same time, a campaign video focused on a Mexican immigrant convicted of killing two police officers and linked him to the “caravan ” and other southern border issues (Herb, Sands, and Shortell 2018). While the ad was condemned as rac-ist by Demo crats and a few Republicans, it had a clear strategic rationale. According to Marisa Abrajano and Zoltan Hajnal (2015), whites who have negative attitudes toward immigrants are more likely to vote Republican and to change their affiliation to the Republican Party. 
		

		
			Equally significant to the new white nationalism are images of internal “threats” to the “American way of life. ” While there is no shortage of actors, including “elites, ” the “deep state, ” and “radical ” college students and faculty, our focus here is on racialized threats. Certainly Trump and the Republican Party in general have continued the “law and order ” rhetoric that has been directed toward African Americans for de cades. And the pictures of Afri-can American professional football players kneeling during the national anthem to protest police violence (a form of protest continually criticized by Trump) became an omnipresent media image of “unpatriotic” minori-ties. Perhaps the most central threat incorporated in white nationalist ide-ology is the belief that immigration is irrevocably changing the United States from a white nation to a majority- minority nation. In the summer of 2018, conservative Fox News commentator Laura Ingraham created a con-troversy when she began one show with the claim that “in some parts of the country, it does seem like the Amer ica that we know and love doesn ’t exist anymore” and that these “massive demographic changes” were a “national emergency ” (BBC 2018). And in the wake of the 2018 elections, conservative commentator and former presidential candidate Patrick Buchanan (2019), in an article titled “No This Is Not JFK ’s Democratic Party, ” decried the increasing diversity (and decline of white males) among the new represen-tatives arriving in Congress. Indeed, newly elected New York congressional 
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			representative Alexandria Ocasio- Cortez is continually featured on the web page of Fox News as an example of the dangers posed by these changes. These claims increasingly resonate with older white Americans who grew up in a nation that was much less diverse—in the 1960s, the US was 88.8  percent white, Hispanic was not even a category in the census, the foreign- born pop-ulation was at a historic low, and nine of the ten largest foreign- born groups were from Eu rope (Doane 2014b)—and whose sense of threat from these changes makes them receptive to nationalist appeals (McElwee and McDan-iel 2017a). 
		

		
			To be crystal clear: the new white nationalism is driven by racism—the fear of losing a privileged position in a world that is changing, In the wake of the 2016 election, it was fash ionable for pundits to claim that a key factor in determining the outcome was the shift to Trump by white working- class voters who were losing ground in an era of globalization and deindustrial-ization and who felt ignored by the federal government. What this portrayal ignores is that white voters in every income category voted for Trump over Clinton, while voters (of all races) who made less than $50,000 supported Clinton—thus undercutting the position that Trump ’s appeal was economic (Serwer 2017; McElwee and McDaniel 2017b). This is not a nationalist move-ment, it is a white nationalist movement (Bonilla- Silva 2019). 
		

		
			Increased Toleration for Racism 
		

		
			Another element of the new white nationalism is an increased degree of tol-erance for racism. While the proscription of overt racism that is a core ele-ment of the etiquette of color-blind racial ideology remains strong—as evidenced by the attempts of Trump, Ingraham, and others to deny that their remarks were racist amid strong criticism—I believe that events of the past few years have shifted the boundaries of what will be tolerated. What was considered beyond the pale or “hate speech ” has crept back into the main-stream, reminding us that the distance was not as far as had been assumed. The “Birther ” movement (in which Trump played a key role) and the other elements of racialized reaction to Barack Obama ’s election (which from the outset was never a game changer in terms of US racism) were certainly part of this trend (Reid 2017). A solid majority of Americans—57  percent —may consider Trump a racist, including 21 percent of Republicans (Eltagouri 2018), but he was elected president by 46 percent of the population and continues to receive the support of Republican political figures. Similarly, Iowa con-gressional representative Steve King was broadly criticized and removed from committee assignments in early 2019 for seeming to approve of white nationalism and white supremacy, but he was also re-elected by Iowa voters 
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			in November 2018 after making statements such as “we can ’t restore our civi-lization with somebody else’s babies” (Cillizza 2019). And even in the wake of his most recent comments, one Iowa voter remained supportive and stated that “ people who think it ’s offensive need to get a damn backbone and shut the hell up ” while making reference to an “invasion ” on the Mexican border, while another said that “every body slips up a little bit. I don ’t think he really meant what he said ” (Barrett and Hillyard 2019). What needs to be empha-sized here is the willingness of a significant portion of white Americans either to agree with or to overlook overtly racial statements. This is not a fringe element but ostensibly (this point needs to be researched further) 25 to 45 percent of the population! 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			In this chapter, I began with the argument that the white re sistance we have seen in recent years is not new but is instead the latest manifestation of dom-inant group reaction to social changes and gains by oppressed groups that are seen as threatening to white supremacy. In addition, I suggested that the most recent wave of white re sistance has been supported by a racial ideol-ogy that I have labeled the “new white nationalism, ” which in some impor-tant ways represents a significant divergence from the dominant color- blind racial ideology. I presented the “new white nationalism ” as an emergent ide-ology that coexists and overlaps with both classical racism and color blind-ness. This is an important corrective for our understanding of con temporary racial politics in which analysts have tended to cordon off white suprema-cist ideology as limited to a small fringe of extremists (although, to be fair, they have made some connections to mainstream ideology). In contrast, I contend that the new white nationalism has a much larger segment of the population that either share its views or, like Republican politicians, are will-ing to tolerate them in order to achieve conservative political objectives. 
		

		
			What does this mean for contemporary racial politics? At the pre sent, I do not see the new white nationalism as becoming the dominant racial ide-ology, but I do see it as a significant force driving US politics. Yet there is the potential for conflict. If Trump loses the presidency in 2020 and/or the Democrats regain control of the Senate, I foresee the increased assertion of white nationalism especially manifest in a rise in hate crimes and domestic white terrorism. And we know that the demographic changes that evoke feel-ings of threat among many whites will continue to happen. What is also dangerous is the increasing willingness of the Republican Party to move away from democracy. Tactics such as racialized voter suppression, racial 
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			gerrymandering, and rule changes by party leaders in the wake of Republican electoral losses (as happened in Wisconsin and North Carolina) indicate a preference for retaining power over a commitment to democracy. And a conservative Republican– dominated Supreme Court has shown itself increasingly willing to roll back civil rights protections (e.g., Shelby County v. Holder ) and to tolerate violations at the state level. Recent research find-ings (Berlatsky 2018) draw a connection between white intolerance of other groups and support for authoritarianism. Viewed through the lens of his-tory, this should not be surprising, for whenever whites have felt their sta-tus threatened, bad things have happened. 
		

		
			These developments pose challenges to both social scientists and social activists. We need a better understanding of the new white nationalism, both theoretically and empirically. This includes mapping out the ideolo-gy ’s contours, related discursive strategies, and mechanisms of transmis-sion, especially the role of Fox News and the other alt- right media. It is also important to understand the emergence of the new white nationalism in an international context. There are clear parallels between developments in the US, the Brexit movement in the UK, and the rise of far right parties and/ or governments in France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Hungary, Austria, and other countries. Moreover, we know that there are connections between some of these groups, one example being former Trump advisor Steve Ban-non ’s meeting with Marine Le Pen and the National Front in France (Willsher 2018). Fi nally, scholars and activists concerned with social justice need to formulate strategies to counter the new white nationalism both ideologically and politically. One of the lessons of history is that when extremist thought moves into the mainstream, human tragedy inevitably follows. 
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			f the many social groups residing in the United States, socially defined black folks have consistently attracted the harshest and most violent 
		

		
			structural subjection. The modern civil rights movement provided some relief from antiblack racism for a fleeting moment before systemic white rac-ism morphed into its current more insidious form— “nice racism ” or “good whites” (Thompson 2003). This iteration of white supremacy is largely unac-knowledged by “whites” whose antiblack racism expresses itself as racial innocence whereby they acknowledge the maliciousness of white suprem-acy but not their complicity in it. Though they identify as white, they do not problematize their identification, leading most whites to believe they are merely individuals whose racial identity is of little importance in a white supremacy society. Because the “good- white” iteration of white racism never decenters whiteness, it works primarily to make whites feel good about being white (Thompson 2003). Moreover, it confines thinking and action to mak-ing them aware of “race” rather than eliminating white supremacy. “Nice racism ” manifests as inclusive-exclusive discourse and supposedly nonra-cial policies and actions that are really just the substructures of systemic white racism. These racist discourses, policies, and practices assume an aura of legitimacy because self- identified whites imagine themselves and state and national politicians to be race neutral. 
		

		
			Unlike the commonly used term “white privilege, ” I use “white license” in this paper to signify how people who imagine themselves to be white wield 
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			power through social, political, and economic institutions to control and direct their own and racialized Others’ behav ior and attitudes. Like critical race theory, rather than accept the idea that white is a natu ral referent, white license views it as a product of raced social relations grounded in power (Delgado and Stefancic 2001). “White” is not an inherent characteristic of people but rather a product of social practices and the ideology of white-ness. Unlike the concept of white privilege, which is concerned only with understanding the meaning of whiteness in everyday life, my concept focuses on how the conditions of systemic white racism make white license pos si-ble. Whites secure their white license through a process of domination, acts, decisions, and policies directed at the racially oppressed (Leonardo 2004). White license revolves less around the white imaginary, or the state of being dominant, than around the directed institutional process that secures white domination and the advantages associated with it (Leonardo 2004:137). In other words, systemic white racism is not merely a manifestation of indi-vidual white privilege; it grants whites license to enact their bigoted ways of thinking. These enactments are possible because whites authorize officials to implement their racist conceptions of being in organizing the world. The point is that white license is routinized and results from intentional action to justify and legitimate the exploitation and domination of people they des-ignate as inferior. Their whiteness as an idealized license and property manifests in material form as a tangible system of oppression—white supremacy (Harris 1993). 
		

		
			To clarify, “white ” (a category of “race ” with no biological or scientific foundation) and whiteness are social constructions with very real, tangible, and violent effects. Systemic white racism hinges on the concept of white-ness—a fiction enforced by power and vio lence. Whiteness constantly shifts its boundaries, separating those who are entitled to have certain license from those whose exploitation and vulnerability to violence is justified by their not being white (Kivel 2011:19). Whites hold the power to decide who is white and who is not. Whiteness is relational, existing only in relation or opposi-tion to blackness and other fabricated racial categories created by whiteness. Whiteness often goes unnoticed by self- identified whites in ways that divert them from considering the root cause of racial oppression. In short, white-ness shapes how self- identified white people view themselves and others, and seats them in a place of structural advantage where white cultural norms and practices go unnamed and unquestioned (Frankenberg 1993). White cul-ture, norms, and values manifest in societal institutions as natu ral and are used as the standard by which all other cultures, groups, and individuals are mea sured and consigned as inferior (Tator and Henry 2006:46–47). 
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			In this chapter I examine how self- identified whites and white suprem-acy institutions use “nice racism ” deflection discourse and practices to pro-mote inclusive-exclusive policies, “white ignore-ance, ” and “perpetrator as victim ” strategies to camouflage their tacit collusion in obstructing efforts to eliminate systemic white racism. “Benign ” systemic white racism is sub-tle, mild, and at times “nice” in its expression. It is content to focus on race and racial identity without situating them in the appropriate structural con-texts. As a circumlocution, “nice racism ” use terms like inclusion to impede a systemic understanding of racial injustice and inequalities (Andersen 2001). Whites who think of white supremacy as individual acts of meanness directed at the racially oppressed are the usual purveyors of “nice racism. ” Their narrow interpretation of white racism excludes virtually all racially cordial whites from involvement in the social system of white racism, which socially fashioned them. Because white supremacy is a ubiquitous and central sociopolitical and economic column of the United States, no one in the nation is immune from its influence. According to historian Edward Carr: 
		

		
			As soon as we are born, the world gets to work on us and 
		

		
			transforms us from merely biological into social units. Every 
		

		
			human being at every stage of history or pre- history is born into 
		

		
			a society and from his earliest years is moulded by that society. 
		

		
			The language which he speaks is not an individual inheritance, 
		

		
			but a social acquisition from the group in which he grows up. 
		

		
			Both language and environment help to determine the character 
		

		
			of his thought; his earliest ideas come to him from others. As has been well said, the individual apart from society would be both speechless and mindless. (1987:31) 
		

		
			Given that most whites are averse to grasping how white supremacy socially and politically creates them as white, they usually do not prob-lematize their whiteness or consider how the collective practice of sys-temic white racism is evident in their lives. Additionally, because “white” is normative, thus ordinary, self- identified whites have a difficult time con-ceding that systemic white racism is a deadly problem. When pressed to acknowledge that they are raced and bigoted, whites resort to benign white supremacy discourse to minimize, dismiss, and negate their involvement in systemic white racism. These denials and refusals ensure that a majority of self- identified whites are ill- disposed and ill- equipped to dismantle white supremacy. 
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			“nice racism ” 
		

		
			Individualism is a major factor driving self- identified whites ’ refusal to accept the social and systemic character of white racism (Williams 2018). Individ-ualism holds that individual bigots are causes of systemic white racism, not consequences of it. Whites holding this view refuse to consider how their collective exercise of power within a white supremacy society creates inequality (Lipsitz 1995:381). The whiteness culture in which they are immersed conditions whites as well as socially defined black folks to see sys-temic white racism as the manifestation of isolated individuals’ personal prejudices (Lipsitz 1995; Scheruich 1993:6–7). Therefore, foregrounding the autonomous properties of systemic white racism (i.e., prejudice, individual-ism, ethnocentrism, xenophobia, etc.) inclines self- identified whites not to see it as an indissoluble system and structure of white power. Systemic white racism is a collective social activity, not merely an individual action. The social structures of white supremacy are products of social interaction between individuals who shape and are shaped by the racialized context in which they live (Essed 1991). 
		

		
			Because self- identified whites center systemic white racism as isolated autonomous properties, they usually assume that overt bigoted white people other than themselves exemplify participation in white racism. These people affix Confederate flags to automobile windows or display the design on bumper stickers or clothing, openly spew racial epithets, and are against exogamy. The “nice racism ” variation of white supremacy con-ceptually and structurally obscures how raced relationships or social ties between self- identified white individuals and groups create, secure, main-tain, and excuse systemic white racism. This variation ensures that most whites will not consider or acknowledge how white supremacy institu-tions benefit them solely on the basis of their whiteness, not their merito-rious efforts. 
		

		
			Raising questions about what whites think they know about racism is important for them to come to grips with its real source. Systemic white rac-ism ’s ideologies such as race and whiteness express narratives designed to conceal the power residing within its structures and ideas. This is why white supremacy institutions routinely use euphemistic terms like inclusion, diver-sity , equity , tolerance, and multiculturalism that contribute virtually noth-ing to approaching white racism as a systemic problem. These terms are obstacles to questioning and eliminating systemic white racism because sys-temic racism does not allow inclusion and equity to make a difference in ridding the world of white supremacy. For example, multiculturalism allows 
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			space for blackness but at the same time disempowers socially defined black people from making structural demands for change. Moreover, racial euphe-mistic terms and practices help to facilitate the unblackening of histori-cally white institutions. For example, the Hechinger Report on the hiring of black faculty found that 58 percent of professors at seventy- two historically black colleges and universities are black even though these institutions account for just 1.7  percent of all faculty nationwide (Krupnick 2018). The little progress that has been made at historically white colleges and univer-sities in racially “diversifying ” their teaching ranks suggests that terms like diversity and a host of others are no more than superficial institutional rhe-toric designed to mask their efforts to remain white spaces (Krupnick 2018). 
		

		
			Moreover, self- identified whites use the diversity concept to evade con-fronting their whiteness problem by inserting “white ” in the pantheon of “racial diversity ” to avoid problematizing its nefarious sociopolitical origins and aims. Offices of Diversity, Inclusion, and Equity codify diversity to ensure that self- identified whites never consider structural remedies for white supremacy. These offices also attempt to equip the racially oppressed with strategies for accommodating and coping with systemic white racism rather than eliminating it. What sustains white supremacy is not merely white people’s unconscious thoughts and habits that enable them to feign inno-cence but their active participation in creating and maintaining their white license. Hence, self- identified whites are socialized to think of white racists as people who are consciously and intentionally mean, not as members of a system of racial oppression shaping all whites. It is imperative that they grasp how their socialization into whiteness guarantees their participation in everyday systemic white racism. The only way for whites to be more aware of their collusion is for them to actively and collectively confront their white-ness. This means that it is not sufficient for whites to simply be more aware of their involvement in systemic white racism; they must be committed to terminating its systemic operation as well. They must be willing to shift from a white society to a human-centered society. 
		

		
			White “ignore-ance ” 
		

		
			Whiteness ensures that systemic white racism ’s structures are invisible not only to people who imagine themselves as white but also to those are who oppressed by them. The structures are hard to detect given the ideological hegemony of whiteness. Whiteness enables an ignore-ance of the working of white supremacy structures (Feagin 2001). White ignore-ance is “an active dynamic negation, an active refusal of information ” (Mills 1997; Ellsworth 
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			1997:57). This concept contends that whites are ignoring whiteness and white supremacy to which they are very much attuned but choose not to admit they are aware of. Their ignorance is a conscious choice. Given this, Ells-worth argues that white ignore-ance is a “social space formed and informed by historical junctures of power and social and cultural pro cess” (1997:38). White supremacy ’s societal hegemony configures people ’s sense- making regarding white racism and race to support it through ignore-ance (Mueller 2017). White ignore-ance as an ideological strategy tends to move constantly within the closed circle of white hegemony, “producing not knowledge, but recognition of whiteness and ‘race’ as things we already know. ” It can do this with ease “ because it [takes] as already established fact exactly the premises which ought to [be] . . . in question ” (Hall 1982:75). Thus, when people encoun-ter events that breach their expectations about how the world should be, they are able to ignore inconsistences because civil society institutions such as media, education, religion, and family constantly reinforce white racism ideology as common sense. For example, media use narrowly constructed racial narratives like those highlighting how individual bigots overcome their personal aversion to socially defined black, Latinx, Indigenous, and Asian folks to avert people’s attention from the systemic character of white rac-ism. Films such as The Green Book (2018), The Help (2011), The Blind Side (2009), Avatar (2009), Crash ( 2004 ), and American History X (1998) epito-mize this account. These movies portray how whites overcome their racial bigotry by reassessing their conscience, instead of abolishing systemic white racism. This narrative contradicts the reality that whites are relentlessly sub-merged in the cultural air of white supremacy. They all internalize white-ness and act on their white supremacist worldview. White as an imagined identity and whiteness as ideology are created through the material and cul-tural systemic practices of white supremacy, yet most self- identified whites self- righteously claim that they are not racists. Their identities as whites in a white supremacy society makes their assertion absurd. Whites believe that their nonracist absurdity is true because of the ordinariness of whiteness and systemic white racism—how right it seems. Systemic white racism is grounded not merely in each individual white person ’s attempt to do harm but in their mythical racial group ’s collective effort to secure and preserve what they falsely believe is rightly theirs (Kendall 2013). Explicit in this work is securing white power and wealth through the social mechanism of sys-temic white racism— whiteness and white license. Because this effort disre-gards concern for human decency and the common good, it is structurally bound to undermine or kill anyone and any group that stands in the way of self- identified whites achieving their ends. 
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			Self- identified whites generally believe that talking about whiteness sig-nifies that they are complicit in white supremacy (DiAngelo 2011). For this reason, they prefer to frame their white identity in ethnic terms instead: iden-tifying as Italian, Irish, or Jewish, for example. This practice suggests that whites understand that their plain undifferentiated whiteness is a “toggle between nothingness and awfulness” (Bazelon 2018; Painter 2010, 2015). On some level, whites are aware that they are racist. However, they still want to believe that they are not. The insidious delusion that they can be white in a nation with an enduring social system of white supremacy requires a willful ignore-ance of history to maintain. Thus, self- identified whites’ affinity for individualism and supposed indifference to race telegraph their ignore-ance of it and is designed to make it easier for them to negate information about their complicity in racial oppression (Mills 2007). This deflection frame is hard to dislodge from the mindset of self- identified whites because it is socially rooted as common sense (Hall 1982:75). Not discussing whiteness limits whites’ ability to interrogate how white supremacy systematically informs their lives. Only when they talk about whiteness is their attention drawn to it, which makes them more likely to recognize it as something significant. Therefore, they are consciously averse to labels like white, racist, and white supremacist—terms that do not allow them to skirt direct discussion of their whiteness. Not talking about whiteness also silences racially oppressed voices and resistance in ways that protect or enable whites to continue to operate in systemic inhuman ways. 
		

		
			inclusive- exclusive 
		

		
			If self- identified whites are serious about ridding themselves of their white-ness problem, they need to cease their efforts to dress up white supremacy in “nice racism ” discourse. Discourse is never neutral (Fiske 1994). Words convey a broad sense of meanings, and these meanings inform people ’s immediate social, political, and historical conditions. As Toni Morrison noted in her 1993 Nobel lecture, language has the power to humanize and dehumanize, include and exclude: 
		

		
			[Language] creates us the very moment it is being created. 
		

		
			Language gives our lives meaning; [it is in many ways] the 
		

		
			mea sure of our lives. [Therefore,] oppressive language does more than represent violence; it is violence; does more than represent 
		

		
			the limits of knowledge; it limits knowledge. Whether it is 
		

		
			obscuring state language or the faux- language of mindless media; 
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			whether it is the proud but calcified language of the academy or 
		

		
			the commodity driven language of science; whether it is the 
		

		
			malign language of law- without-ethics, or language designed for 
		

		
			the estrangement of minorities, hiding its racist plunder in its 
		

		
			literary cheek—it must be rejected, altered and exposed. 
		

		
			Similarly, terms such as implicit bias, unconscious racism, and tolerance are differentially problematic because they work to inhibit people from questioning and challenging taken- for-granted and naturalized racial epis-temological, ontological, and axiological commitments and enactments (Blanton and Jaccard 2008). As such, they reinforce whiteness and systemic white racism while si multa neously dismissing, diminishing, and denying white racism ’s effects on the minds and bodies of whites and racial Others. White- dominated institutions wax on and on about diversity , inclusion , social justice , equity , and multiculturalism , knowing that such verbiage merely obscures their operation as white supremacy institutions. In this sense, “nice racism ” discourse enables whites to boast about being racially inclusive while using this muted racial language and enacting exclusionary policies designed to ensure that there is never a critical mass of socially defined black people pre sent in white- dominated institutions to threaten white people’s racist ways of living, knowing, and thinking. In brief, “nice racism ” functions as cover for their white supremacy collusion. For exam-ple, sociologist Ted Thornhill ’s study of white college admissions counsel-ors at historically white colleges and universities finds that they prefer to admit apo liti cal or white- assimilated black high school students over activist-oriented black conscious ones (Thornhill 2018). His finding highlights the ways in which “nice racism ” or “good- white ” practices facilitate socially defined black students ’ assimilation into whiteness. In essence, “nice racism ” discourse and practices mask the everyday workings of systemic white rac-ism by not admitting or hiring racially oppressed members who force white bigots and their institutions to confront the racialized social interactions they engage in to (re)produce white supremacy. Rather than confronting the root source of systemic white racism, the chief aim of “nice racism ” is to ensure its brutal effectiveness and longevity. The fact is that whites know that “nice racism ” is adept at concealing their racist practices behind con-torted justifications and practices. “Nice racism ” is a conscious rather than unconscious effort to sanitize any talk about white racism. 
		

		
			Because white institutions are inclusive-exclusive insofar as they work to incorporate racial Others who accept white normativity, their “nice racism ” practices seek out socially defined black folks who are well- behaved, 
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			happy, and nonthreatening respectable Negroes. Socially defined black folk of this ilk have no interest in going toe- to- toe with white supremacy. They would rather accommodate and survive white supremacy, even if doing so means subjugating not only their humanity but the humanity of others for the approval of whites. Inclusive-exclusive, respectable Negroes “go along to get along ” in white supremacy institutions and groups. They know that their job is to exclude any socially defined black person who refuses to per-form the whiteness ethos- pathos (problematic thinking that is immoral). In this sense, “unblackening ” and “nice racism ” work hand in hand in that the latter facilitates the recruitment of respectable Negroes who further assist in expelling any recruits who insist on resisting white supremacy. Though the respectable Negro subterfuge is understandable, it fails to deal with the complex realities of surviving in a society that relentlessly wages a violent campaign against socially defined black people ’s well-being. Respectable Negroes believe they can stave off the daily brutality and violent mistreat-ment of whites and their system of racial oppression by making their behav-ior congruent with whiteness. They become enraged when other black folks refuse to contort their humanity to meet the needs of white people as they do. Their approach mandates that systemic white racism be dealt with in a civil, emotionally detached, and dehumanized way that comforts whites rather than challenges their antiblack racism. 
		

		
			The use of “civility, ” in par tic u lar, is another inclusive-exclusive deflec-tion tactic that is deployed to pressure socially defined black people to have civil discussions with self- identified whites who have already breached the bounds of civility through attempts to dictate how black folks should respond to and resist their whiteness and systemic white racism. Being civil then imposes a burden on the racially oppressed given that our calling out self-identified white people’s bigoted actions and beliefs is deemed uncivil. For respectable Negroes the social cost visited on whites by naming them big-ots looms larger than the brutality and cruelty of systemic white racism on black people’s bodies and minds. This is obfuscation of the highest order. Civility as a “nice racism ” trope enables self- identified whites and their racially oppressed colluders to restrict contesting the ordinariness of white-ness and systemic white racism. Calls for civility then cede valuable rhe-torical ground by default, demonstrating their own timidity and coddling avowed racists. This is why socially defined black folks and other racially oppressed groups should not play the civility game. Civility does not solve the problem of systemic white racism. The concept of civility is subjective, based on the values of those in power, and is consistently weaponized and deployed to silence socially defined black people (Lowe 2018). 
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			Civility as an inclusive-exclusive white racism strategy seeks to under-mine socially defined black people’s solidarity and resistance by limiting the definition of white supremacy practices to supporting slavery and using racial slurs. It pretends to root out racial bigotry via civil talk about systemic white racism when in fact it does nothing to demolish white supremacy. Therefore, it is nothing. Civility turns off listening to the truths about the everyday brutality of white supremacy. Civility proponents claim that no one can hear you when you are emotional about the inhumanity of whiteness and systemic white racism. This assertion is simply incorrect: true civility is broad enough to take in heightened language, personal truths, and anger. In contrast, the fake civility of “nice racism ” is simply about preventing socially defined black people from effectively asserting their interests, points of view, and humanity. 
		

		
			racist PerPetrator as victim 
		

		
			The civility ploy also facilitates shifting the blame for systemic white racism from the perpetrators to the victims. This transference enables self- identified whites to portray themselves as humane and caring devotees of humanity, not whiteness. When socially defined black and other racially oppressed people identify them as active or passive participants in systemic white racism, self- identified whites attempt to excuse their be havior by calling the victims of their bigotry racists. This deflection is usually followed by perpe-trators’ attempts to assert their supposed antiracism bona fides. They indig-nantly proclaim all the good they have done for the racially oppressed. Respectable Negroes’ support of whites’ denials of racism help them evade facing the truth, hindering their ability to see the all-encompassing systemic workings of white supremacy in their lives. This failure is further buttressed by the “white” people’s contention that racially oppressed people lie about, exaggerate, and misinterpret their actions as bigoted. They even unreflec-tively express the sentiment that systemic white racism is outdated. By con-signing white supremacy to the historical past, self- identified whites consciously refuse to acknowledge how they carry it within them and are still directed by it. Systemic white racism is literally entrenched in all that they do in the pre sent. 
		

		
			Racist thinking informs this distorted blame logic. Commonplace racial ideology and stereotypes nurture whites’ views that they are victims of sup-posed “black racists ” instead of perpetrators of antiblack racism. Stereo types of socially defined black folks as animalistic, brutes, and thugs help dis-tance whites from their racial bigotry by perpetuating the myth of white 
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			victimhood at the hands of violent “black racists. ” Such descriptive racist language and thinking is also used to mark immigrants, especially Central American and Mexican migrants, as threats to white hegemony. For exam-ple, United States president Donald Trump, hosting a May 2018 California Sanctuary State Roundtable, told government officials: “We have people coming into the country or trying to come— we’re stopping a lot of them— but we’re taking people of the country, you wouldn ’t believe how bad these people are. These aren ’t people, these are animals ” (Austin- Hillery 2018). Deflective racist rhetoric serves to rationalize abusive, inhumane behav ior and policies to deter immigration from Latinx and African and African diaspora nations. This is truly an attempt to unblacken the United States. 
		

		
			Not reducing white racism to a matter of good and bad people— racists bad, antiracists good— would mean a few things. It would mean that self-identified whites will stop focusing only on intentions. Too often, whites either excuse or justify a racist act by saying that no malice was involved. They refuse to recognize that white racism is as much about impact as it is about intent. Just because whites do not have racist intent does not mean that the racially oppressed are not harmed by their “nice” racist actions and beliefs. Grasping this may help self- identified whites comprehend that their inattention rather than their intent is the real driver of benign systemic white racism. This banal form of white racism appears with the face of respecta-bility, as a form that does not necessarily involve physical violence or threat-ening abuse but is executed instead with a smiling face (Wahlquist 2017). 
		

		
			conclusion 
		

		
			To restore their humanity, self- identified whites must confront their white-ness prob lem and grasp how their benign system of white supremacy works to facilitate their inattentiveness to the brutality of systemic white racism. The collective accumulation of “nice racism ” thinking and acts through every-day interactions and institutional practices and policies helps facilitate insti-tutional “unblackening. ” To counter this racist practice, it is imperative that whites untangle the contradictions of whiteness. They must grasp the cen-trality of white racism in their lives so that they can begin the consciousness-raising process necessary to see the depth of white supremacy ’s entrenchment in society. While engaged in this work they may come to understand and act to end systemic racial oppression. To arrive here they must first willingly take on the illusory nature of “nice racism ” and whiteness. 
		

		
			The historical and contemporary record counsels that self- identified whites’ addiction to white license and materialism will probably never lend 
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			itself to ending their domination and exploitation of racialized Others. Therefore, it is advisable that we, the racially oppressed, heed the advice of the late South African human rights champion Steve Biko, who says that socially defined black people 
		

		
			must learn to accept that no group, however benevolent, can ever 
		

		
			hand power to the vanquished on a plate. We must accept that the limits of tyrants are prescribed by the endurance of those whom 
		

		
			they oppress. As long as we go to Whitey begging cap in hand for 
		

		
			our own emancipation, we are giving him further sanction to 
		

		
			continue with his racist and oppressive system. We must realize 
		

		
			that our situation is not a mistake on the part of Whites but a 
		

		
			deliberate act, and that no amount of moral lecturing will 
		

		
			persuade [them] to “correct ” the situation. The system concedes nothing without a demand, for it formulates its very method of operation on the basis that the ignorant will learn to know, the child will grow into an adult and therefore demands will begin to made. It gears itself to resist demands in whatever way it sees fit. When you refuse these demands and choose not to come to the round table to beg for deliverance, you are asking for the contempt of those who have power over you. (Coetzee and Roux 2004:96) 
		

		
			notes 
		

		
			1. White is a philosophically problematic term about human categorization. Nevertheless, the term is so ciolog ically impor tant because of the way it is routinely used by self- identified whites to reinforce systemic white racism. 
		

		
			2. “Race” is encased in quotation marks because it is a problematic cultural invention of arbitrary meaning applied to supposed (but unscientific) 
		

		
			“natu ral ” divisions within the human species. Rather than a biological division, race is an ideology that structures and controls discourse in support of white supremacy. 
		

		
			3. I take the term unblackening from a segment from the comedian Larry Wilmore’s The Nightly Show , which aired on the cable TV Comedy Central Network. The term refers to the unblackening of the executive branch months before Barack Obama left office. It connotes how socially defined black people equipped with confidence and knowledge of self as a full member of humanity are systematically excluded from or weeded out of white- dominated institutions. These white supremacy institutions prefer “blacks” who are flexible enough to acquiesce to or accept the normativity of white hegemony. 
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			4. I use “Negroes” to denote that these people want to be “white” because being “white” for them signifies being fully human. The Negro is rooted at the core of the white supremacy universe from which s/he/they need extraction. This I paraphrase from Fanon 1967. 
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			ery feW concePts have been as contested in the media and by the public as that of political correctness (Norton et al. 2006). The concept 
		

		
			is often misunderstood and is often attributed to po liti cal progressives (Nor-ton et al. 2006). However, the term “politically correct ” (PC) came from the conservative right to describe spaces created on university campuses to improve sensitivity toward marginalized groups. The term was and contin-ues to be a pejorative used by conservatives signifying that liberals are too sensitive and that their own, dissenting voices are being oppressed and silenced by the minority (Sue 2016; Weigel 2016). Weigel adds that no one would ever call oneself politically correct because the term connotes that the speaker is acting in bad faith and hiding the truth from the audience. 
		

		
			The term originally gained currency when discussed by po liti cal pundits Roger Kimball in Tenured Radicals (1990) and Dinesh D ’Souza in Illiberal Edu-cation (1991) in the early 1990s. The term was used minimally in newspapers and magazines before 1990 (Weigel 2016). In describing the rising hegemony of the po liti cally correct, Richard Bernstein wrote in the New York Times in 1990 that “‘po liti cally correct’ has become a sarcastic jibe used by those, conserva-tives and classical liberals alike, to describe what they see as a growing intoler-ance, a closing of debate, a pressure to conform to a radical program or risk being accused of a commonly reiterated trio of thought crimes: sexism, racism and homophobia. ” Bern stein goes on to describe the forces of political 
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			correctness as being so strong that they have successfully removed subjects such as affirmative action and homosexuality from civil debate. 
		

		
			In light of violent outbreaks related to police shootings, concerns over illegal immigration, the rise of the Black Lives Matter movement, and con-tinued acts of domestic terrorism, conservatives and conservative pundits have renewed a call to end political correctness. Huffington Post blogger and author BJ Gallagher (2017) recently wrote that “While the original intent of political correctness may have been good (to encourage tact and sensitivity to others’ feelings around issues of gender, race, religion, sexual orientation, physical abilities, and such), the effect of political correctness has been to make everyone avoid these topics altogether—thereby hindering our ability to get comfortable in living and working with those who are different from us. ” Gallagher strongly states that political correctness has actually become a bigger problem than the original problem it was meant to fix. 
		

		
			This anti- PC stance has especially been promoted by President Donald Trump. In reference to the travel ban for Muslims, he stated that opponents who cried out in outrage were simply being too “politically correct ” (Weigel 2016). After the Pulse mass shooting was labeled a terrorist attack, Trump stated unequivocally, “I refuse to be po liti cally correct ” (Weigel 2016) in rais-ing concern over Islamic terrorism. Trump has also raised concern over the impact of po litical correctness regarding other issues, including illegal immi-gration and inner-city violence in Chicago. In response to sexist remarks he made about women in the past, Trump doubled down on his fight against political correctness in a presidential debate held in Cleveland Ohio by stat-ing, “I think the big problem this country has is being politically correct ” (Weigel 2016). Donald Trump is not the only one raising concern about the PC culture. Comedians such as Chris Rock and Dave Chapelle have done the same. Silman (2015) has stated that more and more comedians are com-ing out against the PC culture because they feel that their comedic freedom is being threatened by overly sensitive audiences. 
		

		
			Many scholars in the social sciences are not sold on the explanation that political correctness problematically shuts down meaningful debate and blocks freedom of speech (Bonilla- Silva 2018; Sue 2016; Wikstrom 2016). For instance, Wikstrom posed that the label of “PC ” is an “othering ” technique used to “question the legitimacy of their values, to dispute their integrity, or to accuse them of intellectual dishonesty ” (2016:59). Wikstrom further posed that espousing an anti- PC stance, particularly when referring to racial issues, is akin to “verbal jiu jitsu ” whereby the dominant group attempts to flip the argument and portray themselves as the victims of oppression where they or their free speech is being silenced (2016:138). Sue (2016) further adds that 
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			by using political correctness as a complaint, whites are able to express less-than-genuine reactions that silence talking back among minorities and pro-mote the dominate narrative of whiteness. Bonilla- Silva (2018) similarly argued that whites use such slippery language to deflect any notion of rac-ism while highlighting cultural explanations of racial differences to main-tain their dominant racial position. In this light, both Sue and Bonilla- Silva see eschewing political correctness as a mechanism to maintain inequality and the racial status quo. As such, we pose that the anti- PC movement sim-ply reflects a whitelash against growing diversity and change, where many whites (and some nonwhites) attempt minimize the plight of marginalized groups and whites’ role in reproducing the marginalized groups’ problems. 
		

		
			With that said, the purpose of our study is two- fold: First, we use nationally representative data from the American National Election Studies 2016 pi lot study to assess whether objections to political correctness are genuine and rooted in conservative princi ples. Scholars in the principled objection camp pose that issues related to politics in general and racial politics in particu lar can be and are often based in true conservative ideals rather than any per sis-tent racial animosity (Sniderman and Carmines 1997; Sniderman, Crosby, Howell 2000). This is particularly true for President Trump, who insists, “I am not a racist, in fact, I am the least racist person that you ’ve ever encountered ” (Fisher 2016). Second, because many of the calls for ending po liti cal correct-ness leading up to the 2016 election related to racial issues (e.g., illegal immi-gration; the policing of Chicago; banning of Muslims from entering the country), we then assess whether this call is rooted in racial animosity. That is to say, is the impact of conservatism significantly explained away by racial animosity? We define racial animosity as negative feelings and views toward an out- group based on their race. Some argue that President Trump ’s plea for ending po liti cal correctness was done less to promote understanding and more to pander to constituents who hold similar views and to deflect attention from problematic narratives that reproduce the racial status quo. 
		

		
			While pundits and scholars have questioned the genuineness of calls to end political correctness, very little research has examined factors that pre-dict these calls. One reason for this omission is possibly a lack of national data looking particularly at re sis tance to PC language. This research will remedy this problem and provide insights into anti- PC stances. 
		

		
			lit er a ture revieW 
		

		
			Calls to end political correctness expose different principled positions for the political Right and Left. With re spect to the Right, the concern lies in 
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			the notion that discourse is being repressed and that anyone willing to speak the truth will be called out as being racist or sexist or whatever the context may bring (Kimball 1990: D’Souza 1991). While reflecting on liberal studies at universities (e.g., African American studies), Kimball argues that such aca-demic interests amount to liberal politics that threaten the foundations of Amer ica in general and American universities in par tic u lar. Kimball also bemoans the politics of victimhood. 
		

		
			Conversely, the concern among minorities and more progressive whites on the left is that those requesting the end of political correctness are not being genuine in advocating debate and open- mindedness. Rather, liberals fear that the call to end political correctness is really an attempt to bully others and to conceal intolerant viewpoints. Sue (2016) states that by play-ing the victim and decrying political correctness, whites are able to express less- than-genuine reactions and to silence back talk among minorities, thus promoting the dominant narrative of whiteness. Decrying political correct-ness may also prevent meaningful debate on issues of inequality and dis-crimination that could benefit members of oppressed groups. 
		

		
			This concern over genuineness among politicians and in public opinion regarding attitudes in general and racial attitudes in par tic u lar is not a new phenomenon. Beginning in the 1950s, a series of papers published in Scien-tific American expressed very optimistic views toward the future of race rela-tions and racial attitudes in the US (Hyman and Sheatsley 1956, 1964; Greeley and Sheatsley 1971; Taylor, Sheatsley, and Greeley 1978). Using more contemporary data from the General Social Survey and the American National Election Study, more contemporary research has provided further evidence that whites in Ameri ca may be growing more and more racially pro-gressive over time (Car ter, Corra, et al. 2014; Schuman et al. 1997). Bonilla-Silva (2018) posed that such a view paints a very optimistic view of the state of race relations. 
		

		
			However, several issues and concerns still haunt the study of racial atti-tudes and race relations in the US today. One, the seeming liberalization of white attitudes toward principles of racial equality has not significantly reduced the disadvantages experienced by African Americans (Jones, Schmitt, and Wilson 2018). Two, while whites’ attitudes toward principles of racial equality have become more progressive over time, their views toward ameliorative racial policies have not (Bobo and Smith 1994; Car ter and Car ter 2014; Car ter and Corra 2012; Car ter, Steelman, et al. 2005; Car ter, Corra, and Jenks 2016; Schuman et al. 1997). For instance, when attitudes toward policies such as affirmative action are assessed, whites’ views are much less supportive than their attitude toward abstract princi ples, and this 
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			discrepancy has remained stable since early public opinion polls in the 1970s (Car ter, Steelman, et al. 2005). 
		

		
			A small but vocal camp of scholars maintain a “principled objection ” posi-tion and pose that politics of race and this principle/implementation gap are not necessarily dictated by negative racial attitudes. Rather, citizens today can maneuver through the affective components of racial policies and issues and form valid opinions based largely on conservative ideas (Sniderman and Carmines 1997; Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell 2000). For instance, Snider-man and Carmines posed that anti- affirmative action attitudes are affected less by racial animus than by the general belief that such polices are unfair and unjust to whites. In this sense, whites are able to make a “principled objection ” to policies that are racial in nature and that redistribute resources because they see them as violating traditional values of individualism. Thus, while racism may continue be prevalent in US society, its role in dictating views toward racial policy is negligible at best. 
		

		
			Although the “principled objection ” perspective finds some degree of sup-port in the liter a ture, scholars have consistently found evidence that race in general and negative racial attitudes in par tic u lar play a significant role in policy attitudes even when controlling for conservative ideals. Indeed, Bobo and Tuan (2006) posed that given the extensive history between the races and the insidious role race has played in US politics, the notion that racism does not affect policy views is confounding and should be put to rest. Within the litera ture on politics and race, scholars have consistently connected such lack of support for racial policies to negative racial attitudes outside of con-servative princi ples. The dominant perspective poses that this view is rooted in a new and “less obtrusive ” racism that attacks minority cultures. This form of racism has been termed differently by various scholars, including color-blind racism (Bonilla- Silva 2018); laissez- faire racism (Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith 1997), symbolic racism (Kinder and Sears 1981), modern racism (McCo-nahay 1986), or racial resentment (Kinder and Sanders 1996; Tuch and Hughes 2011). This ideology differs greatly from the dominant ideology under Jim Crow, which maintained that blacks were biologically inferior to whites (Bonilla- Silva 2018). 
		

		
			Bonilla- Silva (2018) more critically posed that we live in a racist system where color- blind ideology is used to explain current-day racial inequality in seemingly nonracial ways. Whites are able to rely on several frames that minimize past and current racial discrimination, including abstract liber-alism, naturalizations, cultural frames, and minimization of racism. These frames enable whites (and some nonwhites) to minimize the “race prob-lem ” and attack the minority cultures even in the face of persistent and 
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			debilitating racial in equality. Bonilla- Silva argued that this new ideology is more slippery and dangerous than old- fashioned racism, where racial oppres-sion was overt. Relevant to this chapter, the call to end po liti cal correctness would be a color- blind, abstract liberal argument made by conservatives, and those with neoliberal perspectives, in an attempt to shut down concerns over racist rhetoric. Bonilla- Silva viewed abstract liberalism as a tactic to main-tain the racial hierarchy through laissez- faire, neoliberal economics and rhe-toric. In fact, he termed abstract liberal rhetoric as “reasonable racism, ” where negative racial views can resemble rational and moral views. 
		

		
			While, according to Bonilla- Silva, negative racial animosity is not required to espouse color- blind techniques such as the call to end po litical correct-ness, the purpose of this project is to assess whether calls against political correctness are indeed rooted in more than just conservative zeal. That is to say, does racial animosity play a significant role among conservatives who advocate ending political correctness? Scholars in the principled objection camp would argue that conservative responses like this (ending PC stances) are mainly rooted in conservative ideals. Race scholars, such as Bonilla- Silva (2018), argue that such a proposition is highly unlikely given the racial nature of the calls (e.g., zero- tolerance policy on immigration) made by Trump, con-servative politicians, and pundits alike. 
		

		
			data sources 
		

		
			Data for this project was obtained from the 2016 American National Elec-tion Study (ANES) pilot study to assess whether the call for political cor-rectness is rooted not only in conservative ideals but in racial resentment. The ANES is biannually administered to a randomly selected nationally representative sample of noninstitutionalized adults over the age of eigh-teen in the United States. Data is primarily collected through face- to- face interviews, although mixed modes (i.e., face- to- face and telephone) have been utilized in some years. 
		

		
			Outcome Variable 
		

		
			We provide two different ways to measure attitudes about the rejection of PC speech. The Politically Correct (PC) Rejection variable was generated by combining two items with slightly different wording. The two versions of the item are as follows: 
		

		
			There’s been a lot of talk lately about “po liti cal correctness. ” Some people think that the way people talk needs to change with the 
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			times to be more sensitive to people from different backgrounds. Others think that this has already gone too far and many people 
		

		
			are just too easily offended. Which is closer to your opinion? 
		

		
			and 
		

		
			Some people think that the way people talk needs to change with 
		

		
			the times to be more sensitive to people from different back-
		

		
			grounds. Others think that this has already gone too far and 
		

		
			many people are just too easily offended. Which is closer to your opinion? 
		

		
			Both items used the same response categories: 
		

		
			The way people talk needs to change a lot [coded as 1] 
		

		
			The way people talk needs to change a little [coded as 2] People are a little too easily offended [coded as 3] People are much too easily offended [coded as 4] 
		

		
			We tested whether the different wording changed the results, and we found no difference, so we combined the two versions for our analyses. 
		

		
			Explanatory Variables 
		

		
			The primary explanatory variable being used in this project was the level of political conservatism. As noted above, we assessed whether political conservatism independently affected the rejection of political correctness in general. We used a self- report mea sure of political conservatism, in which participants were asked to select the position on a seven- item Likert scale that best represented their political leanings, from “very liberal ” to “very conservative” with “neither liberal nor conservative” as the middle category. 
		

		
			Potential Mediator Variable: Racial Resentment 
		

		
			Although we expected some independent and significant impact of politi-cal conservativism on rejection of po litical correctness, the primary purpose of our chapter is to assess whether these views are partially explained by racial resentment. Kinder and Sanders (1996) defined racial resentment as a new, more subtle racism (relative to traditional racism) that is rooted in anti-black affect and beliefs that blacks are violating ethics of hard work and individualism. 
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			While the concept of racial resentment is abstract and difficult to mea-sure, it has been of par ticu lar interest to race scholars over the past five de cades (Kinder and Sanders 1996; Roos, Hughes, and Reichelmann 2018). The ANES includes several questions that have been labeled in past research as indicating degree of racial resentment. These questions include the fol-lowing, with possible responses ranging from agree strongly (1) to disagree strongly (5): 
		

		
			Tryhard: “It ’s really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if blacks would only try harder they could be just as well off as whites. ” 
		

		
			Irishup: “Irish, Italians, Jewish and many other minorities worked their way up, blacks should do the same without special favors. ” 
		

		
			Slavery: “Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it difficult for blacks to work their way up. ” 
		

		
			Deserve: “Over the past few years, blacks have gotten less than they deserve. ” Racial Resentment is specified as a confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) 
		

		
			model in the structural equation modeling framework. What this means is that we take the degree to which the four indicators of racial resentment hang together as the true mea sure of racial resentment. This is similar to, but not exactly, what one would do if they had several thermometers in vari ous parts of their yard and wished to estimate a true mea sure of the yard ’s tempera-ture. The CFA model is one of a family of latent variable models that sepa-rate the shared covariance of the indicator responses from mea sure ment error, resulting in a mea sure with less error and potentially less bias. 
		

		
			deserve 
		

		
			irishup slavery 
		

		
			tryhard 
		

		
			RR 
		

		
			figure 3.1. CFA mea surement model for Racial Resentment 
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			Other Explanatory Variables 
		

		
			In some models we also include a number of explanatory demographic vari-ables that have been shown to affect racial attitudes in the past (Car ter, Steel-man, et al. 2005; Car ter, Corra, et al. 2014), including the following: 
		

		
			Age: respondent age, in years 
		

		
			Gender (self- report): created as a dummy variable, where self- reported gender of female = 1 and male = 0 
		

		
			Family Income : coded as the midpoint of sixteen binned categories: less than $10,000, $10,000 –19,999, $20,000 –29,999, $30,000 –39,999, $40,000 –49,999, $50,000 –59,999, $60,000 –69,999, $70,000 –79,999, $80,000 –$99,999, $100,000 –$119,999, $120,000 –$149,999, $150,000 – $199,999, $200,000 –$249,999, $250,000 –$349,999, $350,000 –$499,999, and $500,000 or more 
		

		
			Educational Attainment : coded as highest degree obtained, with the following categories: no high school, high school gradu ate, some college, two- year college degree, four- year college degree, postgraduate (some or complete) 
		

		
			results 
		

		
			Table 3.1 pre sents results (standardized estimates and z-scores) for four regression models, using the full ANES pi lot sample. Models 1 and 2 are without controls (age, gender, education, family income), and models 3 and 4 add controls. Model 1 presents the association between conservative self-identification and rejection of po litical correctness. Given the outspoken rhe-toric against PC culture used by the current president and others and the arguments made by principled objection scholars, we would expect conser-vative self- identification to inde pen dently and significantly predict lower lev-els of support for political correctness even when relevant control variables are included. Indeed, we do find support for this independent relationship. A standard- deviation increase in conservative self- identification is associated with a 0.429 SD increase in rejection of politi cal correctness. Thus, relative to those that identify as more liberal, conservatives are more likely to reject political correctness. 
		

		
			This project also assesses whether the relationship between level of con-servatism and PC rejection is partially predicted by racial resentment. Prin-cipled objection scholars pose that conservatives can indeed hold conservative ideals related to racial policies that are not compromised by racial animus. 
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			While political correctness is not inherently racial in tone, in the past and currently, problems with political correctness have been distinctly associ-ated with issues of race and ethnicity, such as immigration. Accordingly, model 2 adds racial resentment as a predictor of PC rejection, and this results in a sizable reduction—by nearly 83  percent—in the standardized effect of conservative self- identification. Comparing models 3 and 4 yields a similar pattern, with a reduction of 73  percent in the standardized effect of conser-vative self- identification on PC rejection. These findings demonstrate that the conservatism effect is not in de pendent and is partially predicted by racial animosity held by these respondents. 
		

		
			Table  3.2 presents identical models to those in table  3.1, but with the participants restricted to only those that self- identify as being white. The overall sample drops from 1200 to 875, yet the pattern is unchanged. Mod-els 5 and 6 demonstrate a reduction in the bivariate relationship between conservative self- identification and PC rejection by just over 83  percent, and models 7 and 8 (with controls) demonstrate a reduction of over 78 percent in this effect. In models 3, 4, 7, and 8 controls tend to have mini-
		

		
			mal effects. The R 
		

		
			2 
		

		
			figure in the tables represents the percentage of the 
		

		
			variance in the outcome the model explains —this ranges from 0 to 1, and higher values are better (1 being perfect prediction). Overall, models with racial resentment included explain twice of the variance or more in the rejection of PC speech; this is further evidence that PC rejection is more closely associated with racial animosity than with conservative self-identification, providing strong evidence against the “principled objection ” argument. 
		

		
			table 3.1. Self- report conservatism and Racial Resentment predicting PC rejection, with and without controls 
		

		
			
					
					
					
						M1 

					
				
					
					
						M2 

					
				
					
					
						M3 

					
				
					
					
						M4 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						CONSERVATISM 

					
				
					
					
						0.429*** 

					
				
					
					
						.074* 

					
				
					
					
						.408*** 

					
				
					
					
						.109*** 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						RACIAL ANIMUS 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
						.585*** 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
						.540*** 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						AGE (YEARS) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						.083** 

					
				
					
					
						.037 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						FEMALE (MALE AS REFERENCE) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						− .075** 

					
				
					
					
						− .076*** 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						EDUCATION (HIGHEST DEGREE) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						− .019 

					
				
					
					
						.028 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						FAMILY INCOME (LOGGED) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						.053 

					
				
					
					
						.053 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						R 2 

					
				
					
					
						0.184 

					
				
					
					
						.400 

					
				
					
					
						.199 

					
				
					
					
						.390 

					
				
			

		

		
			Standardized estimates; N = 1200; *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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			conclusions 
		

		
			Without a doubt, the call to end po litical correctness is being waged by the current conservative presidential administration, politicians, and pundits. President Trump has repeatedly called for the end of PC tactics that, he argues, prevent debate and even discussion on sensitive topics such as undoc-umented immigration and Islamic extremism. This attack on political cor-rectness has also found a home in prominent media outlets and among segments of the population who support greater reform on these issues. It is also apparent that Trump and conservative pundits use the term politi-cally correct as a slur against liberals and progressives who are concerned about policies proposed and set in place by this administration, which appears to be anti- immigration, anti- Muslim, and possibly racist. The PC label acts as a defensive technique that places conservatives as the victims and liberals as perpetrators of a technique that blocks debate on sensitive yet critical issues affecting the US. This victimhood frame has been a prom-inent technique used by factions opposed to policies meant to alleviate racial inequality (Bobo and Tuan 2006; Car ter and Lippard 2015). 
		

		
			In line with prominent scholars in this book, the anti- PC stance generally speaking reflects a broader pushback (or whitelash) among elite Republicans and mostly conservative white (and some nonwhite) citizens. In line with the arguments of Bonilla- Silva, anti- PC views enable many whites and others to use slippery language that has a color- blind ring to it to explain away racial matters in nonracial ways. Bonilla- Silva goes on to say that such rhe-torical mechanisms play a power ful role in the production and reproduction 
		

		
			table 3.2. Self- report conservatism and Racial Resentment predicting PC rejection, with and without controls, among whites 
		

		
			
					
					
					
						M5 

					
				
					
					
						M6 

					
				
					
					
						M7 

					
				
					
					
						M8 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						CONSERVATISM 

					
				
					
					
						0.454*** 

					
				
					
					
						.076* 

					
				
					
					
						.439*** 

					
				
					
					
						.094** 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						RACIAL ANIMUS 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
						.603*** 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
						.597*** 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						AGE (YEARS) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						.040** 

					
				
					
					
						− .004 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						FEMALE (MALE AS REFERENCE) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						− .065* 

					
				
					
					
						− .067* 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						EDUCATION (HIGHEST DEGREE) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						− .046 

					
				
					
					
						.022 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						FAMILY INCOME (LOGGED) 

					
				
					
					
						— 

					
				
					
					
					
						.035 

					
				
					
					
						.073* 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						R 2 

					
				
					
					
						0.206 

					
				
					
					
						.428 

					
				
					
					
						.214 

					
				
					
					
						.429 

					
				
			

		

		
			Standardized estimates; N = 875; *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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			of the racist system characteristic of the US today. Thus, anti- PC rhetoric is meaningful for the dominant group who attempts to maintain control in a world growing more diverse daily as well as for marginalized groups who continue to strug gle against persistent racism and discrimination. 
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			hat does it mean to be race conscious? I define race consciousness as the recognition of race’s continued significance in social, political, 
		

		
			and cultural life. Race consciousness is not an inherent disposition. The social sciences are now largely in agreement that we do not come into this world seeing race. We learn race’s meaning and significance through inter-actions and interactional contexts. For many racial and ethnic minorities, race consciousness becomes a core part of their identity as they enter adult-hood and are forced to confront the realities of a racialized social structure (Banton 1997). Many whites, meanwhile, are often blind to these realities pre-cisely because of the advantages they derive from their position within the racialized social structure (Bonilla- Silva 2013; Doane 2014). These advantages are so commonplace that many whites accept them as normal. 
		

		
			Nevertheless, there are race-conscious whites (DiTomaso, Parks- Yancy, and Post 2011; Taylor 2011). So, what accounts for their race consciousness? In this chapter I focus on white race consciousness within the university set-ting to theorize how a university ’s diversity initiatives shape white race consciousness. In previous work, I theorized the rise of diversity regimes: a set of meanings, practices, and actions that cultivate benign celebrations of difference but do little to fundamentally challenge racial inequality (Thomas 2018a). Here, I emphasize the organizational and interactional contexts of 
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			diversity regimes in structuring white race consciousness. My analy sis identifies five hegemonic race-conscious archetypes that arise from a uni-versity ’s diversity regime: the Privilege Checker, the Prob lem Solver, the Cool Consumer, the Distant Observer, and the Pessimist. While not exhaustive, my typology helps map the cultural terrain produced by a diversity regime and provides a framework for discerning how the organization and deploy-ment of diversity produces complacency and contradictions. 
		

		
			Benign commitments to multicultural ideals are a hallmark of con-temporary racial discourse (Bell and Hartmann 2007; Berrey 2011; Hart-mann 2015). These commitments provide impor tant cultural resources from which whites construct and enact race consciousness (DiTomaso, Parks-Yancy, and Post 2011; Hartmann and Bell 2011). Yet it is unclear whether cultural resources derived from benign commitments to diversity and inclu-sion help dismantle racial rule or reproduce it. By attending to the relation-ship between diversity regimes and whites’ race consciousness, my analy sis helps reveal how the cultural resources for combatting white supremacy become co-opted for its maintenance. 
		

		
			lit er a ture revieW 
		

		
			Con temporary racial ideology is defined by and through the paradigms of color blindness and hollow, or trivial, multiculturalism (Bell and Hartmann 2007; Bonilla- Silva 2013; Forman 2004). Meanwhile, scholarship on con-temporary diversity ideology (Embrick 2011) has shown how it perpetuates race- based inequalities by condensing race with less meaningful forms of difference, thereby minimizing race’s role in shaping race- based outcomes (see Edelman, Fuller, and Mara- Drita 2001). While multiculturalism, color blindness, and diversity ideology are not synonymous, they are products of a similar discursive shift whereby racial inequality is fashioned as a par tic-u lar kind of problem to be solved by symbolic and public commitments to abstract equality, market individualism, and inclusive civic nationalism (Melamed 2011). This new language of race does not challenge unequal rela-tions between differently defined racial groups. Instead, unequal outcomes among racialized groups are framed as moral matters (Melamed 2011; Myers 2005; Ryan 1976). As this new language of race materializes, it restitches the significance of race into the social fabric of our society, from racial discrim-ination in housing, education, and employment to increasing wealth inequality between whites and nonwhites (Desmond and Gershenson 2016; Dettling et al. 2017; Reardon and Owens 2014; Shapiro, Meschede, and Osoro 2013). 
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			The new language of race and our social order are mutually reinforcing. Race’s meaning “is defined and contested in both collective action and per-sonal practice ” (Omi and Winant 2014:61). Collective action transforms, destroys, and then reforms racial categories, investing meaning into those racial categories and their relationships (Omi and Winant 2014:64). People use these meanings to craft their understandings of the world, including how they fit into it. Thus, race is an impor tant tool through which people forge their sense of self and marshal themselves toward the worlds in which they live. 
		

		
			For several de cades, scholars have examined the themes, frames, ideas, and imagery whites use to marshal race and a sense of self (Giroux 1997; Har-tigan 2008; McDermott and Samson 2005). The anthropologist Ruth Fran-kenberg found that white women draw on color- and power-evasive discourses to “describe and comprehend their positions in the racial order ” (1993:20). Elsewhere, the sociologist Eduardo Bonilla- Silva finds several dominant frameworks through which whites explain away race ’s continued significance (Bonilla- Silva 2013:8). Meanwhile, the sociologist Eileen O’Brien (2001) illu-minates the organizational schemas that whites within two antiracist organ-izations draw on in fashioning their antiracist praxis and their sense of self. These analyses fit a trending focus on whiteness as a situated activity “whose meaning is imparted by the par tic u lar context in which white actors are located ” (McDermott and Samson 2005:249). 
		

		
			My analysis serves as a complement. I frame the American university as a key organizational context that provides its members with cultural and symbolic resources to (1) invest meaning in racial categories and their rela-tionships with one another and (2) craft their understandings of the world, including how they fit into it. Colleges and universities are well recognized as impor tant agents of socialization. Over the past forty years, colleges and universities have increasingly endorsed the ideals of multiculturalism. Today, the American university is a “cosmopolitan canopy ” where people of different racial and ethnic backgrounds often coexist in the same living spaces, learning spaces, and public spaces (see Anderson 2012). Yet the uni-versity is also a site where whiteness is entrenched within the very fabric of the institution and where whites continue to hold disproportionate levels of power and decision making relative to their populations (Carnevale and Strohl 2013). Studying this par tic u lar context where multicultural values and whiteness are si multa neously ubiquitous can help us better understand the limits of the former for dismantling the latter. 
		

		
			Diversity initiatives are now commonplace among American universities. Many, however, fail to fundamentally challenge racial inequality (Thomas 
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			2018, 2019). If the dominant way of talking about race today minimizes or dismisses its significance in structuring people ’s everyday lives, then this approach likely affects antiracist praxis, including how whites construct race-conscious selves. I argue that a university ’s diversity regime creates the cultural and discursive conditions for hollow race consciousness (see also Ahmed 2012). 
		

		
			context and methodology 
		

		
			My analysis draws on two years of ethnographic fieldwork at an institution I’ll call Diversity University (DU), a public, flagship university in the Ameri-can South. As a university with a history steeped in racial conflict, DU is similar to many other American colleges and universities in that the lega-cies of white supremacy remain inscribed in its traditions and its campus landscape (Wilder 2013). DU ’s recent investments in diversity infrastructure situate it squarely within a larger trend within American higher education (Sturm 2007). DU shares many of the same conditions common to other large, public, flagship universities, including public disinvestment, rising tuition costs, the increased difficulty in securing federally backed student loans, and the pressure to recruit “high-dollar ” students and increase over-all enrollment (Newfield 2011). 
		

		
			From December 2013 to the spring of 2016, I attended over thirty meet-ings, campus workshops, events, and activities in which diversity and inclu-sion were the focus. I also conducted twenty-six formal interviews with students, faculty, staff, and administrators plus dozens of field interviews and informal conversations. In campus workshops and other events I observed many well- meaning whites engage their nonwhite peers in discussions on power, privilege, and inequality. Interviews with diversity workers on cam-pus helped me better understand their challenges in performing diversity work on a campus whose student body is approximately 76  percent white. These insights are the empirical material from which a typology of whites’ race consciousness emerged. 
		

		
			My analysis follows a grounded approach (Charmaz 2006). I began by reviewing field notes and interview data to identify how social actors, and whites in par ticu lar, attempted to make sense of the continued significance of race in social, po liti cal, and cultural life. I then began to formulate codes, themes, and categories that helped give order to my observations. Subsequent field notes and interviews helped establish patterns in my data, while discon-firming others. Over time, a story emerged that revealed a typology of white race consciousness and its connections to my concept of a diversity regime . 
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			the archetyPes of White race consciousness In what follows, I sketch the five race- conscious archetypes I developed: 
		

		
			the Privilege Checker, the Problem Solver, the Cool Consumer, the Dis-tant Observer, and the Pessimist. My typology approximates a par ticu lar range of whites’ race consciousness within the college setting. These arche-types help explain how a diversity regime gives rise to hollow, or trivial, multiculturalism. 
		

		
			The Privilege Checker 
		

		
			The Privilege Checker is committed to contesting the racialized social struc-ture, yet they understand it almost entirely through a lens of privilege: as something that confers to whites certain benefits and advantages over non-whites. Consequently, the Privilege Checker seeks to hold other whites accountable for their lack of race consciousness. They invoke the platitude “Check your privilege” in order to police the racial indiscretions of others, such as when a white student or colleague seeks to minimize or deny the persistence of everyday racism. Policing racial indiscretions reinforces the Privilege Checker ’s own sense of race consciousness and demonstrates their “wokeness” in comparison to other whites. Yet because Privilege Checkers view the racialized social structure mostly through the lens of privilege, their race consciousness is confined to personal and interpersonal contexts. The Privilege Checker strug gles to understand white supremacy ’s locus of power: a set of historical and social processes—or racial projects—that over time consolidate racial power and racial meanings (Strmic- Pawl 2015; see also Omi and Winant 2014). 
		

		
			Pamela is a black woman and assistant director for DU ’s Department of Residential Life. She also adjuncts as an instructor for DU ’s required fresh-man experience course, of which there are dozens of sections offered each semester. In our interview Pamela discusses how she incorporates diversity and inclusion into her classroom: 
		

		
			As part of our curriculum, [DU] gives you a standard outline and they do want you to do something on diversity and inclusion so 
		

		
			I had two days set aside. I brought in [a guest speaker] and we did some work with her. And then I brought in one of my gradu ate students and we did the privilege walk lesson. 
		

		
			The privilege walk consists of having students line up next to each other in the middle of a classroom with plenty of space to move around. They start 
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			out holding hands, and then the instructor reads several statements aloud. If the statement applies to the student, they take one step forward or back-ward according to the instructions. These statements include the following: 
		

		
			• If you are right- handed, take one step forward. 
		

		
			• If English is your first language, take one step forward. 
		

		
			• If you constantly feel unsafe walking alone at night, take one step back. • If you have ever been profiled by someone else using stereotypes, take 
		

		
			one step back. 
		

		
			After all of the statements are read aloud, participants take stock of where they are in the room in relation to others and take stock of the advantages they maintain relative to others. 
		

		
			I asked Pamela how students responded to this exercise: “I had a student, a white young lady, she said this is the most she’s ever learned about race since she was born. ” Pamela continues: 
		

		
			We talked a lot about privilege and class as opposed to race. Race came up a couple of times because I had them read the book 
		

		
			about the atomic bomb. I can ’t remember the name of it and I 
		

		
			had them do presen ta tions and I broke them up in groups. One 
		

		
			of the topics was about women during World War II and one was 
		

		
			about minority women so basically black Americans, Asians, and 
		

		
			all that. And I had a few people up there crying during their 
		

		
			pre sen tation which was not my intent but they had realized how 
		

		
			bad it was and how people had to live and what they had to go through and what women couldn ’t do during that time. I was 
		

		
			like well that ’s the whole point of this project: for you to get it. Privilege is centered in Pamela ’s classroom. Yet this centering of privi-
		

		
			lege comes at the expense of consideration of power, and the consideration of racism as a structuring phenomenon. The privilege walk frames disadvan-tages from racism as “interpersonal ” and flattens those disadvantages alongside human differences disconnected from structural in equality. With-out emphasizing race, the privilege walk conveys some awareness of race. Yet students’ reactions to discussions of privilege suggest a limited ability to make connections between discriminatory practices of the past and the pre sent. Students cried, according to Pamela, because of “what women couldn ’t do during that time ” (emphasis mine). 
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			From workshops on implicit bias to a curriculum that includes exercises like the privilege walk, DU ’s diversity efforts discursively represent racism as something seated at the individual level. This “personalizing ” of racism has dire consequences. There is no evidence that implicit bias training or exercises like the privilege walk have improved retention rates for black fac-ulty, improved recruitment and retention rates for black students, or redis-tributed power and decision making toward minority faculty, staff, and students. The focus on teaching white students to recognize, or “check, ” their privilege fails to properly diagnose the underlying conditions that maintain racial inequality. The idea of checking one’s privilege functions to obscure, rather than clarify, white supremacy as a political, economic, and social order. 
		

		
			The Cool Consumer 
		

		
			Writing in mid- nineteenth century Paris, Charles Baudelaire describes the flâneur as a par tic u lar type of character belonging to its emergent cosmo-politan scene: “For the perfect flâneur, for the passionate spectator, it is an im mense joy to set up house in the heart of the multitude, amid the ebb and flow of movement, in the midst of the fugitive and the infinite ” (1995:4 and 9). Later, the German intellectual Walter Benjamin theorized Baudelaire’s flâ-neur as a late-capitalist consumer type semidetached in their engagement with the crowds and commodities of the modern metropolis (Benjamin 1997, 2002). The flâneur reflects important shifts in the political economy, self-regulation, new modes of communication, and the growing commodifica-tion of social relationships (Featherstone 1998; Giulianotti 2002; Harvey 2009). 
		

		
			Like the flâneur, the Cool Consumer is semidetached from the realities of everyday racism. Their partial detachment is a reflection not of their lack of personal investment in reducing inequality but rather of their self-investment. The Cool Consumer seeks casual knowledge of everyday rac-ism. This casual knowledge functions as cultural capital. The Cool Consumer is only race conscious insofar as an awareness of everyday racism can be exchanged for opportunities and advancement. Remaining semidetached, the Cool Consumer can stroll in and out of diversity programming without having to commit to doing the work of dismantling white supremacy. For the Cool Consumer, opportunities for multicultural competency represent opportunities for self-advancement. 
		

		
			Following an incident of racial vio lence on its campus, the outgoing direc-tor for diversity and multicultural affairs within DU ’s student government 
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			penned an editorial reflective of the Cool Consumer archetype. In it, this white male student argued for diversity ’s importance, stressing that “it is essential we learn to communicate with people from other cultures if we expect to compete in the global job market . . . General Electric, Boeing, Wal-greens, and Bank of Amer ica know that creating inclusive environments can improve the bottom line. ” Though racial violence serves as the backdrop to this editorial, the author uses it as an opportunity to reimagine cross-cultural contact as an investment opportunity for entrepreneurial students seeking to strengthen their individual market positions. Diversity is fash-ioned into an intangible asset that facilitates new modes of sociality. Social interactions with nonwhite students are reconfigured as human capital acquisitions (see Thomas 2019). Superficial diversity allows for the Cool Con-sumer to remain semidetached from the material consequences of exist-ing racial in equality and oppression yet overwhelmingly benefit from the opportunity to leisurely stroll through the university ’s “marketplace of difference. ” 
		

		
			The Problem Solver 
		

		
			The Problem Solver is a pragmatist who seeks to distill the complexity of racial inequality into easy- to- recognize and easier- to- fix sets of problems. The Problem Solver acknowledges everyday racism yet remains only ever focused on the present moment. Attempts to place racial in equality in his-torical, institutional, or global contexts are eschewed. Instead, the solution to everyday racism is in improving “race relations. ” 
		

		
			In 2012, DU elected its first black woman as student body president. Two weeks later, a white student confronted her with racial slurs in the down-town entertainment district. She filed harassment charges and initiated DU ’s student judicial process. During this process, a white administrator encour-aged her to follow a reconciliation model with the perpetrator because the judicial pro cess could result in his expulsion and would do little to “open his mind. ” She ultimately dropped the charges and pursued reconciliation, with the white administrator serving as mediator. This event was a water-shed moment, as DU soon shifted its orga nizational framework for dealing with racial harassment —later termed bias incidents—toward a reconcilia-tion model. The student judicial process remains intact. Now, however, vic-tims of bias incidents are encouraged to meet with the accused and help “open their minds. ” 
		

		
			DU ’s institutional embracing of racial reconciliation reduces racial harass-ment and racial violence to isolated interactions and advocates finding com-mon ground with perpetrators. The factors that give rise to racial violence 
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			and conflict are minimized and cast as irrelevant or counterproductive to achieving reconciliation. Indeed, during a panel discussion on racism across campus, one panelist dismissed an audience question on power ’s relevance because “power is too vague of a concept and doesn ’t give us any practical ways to solve our problems here on the ground. ” Their response reflects both the archetype of the Problem Solver and the tendency within diversity programming to embrace the Problem Solver model. 
		

		
			The rise of chief diversity officers (CDOs) in higher education is well doc-umented (Gose 2006) and reflects colleges’ and universities’ tendency to embrace the Prob lem Solver model. While some CDOs have academic back-grounds, most are prac ti tioners. At DU, for example, there is significant emphasis on logic models that convert everyday racism into a set of opera-tionalized problems to be solved through increasing students’ intercultural competencies and raising their awareness of “minority issues. ” Elsewhere, we see universities embracing “bystander antiracism ” as an “essential ele-ment of antiracist social policy ” (Nelson, Dunn, and Paradies 2011:264). Bystander training asks individual students, faculty, and staff to “change the social norms toward the intolerance of racism ” (Nelson, Dunn, and Para-dies 2011: 265). 
		

		
			The Distant Observer 
		

		
			Distant Observers fancy themselves above the fray. While their structural position in the racial hierarchy affords them such a vantage point, their mem-bership in the academy enables naive objectivity. Distant Observers are social scientists in training. Their analy sis of everyday racism diagnoses the racialized social structure but offers little in the way of a prescription. Indeed, once the prob lem is revealed, the Distant Observer is only ever likely to rec-ommend its further study. Calls for more resources to study that which is already known by men and women of color square neatly with the univer-sity ’s mission to promote free inquiry. Like the Cool Consumer, the Distant Observer is semidetached from everyday racism. Yet while the Cool Con-sumer’s detachment enables them to capitalize on casual knowledge of every-day racism, the Distant Observer’s detachment enables a posture of objectivity that enhances their self- righteousness. 
		

		
			At the end of the academic year DU ’s chancellor gave his State of Campus report to the full faculty body. He mentioned a violent racist incident from the previous year and the steps the university was taking to ensure that nothing similar ever again tran spired. He characterized the event as iso-lated. Upon the conclusion of the meeting, three women social scientists— two of whom are African American —approached him and challenged his 
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			characterization. They pointed to the disproportionate ser vice they give to minority students who are confronted with everyday racism. One of the women described her own personal encounter with racism on campus. The chancellor’s response was incredulous: “Prove it. ” 
		

		
			An el derly white man telling these three women to prove their lived expe-riences is expected given DU ’s orga nizational context. The chancellor is aware of DU ’s institutional data showing disproportionate retention and degree completion rates for African Americans compared with their white peers. He is also aware of institutional data showing minority underrepre-sen ta tion across faculty ranks. Embodying the Distant Observer, however, the chancellor insists that the problem is far from fully understood. He can call for further study in perpetuity because doing so fits squarely with the mission of the university as a purveyor of knowledge. 
		

		
			The Pessimist 
		

		
			The Pessimist is the most tragic of white race-conscious archetypes. Unlike the Distant Observer, the Pessimist eschews the pretenses of value- neutral objectivity and willingly steps into the “Darkwater ” of everyday racism. Yet once submerged in the Darkwater, Pessimists become overwhelmed (see Du Bois 1999). Their earnest attempts to reckon with the complexity of the color line in the twenty- first century often lead them to conclude that racial rule is unbending. How can a university openly committed to diversity produce this cynicism? 
		

		
			The orga nizational structure of diversity work diminishes its capacity to address racial inequality (Thomas 2018). Diversity work is often orga nized in a way that exemplifies what I term decentralization (see also Weick 1976, 1982). Decentralization entails a combination of five structural features: 
		

		
			• a lack of coordination or slow coordination; 
		

		
			• relative absence of regulations or the inability to properly enforce existing regulations; 
		

		
			• unresponsiveness; 
		

		
			• poor observational capabilities; and 
		

		
			• a shared belief that no matter what orga nizational actors do, the same outcome persists. 
		

		
			These features need not be impediments to orga nizational goals so long as those goals have a degree of clarity and consensus. The problem is that attaining clarity and consensus within an organizational setting is never a straightforward process. Orga nizational actors have to work out agreements 
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			and understandings in response to the everyday contingencies of their social settings (Hall 1987:6). Yet there is little consensus on what diversity means, and the lack of clarity affects how diversity is put into practice. 
		

		
			Decentralization is both an orga nizational context and a set of actions that reproduces that context —a dialectic between the negotiated order of social actions and the contexts within which those actions unfold. The end result is confusion, frustration, and even defeatism. As Gail, the director of DU ’s Institute for Racial Justice, conveyed, “One of the biggest obstacles on this campus is that everybody assumes nothing is being done. So nothing begets nothing, and people are tired and become instantly fatigued when they think they have to start from zero. ” Time and again, diversity workers spoke of “uphill battles” with the administration and of feeling that their efforts were undervalued and often futile. Decentralization, then, bears responsibility for the Pessimist ’s understanding of everyday racism. Decen-tralization produces fatalism as race-conscious whites try to chip away at the existing power structure with little to no guidance or support from their institution. 
		

		
			tWenty- first- century diversity regimes 
		

		
			and holloW race consciousness 
		

		
			My analy sis identifies five archetypes of white race consciousness: the Priv-ilege Checker; the Prob lem Solver; the Cool Consumer; the Distant Observer; and the Pessimist. The differences between these archetypes are matters of kind, not degree. While these archetypes are by no means exhaustive, they are hegemonic—they shape the central qualities of all race- conscious iden-tities and practices within the university setting. 
		

		
			Yet these archetypes cannot be understood outside of the orga nizational context within which they operate. Con temporary racial ideology exists in a dialectic relationship to social structure: it is socially constitutive of social structures and categories while at the same time shaped by and constrained by the very things it constructs (Fairclough 1993:64). The late sociologist Peter Hall reminds us that social organization cannot be understood apart from how it is enacted. Meanwhile, its very formation conditions that enact-ment (Hall and McGinty 2012:423). Diversity regimes are the result of larger discursive and social forces that minimize, deny, and subsequently reproduce the racial order within organizational spaces. Consciousness is not indepen-dent of social structure and action; it is constituted by it. In a vicious cycle, diversity regimes lead to hollow forms of race consciousness that minimize, evade, or deny existing racial inequality, ultimately entrenching it. 
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			How can universities and other organ izations committed to the ideals of multiculturalism and inclusivity avoid producing hollow race consciousness? First, universities and other organ izations must reorga nize their efforts around contesting racial inequality rather than around the more abstract principles of diversity and multiculturalism. This requires redefining diver-sity from a matter of generic human difference to one of racial equity. Sec-ond, there needs to be a fundamental realignment of departments, divisions, and resources, and racial equity must be centralized. Each department and division should be held accountable for demonstrating its steps toward racial equity. My research and the research of others finds that minority women and men perform a disproportionate amount of diversity work. Centraliz-ing diversity work can lead to a more equitable division of labor as units with fewer racial and ethnic minorities can no longer “outsource” this labor or place its burden on one or two people of color. 
		

		
			Diversity programming also needs to reject benign celebrations of dif-ference in favor of meaningful discussions on how power, resources, oppor-tunities, and decision making are distributed. Instead of opportunities for human capital investment, diversity programming should offer opportuni-ties for full campus involvement in realigning resources in order to meet the goals of racial equity. Universities can also tether their general education modules on multiculturalism to service- learning requirements, putting the ideals of racial equity into practice within the university and its surround-ing communities. These suggestions can reorient the actions of faculty, stu-dents, and staff toward a critical race consciousness that recognizes the centrality of racial inequality in everyday life and also provide opportuni-ties to contest it in everyday practice. 
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			e are living in extremely paradoxical times regarding race and race relations in the United States. The rise in overt racism by neo- Nazis, 
		

		
			white nationalists, and right- wing extremist groups under the banner of Alt-Right has emerged at a time when color blindness, which is understood ideologically as a shorthand for perceived racial equality, is now the national narrative of race relations. Overt racism in speech and action and the view that we are now a color- blind society share the same stage in the media and American political and cultural life. While this color-blind ideological perspective has been decades in the making and has been researched exten-sively (Gallagher 2003, 2015; Doane 2014; Forman and Lewis 2015; Moore 2008), what is different today is that color blindness as a way of framing race relations is now a thoroughly embedded narrative in all of our nation ’s institutions. 
		

		
			In 1954 the Supreme Court ’s Brown v. Board of Education decision made the doctrine of “separate but unequal ” unconstitutional and charged our nation ’s institutions the following year with integrating our public schools with “all deliberate speed. ” To segregate children by color and subject them to unequal educational resources and, by extension, to deny any societal resources by race was, as Supreme Court Justice Earl Warren told Amer ica in 1954, “inherently unequal. ” While this educational mandate and goal were never achieved because public schools continue to be extremely segregated 
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			(Orfield and Frankenberg 2014), what did take root was a narrative of aspi-rational color blindness that would become our national story line on race relations. This first wave of color blindness was ostensibly embedded in the aspirational ideals of classic Lockean political liberalism, in which society is obliged to afford equal rights to all individuals regardless of group mem-bership. By the 1950s, color blindness was a bold societal assertion, suggest-ing that all men and women are created equal. It was also extremely well timed, with the triumph over fascism in World War II, the rise of the mod-ern civil rights movement, and the geopolitics of the cold war making this mantra of race- based equality exceptionally appealing as a national narra-tive in the United States and abroad. 
		

		
			Among moderates and those who believed in the princi ple of color blind-ness, the narrative transformed once it became evident that to address cen-turies of embedded institutional racism, the government would need to use group membership as the mechanism to address racial inequality. The glar-ing economic and social inequities between whites and people of color could be made “whole” again only by taking group membership into account and reallocating resources along racial lines. The call to integrate public schools and public facilities (such as pools, parks, and recreational centers); civil rights legislation to end discrimination in voting, housing, and jobs; the heated debates around “forced ” busing; and affirmative action policies were all by definition group- based racial proj ects (Omi and Winant 1994) intended rectify past wrongs. 
		

		
			However, moving from the ideal of equality to the actual dismantling of institutional racism was short lived and met resistance from multiple con-stituencies from the start, most notably from Dixiecrats and those who wished to maintain the white supremacist status quo. Color blindness was an aspiration that all people in the abstract should be treated equally but morphed quickly into a belief that using race to remedy past injustices was, in and of itself, racist. This sacrosanct sentiment of individual over group rights is summed up by US Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas before his appointment. In 1991, Thomas stated, “Amer ica was founded on a phi-losophy of individual rights, not group rights. I believe in compensation for actual [victims of discrimination but] not for people whose only claim to vic-timization is that they are members of a historically oppressed group ” (cited in Swain 2002:164). A zero-sum game was born in which whites came to see themselves as the victims of antiwhite bias. Color blindness today has mutated into an ideological narrative that claims “reverse racism, ” commonly understood to mean discrimination against whites, because racial groups matter in understanding inequality. 
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			Over the last de cades, color blindness has gone from an ideal to a nor-mative, formalized practice embedded in every major institution ’s orga-nizational structure. This ideological perspective shapes how institutions perceive, construct, articulate, and disseminate the widely held belief that racial equality has been achieved in the United States. Institutional color blindness is the guiding principle that structures the mission and culture of organ izations and that connects workers to, and ideologically embeds them in, the orga nizational goals of the institution where they work, are schooled, are entertained, worship, or read or view current events. Each institution has its own internal logic and discursive practices that create, establish, support, and justify the belief that racist acts are aberrations or anomalies and that color blindness is organ i za tion ally normative. 
		

		
			Today, a primary reason whites so readily embrace a color- blind narra-tive, as indicated in numerous surveys on racial attitudes and perceptions of mobility, is that most major institutions provide variations on some theme of color blindness. Each institution has its own ideological message, mission statement, vocabulary, and tropes that normalize how and why our nation has achieved color blindness and describe the role the institu-tion has had in that narrative. Whites have been socialized into color blindness through their connections to and involvement in the institu-tions they inhabit. While the institutional logics and story lines vary among and often within specific institutions (legislation, the courts, mass media, education, corporations, and so on), the overarching narrative is that institutional racism no longer plays a role in reducing life chances, limiting socioeconomic mobility, or discriminating against racial minori-ties. However, colorblindness in institutions could hurt whites if misused or abused. 
		

		
			White racial frames and missing racists Wingfield and Feagin point out that “the dominant form of racial framing 
		

		
			that typically comes through in the U.S. media, schools, and other institu-tions is a solid and well- legitimated white racial frame ” (2012:144). Eduardo Bonilla- Silva ’s theory of “color- blind racism ” with its four theoretical frames understands con temporary racial oppression as an ideology that “rational-izes the status of minorities as the product of market dynamics, naturally occurring phenomena, and their alleged cultural deficiencies” (Bonilla- Silva and Dietrich 2011:191). Abstract liberalism, naturalization, cultural racism, and the minimization of racism are Bonilla- Silva ’s (2014) ideological princi-ples that explain how and why whites see a meritocratic system for all 
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			regardless of race and the cultural and po litical cover whites use to reject any challenges to white privilege. 
		

		
			What appears to be different now, if one is to take polling data at face value, is a majority of whites do believe that the United States is a meritoc-racy, that white privilege is in the past, and that racism, regardless of what appears on YouTube, reflects the sentiments of an unrepresentative white fringe. Bonilla- Silva and Feagin ’s theories of “racism without racists” and “white racial frames” are incredibly accurate anchors of how whites now frame race relations and whites’ ability to claim that racial inequality is the result of nonex istent or race- neutral factors. Also, what is different today is that a sizable part of the white population truly believes this last point: that race no longer shapes life chances even though every objective, empirical record shows other wise. 
		

		
			Today, the view that racial inequality is the result of nonracial factors is not a dodge to maintain white privilege or a knowing, sarcastic, white- to-white wink to preserve white supremacy or dismiss racial discrimination. This type of color- blind racism, one where whites ’ views of society are decou-pled from what is happening throughout Amer ica, is the result of being steeped in institutions where color blindness is endorsed as a crucial, well-articulated, and central position. Daily, whether it is in church, at school, during work hours, interacting with social media, or watching a Netflix series, whites are endlessly bombarded with various versions of how and why the US is now a color- blind nation. Most white Americans already mistak-enly believe that they are a numerical minority (Gallagher 2015), and within this space, right- wing political rhe toric tells white Amer ica that they are under siege by immigrants and people of color. For many white Americans, President Trump is “taking back Amer ica ” and presumably giving it back to white people. There is no shortage of successful people of color whites can point out to affirm their view that we are a color- blind nation. Indeed, the Obama presidency cemented the color- blind narrative in the white imagi-nation since a black man was able to reach the US presidency. 
		

		
			Now, Trump has emboldened some whites to evoke their color as both a badge of honor and the cause of their perceived socioeconomic oppression. Those animated by racism draw on color blindness to promote identity pol-itics grounded in white resentment and economic loss. This group believes that discrimination against whites is as big a problem as discrimination against racial minorities. Many racist whites believe that racial minorities stand equally to whites in the eyes of the law and access to employment and public resources. For many of these “color blinders, ” not only is institutional racism a practice of the past but race politics and “politi cal correctness ” have 
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			swung the pendulum too far left. They believe that accommodating the demands of racial minorities has led to whites being subject to institutional racism and discrimination, even though according to the idea of color blind-ness, being white (or any race) should not matter (Norton and Sommers 2011). 
		

		
			Individuals are embedded in various institutions and are socialized into norms and ideologies of color blindness through constant, repetitious insti-tutional exposure. These institutions deploy the idea of color blindness in diff erent ways across various social settings for similar ideological and instrumental purposes. The result is, however, the same. The color- blind nar-rative coming out of these institutions frames institutional racism and white privilege as nonex istent while presenting race as a benign and neutral social category. This chapter examines how we arrived at this par tic u lar moment and briefly summarizes the role institutions play in maintaining and promoting a color- blind view of race relations, specifically in the con-text of the courts, and suggests future lines of research. 
		

		
			mixed messages: color blindness as the neW 
		

		
			norm as racism increases 
		

		
			On the one hand, overt acts of racism are on the rise. According the Center for the Study of Hate and Extremism, hate crimes in the nation ’s ten largest cities increased by over 12 percent in 2017 (Levin and Reitzel 2018). Surfing YouTube produces hundreds of uploaded acts of racist violence by whites against people of color. These videos include racist and xenophobic rants by whites at Walmart; politicians, teachers, and preachers caught off guard using racist slurs; racist road rage incidents; and, tragically, white officers shooting unarmed black men. One can watch the spectacle of hate that played out in Charlottesville, Virginia, as neo- Nazis and white separatists came together at a “Unite the Right ” rally, wearing their Nazi outfits, carry-ing tiki torches, and chanting, “Jews will not replace us. ” The rally culmi-nated with James Alex Fields Jr. mowing down Heather Heyer with his car as she demonstrated against the white supremacists. 
		

		
			The modern version of the panopticon evident through a cell phone cam-era has brought these horrific images to the world, actions that many whites in the past would have denied or discounted as one-off acts of racism that do not reflect white majority behav iors. Cell phones have also brought to light the practice where whites call 911 (the police) when people of color use public spaces that whites believe are the exclusive domain of whites. “Living while black ” is now a familiar media exploit of black folks trying to go about 
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			their business—at Starbucks, golfing, barbecuing, and so on —and having the police called on them. The perspective of the whites engaging in this behav-ior is that black people have no right to be in this public (white) space and thus must be up to some criminal or socially disruptive activities. The soci-ologist Elijah Anderson tried to explain this occurrence: “When the anony-mous black person enters the white space, others there immediately try to make sense of him or her—to figure out ‘who that is, ’ or to gain a sense of the nature of the person ’s business and whether [the whites] need to be con-cerned ” (2015:13). Thus, the presence of someone black or brown becomes a cause for “concern, ” even if the presence is a routine and normal behav ior such as pushing a child in a stroller or leaving an Airbnb lodging. Given the hundreds of cell phone– recorded instances of racist behavior shown over and over in the media, why do white Americans not yet acknowledge these acts of racist violence as a sign that our society is still quite racist? 
		

		
			But they do not. This view that racism still infects many parts of society and the countervailing belief that we have transcended race is evident in nationally representative polling data. For example, a 2015 CNN poll found that 81  percent of whites believed that blacks have as good a chance of get-ting a job as whites, 43  percent that most or all of the goals of the civil rights movement had been achieved, and close to half, 49 percent, that the crimi-nal justice system treats whites and blacks equally (Struyk 2017). A Pew study in 2016 also found that although a majority of whites (53  percent) believe that “our country needs to continue making changes to give blacks equal rights with whites, ” close to four out of ten (38  percent) believe that the coun-try has already made the changes “to give blacks equal rights with whites. ” This Pew study also found that a significant number of white Americans (41  percent) believe that “too much ” attention is paid to race relations in our country. An NBC poll found that a majority of whites (59  percent) believe that people are not judged by the color of their skin. 
		

		
			An additional twist to the situation has been ushered in by decades of believing in color blindness. While much of white Amer ica has come to believe that “Jim Crow ” racism has significantly decreased, a sizable num-ber of whites (57  percent) in a 2015 poll by the Public Religion Research Insti-tute believe that “discrimination against whites is as big a problem as discrimination against blacks and other minorities. ” In other words, white Americans view themselves as the new target of American racism. The 2016 study by Pew found that 70  percent of whites viewed discrimination as based on individual prejudice while only 19  percent felt that it was “built into laws and institutions. ” As an ideological position regarding the nature of US race relations, color blindness is “the tendency to claim that racial equality is the 
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			norm, while si multa neously ignoring or discounting the real and ongoing ways in which institutional racism continues to disadvantage racial minori-ties . . . and reflects the fact that most whites, as expressed in national poll-ing data, now view race as a benign social marker that has little or no bearing on an individual ’s or group ’s educational, economic or occupational mobil-ity ” (Gallagher 2015:40). This position is not to suggest that white people do not see color. Color is the reason whites call 911 when racial minorities occupy “white spaces. ” Color is part of the equation when whites decide to live in all- white neighborhoods; color determines who ascends to the upper ranks of management. Race continues to matter for the everyday decisions large and small that whites make, but color blindness, from the white perspec-tive, means that race plays a minimal role, if any, in racial minorities’ social standing or treatment in society. 
		

		
			This color- blind perspective is especially true for younger Americans who see nothing but successful people of color throughout their media consump-tion. In 2019, traditional- aged college students were raised in a climate full of societal cognitive dissonance, where color blindness and outright racism inhabit the same social space but where the conflict between these two nar-ratives tends to gravitate toward color blindness. The formative years of most college students had them watching, listening to, and being led by a presi-dent who was black and the first African American to hold this office. Eight years of a black man running the executive branch of government set in motion a cultural narrative in social media, the press, and among conserva-tive opinion makers that the United States had entered into an era of color blindness and postracism. A 2014 survey found that 64  percent of white mil-lennials “believe that having a Black President demonstrates that racial minority groups have the same opportunity as white people” (DBR 2014). 
		

		
			As color blindness became the established story line for race, young people were also watching extreme depictions of racist violence. The typi-cal twenty- year-old today, thanks to a 24/7 news cycle and ubiquitous social media, watched over and over the death of, to name just a few, Laquan McDonald, Eric Garner, Sean Bell, and Michael Brown, all black men killed by the police. They have watched race riots take place in Ferguson, Missouri, in 2014, Baltimore, Maryland, in 2015, and Milwaukie, Wisconsin, in 2016. In 2015, ninety-three unarmed individuals were killed by the police, and thirty- seven of them were black men (Lowery 2016)—a percentage far higher than their percentage in the US population. College students today came of age seeing the rise of the Black Lives Matter movement, a social protest that emerged to bring public attention to police brutality and systemic racism. However, this has had little to no impact on young American views of 
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			institutional racism. For example, white millennials polled suggested that racism is wrong and is a prob lem in today ’s society. However, like older gen-erations, they also believe that it is significant problem for both whites and people of color (Hobbes 2019). Therefore, rather than recognizing the dis-cord between the rise of white supremacy and its promotion of color blind-ness, white America routinely discounts institutional racism and privileges a narrative of color blindness in that it is now every one’s problem, not just something that plagues people of color. 
		

		
			bringing institutions and institutional 
		

		
			racism back in 
		

		
			The question now should be why color blindness is so pervasive as to cloud views of racism. I contend that the institutional narratives that whites have been socialized into throughout much of their lives have color blindness as the common denominator. Each institution in the United States has now some version of color blindness that undergirds its orga nizational mission. The judicial system, media, corporate Amer ica, our public schools, and the entertainment industry all embrace some version of color- blind race neu-trality through their mission statements and institutional practices. These views structure the organ izations’ mission and culture and connect and ideologically embed workers to the goals of the institution where they work. For example, it may take the form of discussions about diversity, or calling itself an inclusive institution, or appeals to equality by chief diversity offi-cers, or corporate mission statements affirming a commitment to diversity and inclusion so that they can, in many ways, be current and attract all people to their product offerings. While each institution plays a role in socializing whites into color blindness, I focus the rest of this chapter primarily on the role of the courts. 
		

		
			Color Blindness in Court 
		

		
			Race scholars have examined how institutions use color- blind racist prac-tices to maintain the white spaces and racial status quo in law schools (Evans and Moore 2015; Moore 2008), public high schools (Lewis and Diamond 2015), political discourse (López 2013; Wingfield and Feagin 2012; Gallagher 2015), the Internet (Daniels 2015), tele vi sion news (Shah and Yagagami 2015), and immigration (Douglas, Saenz, and Murga 2015). This list is far from exhaustive. However, when one steps back and looks at this web of color-blind narratives, what becomes obvious is that these institutions are all using similar color-blind scripts. The courts are perhaps the most impor tant 
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			institution to shape the general contours and provide the ideological lan-guage of America ’s color-blind narrative, particularly how the Supreme Court has framed color blindness through the tenets of race neutrality. 
		

		
			One can draw a line from Justice John Marshall Harlan ’s dissent in Plessy v. Ferguson in 1886, the case that affirmed the doctrine of “separate but equal, ” to the Brown decision in 1954, delivered by Chief Justice Earl Warren. Justice Harlan wrote in his dissent on Plessy , “our Constitution is colorblind and neither knows nor tolerates classes among citizens. . . . The law regards man as man and takes no account of his surroundings or of his color when his civil rights as guaranteed by the supreme law of the land are involved. ” Justice Warren concluded “that in the field of public education the doctrine of ‘separate but equal ’ has no place. Separate educational facil-ities are inherently unequal. ” These ideals of an aspirational color blindness were voiced at time when lynchings, Jim Crow statutes, and institutional racism defined US race relations. Between 1877 and 1950 there were 3,959 lynchings in twelve southern states. If the Brown decision and the civil rights legislation of the 1960s could be viewed as a pivot toward a color-blind nation where equal opportunity was afforded to all, it was in real ity a pivot in name only and was extremely short lived. In 1964 Barry Goldwater honed the idea of a color blindness that was blind to using race to remedy racial inequality by stating, “It has been well-said that the Constitution is color- blind . . . and so it is just as wrong to compel children to attend cer-tain schools for the sake of so-called integration as for the sake of segrega-tion ” (qtd. in López 2013:85). 
		

		
			Color blindness as a narrative continued to morph ideologically to where using race as a legal remedy to racial inequality gets defined as a form of rac-ism. Regents of the University of California v. Bakke overturned racial admissions quotas in higher education, and subsequent cases also embraced race “neutrality. ” The role of race in admissions has been diminished and is now subject to constant debate where its use must be very narrowly tailored. We now inhabit a time when the courts view any use of race as a violation of the sacrosanct belief that all matters of social and po liti cal life be race neu-tral. Ian Haney López argues that in the 1978 Bakke decision, Justice Powell essentially argued that “the constitutional harm occurred the moment the government took express notice of race . . . if the state expressly mentioned race— common almost exclusively in affirmative action programs—then the Court would review the legislation with extreme skepticism ” (2013:87). Some twenty years later, Hopwood v. Texas (1996) basically took race out of the admissions equation altogether because its use was viewed as a form of “reverse discrimination. ” López concludes that color blindness redefined was 
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			“quick to condemn all corrective uses of race, but blind to racial discrimi-nation against minorities” (2013:87). 
		

		
			The Supreme Court, particularly under John Roberts, has taken a race-neutral—that is, a color- blind—approach to all matters of law and is loath to make remedies that attempt to address social problems at the group level. We are witnessing a retreat from race in the Supreme Court that is simply unprecedented, as indicated by Chief Justice Roberts ’s vapid, ahistorical, and tone-deaf observation regarding school integration. He argues in the 2007 Parents Involved decision that “the way to stop discrimination on the basis of race is to stop discriminating on the basis of race. ” Race neutrality —that is, color blindness—is thought of as the norm, and data showing race- based inequities are simply a byproduct of past wrongs that have been righted. The 2013 ruling that invalidated preclearance conditions in the Voting Rights Act on the grounds that racial parity in southern federal districts had been achieved is one example of how color blindness is used to frame current race relations. Justice Roberts’s observation that the act ’s voting provisions had been “based on 40- year-old facts having no logical relationship to the pre-sent day ” suggests that racism in the form of voter suppression in the South is over; color- blind egalitarianism has been achieved, and to maintain pre-clearance, as Justice Scalia suggested, is a form of “racial entitlement. ” In the 2013 decision, which eviscerated the Voting Rights Act, Chief Justice Rob-erts summed up the move to a color- blind perspective by writing, “Our coun-try has changed. ” As Justice Roberts saw it, voting discrimination and voter suppression were actions of the past. 
		

		
			Describing how color blindness is a “founding fantasy of modern Amer-ican law, ” legal scholar Sora Han argues that this “fantasy of colorblindness is essential to maintaining a constitutional split between the social particu-larities of civil rights and the declaration of universal equality founding American democracy . . . [it] both confounds and gives language to a national desire to make general assessments about the direction of legal reform ” (2015:1). The sociologist and legal scholar Wendy Moore makes a similar observation in her analy sis of white spaces in elite law schools. She writes, “The post – civil rights legal frame, which is based on abstract liberalism that confines racial analysis to the level of the individual completely disconnected from the racial social structure, has stalled the progressive legal reforms that may have dismantled white supremacy ” (Moore 2008:29). This disconnec-tion from existing racial structures, and the decoupling of whites from see-ing or acknowledging the structural reasons for ongoing racial inequality, is exactly what makes institutional color blindness so pernicious and malig-nant. Indeed, the disconnect has become easier, to quote Bonilla- Silva ’s idea 
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			of having “racism without racists, ” because the instructional structures have become so sophisticated and routinized at endlessly promoting a narrative of color blindness that most whites now believe that any real aspects of rac-ism, particularly at the institutional level, are gone. Moreover, when racism comes back from the “dead, ” then it is probably because of “old ” white rac-ists holding on to the past, or racism is out to attack a new target that includes whites. 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			Color blindness is a story line told over and over in most parts of the media while race riots rage and white supremacy groups are on the rise. This is the social paradox I referenced in the opening: a nation ostensibly moving toward color blindness while racist and xenophobic acts throughout the country happen with greater frequency. The largely false premise that occupational mobility is now the same for everyone regardless of race (or gender, religion, or sexual orientation) and that institutionalized racism and discrimination is a practice of the past has become the new narrative of race relations in the United States. Color blindness as a way of seeing and understanding race relations and the racial hierarchy that continues to allocate resources based on color rests on certain core beliefs that have their root in cherished Amer-ican ideals. 
		

		
			There are then two competing narratives about how far we have come in relation to racial equality and social mobility in the United States. We live in a country that is increasingly multiracial and multiethnic, but our insti-tutions are disproportionately white. As of 2016 the non- Hispanic white pop-ulation in the United States was 62  percent. All things being equal—that is, if the playing field were truly level—we should see major institutions staffed and controlled with numbers that reflect the US population. In other words, whites should be in control of no more than 62  percent of the organ izations and institutions that reflect power, prestige, and avenues to wealth. What we see, however, is that whites are still vastly overrepresented in the halls of power and in the most desirable occupations; in 2016, 83  percent of the US Congress was white, as were 90  percent of all elected officials, 95  percent of all elected prosecutors, 96 percent of all Fortune 500 CEOs, 75 percent of all doctors, 87  percent of all college presidents, and 82  percent of full and 75 percent of associate professors. We are at a crossroads regarding race rela-tions that is unlike any other in American history. There is a belief, borne out in many examples, that people of color are making great strides. Com-pared to a hundred years ago, this is true. But on many social and economic 
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			fronts, progress has stalled, and in some instances, like school integration, it has actually reversed. We have a vision of our nation, one that neatly con-forms to a deeply held conviction on equality, that coexists with systemic institutionalized racism and, most recently, the rise of far- right po liti cal and social movements. 
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			hat do barack obama and Donald Trump, two opposing political figures, have in common? Both agree the US criminal justice system is 
		

		
			broken. In his last few days of public office, President Obama (2017) advanced a fifty- five- page case for criminal justice reform in the Harvard Law Review , highlighting how the executive branch can promote prison alternatives and touting his own use of clemency power to commute prison sentences. More than a year of “law and order” rhetoric later, even President Trump was mak-ing good on Obama ’s recommendations. In June  2018, for example, he authorized the release of a sixty- three- year-old woman, Alice Marie John-son, who was serving a life sentence for a nonviolent drug conviction and whom her warden described as having been a model prisoner for two decades (BBC 2018). Trump has further endorsed legislation that permits prisoners to finish their sentences under house arrest so long as they complete reha-bilitation programs (the First Step Act) and stated he would overrule any efforts of the then attorney general Jeff Sessions to hinder prison reform (see George 2018). 
		

		
			An emerging bipartisan coalition has the potential to reverse Amer ica ’s status as the world ’s leader in incarceration, inspiring some analysts to believe that a new era of prison reform is within reach (e.g., Dagan and Teles 2016; Green 2015), but how is such a coali tion possible during a moment of profound political polarization? Democrats and Republicans can hardly 
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			agree on any political issue, whether that be race and discrimination, the social safety net, immigration and border control, same-sex marriage, tax reform, or global warming and environmental regulation, to name a few. According to the Pew Research Center (2017), Democrats and Republicans disagree so deeply on these issues that the magnitude of this party divide is much larger than other demographic differences like education, religion, gender, age, and even race and has only grown larger under the presidency of Donald Trump. 
		

		
			When it comes to the politics of prison reform, stances between parties are often treated as a conflict with clearly defined battle lines. Liberals are framed as preferring policies that are lenient and rehabilitative, whereas con-servatives are associated with “get tough ” stances on crime and punish-ment (Murakawa 2014). This kind of Manichaean framing paints clear boundaries as though partisan stances are fixed and oppositional. Under these circumstances, the commonalities that bind them together— which reflect the totalizing features of broader ideologies rooted in social catego-ries like race—become unquestioned, overlooked, and taken for granted (Bonilla- Silva 2003). Identifying these commonalities, however, helps clar-ify how a bipartisan coali tion is possible. As the sociologist Amanda Lewis explains, it helps clarify how differently positioned social actors, ranging from “golf- club- membership- owning executives, suburban soccer moms, urban hillbillies, antiracist skinheads, and/or union-card-carrying factory workers, ” come together in politico- historical moments to promote shared interests (2004:634). 
		

		
			What explains the conservative- liberal convergence when it comes to the divisive issue of prison reform? We argue that a market- inspired racial proj-ect, one that centers around public finance, holds some answers. By the con-cept “racial project, ” we draw from Michael Omi and Howard Winant to mean “ simultaneously an interpretation, repre sentation, or explanation of racial dynamics, and an effort to reorganize and redistribute resources along par ticular racial lines ” (1994 [1986]:56, emphasis original). Posing questions like “What kind of returns do prisons have for public investment?, ” liberals and conservatives embrace a market framework to problematize “mass imprisonment ” as though it is a business failure— one that is deeply racial-ized. Similar to narratives of welfare racism, where government expenditures seen as disproportionately spent on people of color are framed as costly, inef-ficient initiatives paid out of pocket by whites’ “hard-earned tax dollars” (see Sears and Citrin 1982), both sides claim that entirely too many taxpayer dollars are “wasted ” on an ineffec tive corrections system. 
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			In this chapter, we narrow our analysis to arguments advanced by the liberal American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and the conservative Right on Crime (RoC) movement on their official websites, www . aclu . org / issues / mass- incarceration and http:// rightoncrime.com. The ACLU and RoC are suitable focal points because each is emblematic of criminal justice reforms advanced across the partisan spectrum, and both have high- profile signato-ries within the Democratic and Republican Parties. The ACLU has a long-standing liberal history, having been formed shortly after World War I to safeguard civil liberties during the Red Scare. The RoC movement was formed in 2010 by the Texas Public Policy Foundation in conjunction with the American Conservative Union Foundation and Prison Fellowship. Despite the fact that the ACLU and RoC tend to be associated with different political parties, we identify patterned ways these organ izations share com-mon market logics to advance prison reforms that have deep implications for racial inequality. 
		

		
			We argue that the market-driven logics these organ izations deploy around prison reform indicate proactive, strategic, and seemingly race- neutral pol-icies that expand the carceral state and entrench white racial domination within social institutions. Dividing our analysis into three parts, we first show that both organizations portray prisons as a wasteful but necessary expression of punishment that holds criminality accountable. Second, we find that labels of deservingness for alternative forms of justice are coded attempts to expand new forms of surveillance. Fi nally, we posit that justice policies centered around personal responsibility and costliness place an undue burden on those in the justice system. 
		

		
			Prison as a necessary exPression of Punishment While liberals and conservatives may concede that prisons are flawed, we 
		

		
			suggest that both still see prisons as occupying a virtuous place in the pub-lic imagination. It is a place of justifiable punishment for a broad range of unlawful misdeeds, reserved for the undesirables of Amer ica, people who are frequently seen without sympathy or compassion through a lens of racial threat (Beckett, Reosti, and Knaphus 2016). 
		

		
			Part of the reason organizations like the ACLU and RoC see prisons as a justifiable modality of punishment, we contend, is that they take for granted the category of crime. Both organizations treat crime as though it is an objec-tive state of deviance. Rather than reflect on the underlying factors that lead to only some actions being labeled as criminal, and how what is labeled as 
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			criminal changes over time, we observe that the ACLU and RoC narrow their focus to what occurs after someone becomes involved with the justice sys-tem. What these organ izations label as punishable crime is not seen as what the criminologist Michael Hallett describes as “a de facto shift toward the penal regulation of urban poverty ” (2012:215), where people of color are increasingly locked away due to a shift from a welfare state to a security state. 
		

		
			When Jennifer Turner, a representative from the ACLU, describes prison as “a waste of human life and public resources that could be much better spent ” (2013:¶6), she does so by decrying the use of lifetime prison sentences without parole for nonviolent criminal offenses. This ACLU affiliate high-lights that more than three thousand people in the US will spend the remain-der of their lives in prison, sometimes for crimes as petty as a ten- dollar sale of marijuana due to laws like “three strikes. ” Turner argues that a more sen-sible solution would be to provide offenders with the drug treatment and mental health resources they need. As compelling as Turner ’s case may be, her proposition will do little to alleviate the waste of human life and resources: low- level drug-offenders represent only a quarter of Amer ica ’s prison popu-lation (Forman 2012). Even if all these people were set free, the US would still account for the largest incarcerated population in the world. 
		

		
			RoC affiliate Rebecca Hagelin likens the waste of prisons to a horror film without end. “Society isn ’t protected, ” she writes, “tax dollars are wasted and the guilty are punished but largely not ‘corrected ’ ” (2018:¶6). She argues that prison creates self- reinforcing patterns of disadvantage. Those convicted of crime serve their time and return to the community with few prospects. For-mer inmates are often stripped of their right to vote, are excluded from public assistance, and face decreased job opportunities. Hagelin goes on to ask, rhetorically, “Instead of warehousing criminals, relegating them to end-less hours of watching televi sion or arts- and-crafts classes, what if we used that time to teach them useful trades? Or taught them how to be ready to obtain and hold a job? Or treated their substance addictions and negative behav iors? ” (2018:¶12). 
		

		
			According to both these arguments, one liberal and the other conserva-tive, the problem with prison is not the prison itself; it is that prisons yield diminishing returns on public investment. While each organization takes positions that argue, to varying extents, for more prison alternatives and fewer paths to incarceration, both sides lead their audiences to believe that prisons exist in their rightful place to punish criminality. These organizations argue for the continued use of prison without questioning whether crime has any intrinsic meaning. Neither one questions the problematic ideas they 
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			advance about the majority of those behind bars (i.e., “ they ’re criminals”), nor do they push back against the underlying idea of criminality and the origins of crime. While plenty of elites commit white -collar crime and cre-ate mass social destruction in the process (Chambliss 1988 [1978]), they often receive probation. Sometimes there are no laws to even label their actions as criminal. Accordingly, who gets policed, what punishments they face, and the severity of sentences are all filtered through race- making processes where people of color are criminalized at levels that whites simply are not (Muham-mad 2011). 
		

		
			Historically speaking, stereotypes that frame people of color as deviant, shiftless, and violent have been so pervasive throughout justice pro cesses in Amer ica that “crime” is often code speak for blackness (Russell- Brown 2009 [1998]). We observe RoC members to be silent on the role race plays in the hypercriminalization of certain groups, insisting rather that the problem of “overcriminalization ” is one of excess regulation that interferes with “ free enterprise. ” Unlike the RoC, the ACLU does acknowledge racial bias in the justice system. However, it frames racial bias as a psychological problem. For instance, in support of the Preventing Tragedies Between Police and Com-munities Act, a congressional bill designed to end tragic police- involved kill-ings of young black Americans, they treat racialized bias as though it is a product of individualized, irrational behav ior of “bad apple” police officers. Moreover, this act ’s proposed solution to police violence is to have officers complete more training on better- policing methods. The ACLU clarifies: “If passed, the Preventing Tragedies bill would require officers to use non- lethal and de-escalation tactics and use the lowest level of force pos sible—the saf-est means—to deal with an identified threat ” (2018:¶5). 
		

		
			Not only do the ACLU and RoC justify the need for carceral protection and surveillance, but they inoculate the racially biased practices of polic-ing, adjudication, and punishment from scrutiny altogether. Returning to the ACLU ’s suggestion that training is the solution to police- involved kill-ings, for example, the organ ization frames police brutality as some devia-tion from standard operating procedure. A focus on more training treats police brutality as a technical problem in need of tinkering, not a larger prob-lem in need of overhaul. This incremental reform requires officers to follow additional procedures when interacting with the public, an approach sug-gesting that policing can be immunized from racial patterns of personal-ized sentiment (e.g., intergroup hostility, affective involvement) or broader policy decisions (e.g., “stop and frisk, ” “broken windows”). “More training ” ignores the question of what “threats” define criminality and whether the 
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			problem with policing is policing itself (Correia and Wall 2018; Vitale 2017). This reform does not consider whether police violence is not a deviation but, instead, its governing procedure, and it remains silent on how the justice system was designed as “the avant-garde of white supremacy ” (Martinot and Sexton 2003) as well as an institution built to protect “whiteness as prop-erty ” (C. Harris 1993). 
		

		
			bringing Prison to the streets 
		

		
			Four de cades ago, the criminologist Stanley Cohen (1979) warned against reforms that attempted to replace pathways to incarceration with alterna-tives that expanded “community ” control (see also Beckett and Murakawa 2012). He claimed that “ ‘alternatives’ become not alternatives at all but new programs which supplement the existing system or else expand it by attract-ing new populations” (Cohen 1979:347). We argue that this kind of carceral expansion is what we are now seeing as a consequence of prison reforms like those advanced by the ACLU and RoC. 
		

		
			The ACLU and RoC call for expanding prison alternatives with proba-tion, parole, and reentry programs. Such programs are needed, the RoC organ ization argues, because “a state will have spent money to incarcerate and release an offender without making any effort to limit his or her poten-tial to re-offend. This would not serve public safety interests, and it would be a waste of taxpayer dollars” (N.d.c:¶1). Stressing principles of managerial improvement (e.g., “loss prevention ”), the logic of reform contends that pub-lic money would be better invested in ways that transform offenders into law- abiding citizens. 
		

		
			When signatories from RoC argue for reintegrating individuals into their communities after prison, they have in mind a par tic u lar type of parole and/ or reentry programming. The organ ization identifies low- level offenders as worthwhile candidates for early prison release, so long as these offenders are placed under “proper monitoring ” upon their reentry (RoC N.d.c:¶3). By proper monitoring, the organ ization means electronic surveillance and alcohol-detecting bracelets. The idea is that routine supervision holds ex-inmates accountable for keeping steady employment, stable housing, or par-ticipating in ser vices designed to prepare people for both. 
		

		
			“ These ser vices should aid the offender ’s reentry into his or her com-munity, ” the RoC explains, “with an objective of having someone become a productive citizen rather than a re-offender ” (N.d.c:¶3). A presumption underlying reforms that require ongoing surveillance is that offenders are unproductive citizens until proven other wise, deserving of blame for their 
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			own “senseless” choices of criminal behav ior. Not only does this emphasis look inward toward behavioral pathology, but it lends itself to drastically different conclusions about what factors lead to imprisonment and how to approach reentry (Miller 2014). Rather than question structural circum-stances that have unraveled alongside the prison boom, this “culture of poverty ” style of damnation locates the problem of crime within the individual. 
		

		
			Labeling individuals as makers of their own destiny without consideration of the structural circumstances they inherit fits within the hallmarks of color- blind ideology. Color blindness acknowledges that racial inequalities persist but attributes them to personalized decisions having nothing to do with systemic patterns of racial bias and discrimination (Bonilla- Silva 2003). To say that crime has to do with personal irresponsibility is to legitimize a place in the American public imagination for coded “race speak, ” where people of color are intrinsically caricatured in stereotypical ways that make them deserving of suspicion and surveillance. 
		

		
			Rather than withdraw public dollars from the carceral state altogether, recommendations by liberals and conservatives for expanded parole and reentry build from a common foundation of penal logics intended to man-age criminogenic risk that is inherently racialized (see also Van Cleve, Gon-zalez, and Mayes 2015). These alternatives may symbolize a retreat from using the prison as a catchall form of punishment, but they do not translate into investments in community infrastructure that are known to be inversely linked to crime. These investments include things like employment that pays a living wage, affordable health care and housing developments, public edu-cation with adequate staff and resources, and programs aimed at poverty reduction generally. 
		

		
			Prison reforms offered by the ACLU and RoC do not upend the carceral state as much as they repackage alternative forms of racialized social con-trol. These alternatives to prison are an administrative shuffle that expands shell institutions, like law enforcement agencies and community corrections initiatives, under a guise that Katherine Beckett and Naomi Murakawa describe as “submerged, serpentine forms of punishment ” (2012:224). These reforms actually sharpen the carceral machinery available to the justice sys-tem ’s disposal and entrench a broader net to different forms of punishment. Because the increased use of parole and reentry programs multiplies the number of intersecting roads with the justice system, these reforms increase the possibilities for people to be incarcerated. In effect, this masks racial inequality in the justice system by shifting punishment away from the most visible hand of the carceral state. 
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			entrePreneurial Punishment 
		

		
			Conservative and liberal organ izations agree that the prison system requires significant investment, consuming limited government resources that could be better spent elsewhere. According to a report titled Smart Reform Is Pos-sible, the ACLU argues the following: 
		

		
			Reforms that rely less on incarceration have long made economic sense, but dramatically declining state revenues are making 
		

		
			changes to the criminal justice system more urgent. (2011:6) 
		

		
			The RoC echoes these words when it frames prison reform, and government more broadly, within a common language of business: 
		

		
			At a time of tight budgets in state capitols and households alike, 
		

		
			it is time for innovative policy approaches that maximize the 
		

		
			public safety return on our investment of taxpayers’ dollars. 
		

		
			(N.d.a:¶3) 
		

		
			The liberal ACLU and conservative RoC alike emphasize returns on invest-ment, fiscal constraint, and general economics. 
		

		
			What if market-driven arguments from the ACLU and RoC win the po liti-cal day, such that reforms are achieved simply because prison is too finan-cially costly for public consumption? One logical conclusion is that these reforms will fundamentally transform the point of punishment. Rather than approach punishment with the conventional purposes of deterrence, reha-bilitation, or incapacitation in mind, these reforms increasingly approach prison reform in business terms of profitability. No longer is the justice sys-tem expected to merely consume public dollars; instead, punishment is seen as something that can be lucrative for the state. 
		

		
			One pathway for generating income is to commodify crime through extraction pro cesses brought to fruition by practices like cash bail (Page 2017) or court fines and fees (A. Harris 2016). Revenues from these sources grew by over 650  percent between 1977 and 2012 with inflation held con-stant, amounting to as much as $15.7 billion in 2012 (Henricks and Harvey 2017). Those locales with higher shares of minority residents, especially black folks, are much more likely to rely on these revenues for state finance, net other factors like community poverty levels and crime rates, than are predominantly white communities (Henricks and Harvey 2017; Sances and You 2017). 
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			Although revenues from bail, fines, and fees are spent in ways that are indistinguishable from tax dollars, those individuals who pay these finan-cial obligations are not referred to as “taxpayers. ” They are not considered to be financiers who make the justice system pos si ble. Instead, they are referred to by more “colorful ” names, ones that are often racialized, such as “criminals” (Harris, Evans, and Beckett 2011). Labeling people in this way is to say that they are deserving of such punishment, as though they ought to literally compensate for their own misdeeds (Parent 1990). Those labeled as criminal are collateralized to foot the bill, in part, because their social stand-ing counters any lobby that can other wise advocate on their behalf. Using these revenues to offset the operating expenses of the justice system, as well as to finance ser vices offered by the state in general, is to provide hidden sub-sidies to those who benefit from the law (e.g., the protection of private prop-erty) but other wise avoid it (Henricks and Seamster 2017). It permits them to withdraw their resources from a common pool of revenue and “tax” dol-lars. More fundamentally, the arrangement redistributes the responsibility for state finance. 
		

		
			When punishment takes the form of cash bail or fines and fees, as opposed to incapacitation, crime can be redefined in consumptive terms. Breaking the law comes with an exchange value that is paid as a literal price. This change is consistent with the broader retreat from a welfare orientation of the liberal state, where investment in corrections is seen as counterpro-ductive for making individuals more self- reliant and personally responsible. Having people pay for crime, and perhaps the sheer participation in the justice system, draws on market logics of consumption to define citizen-ship. The actions of making bail, securing legal repre sen ta tion, and satisfy-ing legal debts are likened to consumer patronage, as though criminalized offenders are purchasing justice system ser vices of their own volition. The pay- to- participate logic represents a shift away from the “social contract ” and more humanistic concerns, like civic belonging, and toward financial considerations. 
		

		
			Both the ACLU and RoC argue against practices like cash bail so long as costs exceed revenues. Citing how 60  percent of the jail population awaits trial behind bars because they cannot make bail, Katie Greer from the RoC estimates that “pretrial incarceration is costing the nation roughly $13.6 bil-lion every year ” (2017:¶2). Meanwhile, Udi Ofer from the ACLU says, “ There’s a better way towards justice” (2017:¶9). Pointing to states that have already initiated reform mea sures, like New Jersey, he argues for policy changes that ensure that “judges make informed decisions for each individ-ual they see and exhaust all other alternatives before ever resorting to 
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			money bail ” (Ofer 2017:¶9). Both organ izations are critical of imposing finan-cial punishments on those who are too poor to pay, but neither sees cash bail as bankrupt to its core or as a conflict of interest among institutions that constitute the system (Bannon, Nagrecha, and Diller 2010; Beckett and Harris 2011; Katzenstein and Nagrecha 2011; Martin 2018). 
		

		
			Rather than aspire to a neutral, value- free rule of law, the commodifica-tion of crime through practices like cash bail or fines and fees transforms the justice system into the originator and beneficiary of its own revenue stream. This financial arrangement creates vested interests among those who work within these institutions (Page  2011). Regardless of whether those employed within the justice system are well intentioned or desire progres-sive penal reform, their livelihood is tied to the collection of revenues that help pay for their own salaries, in addition to cycling people in and out of the system. These employees are positioned to weigh their material inter-ests against their morals in an era of precarious labor, where their occupa-tional security provides ample incentive to participate in practices of monetary punishment but little reason to act to the contrary. The ACLU and RoC do not critique the practices of cash bail or fines and fees in this way. They do not make an argument that these sanctions are a perverse incentive for the justice system to prioritize revenue generation over due pro cess, pub-lic safety, and the general rule of law. All the while, people of color are dis-proportionately left to the pay the price. 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			There is a tendency to understand racial in equality, and all the mechanisms like mass imprisonment that produce it, not as something in which every-one participates— liberals and conservatives alike (Bonilla- Silva 2003). Rather than hold a structural viewpoint that implicates the entire social system, eyes can become fixated on the incendiary sins of the style of racism that is endorsed by white nationalist groups, the Ku Klux Klan, and to some extent the Republican Party. Focusing attention in such narrow ways glosses over all the well- meaning, well- intentioned liberals who otherwise promote inter-ests that maintain the status quo of racial inequality. It turns a (color-)blind eye to liberalism so that “liberal agendas become contrast background, glossed quickly and presumed virtuous ” (Murakawa 2014:10). So long as par-tisanship is crudely cast in these bifurcated terms, scholars fail to explicate the complicit and active roles that conservatives and liberals play together in creating the problems associated with mass imprisonment. 
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			Today may seem like a moment when Amer ica stands at a po litical cross-roads. Following the election of Barack Obama, the nation ’s first black pres-ident, was the election of Donald Trump —a man who has denied Obama ’s claim to American citizenship, has generalize Mexicans as criminals, drug users, and rapists, and has called for banning all Muslim entry into Amer-ica. Liberal pundit Van Jones described the 2016 election result as a “white-lash ” signifying a stark division between reactionary white conservatives and a multiracial liberal coali tion. Even Jones, however, is among those liberal supporters who has worked with the RoC on prison reform, joining forces with the likes of conservative power players ranging from Trump to the Koch Brothers to say: “When you ’ve got more than 2 million people behind bars, I’ll fight alongside anybody to change those numbers” (qtd. in Ball 2015:¶9). 
		

		
			In the shadow of the current political polarization stands bipartisan movement on prison reform that unites what other wise seems like strange bedfellows. What makes this bipartisanship pos sible, we suggest, is a com-mon scaffolding of a market- inspired racial project. Behind the political divide that separates liberal organ izations like the ACLU and conservative ones like RoC rests a common assessment of the situation: that prisons are a failure because they do not aspire to market values of cost efficiency, finan-cial stability, and economic vitality. When market logics are recognized as the centerpiece of bipartisan agendas of prison reform, we argue that the per-mutation of mass imprisonment, not its resolution, can be seen as a logical outcome. By stressing market principles, liberals and conservatives are de-emphasizing questions of racial justice in favor of seemingly race- neutral matters related to the market. 
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			hat do the Bundys have in common with grassroots environmental-ists in West Virginia, or a big green organ ization like the Sierra Club? 
		

		
			In this chapter, I explore such instances of “white” protest to illustrate how individualism and private property (i.e., in land) connect different forms of white re sistance in a settler logic of alienation, appropriation, and domina-tion. The hegemony of color blindness and hyperindividualism prevailing in white American po liti cal culture from the 1980s through the early twenty-first century has discouraged group- and community- based protests. Class has long been an absent discourse in American po litical culture and is often referenced through a language of race, which normalizes white wealth against the poverty of racialized others (Bettie 2014). Biological, genetic, and physical differences have been referenced to explain poverty and justify social exclusion (Wray 2006). Neoliberalism has only exacerbated this tendency, with culture and racialization increasingly standing in for all social differ-ences in the absence of economic critique (Omi and Winant 2015; Du Bois 1998 [1935]). Even when inequality is the focus of a campaign, as it was for Bernie Sanders in 2016, the complaint is often focused on injured “ordinary Americans” who are perceptibly coded as white and male (Branigin 2017). 
		

		
			A resurgence of overt racism since the 2016 election has brought with it an increasing weaponization of the postracial claims of neoliberalism (Omi and Winant 2015; Takei 2018). An example is the Trump administration ’s attack on Native American sovereignty couched in the language of individual 
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			responsibility, bent on transforming Native American nations into another group of racial outsiders looking for special treatment (Diamond 2018). This attack reflects both the entitlement at the heart of US white liberalism and the disavowal at the heart of settler colonialism (Bruyneel 2013). On the one hand, whiteness depends on a foundational alienation —a refusal of relation-ship with racialized others— while on the other hand, it depends on a dis-avowal of this alienation (Dyer 1997). I argue that because of this disavowed rejection, white protest is often posed in the form of race- based injury, which represents a return of the repressed, whether that be “reverse racism, ” a prob-lematic claim of commonality with racialized others, or both. A common example is a claim to Native American identity, especially Cherokee iden-tity (Sturm 2011). 
		

		
			However, the disavowal at the heart of the settler complex also depends on an assumption of white entitlement, innocence, and agency constructed against disempowered others, which makes coalitional work difficult (Cole 2012; Wolfe 2013). This chapter will consider how these complexities shape the collective claims of injury on the part of several “white” groups in the US. The examples of Cliven Bundy family ’s protests, the Sierra Club ’s envi-ronmentalism, and grassroots activism in Appalachia will illustrate the set-tler complex that ties together these diverse instances of white protest. 
		

		
			theoretical background: from Whiteness to 
		

		
			the settler comPlex 
		

		
			White identity in the United States is determined by property and property relations. The desire to appropriate, protect, and conserve white property is at the heart of US racial politics (Lipsitz 1998). The acquisitive individualism characteristic of liberal subjectivity, personified by the white male property owner, has been enshrined in US law and culture as the best form of rela-tion to place and nature (Hardin 1968; Harris 1993). Native American col-lective relations to place are not understood as representing a civil claim to property rights or to represent an “improvement ” of land as dictated by Lock-ean property theory (Kazanjian 2003; Shiva 2015). This doctrine of terra nullius justified the expropriation and genocide of Native people across the continent. US government policies such as the Homestead Acts and the Dawes Act segmented the western US into tracts of private property, public land, and reservations, many of which were further segmented into allot-ments assigned to individual Native men or heads of house holds. These allot-ments were an attempt to rewrite indigenous land relations on the model of patriarchal liberal individualism, as well as a method of expropriation, as 
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			the small allotments often ended up in the hands of wealthier and more powerful white owners (Miner 2013; Taylor 2016). 
		

		
			This material and discursive connection between whiteness and prop-erty necessitates an understanding of white political and rights-seeking behavior that accounts for the specific ways in which white culture relates to land and nature. Property is at the center of rights and justice in the US legal system, and rights to property are favored over other forms of rights not related to property owner ship (Fry, Briggle, and Kincaid 2015; Radin 1982). 
		

		
			Denying Kin 
		

		
			The settler complex is based on a historically derived legal and cultural alien-ation (or refusal of relationship) from other humans in the form of enslave-ment of African people and expropriation of Native land. Property ownership was central to Eu ro pean conceptions of self- rule and democratic citizenship from the late eigh teenth century (Goldberg 2001). This exclusive property-and class- based claim to citizenship is very likely behind many settlers ’ drive to immigrate to the so-called New World, which appeared to offer “a con-stant supply of new territory with which to satisfy the proprietary aspira-tions” of the oppressed people of Eu rope (Wolfe 2013; Finney 2014; Howard 1992). 
		

		
			A second alienation, or refusal of relationship, occurs when land is trans-formed into abstract property. As property, land is divided in ways indiffer-ent to place and ecology for the ease of individual ownership or in the name of national territory (Schneider 2013; J. Scott 1999). The abstraction of land into property is a refusal of the human relationship with nature, other liv-ing things, and landforms. For example, the US- Mexico border disrupts the livelihood of thousands of species struggling to accommodate settler- made obstructions (Carswell 2017). The reduction of people and nonhuman things to chattel breaks the web of interconnectivity recognized in many Native American worldviews (LaDuke 1999; Schneider 2013). 
		

		
			This abstract logic of equivalence, which reduces place to natu ral resources to exploit or protect, sees space, landforms, and living beings as generic equivalents that are subjected to sale, exploitation, or conservation, but not as representing a specific set of relationships or community. This fol-lows the logic of colonization, which emphasizes the differences and mini-mizes the interconnections between subjects and objects, where agency and will reside entirely in the subject, or master, position (Plumwood 1994). The market becomes the lens through which the land is viewed, and the subjects of law become those most fully realized humans who control property to 
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			exploit or protect, rendering unintelligible any claims to rights such as clean water, air, or other nonmarket values (LaDuke 2005; Lucas 2004). 
		

		
			Difficulties in the Fight for Justice 
		

		
			The division of land into abstract units of equivalence, and of species into resources to exploit or protect, generates many irrationalities (Latour and Porter 1993). These include climate change, global radiation drift, persistent organic pollutants in breast milk, fights over rights to hunt traditionally when industrialization has endangered the game, and oceans of plastic waste (Alaimo 2016; Latour and Porter 1993; Lucas 2004; Schneider 2013). The inability to gather the collective will to tame these monsters is related to the prominence of discourses of privatization, personal responsibility, and espe-cially acquisitive individualism. While the problems are collective in nature, the proposed solutions are almost always individualist (Cuomo 2011). 
		

		
			Neoliberalism, beginning in the late 1970s in Britain and combining in the US with a racial reaction to the collective social movements of the civil rights era, has performed a massive re distribution of wealth upward since the mid- twentieth century (Harvey 2007; Omi and Winant 2015). The racial code words that helped dismantle the gains of the civil rights movement were also effective at dismantling the programs helping disadvantaged whites (Omi and Winant 2015; Edsall and Edsall 1992). Neoliberalism ’s hegemony of individualism and personal responsibility has become so pervasive that group- based protests like Black Lives Matter evoke charges of racism, and any gathering to protest injustice is seen as equivalent to the activity of or ga-nized hate groups (Bennett 2017; Merica 2017). 
		

		
			The identification of proper citizenship with private, entrepreneurial individualism, homeownership, and a biopolitics of self-care enables the eruption of protest to be interpreted as the problem (Guthman 2011; Huber 2013). In such instances, the aggrieved person is identified as the source of the trouble (Ahmed 2005). Considering the normative identification of white people as the winners, as the successful subjects of neoliberalism, and as the “ordinary ” American taxpayers to whom politics are addressed, the experience of real and perceived injustice can bring about some com-plex and contradictory political claims. 
		

		
			This chapter traces the connections between three disparate examples of “white” protest. First, the sovereign citizen movement of the Bundy Ranch standoff and Malheur Wildlife Refuge occupation used settler narratives of the frontier in combination with appropriations from the civil rights move-ment, a contradictory articulation perhaps prompted by the election of a nonwhite president. Cliven and Ammon Bundy interpreted public land 
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			management as infringing on the sovereignty and “civil rights” of the ideal, independent American of Turner ’s frontier thesis. Next, mainstream envi-ronmental organ izations such as the Sierra Club promote a politics of con-sumption, liberal sentimentality, and the white savior complex that tends to disavow or minimize white victimization, and to frame environmental prob-lems as distinct from social issues. This leads to some shaky coalitions with environmental groups such as the anti– mountaintop removal (MTR) activ-ists in the West Virginia coalfields. The last example considers how in the fight against coal, oil, and gas in Appalachia, extraction is seen as threaten-ing a white version of indigenous inhabitation. Underlying all of these cases is a form of abstracted individualism that denies history, interconnection, and kinship (Bennett 2010). Each of the following examples illustrate how whiteness and the settler colonial complex impedes real progress toward social justice in the US. 
		

		
			this land is our land 
		

		
			In 2014 sovereign citizen Cliven Bundy claimed injury in his dealings with the US Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The BLM tried to seize Bundy ’s cattle from land he had been using, without paying the required grazing fees, for de cades. Bundy claimed a preexisting right to the resources and denied the US government ’s right to own any land. The armed standoff that arose to defend Bundy ’s cattle included hundreds of armed militiamen defying the federal government. This incident occurred against the backdrop of Presi-dent Obama ’s second term in office and his expansion in several cases of national monument status to BLM land (Varinsky 2017). Bundy ’s militancy, therefore, can be interpreted as a rebellion of sovereign (white) citizens against an overreaching, racialized, big government (Reeve 2012). Bundy ’s triumphant postacquittal “press conference, ” among friends with whom he had just shared steak, is a full- throated claim to white settler privilege. Estab-lishing his status as a “maker, not a taker ” (Klein 2012), Bundy expressed the hope that his guests had enjoyed the steaks he’d provided, exclaiming, “I’d like everybody in the world to enjoy . . . good food. I harvest that with my cattle, [and] my cattle convert that into an edible commodity ” (Anon. 2018). 
		

		
			Extolling “freedom for a man to be able to produce and provide and be happy, ” which he considered enshrined in the Constitution, a “blue print for this type of life, ” Bundy claimed that “we the people” are the government and that no central government has any legitimacy over Clarke County, Nevada (Anon. 2018). Repeating that he had no contract with the federal government or any other government, he blamed his fellow citizens for 
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			thinking they must deal with the federal government at all. Borrowing both vocabulary and logic from John Locke, he proclaimed that his “improving ” of the land gave him rights to the land, and that this right in fact stemmed from “the pioneers . . . the first one to come in here . . . [and] the first drop of water [his team of horses] drank. ” His right to the water, and presumably the land, thus stems from the “first pioneers . . . creating a beneficial use of a renewable resource, ” thus gaining “preemptive rights” (Anon. 2018). 
		

		
			There was a stark inequality in the delicate treatment the armed ranch-ers and allies received in their 2014 demonstration and standoff compared to the treatment of demonstrators in Ferguson, Missouri, the same year, who were met with tanks, teargas, and rubber bullets for protesting the murder of Michael Brown. The white privilege of the ranchers was underlined by an aggressively claimed whiteness. For instance, Bundy asserted that today “[Black people] have nothing to do. ” He thought they were better off in slav-ery, picking cotton. This opinion underlines the irony of his defense, in which his attorney argued that Bundy and his allies were participating in an Amer-ican tradition of protest harkening back to the protests in Selma, Alabama (Mencimer 2017). 
		

		
			In 2016 Cliven ’s son Ammon, his brothers, and many of their sympathiz-ers invaded and occupied the Malheur Wildlife Refuge in Oregon. Ammon Bundy declared, “This land belongs to the people. We must get our govern-ment [ under] control and back to benefiting the people. ” This statement made no mention of the Northern Paiute, who have never ceded the land (Keeler 2016). The occupiers rummaged through Northern Paiute artifacts held in the refuge and used large equipment to dig latrines in the middle of cultur-ally significant sites (Keeler 2016; Killgrove 2016). However, the Bundys’ per-ception of their own victimhood led the family to offer to send help to Standing Rock, North Dakota, during the pipeline protest, in an apparent attempt to coalesce with Native water protectors (Allard 2016). The Bundys’ literal trampling of Native land is a forthright claim of settler entitlement. However, the fundamental amorality of this claim compels them to use the language of racial injustice and indigenous oppression in justifying their protest. 
		

		
			exPlore, enjoy, and Protect 
		

		
			No group could be more seemingly opposed to the Bundys than the Sierra Club. One of the largest green organ izations in the US, it is generally associ-ated with Democratic politics and an embrace of environmental regulation. Nonetheless, the same settler complex that defines the Bundys’ claim to 
		

	
		
			settler culture and White ProPerty 123 
		

		
			preemptive rights to Nevada land underlies the Sierra Club and its white American environmental ethos (Wolfe 2013). The idealized wilderness that the Sierra Club was founded to preserve is a product of nineteenth-century industrialization and the closing of the American frontier (Cronon 1995). In the zoning of the American landscape into property, specific places were ren-dered interchangeable as cities, wilderness, farmland, or ranchland, creat-ing a functionally equivalent abstraction divorced from Native American relationships to places and specific ecologies. In other words, for settlers, exploitation and conservation are two sides of the same coin (Schneider 2013). Land should be “returned ” to the people for exploitation or “saved ” from the people. 
		

		
			John Muir, the founder of the Sierra Club, thought of wild nature as a sacred natu ral cathedral, capable of sustaining the spirit of an educated observer. He considered the Native inhabitants as not removed enough from nature to properly enjoy it (Merchant 2003). The dualism of humanity and nature is instrumental to the objectification of nature not simply as ranch-land to exploit but also as a pristine collector ’s object in the hands of wilderness preservationists. Both reflect the commodification of nature, as expressed in the Sierra Club ’s website slogan “Explore, enjoy, protect ” (Sierra Club n.d.b). 
		

		
			The dualism of human and nature allows for a good-and-evil perspective that puts the blame for environmental harms on (bad) humans or too many (of the wrong) humans. Sierra Club California ’s strug gles with their mem-bership and board over questions of immigration and overpopulation in the US reflects this tendency to focus on an idealized wilderness and to neglect the specific histories of human groups interacting with places and ecologies (Cone 1998). This mainstream environmentalist orientation blames environ-mental problems on overfishing, illegal logging and mining, and other small resource users instead of on industrialization and overconsumption (Rutherford 2011). 
		

		
			In the early years of the twenty- first century, the Sierra Club ’s West Virginia office allied themselves with grassroots groups fighting mountain-top removal (MTR) coal mining in the state. When I interviewed one of the activists working for the Sierra Club in 2004, we both acknowledged that the organization had not had an active environmental justice policy until that time. However, at the height of the Sierra Club ’s Beyond Coal Campaign in West Virginia, celebrity activist Darryl Hannah joined many others in a highly publicized demonstration in front of Marsh Fork Elementary School, which was located below a dam holding back billions of  tons of coal slurry (Nilles and Hitt 2009). Nonetheless, mountaintop removal has 
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			continued its massive expansion in the state. Local activists claim they ’ve been abandoned by the celebrities and the Sierra Club; as one coalfield activist put it, “Most of them have left and moved on and are now fighting other issues with more funding. I don ’t understand why they didn ’t com-plete the job and end mountaintop removal ” (qtd. in Biggers 2016). The website for the Beyond Coal Campaign currently focuses on the retirement of coal- burning power plants as its main objective while including the gen-eral goal of “keeping it in the ground ” (Sierra Club n.d.a). 
		

		
			There is a sad sense of inevitability to the coalfield activists’ charges of betrayal by the Sierra Club. The presence of humans, many of them depen-dent on the mining industry in the affected area, complicates mainstream white environmentalism. As one activist put it, “mountaintop removal is not an accident ” (qtd. in Biggers 2016). The intensity of local conflict over the issue, combined with the overall economic depression and associated pre-scription drug abuse epidemic, paints a picture far from the Sierra Club ’s usual pristine wilderness backdrop (Bell 2016). This failure of co ali tion build-ing reflects some of the challenges of fighting environmental damage from within a “settler colonial complex” (Wolfe 2013). The settler colonial com-plex divides environmental issues from social issues, leaving big green envi-ronmental organ izations ill equipped for the nuances of the role of environmentalism in building community and social justice (Taylor 2016). 
		

		
			environmental justice and “White ” PeoPle 
		

		
			trying to get it right 
		

		
			The coalfield activists fighting mountaintop removal occupy a unique posi-tion in Amer ica ’s racial landscape. White Appalachians have been consid-ered “our con temporary ancestors” or “unadulterated ” Anglo- Saxons, but they are also decried as hillbillies, welfare dependents, and generally igno-rant people (Scott 2010). Poor, disempowered, and generally marginalized white Appalachians are often invoked to deny the existence of white privi-lege. The Sierra Club and various celebrities’ involvement in the anti- MTR movement was perceived in retrospect by local activists as a kind of exploi-tation for publicity. The failure of this coalition clearly reflects class- and region- based inequalities. However, the language of privilege or lack thereof can mask the real working of whiteness, or what might be termed the set-tler complex, in US political culture. 
		

		
			As Wolfe argues, “in the contradictory tension between desiring and rejecting the Native, ambivalence emerges as a primary settler affect ” (2013:8). This is clear in white Appalachians’ contradictory claims of both whiteness 
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			and indigeneity. White Appalachians associate themselves with Native Americans in a variety of ways, including identifying with the experience of losing their land though (internal) colonialism, identifying with the land-based lifestyle and place- based identity of Native Americans, and forming coali tions with Native Americans (Scott 2010). However, this identification represents an appropriation of the concept of colonialism as well as a prob-lematic claim of white setter indigeneity in Appalachia (Pearson 2013). 
		

		
			This problematic identification represents a weak link in environmental coali tion building between white settlers and indigenous and nonindigenous people of color. For example, in an interview from 2004, a coalfield resident and anti- MTR activist said, “Look at this face; look at these cheekbones. We’ve been in these mountains forever. ” The accuracy of this claim to gene-tic indigenous heritage is less impor tant than the fact that this person ’s activ-ism or political identity was not other wise explicitly related to being Native American. The claim seems to function as an appeal to indigenous authen-ticity in order to make a stronger claim to the land than is pos sible from a settler identity (Tallbear 2013). 
		

		
			Similarly, another activist explicitly compared the strug gle against MTR to the theft of Native land: 
		

		
			This is a colony. It has been for over 130 years. They call it King 
		

		
			Coal and that shows that it ’s a colony. The people of this area 
		

		
			have a lot in common with people of color. Unlike the Indians, 
		

		
			who knew what was happening to them, Appalachians don ’t 
		

		
			seem to know what is happening, or they don ’t want to know. 
		

		
			(Scott 2010:213 –14) 
		

		
			There are many things going on in this short utterance. It underlines the whiteness of Appalachians and the community the activist represents while erasing the original colonization of the area that predates the coal industry ’s occupation of 130 years. “King Coal ” also identifies colonialism itself with white settlers ’ “anticolonial ” strug gle against the British monarchy. This framing allows white Appalachians simultaneous identification with Anglo-American settlers and with the indigenous people they displaced. Anti- MTR activists in Appalachia are perhaps among the most educated white people in Amer i ca about issues of environmental injustice, yet because their ener-gies are consumed with the crisis that is MTR, the coalitions they build have often been as calculated as they perceived the Sierra Club ’s was with them. 
		

		
			A last illustration comes from a related movement in West Virginia against the natural gas fracking and pipeline boom. In a beautiful spot that 
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			would be destroyed by a planned pipeline, a property owner showed me a billboard describing the dangers of the new, larger pipelines, which carve a 150- foot- wide right-of- way through the landscape, with a potential impact radius of a mile in case of an explosion. Tiny crosses marked the “graves” of the species that would be affected. A plot of sacred corn represented the con-tribution of “the Indian guys who was in North Dakota. ” He said that some people from Standing Rock “came . . . had a ceremony and prayed. ” Although he saw the connection between the strug gles, his main appreciation was for the tribal members’ contribution to the protection of his property and the environment in West Virginia. My question about coali tions was answered with a description of a coalition between West Virginia counties all dealing with this pipeline. Most likely despite the intentions of the visitors from Standing Rock, their intervention seemed to have little impact on his imag-ination of the strug gle. 
		

		
			However, many Appalachian activists and more radical organ izations did participate in the Standing Rock protests and educated themselves on set-tler colonialism at the same time (Anon. 2016; Dodson 2016). In the fight for environmental justice, white protestors need to recognize and combat their settler complex in order to comprehend the real ity and roots of our current environmental crisis, as well as a political crisis. These examples represent both the limitations and the potential of environmental justice coali tions among white Appalachians and groups of people of color, including indig-enous groups. A real coali tion must address the disavowed injustice at the heart of settler culture as well as current environmental destruction. 
		

		
			conclusions and Policy imPlications 
		

		
			The distance between the Bundy ranchers and Appalachian residents try-ing to preserve life in the mountains is vast, but they are connected by a com-mitment to the righ teousness and morality of the US white settler state and its property structure. Those who actually seek environmental justice must get beyond preserving their own privilege in order to make effective coali-tions with indigenous people and other people of color that do not replicate the settler complex of denial and disavowed relations. Currently President Trump is leading a resurgence of the claim of whiteness and settler privi-lege by declaring that “our ancestors tamed a continent ” (Le Miere 2018), by attempting to reduce sovereign indigenous nations to racial minorities, and by embracing white nationalism and violence (Merica 2017; Gessen 2018) 
		

		
			At a water protectors workshop held in 2018 at an Appalachian univer-sity, four speakers discussed how they, as mothers, worked to protect water 
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			for their children and future generations. Two were white women from Appalachia, working in legal and other orga nizational capacities to protect water from fossil fuel extraction. Two were Native American, one with a tribal identity and a specific landscape at the heart of her organ izing, and the other an activist at large working on various causes in the Eastern US. 
		

		
			Emergent from their panel discussion was an uncomfortable theme — politics as usual and the system set up by various environmental protection agencies—that is increasingly revealed as a road that leads in only one direc-tion: the frack pad, the pipeline, the mine. In other words, the discussion pointed to the (white settler) legal and political system as being designed to encourage and enable the exploitation of resources, the extraction of fossil fuels, and the desecration of ecological systems and the natu ral commons. As one panelist put it, “the chickens have come home to roost. ” The po liti-cal, economic, and legal structures of settler culture are responsible for the powerlessness of communities in the pathway of fossil fuel extraction and transport. 
		

		
			One member of the audience asked how to take white supremacy into account in environmental organ izing, but ensuing discussion from the audi-ence revealed that color blindness was in force as several people commented on “our common strug gles. ” The Native American panelist who had previ-ously identified her tribal affiliation gently took the gathering to task for using indigenous people as tokens, and the other Native woman pointed out the overwhelming whiteness of the audience itself. Another audience mem-ber asked how effective coali tions could be made, in light of the issues that were becoming apparent. Panelists called for practical action in support of people, which could in turn build real relationships that increase trust and community —all steps that could decolonize environmentalism and other social justice work. 
		

		
			Environmentalists interested in environmental justice and other antira-cist white social movements need to clearly differentiate themselves from the Bundys on more than a surface or aesthetic level, which means coming to terms with white supremacist settler histories that underlie claims to land and the general presumption of innocence of the US government and legal pro cesses based on the fundamental alienation of the property relation. Organizers must root out white supremacist ideas of acquisitive individual-ism in favor of solidarity and connection. However, as the panelists’ discus-sion subtly made clear, doing so may require moving beyond the established protest scaffolding that the settler state provides. 
		

		
			In conclusion, white people need to get their shit together. White envi-ronmental activists need a fuller recognition of history and of the settler 
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			complex that undermines environmental politics. Settler culture makes kin out of people with vastly differ ent goals, like the Sierra Club and the Bundys, who share a possessive, abstract, frontier orientation to the American land-scape, while alienating potential allies for an environmental justice–based coalition that could bring about real, substantive change. 
		

		
			references 
		

		
			Ahmed, Sara. 2005. The Cultural Politics of Emotion. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 
		

		
			Alaimo, Stacy. 2016. Exposed: Environmental Politics and Pleasures in Posthuman Times. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
		

		
			Allard, Ladonna Bravebull. 2016. “Why Do We Punish Dakota Pipeline Protesters but Exonerate the Bundys? ” Guardian, November 2. 
		

		
			Anon. 2016. “Solidarity with Standing Rock! #nodapl. ” Appalachia Resist! Retrieved March 7, 2018 (https:// appalachiaresist . wordpress .com / solidarity - with-standing - rock - nodapl /). 
		

		
			Anon. 2018. “Video: Cliven Bundy—First Press Conference. ” Redoubt News, 
		

		
			January 10. Retrieved February 2, 2018 (https:// redoubtnews .com / 2018 / 01 
		

		
			/video - cliven-bundy - first - press - conference /). 
		

		
			Bell, Shannon Elizabeth. 2016. Fighting King Coal: The Challenges to Micromobili-zation in Central Appalachia . Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
		

		
			Bennett, Abbie. 2017. “Republican Senator Dan Bishop Compares Black Lives Matter, Supremacists. ” News and Observer (Raleigh, NC), August 14. Retrieved March 9, 2018 (http://www .newsobserver .com / news / politics -government/ state - politics / article167141422 .html). 
		

		
			Bennett, Jane. 2010. Vibrant Matter: A Politi cal Ecology of Things. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 
		

		
			Bettie, Julie. 2014. Women without Class: Girls, Race, and Identity . Oakland: University of California Press. 
		

		
			Biggers, Jeff. 2016. “Mountaintop Removal Never Ended: Coal River Mountaineers Fight On. ” Common Dreams, October 19. Retrieved March 2, 2018 (https:// www .commondreams .org /views / 2016 / 10 / 19 / mountaintop - removal- never - ended- coal- river - mountaineers - fight). 
		

		
			Branigin, Anne. 2017. “Why Some Black and Brown People Can ’t Trust Bernie Sanders, in 1 Quote. ” The Root , October 31. Retrieved April 26, 2018 (https:// www .theroot .com /why -some-black -and-brown- people- cant - trust -bernie -sande- 1820017450). 
		

		
			Bruyneel, Kevin. 2013. “The American Liberal Colonial Tradition. ” Settler Colonial Studies 3(3-4): 311 –21. 
		

		
			Carswell, Cally. 2017. “Trump’s Wall May Threaten Thousands of Plant and Animal Species on the U.S. –Mexico Border. ” Scientific American, May 10. 
		

	
		
			settler culture and White ProPerty 129 
		

		
			Cole, Teju. 2012. “The White- Savior Industrial Complex. ” Atlantic , March 21. Cone, Marla. 1998. “Sierra Club to Remain Neutral on Immigration. Los Angeles 
		

		
			Times, April 26. 
		

		
			Cronon, William, ed. 1995. Uncommon Ground: Toward Reinventing Nature. New York: W. W. Norton. 
		

		
			Cuomo, Chris J. 2011. “Climate Change, Vulnerability, and Responsibility. ” Hypatia 26(4): 690 –714. 
		

		
			Dodson, Willie. 2016. “Appalachians against the Dakota Access Pipeline. ” Appalachian Voices, December 14. Retrieved March 7, 2018 (http:// appvoices .org / 2016 / 12 / 14/ appalachians - no - dapl /). 
		

		
			Du Bois, W. E. B. 1998 (1935). Black Reconstruction in Amer i ca, 1860 –1880 . New York: Free Press. 
		

		
			Dyer, Richard. 1997. White: Essays on Race and Culture. New York, NY: Routledge. Edsall, Thomas Byrne, and Mary D. Edsall. 1992. Chain Reaction: The Impact of 
		

		
			Race, Rights, and Taxes on American Politics. New York: W. W. Norton. Finney, Carolyn. 2014. Black Faces, White Spaces: Reimagining the Relationship of 
		

		
			African Americans to the Great Outdoors. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press. 
		

		
			Fry, Matthew, Adam Briggle, and Jordan Kincaid. 2015. “Fracking and Environ-mental (In)Justice in a Texas City. ” Ecological Economics 117. 
		

		
			Gessen, Masha. 2018. “Elizabeth Warren Falls for Trump’s Trap —and Promotes Insidious Ideas about Race and DNA. ” New Yorker. October 16. 
		

		
			Goldberg, David Theo. 2001. The Racial State. Malden, MA: Wiley- Blackwell. Guthman, Julie. 2011. Weighing In: Obesity, Food Justice, and the Limits of 
		

		
			Capitalism. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
		

		
			Hardin, Garrett. 1968. “The Tragedy of the Commons. ” Originally published in Science, December 13. 
		

		
			Harris, Cheryl I. 1993. “Whiteness as Property. ” Harvard Law Review (8): 1707 –91. Harvey, David. 2007. A Brief History of Neoliberalism. New York: Oxford Univer-
		

		
			sity Press. 
		

		
			Howard, Ron, dir. 1992. Far and Away (film). Imagine Films Entertainment and Universal Pictures. 
		

		
			Huber, Matthew. 2013. Lifeblood: Oil, Freedom, and the Forces of Capital. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
		

		
			Kazanjian, David. 2003. The Colonizing Trick. Minneapolis: University of Minne-sota Press. 
		

		
			Keeler, Jacqueline. 2016. “ ‘It ’s So Disgusting ’: Malheur Militia Dug Latrine Trenches among Sacred Artifacts. ” Indian Country Media Network, Febru-ary 17. Retrieved May 12, 2020 (https:// indiancountrytoday .com / archive / it -s -so- disgusting - malheur - militia- dug - latrine- trenches -among -sacred-artifacts - FmyM0FlQ0kalIRhBNbOCyw). 
		

		
			Killgrove, Kristina. 2016. “Bundy Militia Compared to ISIS for Pawing through Native American Artifacts, Destroying Sites. ” Forbes, January 21. 
		

	
		
			130 scott 
		

		
			Klein, Ezra. 2012. “Romney ’s Theory of the ‘Taker Class, ’ and Why It Matters. ” Washington Post , September 17. 
		

		
			LaDuke, Winona. 1999. All Our Relations: Native Strug gles for Land and Life. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
		

		
			—— —. 2005. Recovering the Sacred: The Power of Naming and Claiming . Cam-bridge, MA: South End Press. 
		

		
			Latour, Bruno, and Catherine Porter. 1993. We Have Never Been Modern. Cam-bridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
		

		
			Le Miere, Jason. 2018. “Donald Trump Says ‘Our Ancestors Tamed a Continent ’ and ‘We Are Not Going to Apologize for Amer ica. ’ ” Newsweek, April 25. 
		

		
			Lipsitz, George. 1998. The Possessive Investment in Whiteness: How White People Profit from Identity Politics. Revised and expanded edition. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
		

		
			Lucas, Anne E. 2004. “No Remedy for the Inuit: Accountability for Environmental Harms under U.S. and International Law. ” Pp. 191 –208 in New Perspectives on Environmental Justice: Gender, Sexuality, and Activism. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 
		

		
			McNeil, Bryan T. 2013. Combating Mountaintop Removal: New Directions in the Fight against Big Coal. Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 
		

		
			Mencimer, Stephanie. 2017. “Cliven Bundy ’s Lawyer Compares His Armed 
		

		
			Re sistance to the Selma Marchers. ” Mother Jones, September 29. 
		

		
			Merchant, Carolyn. 2003. “Shades of Darkness: Race and Environmental History. ” Environmental History 8(3): 380 –94. 
		

		
			Merica, Dan. 2017. “Trump: ‘Both Sides’ to Blame for Charlottesville. ” CNN, August 15. Retrieved March 9, 2018 (https://www .cnn .com / 2017 / 08 / 15/ politics / trump - charlottesville- delay / index .html). 
		

		
			Miner, Dylan A. T. 2013. “Tikibiing Booskikamigaag: An Indigenous History and Ecology of Flint, Michigan. ” [ Grand Rapids, MI: Issue Press.] Retrieved March 9, 2018 (https://www . academia .edu / 4412716 / Tikibiing _ Booskikamigaag _ An _ Indigenous _ History _ and _ Ecology _ of _ Flint _ Michigan). 
		

		
			Nilles, Bruce, and Mary Ann Hitt. 2009. “From the Senate to the WV Coalfields, a Pivotal Week for Mountaintop Removal. ” Sierra Club, June 25. Retrieved March 2, 2018 (http:// blogs . sierraclub .org / compass / 2009 / 06 / from- the-senate - to - the- wv - coalfields -a- pivotal- week - for - mountaintop - removal .html). 
		

		
			Omi, Michael, and Howard Winant. 2015. Racial Formation in the United States. 3rd edition. New York: Routledge. 
		

		
			Pearson, Stephen. 2013. “ ‘The Last Bastion of Colonialism ’: Appalachian Settler Colonialism and Self- Indigenization. ” American Indian Culture and Research Journal 37(2): 165 –84. 
		

		
			Plumwood, Val. 1994. Feminism and the Mastery of Nature. London: Routledge. Radin, Margaret Jane. 1982. “Property and Personhood. ” Stanford Law Review 
		

		
			34(5): 957. 
		

	
		
			settler culture and White ProPerty 131 
		

		
			Reeve, Elspeth. 2012. “Just How Racist Is the ‘Obama Phone’ Video? ” Atlantic , September 27. 
		

		
			Rutherford, Stephanie. 2011. Governing the Wild . Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
		

		
			Schneider, Lindsey. 2013. “ ‘ There’s Something in the Water ’: Salmon Runs and Settler Colonialism on the Columbia River. ” American Indian Culture and Research Journal 37(2): 149 –64. 
		

		
			Scott, James C. 1999. Seeing like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed . New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
		

		
			Scott, Rebecca. 2010. Removing Mountains: Extracting Nature and Identity in the Appalachian Coalfields. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
		

		
			Shiva, Vandana. 2015. Earth Democracy: Justice, Sustainability, and Peace. Berkeley, CA: North Atlantic Books. 
		

		
			Sierra Club. n.d.a. “About Us | Beyond Coal. ” Retrieved March 2, 2018 (https:// content . sierraclub .org / coal / about - the- campaign). 
		

		
			— — —. n.d.b. “Explore, Enjoy and Protect the Planet. ”® Sierra Club website, home page. Retrieved February 28, 2018 (https://www . sierraclub .org). 
		

		
			Sturm, Circe. 2011. Becoming Indian: The Strug gle over Cherokee Identity in the Twenty-First Century . Santa Fe, NM: School for Advanced Research Press. 
		

		
			Takei, Carl. 2018. “How Police Can Stop Being Weaponized by Bias- Motivated 911 Calls. ” American Civil Liberties Union. Retrieved October 17, 2018 (https:// www . aclu .org / blog / racial- justice / race-and- criminal- justice / how - police- can -stop -being - weaponized-bias - motivated). 
		

		
			Tallbear, Kimberly. 2013. Native American DNA: Tribal Belonging and the False Promise of Gene tic Science. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
		

		
			Taylor, Dorceta. 2016. The Rise of the American Conservation Movement. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 
		

		
			Templeton, Amelia. 2016. “Judge Denies Motion by Ammon Bundy ’s Lawyer for Mistrial. ” Oregon Public Broadcasting, September 16. Retrieved February 2, 2018 (https://www .opb .org / news / series / burns - oregon-standoff -bundy - militia - news - updates / malheur - national- wildlife- refuge- trial- facebook - evidence /). 
		

		
			Varinsky, Dana. 2017. “Here’s Every Piece of Land Obama Has Put under Protec-tion during His Presidency. ” Business Insider , January 16. Retrieved March 21, 2018 (http://www .businessinsider .com / every - piece- of - land- obama- has 
		

		
			- protected-2017 - 1). 
		

		
			Wolfe, Patrick. 2013. “The Settler Complex: An Introduction. ” American Indian Culture and Research Journal 37(2): 1 –22. 
		

		
			Wray, Matt. 2006. Not Quite White: White Trash and the Bound aries of White-ness. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 
		

	
		
			132 
		

		
			
				chaPter 8 
			
		

		
			
				LOCAL 
				IMMIGRATION 
				ENFORCEMENT 
			
		

		
			
				Shaping 
				and 
				Maintaining 
				Policies 
				through 
			
		

		
			
				White 
				Saviors 
				and 
				Economic 
				Motivations 
			
		

		
			
				felicia 
				arriaga 
			
		

		
			he 2016 Presidential election reopened conversations about immi-gration enforcement at the border, yet the subsequent executive orders 
		

		
			sought to also bolster immigration enforcement practices within the inte-rior of the United States to target approximately 12 million undocumented people. The focus on the border wall also continued a practice of inatten-tion to and forgetting about a fully functioning deportation machine that was used to remove 2.5 million people through immigration orders between 2009 and 2015. Because Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) has limited personnel to “manage” individuals they wish to detain and deport, they must depend on local law enforcement to assist them. Yet we know very little about local law enforcement ’s practices. Furthermore, this level of col-laboration forces us to ask, Who is responsible for local immigration enforcement? 
		

		
			This chapter identifies two justifications (white savior efforts and eco-nomic motivations) used in the initiation of one partic u lar local- level partnership —Section 287(g) of the Immigration and Nationality Act—and its persistence within North Carolina, a state known as the testing ground and early adopter of many immigrant enforcement partnerships. Ignoring the racist justifications of these local programs is just one example of what Charles Mills (2007) calls collective amnesia. This amnesia, as it pertains to 
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			race, allows for “conflicting judgements about what is important in the past and what is unimportant. ” Although many legal scholars focus on the racial-ized history of immigration policy construction at the federal level, little research in sociology ties those federal- level histories to localized racist his-tories of adoption and implementation, particularly for the 287(g) program implemented in North Carolina. Such programs authorize local law officers to detect, detain, and deport unauthorized immigrants through an agree-ment with ICE (Nguyen and Gill 2010; Pedroza 2019). The par tic u lar part-nership between ICE and local North Carolina sheriffs was introduced in the late 1990s and was amended to the 1996 Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), although few localities showed inter-est in 287(g) programs until after 9/11 in 2001. 
		

		
			In this chapter, I seek to answer the following: How do whites frame and justify the persistence of this par tic u lar immigration enforcement partner-ship? Also, what forms of white re sistance are occurring in response to questions of transparency and accountability? I begin by briefly reviewing the relevant liter a ture on collective amnesia before problematizing two of the justifications that emerged: namely, the role of white saviors then and now, and how white economic interests complicate this understanding of amnesia. 
		

		
			The pre sent political climate—characterized by the blatant anti-immigrant rhetoric during the 2016 presidential elections that continues today —has also encouraged local- level re sistance from Latino community members against immigration enforcement partnerships. An example of this re sistance was seen in the 2018 sheriff elections in North Carolina. In some ways, this reflects conditions similar to the 2006 Latino waves of protest, which emerged under conditions of Republican Party control, strong post-9/11 nativist sentiments, and a looming legislative threat in the Sensenbrenner Bill (the Border Protection, Antiterrorism and Illegal Immigration Control Act) of 2005 (Zepeda- Millan 2017). Furthermore, few national efforts prior to the Trump presidential administration had forced the Democratic Party, both locally and nationally, to address these concerns. Although the 2016 elections focused mainly on potential class divisions within the white pop-ulation, less attention was paid to the economic motivations of more agri-culturally dependent locations like North Carolina, where white re sistance to harsh immigration rhetoric and proposed policy actually follows a differ-ent path. Instead, white resistance/mobilization in the state occurs in two ways: to maintain a mostly Latino immigrant workforce, and in order for sheriffs to maintain their political positions in the 2018 elections. 
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			theoretical background 
		

		
			Nationwide studies of immigration enforcement policies and practices can provide useful information but often fail to account for the blatantly racist rhetoric used to implement local policies in areas receiving less attention, as well as the ways in which whites (beyond law enforcement) maintain those practices while si multaneously embarking in collective amnesia about the initial implementation. Below I briefly outline the term collective amnesia and the justifications that emerged to explain the initiation of local immi-gration enforcement, its persistence, and the new tensions in the Trump era. 
		

		
			Collective Amnesia 
		

		
			Although the local law enforcement partnerships with ICE called 287(g) pro-grams drew public attention in the beginning (between 2006 and 2008 in North Carolina), they became invisible through normalized enforcement practices, subsequent collective amnesia of the program ’s impetus, and com-peting priorities, which prevented community members from maintaining a sustained re sistance. I suggest that this amnesia is upheld by the frames of white innocence, ignorance, and white savior mentality (Bonilla- Silva 1997; Mills 2007; Vera and Gordon 2003; Moore and Pierce 2007; Ross 1990). Charles Mills writes about collective amnesia, 
		

		
			But if we need to understand collective memory, we also need to understand collective amnesia. Indeed, they go together insofar 
		

		
			as memory is necessary selective — out of the infinite sequence of 
		

		
			events, some trivial, some momentous, we extract what we see as 
		

		
			the crucial ones and organize them into an overall narrative. . . . 
		

		
			Thus there will be both official and counter- memory, with 
		

		
			conflicting judgments about what is important in the past and 
		

		
			what is unimportant, what happened and does matter, what 
		

		
			happened and does not matter, and what did not happen at all. 
		

		
			So applying this to race, there will obviously be an intimate relationship between white identity, white memory, and white amnesia, especially about nonwhite victims. (2007:29) 
		

		
			Although I find white ignorance and white innocence to be two frames of collective amnesia that go hand in hand to maintain immigration enforce-ment partnerships, I focus more on the role of “saviors” in this chapter to further flesh out how these segments of the population navigate local prac-tices. I label economic saviors to highlight their controversial perspectives 
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			of pushing for “positive” changes in immigration laws to maintain their own economic position while si multa neously advocating for a deportable labor force. 
		

		
			White Saviors 
		

		
			Substantial attention has been paid to the surge of white voter participation in the 2016 election (Frey 2016; Morgan and Lee 2018), while white commu-nity mobilization in North Carolina was si multa neously occurring at the local level, particularly at 287(g) steering committee meetings. These are yearly meetings to discuss partnerships with ICE adopted by local sheriffs. In 2016, there was what Howard Winant (2004) might call a “politicization of whites, ” which stems from the racial egalitarianism of the post –civil rights era. Yet that politicization accurately describes white liberal mobilization in the current moment that continues to reify white liberal individualism (Lipsitz 1998; Moore and Pierce 2007). Vera and Gordon (2003) also argue against the classification of whites into racists and antiracists so as not to reduce and negate the ways in which all whites uphold white supremacy, something that must be interrogated in this moment when the Indivisible movement is mimicking the form of the Tea Party movement (Roth 2018). Extensive research focuses on white saviors in films (Moore and Pierce 2007), in the public school system (Cheryl 2016; Miller and Harris 2018), in inter-national humanitarian aid (Cole 2012; Bex and Craps 2016), and increasingly in social movement organizations (Flaherty 2016), yet much of this research does not focus on how law enforcement may frame themselves in this man-ner, particularly if they may perceive themselves as an intermediary between a federal agency and their own localized role of implementing “public safety. ” Moreover, James Baldwin reminds us that historically, there wasn ’t such a distinction between law enforcement and local white faith leaders, 
		

		
			These ministers, however, are of no interest in themselves—at 
		

		
			least of no more intrinsic interest than any Deep South Sheriff. . . . 
		

		
			Both believe that they are able to define and privileged to impose 
		

		
			law and order; and both, historically and actually, know that law 
		

		
			and order are meant to keep me in my place. . . . In many ways, perhaps in the deepest ways, the minister and the sheriff were 
		

		
			hired by the Republic to keep the Republic white—to keep it from 
		

		
			sin. (2011:199 –200) 
		

		
			Furthermore, instead of supporting the wishes of directly affected local com-munities, these individuals (both law enforcement and community members 
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			alike) may demonstrate contradictory positions that ultimately allow them to maintain both economic and political dominance. 
		

		
			Economic “Saviors ” 
		

		
			Economic incentives played two roles in maintaining local immigration enforcement. On the one hand, law enforcement agencies could financially gain from taking a “tough on immigration ” approach, particularly in the earlier years of implementation when federal and state spending was set aside for operations. On the other, white dominance also relies on surplus labor (Roediger 2007; Stuart 2011), particularly in places like the South where an agricultural system depends on undocumented workers to keep operating costs low. Nowhere else was this more apparent than in the various attempts at the local, state, and federal level to pass legislation that would make it more difficult to hire undocumented workers, and the subsequent responses from local and state agricultural sectors. Elsewhere, Andy Clarno (2017) describes the nature of these types of coercive labor regimes whereby neoliberal racial capital ist systems work to keep a labor force like farmworkers in the econ-omy while ensuring that the gains of such a system remain in the hands of citizens. Abigail Fisher Williamson argues that limited local ave nues for rev-enue generation should force local officials to implement accommodating practices for immigrants because doing so could bolster the economy in three ways: “whether by providing a desirable workforce, enhancing local entrepreneurship, or increasing their city ’s cultural vibrancy ” (2018:126). 
		

		
			research design 
		

		
			I heavi ly draw on archival resources, which I use to triangulate information from each county (see table 8.1). The documents are described as they appear throughout the chapter, but most of these materials are from newspapers as well as archival data (city and county commissioner documents, including budgets, meeting minutes, and minutes from community forums), particu-larly from around the time of the adoption of 287(g) partnerships between ICE and local law enforcement (2005 –8). Although I use these publicly avail-able documents in this chapter, bolstering some of my claims is possible only through the use of information obtained through public records requests, which are ongoing. 
		

		
			Data collection included sorting through approximately ten years of city-and county- level documentation searching for references to ICE and/or immigrants. In some cases, this included references to the issue of national security, but for the most part it did not. I also sampled available local 
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			newspapers for terms related to immigration. Most of the quotes through-out this chapter do not identify speakers by name, unless the information was publicly available. Instead, I have indicated what agency, community organ ization, or other entity the person is representing ( table 8.1). Second, I collected information from newspaper archives, protest flyers, and activist websites. Lastly, I have included relevant interviews and observations from my time as a participant observer. Over the course of three years, I attended relevant community meetings across the state—sometimes alone, sometimes with a crowd like the one that sparked my initial interest. Sometimes people would ask where the sheriff was, sometimes I’d just ask a series of questions. And sometimes the questions would get shut down by ICE officials or local Sheriff Office representatives. In 2015, when community organizers began to revive their fights against local Sheriff Offices, I would observe those efforts while reverting back (by traveling to these locations and by conduct-ing retroactive data analysis and interview collection) to the environment where it all began. 
		

		
			Using a combination of process tracing and modified grounded theory required me to be involved in data collection and analy sis si multaneously (Charmaz 2006). Beach and Pedersen describe pro cess tracing as working backward “from the outcome by sifting through the evidence in an attempt 
		

		
			table 8.1. Data collection sources across North Carolina counties 
		

		
			
					
					
						County 

					
				
					
					
						Public archival data 

					
				
					
					
						Interview data 

					
				
					
					
						Public meetings/events 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						Henderson 

					
				
					
					
						Blue Ribbon Committee on Illegal Immigration (2007), 

						County Commissioner meetings (2006 –16), MOUs, county budget documents (2006 –18) 

					
				
					
					
						Blue Ribbon Committee members, county officials, Sheriff ’s Office personnel 

					
				
					
					
						2015 287(g) Steering 

						Committee meeting (only 

						participant), community 

						meeting, Sheriff ’s Office 

						information session 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						Gaston 

					
				
					
					
						County Commissioner meetings (2006 –16), MOUs, 

						county bud get documents (2006 –18) 

					
				
					
					
					
						2015 and 2016 287(g) 

						Steering Committee 

						meetings (only participant) 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						Mecklenburg 

					
				
					
					
						County Commissioner meetings (2006 –16), Mayor ’s 

						Immigration Study Commission (2006 –7), MOUs, county bud get documents (2006 –18) 

					
				
					
					
						Community organ ization, 

						Immigration Study Commission 

						member 

					
				
					
					
						2015 and 2016 287(g) 

						Steering Committee 

						meetings 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						Wake 

					
				
					
					
						County Commissioner meetings (2006 –16), MOUs, 

						county bud get documents (2006 –18) 

					
				
					
					
						Community members 

					
				
					
					
						2015 and 2016 287(g) 

						Steering Committee 

						meetings 

					
				
			

			
					
					
						Cabarrus 

					
				
					
					
						Visioning meeting of County Commissioners (2007), 

						County Commissioner meetings (2006 –16), MOUs, county budget documents (2006 –18) 

					
				
					
					
					
						2015 and 2016 287(g) 

						Steering Committee 

						meetings (only participant) 

					
				
			

		

		
			Other: correspondence with 287(g) program man agers in North Carolina and with Southern Region communications director (spokesman) for US Immigration and Customs Enforcement. 
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			to uncover ” a variety of consequences or pro cesses being studied (2013:19 – 20). This process allowed me to connect major processes (framing, coalition building, mobilization, etc.) to effects (Zepeda- Millan 2017; George and Bennett 2005; McAdam). Once I completed participant observation field notes, I used a modified grounded- theory approach for coding to identify analytic themes and to organize information. 
		

		
			results and discussions 
		

		
			White Saviors 
		

		
			Whites justified their roles in immigration enforcement in three ways: from newly politicized white perspectives, local law enforcement perspectives, and ICE perspectives. 
		

		
			Politicized Whites. According to county commissioner documents, during the initial implementation of local immigration enforcement programs (2006–8), elected officials in a few counties attempted to mitigate some bla-tant anti- immigrant sentiments by creating opportunities for community dialogues, as showcased in Henderson and Mecklenburg Counties. During that time, co alitions of Latino immigrants and white religious leaders attempted to counter blatantly anti- immigrant sentiments and policies. At times, the goals of these two groups did not align, and once implementation began, few whites continued to pay attention to these practices ( until rela-tively recently). Multiple localities initially created Immigrant Justice Com-mittees or something similar, but they did not continue interrogating the enforcement practices occurring at the local level. 
		

		
			In response to the 2016 presidential election, white people across the country began to orga nize themselves into Indivisible groups (Roth 2018), foreshadowing the emergence in 2019 of Lights for Liberty. In my experi-ences in vari ous counties in North Carolina, these individuals also or ga nized themselves without first taking stock of groups that previously orga nized around immigrant rights. The Indivisible movement proudly points to the effectiveness of the Tea Party ’s rise and attempts to emulate this strategy, although this should draw some critiques from social scientists who suggest that antiracist organ izations are similar in some ways to white supremacist organizations (Indivisible 2018). 
		

		
			Most striking within these predominantly religious groups are the sharp distinctions made between “criminals ” who should be deported and 
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			law-abiding individuals. In various meetings, I asked whether ICE might be entering into probation and parole settings, and in two different counties, these individuals justified not raising awareness of these instances by sug-gesting that those on probation and parole “did something wrong. ” This is in stark contrast to grassroots Latinx groups like one in Asheville, North Carolina, that notifies people on their Facebook page when ICE picks people up from probation appointments (CIMA 2018). Often, white individuals from religious institutions facilitate the idea of members of law enforcement as protectors, echoing law enforcement sentiments about criminals while maintaining an intermediary role between law enforcement and the predom-inantly Latino immigrant community. 
		

		
			Local Law Enforcement. Overwhelmingly, the law enforcement officers I observed in community meetings reiterated their attempts to “protect ” com-munity members from “criminals. ” Yet this sentiment of desiring to “save” or “protect ” (in this current moment) Latino immigrants drastically differs from the blatant anti- immigrant sentiments that their pre de ces sors used when advocating for the protection of white community members (Arriaga 2017). Not only does this contradiction showcase law enforcement ’s patron-izing relationship with community members, but it also does so without evi-dence that they are solely removing “criminals. ” Local law enforcement and local elected officials, in 287(g) counties and elsewhere, use the following rhe-toric to maintain their stance on local level implementation of federal immigration enforcement: 
		

		
			That ’s not how we do business—my ability to do the job has to do with communication with the community. . . . If anyone calls us 
		

		
			for any ser vice, please understand we don ’t care and don ’t ask 
		

		
			about how you came here, we’re here to make you more 
		

		
			secure. . . . We have access to a criminal database to see who is in 
		

		
			our community, most of y ’all don ’t want them either. (Sheriff 
		

		
			Charles S. McDonald, qtd. in Latino Information Network 2017) 
		

		
			In that time, [Sheriff Irwin] Carmichael said, the department has discovered it was holding undocumented immigrants who were wanted for felony child abuse, murder and possessing a weapon of mass destruction. As a result of such arrests, Carmichael believes participating in 287(g) makes both his staff and the community safer. (qtd. in Bell 2017) 
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			I think that ’s what the president is saying and I know that ’s what 
		

		
			I’m saying —if you ’re a bad guy regardless of who you are —I want 
		

		
			you out of Wake County. (Sheriff Donnie Harrison, qtd. in Brown 2017) 
		

		
			ICE Perspectives. Prior to the 2018 sheriff races in North Carolina, only three sheriffs claimed not to honor detainer requests (requests to hold immigrants in local jails while ICE decides whether to pick them up) from ICE, yet ICE did not make direct statements against those policy changes. That is, until July 25, 2018, when ICE officials made comments to the Herald Sun about the Orange County Sheriff ’s Office’s decision to release an undocumented man without first notifying ICE. Orange County allegedly ended that pol-icy in 2017. In this instance, ICE focused on the individual ’s previous offense; an ICE official stated, “What is not in dispute is the sheriff ’s major failed to contact ICE to let us know he had an egregious criminal offender he was about to return to community ” (qtd. in WRAL 2018). ICE painting itself as morally above the decisions of the local sheriff is an attempt to sway public opinion, particularly since this statement was not directed at the sheriff him-self but was passed on to media first. Alternatively, ICE also continued to emphasize “saving ” community members from collateral arrests, if local-level jail identification and notification did not persist. This ultimatum, whereby ICE may need to conduct more field operations instead of finding immigrants in local jails, is also an attempt to repress community organ-izing efforts against these localized collaborations. 
		

		
			economic “saviors ” 
		

		
			The persistent invisibility of 287(g) program operations also protects white economic interests and benefits majority- white communities. In the pro-gram ’s early years, during community input sessions, business representa-tives expressed concerns about the negative impact of extra immigration enforcement. Yet similar concerns were not raised about additional income resulting from detaining and housing undocumented immigrants. In the ini-tial years of implementation, incentives to detain and house individuals also came from state and national entities. 
		

		
			Business Interests 
		

		
			Although only one of the counties with a 287(g) program—Henderson County—relies heavi ly on agriculture that employs primarily immigrant labor, the state ’s other ninety- five immigrant- dependent counties, which 
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			were not operating with 287(g) programs, would also face negative conse-quences from anti- immigrant worker legislation. To the extent that this is expected, the North Carolina Farm Bureau steps in to lobby against any bills that would make it easier to deport immigrant workers. 
		

		
			The owners of several local agriculture businesses have penned a 
		

		
			letter to Meadows, Burr and Tillis asking them to support immi-
		

		
			gration reform legislation that allows them to keep their workforce. 
		

		
			The Town of Mills River’s Agricultural Advisory Committee 
		

		
			crafted the letter Thursday and addressing it to U.S. Rep. Mark Meadows, U.S. Sen. Richard Burr and U.S. Sen. Thom Tillis. 
		

		
			“Congress must pass legislation that preserves agriculture’s 
		

		
			experienced workforce by allowing current farm workers to earn 
		

		
			legal status, ” the letter says. 
		

		
			“For future needs, legislation must create an agricultural 
		

		
			worker visa program that provides access to a legal and reliable workforce moving forward. This visa program needs to be 
		

		
			market- based and have the flexibility to meet the needs of 
		

		
			producers, including those with year- round labor needs, such as 
		

		
			dairy and livestock. ” (Lacey 2017) 
		

		
			Around the same time, a local community group in the Piedmont Triad (the state’s central region) reposted a visit Senator Tillis made to a dairy farm to highlight the contradiction of supporting immigrant labor while not sup-porting additional areas of integration (Moore and Pierce 2017). 
		

		
			This economic benefit was one of the only areas cited as a “positive ” aspect of the increased immigration to these counties. To simplify this argument from a pro- business perspective, in eastern North Carolina, state represen-tatives who also own larger farms passed legislation in the 2017 Farm Bill meant to dissuade any organ izing and collective bargaining agreements of farmworkers—particularly those affiliated with the Farm Labor Organ izing Committee (Bouloubasis 2017). FLOC president Baldemar Velasquez empha-sized this self-serving purpose, stating, “Politicians that are also growers shouldn ’t pass self-serving laws simply because they don ’t want their work-ers to unionize” (SPLC 2017). 
		

		
			Recently, a federal court blocked the North Carolina Farm Act of 2017 after a lawsuit was filed by the Southern Poverty Law Center and other civil rights groups, claiming that the law violates Fourteenth Amendment rights (SPLC 2018). In some ways, farmworkers are “protected ” from the same E- Verify employment eligibility verification processes that targeted larger 
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			pork and poultry factories like Smithfield in eastern North Carolina back in 2007 (Collins 2007). Unfortunately, this lack of protection also keeps them in a precarious position, as demonstrated when migrant workers called 911 for help during Hurricane Florence. Instead of listening to these individuals, emergency ser vices communicated with their employer, who told them that the workers “had every thing they needed as far as food and water ” (Hernan-dez 2018). 
		

		
			Law Enforcement Incentives 
		

		
			Vargas and McHarris (2017) describe the financial relationship between fed-eral aid and racial threat responses, yet they ignore the roles that states and individuals have in advocating for this funding. That relationship is clear in North Carolina, where the state legislature set aside funding for the 2007 Illegal Immigration Project/Sheriffs Immigration Enforcement Agreement (North Carolina Sheriffs’ Association 2008). This bill, sponsored by North Carolina House representatives Marion McLawhorn, Harry Warren, and Joe Kiser, moved money from the General Fund to the Governor ’s Crime Com-mission of then the Department of Crime Control and Public Policy, allo-cating $750,000 in Fiscal Year 2007 –8. For the 2008 –9 fiscal year, it also allocated $1 million to the North Carolina Sheriff ’s Association to provide technical assistance and advice for the 287(g) program, provide technical assistance to sheriffs seeking to negotiate MOUs with ICE, and enable sher-iffs to send personnel to training by reimbursing travel costs and the offi-
		

		
			cer ’s salary during training. 
		

		
			3 
		

		
			In 2008, the Burlington Times-News reported that Alamance County, at the onset of their 287(g) program, would probably earn a combined $5.5 mil-lion to $6 million for housing immigration detainees and detainees of the US Marshals Ser vice. The jail took in about $400,000 in bed rentals for Feb-ruary alone, Sheriff Terry Johnson said (Boyer 2008). 
		

		
			Furthermore, Jim Pendergraph, former Mecklenburg sheriff, “was hired in 2007 to head up ICE’s Office of State and Local Coordination in part to over-see the 287(g) process nationally ” (Coleman 2012). Pendergraph ’s influence would then shape the North Carolina Sheriffs Association ’s stance on local involvement in immigration enforcement. It ’s clear, however, that he was not the only out spoken anti- immigrant voice of the Sheriff ’s Association. 
		

		
			Taxpayer Confusion 
		

		
			In 2010, Mai Nguyen and Hannah Gill (2010) were the first to estimate some of these costs of local law enforcement partnerships, namely the 287(g) part-nership. They did so by combining the estimated salaries of Sheriff Office 
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			personnel involved with the program, training costs, and the annual cost of detaining undocumented immigrants. They did this for two counties — Mecklenburg and Alamance—for the initial year of operation. Similar financial concerns surfaced most recently in 287(g) steering committee meetings. Yet it ’s difficult to construct a clear understanding of the costs of the program and to trace financial exchanges across a variety of local immi-gration enforcement partnerships. One clear way to track the costs is by highlighting a reimbursement process available to every jail, the State Crim-inal Alien Assistance Program (figure  8.1)—yet this approach results in conservative estimates (Office of Justice Programs 2018; Arriaga 2018). There are one hundred counties and one hundred sheriffs in North Carolina, and over the past decade, every year forty- plus sheriffs have participated in some way eco nom ically by receiving reimbursements from the federal government “due to incarceration of undocumented criminal aliens during a partic u lar 12- month period ” (Office of Justice Programs 2015 –18). 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			When it comes to local immigration enforcement, whites adopted a variety of frames to rationalize concerns about the initial implementation, persistence, 
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			figure 8.1. Counties receiving SCAAP awards in North Carolina, 2008–2016 
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			and current transparency and accountability. In some counties, the duality of economic incentives (labor force and possible jail revenue) pointed to white mobilization as a response to a perceived economic threat. Moreover, during the 2018 sheriff elections, white sheriffs were interrogated for their immigration enforcement practices, forcing them to resist threats to a political office historically viewed as the epitome of white political power at the local level (Shaffer 2018). 
		

		
			In county- level administrative rec ords, blatantly racist and anti-immigrant sentiments of those in power emerged, setting the direction for the persistence of these practices. We must acknowledge this history and also acknowledge that those on both sides of the aisle allowed “deporters in chief ” to persist with the help of local law enforcement. And we can defi-nitely not blame the persistence of these programs on immigrants and Lati-nos, since they do not have the highest rates of po litical participation in the forms of voting and being involved with local county meetings. Some of this undoing of a collective amnesia begins by acknowledging that ten years have passed with no continuous efforts to uncover immigration enforcement practices at the local level. This, of course, is not the only arena that deserves more attention, since immigration enforcement practices are just one of many problems of local law enforcement that go unchecked. 
		

		
			Policy Implications 
		

		
			Acknowl edgment. After acknowledging how whites and particularly local governing bodies are complicit in immigration enforcement, we can begin to interrogate these practices before moving on to local and state level changes. I suggest these two areas first since the national climate has proven time and time again, under two administrations, to not have the answers for people most directly affected. I also suggest this approach because on a practical level, ICE has limited resources to continue its enforcement with-out the assumed participation of localities across the country. 
		

		
			Interrogation. We must be critical of the government bureaucracy and not adopt a “rational ignorance” approach when it comes to matters of local law enforcement (Robbins, Simonsen, and Feldman 2008). Not only should we consider prearrest protocols across the board but we should be concerned with draconian state laws like those in 2006 that stripped undocumented immigrants of their driver’s licenses. Furthermore, we can do the following: 
		

		
			• Ask local law enforcement about their operating procedures when it comes to those driving without a license. 
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			• Ask whether they collaborate with ICE. 
		

		
			• Request that they stop collaborating with ICE, dependent on commu-nity decision- making pro cesses. 
		

		
			• Ask if they pass along information to ICE. 
		

		
			• Get your city and county officials involved. 
		

		
			• Ask if there is deputized staff in the jail to handle immigration matters. • Ask if the sheriff honors ICE detainers. 
		

		
			• Ask if they receive additional funding for holding immigrants in the jail. • Ask if they have programs to assist immigrants, like the U- Visa 
		

		
			pro cess, which is meant to assist victims of certain crimes. 
		

		
			Accountability, Transparency, and Reform 
		

		
			Across the country, local immigration enforcement practices and local elected officials’ stances on immigration are under scrutiny as wedge issues in local elections. Moreover, this level of transparency and accountability is targeting both sides of the aisle. “Flip NC ” became a rallying cry for many, mostly newly activated, whites to encourage the restoration of a Democratic-controlled state legislature. Prior to the 2016 elections, the Republican Party had a supermajority in the state, greatly limiting the effectiveness of the Democratic governor. 
		

		
			Two incidents exemplify how being associated with blatantly anti-immigrant stances like those of the Trump administration are not helping Demo crats win local races. First, Cathy von Hassel- Davies, a Demo cratic candidate for the North Carolina State House in an Alamance County dis-trict, dropped out of the 2018 race after anti- immigrant comments from an old blog post surfaced. Initially the North Carolina Democratic Party did not make a statement, but eventually they distanced themselves from her (Specht 2018). The local Hispanic- American Caucus had also met with her and asked her to bow out. Second, in the fall of 2014, the Durham People’s Alliance had endorsed Sheriff Mike Andrews for re- election (Fall 2014 endorsements), but their goal of holding local elected officials accountable 365 days of the year was not fulfilled during the course of his tenure as sher-iff. As a result, the People’s Alliance ultimately endorsed the challenger for this position in 2018. Because the local governments in Mecklenburg and Durham Counties are Democrat controlled, many voters assumed that sher-iffs in these counties should be more aligned with Democratic values. But two things are generally true about sheriffs: both Republican and Democrat sheriffs participate in immigration enforcement collaborations, and sheriffs typically don ’t run on enforcement- lite campaigns. If newly politicized whites and white liberals are serious about their progressive ideals, then they will 
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			begin to hold local elected officials accountable for both immigration enforce-ment practices and broader policies of the criminal justice system. 
		

		
			Symbolic resolutions can no longer be the answer to local immigration enforcement practices. Instead, routes such as creating immigration defense funds, like the ones in Denver (Murray 2018; Vera Institute of Justice 2018) and San Diego (Morrissey 2018), can at least help mitigate the consequences for immigrants living in localities that choose to collaborate with ICE. Although researchers have focused on the profits resulting from the private prison industry, which has increasingly taken on ownership of immigration detention, less research has gone into the economics of local immigration enforcement. By starting hyperlocal, we can begin to see our own role in local immigration enforcement, the place where I believe there is currently the most energy to see positive change. 
		

		
			notes 
		

		
			1. “Our perception of this program is completely different. Let me tell you that, the 287(g) Program didn ’t work from the beginning and didn ’t work from day 1 and HB318 is not going to work. Because we’re not safer now. Do you think we are safer than before 9/11? I don ’t think so. It will not work. Why? Because from the beginning you de cided to [doubt] the community, [throw] the Latino community under the bus. You de cided not to work for the people’s safety. Instead, you decided to work on behalf of the private prison share-holders. Why are so many Latinos deported for nothing? Just for a traffic violation? What is this? How do we take the racial component from this issue? Is it ethnic cleansing? Do you know that 50% of the undocumented people came by plane? We are not safe. We are less confident. We are actually scared. So that is why we are demanding ICE out of North Carolina. We are demanding ICE out of every jail in North Carolina. The system is not working. ” Gregorio Morales, Comité Popu lar Somos Raleigh, December 2015, 287(g) Steering Committee meeting, Wake County Sheriff ’s Office. 
		

		
			Once Gregorio stood up and made this statement at the annual 287(g) ICE enforcement partnership steering committee meeting, held at the Wake County Detention Center, community members, most of whom proudly wore a black T-shirt that read “ICE out of NC ” in white letters on the front and “Stop the Hate ” in red letters on the back, began shouting “ICE out of North Carolina ” as they left the room. Most left, but four stayed, along with representatives from both Spanish- language and English- language media, to continue participating in the Q&A portion of the meeting, which lasted about 40 minutes longer. 
		

		
			2. This practice can be used to circumvent so- called sanctuary policies, yet this is not typically a local- level decision. Instead, parole and probation is under 
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			the purview of the Department of Public Safety. At this time, interviews are ongoing with this department about their current practices and local- level variation in ICE communication. 
		

		
			3. No news about this proposed legislation appeared in a statewide search of news coverage for the years 2007 to 2008. 
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			ince the election of Donald J. Trump as president in 2016, we have seen a dramatic rise in white supremacist activism in the United States. 
		

		
			While most media attention has focused on rallies such as the “Unite the Right ” rally in Virginia in 2017, white supremacists have also been engaging in another kind of activism that has gone largely unnoticed nationally: the posting of flyers on college campuses. Since spring 2016, flyers promoting white supremacist ideas and goals have been posted on campus buildings across the nation (SPLC 2017b). While events like rallies and speeches may be more con spic uous and draw large one- time crowds, the flyers have the potential to reach a much greater audience of students, those who would not go to a speech by an avowed white supremacist. Posted in prominent loca-tions across campuses, the flyers communicate a simple message of white supremacy and seek to recruit new adherents by leading them to white supremacist websites. 
		

		
			Through affirmative action and multicultural education, most colleges have made (arguably superficial) attempts to bring both a diverse student body and diverse ideas to their campuses. Given this environment, one would think college students would be unsympathetic to white supremacist argu-ments. However, Gallagher (1995) argues that the embracing of diversity and multicultural education has created a vicious backlash in academia from both conservative organizations outside the university and white students within it. Whereas whiteness had previously been a background, almost 
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			invisible, trait, affirmative action motivated students to begin thinking of themselves in terms of their racial group membership, engendering a sense of group position (Blumer 1958) with regard to whiteness (Gallagher 2004). This led many students to interpret diversity goals as attacks on whiteness and multicultural education as a punishment imposed on them for the crimes of their ancestors. With these points of similarity between white student backlash on college campuses and white supremacist frames, it is not sur-prising that white supremacists target college campuses. 
		

		
			The purpose of this chapter is to address the following questions: How do white supremacists try to appeal to college students? What kinds of appeals do they hope will resonate within what should be a haven for diversity and multiculturalism? Through a qualitative content analysis of white suprema-cist flyers reported posted on college campuses, I show how white suprema-cists tailor their messages to college students. I argue that white supremacists use a master frame of white victimization, portraying diversity as victimiz-ing white students and relying on existing color- blind racist narratives such as those regarding affirmative action. 
		

		
			the frames of con temPorary White 
		

		
			suPremacist activism 
		

		
			The civil rights movement forced a rearticulation of white supremacy to the point that many adherents no longer identify as “white supremacists. ” Instead, they are more likely to call themselves “white nationalists” or “white sepa-ratists, ” which allows them to rationalize their message as one of love, not hate (Barkun 1994; Berbrier 1998). However, underlying their argument for racial separatism is the belief that the races are inherently diff erent and unequal and cannot coexist. White nationalists argue that the white race is being destroyed through racial mixing and can be saved only by creating a separate white state (Berbrier 2000). 
		

		
			For both traditional white supremacists and the newer white national-ists/separatists, victimization is central to how they frame their movement. They perceive several sources of victimization from the outside, including not only minority races but also whites who advocate diversity and multi-culturalism, so-called race traitors. These sources of victimization include intermarriage, minority population growth, an (allegedly) growing minor-ity crime rate, increasing immigration, and whites losing jobs to minorities (Berlet and Vysotsky 2006; Dobratz and Shanks- Meile 1997; Daniels 1997). Many white supremacists/separatists, if not anticapitalistic, view big busi-ness as exploiting or impeding advancement of the white worker (Ferber and 
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			Kimmel 2000). Similarly, government programs such as affirmative action, gun control legislation, and purported permissiveness toward illegal immi-gration are painted as betrayal of white citizens by a government that no lon-ger represents them (Perry 2000). These two grievances merge into the conspiracy theory of the “New World Order, ” an international elite group, including major politicians, capital ists, and controllers of mass media, pro-moting their own interests while reducing the living conditions of white workers to those of the third world (Dobratz and Shanks- Meile 1997; Ferber and Kimmel 2000). 
		

		
			Berbrier (2000) distinguishes five elements in the victim ideology of white supremacists. The first is that whites as oppressed victims of discrim-ination. White supremacists use the “culturally resonant master frame” (Berbrier 1998) of cultural pluralism to create a new kind of white identity— one in which “whites” must defend their racial identity just as racial minori-ties defend theirs. The second element is the abrogation of whites’ rights. White separatists today increasingly paint themselves as merely another ethnic or minority group that seeks nothing more than to do the same thing as other minority groups: create organizations to promote their own racial interests; in the pro cess, they establish a false equivalence between whites and other minority races (Beck 2000). The third element is stigmati-zation and shame. White supremacists claim that a double standard exists in today ’s society: activities that emphasize racial or ethnic pride for non-whites are defined as unacceptable for whites. The fourth and fifth elements involve short- and long- term harm to whites, from a loss of self-esteem due to an inability to express racial pride to threats to the survival of the “white race. ” Survival will naturally trump “less impor tant ” values such as toler-ance and compassion. 
		

		
			The recruitment and mobilization strategy for white supremacist activ-ism boils down to creating and instilling a white identity —that is, develop-ing the consciousness of white people as “Whites, ” who are defined as a class of victims (Hughey 2014). I contend that this shapes the messages of the white supremacist flyers on college campuses. 
		

		
			White Supremacy on College Campuses 
		

		
			In recent years, hundreds of flyers have been put up on campuses across the nation, but most of them have been produced by just a few national white supremacist organizations (SPLC 2017b). One such group is Identity Evropa, which launched a campaign called “Project Siege” in September 2016 to tar-get college students by distributing flyers at college campuses throughout the US. Another group responsible for many of the flyers is Vanguard 
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			Amer ica, known for expressing more explic itly fascist and neo- Nazi views (SPLC 2017b). While Identity Evropa and Vanguard America have been responsible for the vast majority of reported flyer incidents, a number of smaller organ izations have engaged in similar tactics. American Renais-sance, like Identity Evropa, embarked on an explicit campaign targeting college students with what has been described as primarily “pro- white” pro-paganda posters. The Right Stuff is an alt- right political blog by Michael “Enoch ” Peinovich that uses a “pool party ” structure involving local meet-ups of contributors and podcast pundits, out of which grew their own flyer distribution. Fi nally, Atomwaffen Division is a small neo- Nazi hate group whose members include Stephen Billingsley, who held a sign saying “God Hates Fags” while protesting a vigil for the Pulse Nightclub shooting (SPLC 2017b). In addition to these national organ izations, there are other local organ izations, such as the Texas State Vigilantes, the Boise State National-ists, and the U of L Identitarians (University of Louisville), who are usually responsible for flyers only at their own specific campuses. 
		

		
			Relying on the backlash against and debates about diversity and multi-culturalism, white supremacist organizations have targeted colleges and uni-versities to curate a receptive audience of disaffected white students who may be receptive to their message of white superiority and separatism. Add to this the notable shift in the discourse surrounding race and immigration in the past few years as well as the election of Donald Trump, and the tim-ing of the rash of flyers being posted on campuses across the nation becomes apparent. But what kinds of messages do these flyers communicate? Are they the “diplomatic ” frames of the white student unions, emphasizing white racial pride and avoiding any negative mention of other racial groups? Do they emphasize the purported victimization of whites and the “stigma ” of whiteness? Or do they directly attack minorities, emphasizing supposed threats from immigrants and other minority groups to white interests? These are the questions I address in my examination of white supremacist flyers found on college campuses. 
		

		
			research design 
		

		
			To examine the messages these white supremacist organ izations use to attract college students, I conducted a qualitative content analysis of all avail-able flyers, banners, and cards posted on college campuses from March 2016 through the end of December 2017. These flyers were posted at places on campus with high student traffic, such as bulletin boards with other school announcements, doors and windows to major classroom buildings, libraries, 
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			and even places like “trash bins, newspaper racks, lampposts, . . . and paper-towel dispensers” (Jones 2017). I chose March 2016 as my starting point for data collection as this was the point in time the Southern Poverty Law Cen-ter (SPLC 2017b) identified as the beginning of the most recent surge in flyer activity. 
		

		
			To obtain images or narrative descriptions of the flyers, banners, and cards (heretofore collectively referred to as flyers), I conducted online searches. Starting with listings produced by the Anti-Defamation League and the Southern Poverty Law Center, I searched for specific incidents by date and university to verify each event listed and, where pos si ble, found images of the flyers themselves. In addition, I conducted my own Internet searches for terms including “supremacist, ” “racist, ” and “nationalist ” in con-junction with “flyers” to obtain any flyers from incidents not listed by the aforementioned organ izations. In total, I verified 325 incidents at 209 col-leges and universities. From these incidents, I obtained images or descrip-tions of 120 unique flyers. Because many flyers were produced by only a handful of organizations and were reused in multiple incidents at campuses across the nation, the total number of unique flyers is not commensurate with the total number of incidents reported. From the over 300 incidents, only 20 national- level and 10 local- level groups acknowledged responsibil-ity for the flyers. Over a fifth of the flyers were either posted anonymously or not attributed to a par tic u lar group. 
		

		
			To systematically analyze the flyers, I employed techniques of ethno-graphic content analy sis (ECA) (Altheide 1987, 1996; Krippendorff 2004). ECA involves a reflexive research design in which documents are analyzed repeatedly to allow for the discovery of previously unknown patterns and categories of analy sis (Bernhard, Futrell, and Harper 2010). While ECA is guided by pre- established categories drawn from previous research and experience, it allows for “constant discovery and constant comparison ” of patterns within the data (Altheide 1987:68). 
		

		
			First, I coded for white victimization, both generally and using specific subcodes for Berbrier ’s (2000) elements of white victim ideology: victims of discrimination, abrogation of whites’ rights, stigmatization and shame, and harm to whites. Second, I coded for sources of victimization to whites. This included victimization from minority groups (Dobratz and Shanks-Meile 1997), in which I coded for identification of threats from par tic ular minority groups as well as for expressions of negativity or hatred toward specific minority races (Berlet and Vysotsky 2006). I also coded for victimization by big business or capitalism (Ferber and Kimmel 2000), by government action (Perry 2000), by the educational system— such as that expressed by the 
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			concept of “miseducation ” (Hughey 2012)—and by the “New World Order ” of global elites (Ferber and Kimmel 2000). Additionally, I coded references to “white pride ” and framing of opposition to white supremacy as “hate ” (Berbrier 1998). Fi nally, I identified a handful of emergent categories that could have been used to appeal to college students that were not previously identified in the scholarship. These categories included mention of Donald Trump or aspects of the Trump campaign, such as use of the phrase “make America great again, ” and specific appeals to the youth/college generation. 
		

		
			results 
		

		
			Victimization 
		

		
			Expressions of white victimization were found in just over half, sixty- four, of the unique flyers, making it by far the most common trait. Virtually all of the flyers that expressed white victimization exhibited multiple elements (Berbrier 2000). For example, one unattributed flyer posted at Clemson Uni-versity in October 2017 said, “ATTENTION WHITE PEOPLE. ARE YOU TIRED OF BEING BLAMED FOR EVERY THING? WONDERING WHY ONLY WHITE COUNTRIES NEED MULTICULTURALISM? REALIZ-ING DIVERSITY MEANS ‘LESS WHITE ’? TIRED OF BEING CALLED RACIST FOR WANTING AN IDENTITY? DO YOU SEE A FUTURE FOR YOU AND YOUR FAMILY? TIRED OF POLITICAL CORRECTNESS? 
		

		
			JOIN THE ALT RIGHT. ” 
		

		
			2 
		

		
			This flyer exhibits three ele ments of Berbrier ’s 
		

		
			(2000) white victim ideology, expressing feelings of discrimination and stig-matization with references to being “blamed for every thing ” and “being called racist ” as well as long- term threat to whites by implicitly referencing white genocide with a phrase implying that diversity, multiculturalism, and political correctness are threatening the “ future for you and your family. ” Another flyer, attributed to Vanguard Amer ica, features several victimiza-tion and threat subframes, including victimization by global capitalism and the “Jewish media, ” as well as stigmatization of whites: “This land is soaked in which Eu ropean blood, and its heritage and culture is being ripped away for the benefit of global finance. Should your children grow up a tiny, hated minority in their own country? Have you had enough of the lying, Jewish media ’s indoctrination? ” 
		

		
			I identified several purported victimizers of whites. Unsurprisingly, most perceived threats (nineteen out of thirty- four) were from minority groups (Berlet and Vysotsky 2006; Dobratz and Shanks- Meile 1997). Antiblack 
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			expressions were the most common, found in twelve flyers. For example, a flyer attributed to AltRight .com and posted at the University of Michigan in September 2016 was titled “Why White Women Shouldn ’t Date Black Men. ” It described how black men are supposedly more prone to vio lence and sexually transmitted diseases. Another unattributed flyer, found at the University of Texas at Austin in May 2017, depicted a racist caricature of a black man holding a knife in a threatening manner with a caption reading “. . . Around BLACKS NEVER RELAX! ” 
		

		
			Anti- Semitism was also common, appearing in nine flyers, with one local group in par tic u lar, the Auburn White Student Union, producing two flyers focused solely on anti- Semitic messaging. One of them showed several photo-graphs of Jewish individuals, including one meeting with former president Obama, with a caption reading, “ Will YOU Disobey The Anti- Christian, TOP SECRET NOAHIDE LAWS? ” This flyer was notably the only one, even among all anti- Semitic flyers, to associate whiteness with Christian ity, or even to mention Chris tian ity at all. Another unattributed flyer, found at Princeton University in December 2017, is specifically addressed to a social justice advocate named Linda Oppenheim and reads, “Hey Linda (((Oppen-heim))), instead of inciting anti- White animosity with your lines about so called ‘White Privilege, ’ why don ’t you discuss the real privilege in Amer-ica? JEWISH PRIVILEGE. ” This flyer also blames Oppenheim, who is iden-tified as Jewish through the use of three sets of parenthesis to emphasize her family name, for discrimination against whites due to “inciting anti-White animosity ” through discussion of white privilege. 
		

		
			Other less common expressions of minority threat targeted Muslims (five flyers). One Vanguard America flyer found at the University of Texas in Feb-ruary 2017 and Bellevue College in April 2017 showed a picture of the World Trade Center ’s twin towers with text reading, “ Imagine A MUSLIM FREE AMERI CA. ” This framing again implies long- term harm by referencing the threat of Islamic extremist terrorism happening again in Amer i ca. Similarly, a flyer by Identity Evropa, posted at Millersville University in Pennsylvania in September 2017, read, “SO RADICAL YOUR PROFESSORS WILL BLUSH” with a photograph of the book cover for Understanding Islam by Guillaume Faye (2016). Faye is a far- Right French author who argues that Islam is incom-patible with democracy and seeks the destruction of all other civilizations. 
		

		
			Given the prevalence of immigration in mainstream conservative politi-cal discourse, it was surprising that anti- Latino expressions were few, with only one flyer containing an explic itly anti- Latino message. The Texas State Vigilantes, a local group at Texas State University, posted a flyer in November 
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			2016 that proposed stocking the Rio Grande with predators such as “gators, snakes, and piranahs [ sic ] ” to create a “gladiator spectacle of illegal messi-cans [ sic ] ” to be “snatched and eaten by predators” as they try to cross. This was included within a three- page antidiversity screed that concluded with the sentence, “ ‘Multiculturalism ’ and ‘diversity ’ are code- words for white genocide. ” 
		

		
			Several flyers communicated a broader anti- immigrant message. In March and April 2017, a flyer attributed to Vanguard Amer ica was found on the campuses of George Washington University, Tarleton State University, the University of Texas Arlington, and Adolphus Gustavus University in Minnesota. It stated, “A NOTICE TO ALL WHITE AMERICANS. IT IS YOUR CIVIC DUTY TO REPORT ANY AND ALL ILLEGAL ALIENS TO U.S. IMMIGRATIONS AND CUSTOM ENFORCEMENT. THEY ARE ALL CRIMINALS. AMER I CA IS A WHITE NATION. ” Not only does this flyer reference the criminal threat of “illegal aliens, ” it explicitly racializes that threat by defining them as nonwhite in contrast to “white Americans. ” 
		

		
			Expressions of victimization from groups other than minorities were much fewer, though seven flyers specifically mentioned communism, social-ism, or Marxism as a source of threat. For instance, a flyer by Vanguard Amer ica found at Portland State University in December 2017 showed an image of an eagle carry ing the hammer and sickle symbol, with text read-ing, “NOT HERE, NOT EVER, ” while another, found at Arizona State in August 2017, warned of “Cultural Marxist professors. ” A few flyers mentioned other sources of victimization, including threats from big business or capi-talism (two flyers), the educational system (three flyers), global elites (one flyer), and the media (two flyers). Interestingly, while victimization by the government was described in the litera ture as a common theme among white supremacists (Perry 2000), I found no explicitly antigovernment messages in flyers posted on the college campuses during my period of study. 
		

		
			White Pride 
		

		
			Appeals to white identity were prominent and often included references to white victimization, usually in terms of guilt or shame. One flyer attributed to American Renais sance, found at the University of Wisconsin and Bowl-ing Green State in March 2017 and Boston College in October 2017, depicted Uncle Sam with a caption instructing observers: “I WANT YOU TO LOVE WHO YOU ARE. DON ’T APOLOGIZE FOR BEING WHITE. ” Another flyer, produced by a local group called the “U of L Identitarians” at the Uni-versity of Louisville, referenced “political intimidation, ” stating, “For those 
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			of you who feel alone in caring about the future of Eu ropean people and the preservation of Eu ropean culture, you are not alone. At U of L, political intimidation for caring about your own people may seem rampant, but no longer must you stay silent. ” 
		

		
			A few white identity flyers went further than simply white pride, refer-encing the concept of “white genocide” (Berbrier 2000). One such flyer from the Right Stuff, found at Ohio State in November 2016 and again at Ball State in March of 2017, read, “LOVE WHO YOU ARE. White people exist. White people have the right to exist. White people have the right to exist as white people. BE WHITE. ” Another flyer from the Right Stuff, found on the cam-pus of Iowa State University in October 2016, read, “IN 1950 AMER I CA WAS 90% WHITE. IT IS NOW ONLY 60% WHITE. WILL YOU BECOME A MINORITY IN YOUR OWN COUNTRY? ” Not only does this play upon racial anx ieties regarding the percentage of nonwhites in the United States, it implies a sense of racially based proprietary claim to the nation as a whole for whites (Dietrich 2014). And an unattributed flyer found on the campus of Weber State University in Utah explic itly associated diversity with white genocide, saying, “White Countries Flooded With Non White Immigrants. ‘DIVERSITY ’ IS A CODE WORD FOR WHITE GENOCIDE. White Areas Chased Down And Forced To Diversify. ” 
		

		
			Appeals to Youth/College Experience 
		

		
			A number of flyers, fourteen in total, attempted to address the college situa-tion directly. One unattributed flyer at Arizona State University in August 2017, under the headline “WELCOME TO COLLEGE WHITE BOYS AND GIRLS, ” stated, “For the next four years your Cultural Marxist professors will beat you over the head with shame and guilt to convince you that you are second-class citizens. ” Not only does this statement reference the “shame and guilt ” supposedly imposed on white students by professors, it attempts to capitalize on anticommunist sentiments by specifically referring to pro-fessors as “Cultural Marxists. ” A flyer attributed to the Right Stuff found at both Drexel University and Rutgers in July 2017 said, “RACE IS REAL. YOUR PROFESSORS ARE LYING TO KEEP THEIR JOBS, ” while another, found at Iowa State University and Lebanon Valley College in October and Decem-ber  2016, respectively, read, “ARE YOU SICK OF ANTI- WHITE PROPA-GANDA IN YOUR COLLEGE? YOU ARE NOT ALONE. ” Thus, while universities may be promoting messages of diversity and accep tance of dif-ference, these flyers attempt to reframe those messages as propaganda per-petrated by dishonest professors to serve a nebulous ideological agenda. 
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			Trump 
		

		
			This timing of this surge in white supremacist activism on college campuses is conspicuously correlated with the presidential candidacy and eventual election of Donald J. Trump. Trump announced his candidacy in June 2015, was elected in November 2016, and was inaugurated in January 2017. The Southern Poverty Law Center reported an initial surge in flyer incidents in March 2016, followed by another peak in September of that year, with con-tinued high levels of activity reaching their zenith in February 2017 (SPLC 2017b) but still continuing in 2018. While the racist content of Trump ’s state-ments and actions during his candidacy have been debated in the media, a handful of flyers, nine in total, suggest that Trump ’s candidacy and presi-dency have encouraged white supremacist activism. For example, the previ-ously discussed flyer by the Texas State Vigilantes actually referred to the president as “our man Trump, ” saying: “Now that our man TRUMP is elected and republicans own both the senate and the house - - time to orga nize tar & feather VIGILANTE SQUADS . . . ” A number of business-size cards left in the library of Iowa State University in January 2017, attributed to Van-guard American by the SPLC, explic itly connected Trump and his slogan to whiteness in Amer ica, reading in part, “MAKE AMERI CA GREAT AGAIN. TRUMP IS THE FIRST STEP. WE ’RE THE NEXT. ” While these were the only mentions of Trump by name, additional flyers referenced the Trump campaign in other ways. One flyer attributed to Identity Evropa that was posted at Baylor University, California State University Long Beach, and Cal-ifornia State University Stanislaus in February 2017 simply had the message “LET ’S BECOME GREAT AGAIN ” superimposed on what appears to be an image of the top of Michelangelo ’s statue of David, presumably symbolizing a pan- European ideal of whiteness as well as ancient “white” civilization. 
		

		
			conclusions and Policy imPlications 
		

		
			The mantra of white victimization was found in over half of the flyers. These flyers described whites as victims of discrimination, suffering shame and stigma due to their status as whites and suffering harm, both individual and collective, including the threat of “white genocide. ” However, white victim-ization was not omnipresent. Consistent with Berbrier’s (1998) argument that white supremacists have increasingly made efforts to emphasize love and pride in whiteness, about one-quarter of the flyers emphasized a “white pride ” message. Such messaging has the potential to add an air of legitimacy to white supremacists by eschewing the overt hatred of traditional white 
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			supremacist rhetoric. Nevertheless, a significant number of flyers explicitly expressed hatred toward minorities, particularly blacks and Jews, for being victimizers of whites. Yet even among these clearly racist flyers, the evidence suggests that the overall strategy of these organizations is consistent with Berbrier ’s (2000) argument that contemporary white separatists/suprema-cists are engaging in an identity strategy: attempting to create a positive white identity as a class of victimized persons. And even though these flyers were posted to college campuses for the presumed purpose of recruiting stu-dents, only fourteen of them made explicit attempts to appeal to or address the college experience or young adult generation, while most simply com-municated generic messages of white supremacy. Fi nally, several flyers made either explicit or implicit reference to Donald Trump, suggesting that his election emboldened these par tic u lar groups to engage in these new tactics. 
		

		
			While mentions of Trump were not ubiquitous among the flyers, those instances, combined with the highly con spic u ous timing of the Trump pres-idential campaign and the surge in flyer activity, suggests a connection between the two. Dobratz and Shanks- Meile (1997) have argued that several contributing factors constituted political opportunity (McAdam 1982) for white supremacists in the 1980s and 1990s, including a greater openness of the political system, the presence of elite allies, and a reduction in the state’s propensity for repression. I argue that this may be even more true today. First, Trump and similar candidates (for example, Joe Arpaio ’s campaign for the US Senate) represent a much greater openness to overtly discriminatory and racist dialogue and acts than at any point since the civil rights movement. Second, Trump himself arguably represents an elite ally for white suprema-cists, as seen through his characterization of people on “both sides” of the Charlottesville rally as “very fine people ” (Gray 2017) as well as his other numerous utterances of racial bias. Third, the failure of Trump and the fed-eral government as a whole to take a strong stand against white supremacy even in the face of violence and murder, as in Charlottesville, suggests that, at least at the federal level, the government has little appetite for repressing the white supremacist movement. If true, this would mean that now is an ideal time for white supremacist activism. 
		

		
			While the flyer campaign has certainly been sustained and widespread, whether it actually has an effect of attracting people to the movement remains to be seen. To date, the conspic uous response to these activities has been condemnation from university officials and many students, as well as some criminal investigations into the posting of the flyers. A study of those stu-dents who are attracted by these flyers and exactly what appeals to them could be a fruitful means to understanding not only white supremacist 
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			activism in a post- Trump world but also the potential for white supremacy to persist and even grow in the coming years. 
		

		
			So what can be done to combat these campaigns? Their nature limits the policy avenues available to colleges and universities to stop white suprema-cist activism on their campuses. Most of the flyers were posted in secret, often under the cover of darkness, both to avoid confrontation due to their subject matter and because posting flyers outside designated areas is usu-ally a violation of campus policies and could be considered a form of van-dalism, opening the perpetrators to criminal liability. Thus, any additional rules or regulations regarding the posting of white supremacist materials are not likely to yield significant results. Moreover, placing restrictions spe-cifically on the posting or dissemination of white supremacist materials opens colleges and universities to potential First Amendment complaints (Strange 2017). 
		

		
			Consequently, I argue that the most fruitful avenue for combating white supremacists on college campuses is to concentrate not on the perpetrators but on the audience: the targeted students. The messages being communi-cated through these flyers can only resonate if students remain ignorant of the facts about the nature of race and racism, the effects of racial discrimi-nation (both overt and covert), and the power dynamics between majority and minority racial groups. Colleges and universities could include courses on racial inequality in the required curriculum for all students in order to provide an ideological breakwater against white supremacists’ arguments, which rely on a systematic and purposeful misapprehension of the very notion of race in Ameri ca today. While requiring such courses would almost inevitably be framed by white supremacists as yet another imposition on whites, this would not change the fact that every student would be exposed to the facts about race and in equality in the United States, under which most of the arguments of white supremacists could not stand. 
		

		
			Only a few years ago, many politicians and others were proclaiming the end of racism in the US and our entrance into a new era of being a “postra-cial society, ” as symbolized largely by the election of the first black presi-dent of the United States, Barack Obama. What we are seeing today appears to be a vicious whiplash effect —a regression to older, more overt forms of racial discrimination and hatred. These flyers represent only one vector in the new trajectory of race relations in the United States, alongside minority voter suppression and disenfranchisement, police violence against minori-ties, and increasing racist dialogue from politicians running for some of the highest offices in the country. It is imperative that we understand how we got to this point after the Obama era, how groups long lingering in the darker 
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			corners of our society have taken advantage of this new climate, and ulti-mately how we may combat these messages of hate that attempt to drag us back to forms of racism believed long gone in our society. 
		

		
			notes 
		

		
			1. The SPLC data on flyer incidents began in February 2016. 
		

		
			2. The text in this flyer, and all subsequent quotations from flyers, is reproduced as written on the flyer itself, including any use of bold, capitalization, or other stylistic attributes. 
		

		
			3. It was interest ing to note that there appeared to be no significant pattern with regard to which minority groups were singled out as threats in relation to the demographics of the universities in question. 
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			n the so- called Trump era of the late 2010s, ideologies of pro-Whiteness (and, by default, anti- Blackness) are rooted in an overt re sis-
		

		
			tance to social- justice-oriented solutions for social problems—for example, by responding to increased demographic diversity with strict immigration policies and support of discriminatory practices. Such policies are used as justification for these pro- White ideologies among White Americans. Or perhaps this justification merely reflects deep- rooted racism, and current political events have merely provided the justification for their resurgence. 
		

		
			Nowhere is this buildup to a dominant pro- White rhetoric more obvious than on the screen— defined as the spaces where popu lar culture is visual-ized. While the screen was traditionally considered to refer to tele vi sion and film, it can now be expanded to include various streaming content, such as that displayed on YouTube, Netflix, and other platforms. These nontradi-tional spaces allow for freedom in content, which can be sometimes rooted in social justice and equality and sometimes rooted specifically in contrast to those ideals. Consumer- created content, produced by individuals or groups with a par ticular message in mind, is fundamentally different from consumer-oriented content produced by major production companies with the purpose of finding interest in consumers, usually for profit- motivated reason like advertising and platform subscription costs (Lee, Kim, and Kim 2011). However, while they are different in princi ple, I argue here that they are similar in their ideological motivations. 
		

		
			In this chapter, I focus on consumer- oriented content as the point of entrance for examining the effects of the Trump era. Specifically, I examine 
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			tele vi sion programming to understand how produced, created, and manu-factured content reinforces this era ’s dominant ideologies of homogeneity, divisiveness, and “making Amer ica great again. ” I discuss the historical context of the perceived attractiveness of “White” features; give a brief overview of the history of women of color in visual media; discuss the mar-ketability of diverse media repre sen ta tions; analyze two key examples of South Asian women in twenty- first-century represen ta tions; and provide a matrix for understanding which women and which roles are most and least subjected to these dynamics. Within this argument, it is important to note that diverse repre sen tations are in fact increasing —in the twenty- first century, we have more examples of nonwhite characters, actors, writers, and producers than in the history of US media. However, as I will argue here, regardless of physical repre sen ta tion, the ideologies remain based on a dominant reliance on White phenotype—one that is further justified in our current political era in which nonwhiteness is seen as both negative and abnormal. 
		

		
			theoretical and emPirical background 
		

		
			Attractiveness as Whiteness 
		

		
			In most of the world, perceptions of attractiveness derive from an under-standing that White/Caucasian features are the most beautiful and ideal. These attitudes are at the root of colonialism and inform the social and cultural tensions between colonizers and their colonized (Jordan 1974). Per-ceptions of Black and Brown natives as primitive, savage, and hypersexual were positioned in stark contrast to the refined culture and behaviors of White Christian Eu ropeans (Forth 2012; McClintock 1995). In twenty- first-century US society, race continues to inform social perceptions of beauty and culture. 
		

		
			Skin-tone discrimination exists in many ethnic communities and is applied to women in partic u lar (Collins 2000; Glenn 2008; Hall 1995; Ono and Pham 2009). Skin- lightening creams and soaps are big business in inter-national markets and even in the US (Glenn 2008; Miller 2006). The con-sumption of these products reinforces Ronald Hall ’s (1995) psychological “bleaching syndrome, ” which is the pro cess of internalizing the negative social associations of skin tone. From one perspective, it could be argued that these companies are simply meeting a consumer need. However, this phenomenon maintains dominant ideologies about the preference for fair skin and the role of skin tone as a mea sure of beauty and social capital. 
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			Women of Color in Visual Media 
		

		
			Represen ta tions of women of color in visual media have long been subjected to these White beauty ideals —the preference for women with fair skin, straight hair, small noses and lips, and slim figures (Collins 2000). While perceptions of beauty are mostly aligned with White physical characteris-tics, characteristics assigned to Black and Brown bodies (big breasts, hips, or butt) are hypersexualized (McClintock 1995; Riggs 1986). Starting in the 1970s, women characters of color were written to reinforce these racialized gendered dichotomies of exotic/erotic. Ultimately, what are considered attractive traits for women of color remain the same traits that idealize White beauty and normalized Whiteness in US society (Collins 2000; Glenn 2008; R. Hall 1995; Ono and Pham 2009). 
		

		
			These beauty ideals also influence the intentional decisions made by male media producers when casting female roles (Mulvey 1975). Con temporary media gatekeepers use pre-existing tropes to inform character sketches and casting decisions. While media represen ta tions of nonwhites have increased since the 1970s, these repre sen ta tions reproduce stereotypes that maintain Otherness (S. Hall 1997, 2003; Gray 2004; Vera and Gordon 2003; Yuen 2016). The literal bodies of the actors in these roles contribute to the corporate media ’s ideological project on race and limit the opportunities for actors of color who do not “look the part. ” 
		

		
			As in society, these nonwhite repre sentations are no longer overtly racist but are much more covert in their racial essentializing. Media executives do this by intentionally limiting their character development. Those progres-sive examples of nonstereotypical characters in the media continue to be popu lar only among niche audiences— mostly nonwhite audiences and those who live in urban areas. However, the media operates on a simple business model: invest in a program if it is marketable. 
		

		
			Marketability of Diverse Programming 
		

		
			The lack of commitment by media corporations toward more inclusive media repre sen tation demonstrates their re sistance of the real ity of the US racial landscape in the twenty- first century. In general, racism among White Americans is rooted in their false assumption that nonwhites will directly affect their financial and professional success (Bonilla- Silva 2017; Omi and Winant 2015). However, there is no evidence to suggest this—in fact, take-home wealth at all levels has been negatively affected due to such economic factors as wage stagnation and concentration of wealth at the highest classes (Desmond 2017; Keister 2005; Shapiro 2004). 
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			Media producers tend to assume that programming with a majority non-white cast will simply not be marketable. In recent years, this assumption has been challenged by the success of tele vi sion shows like ABC ’s Scandal and Black-ish and films like Black Panther. However, these examples still tend to be consumed only by certain markets. As a result, these progressive images never reach the most conservative and nationalistic White audiences who need it the most. Ultimately, it is this audience that media producers most covet and support. As a result, the kinds of images made available to a broader audience will still maintain characteristics that privilege a domi-nant White paradigm. 
		

		
			research design 
		

		
			In this chapter, I use two data sets. First, I use data collected from my previ-ous work on audience perceptions of South Asians in the media (see, for example, Thakore 2014, 2016). Specifically here, I use data from fifty inter-views conducted between May 2011 and January 2012. Ninety- five percent of the respondents ranged in age from twenty-two to forty (average age: thirty-one). Fifty percent of the respondents are White and 50  percent are nonwhite; half identified as men/male and half as women/female. In the interviews, respondents were asked a variety of questions about their back-grounds, their social networks, their media consumption, and their percep-tions on historical, con temporary, and future media repre sen ta tions. In this analy sis, I focus on responses related to perceptions on gender and beauty in the media. 
		

		
			Second, I rely on analyses of exemplar twenty- first-century South Asian women media characters— Kelly Kapoor, played by Mindy Kaling in the NBC series The Office, and Alex Parrish, played by Priyanka Chopra in the ABC series Quantico. In this analy sis, I focus on the actors’ unique paths to suc-cess as a way to demonstrate the influences of ethnicity and gender on popu-lar media representa tions. I examine these two actors through the lenses of audience studies and production studies. Audience studies methodologies aim to understand how audiences are reading, consuming, absorbing, and reproducing the overt and covert messages in these popu lar media texts (Brunsdon 1978; Gillespie 1995; S. Hall 1980, 1997). Production studies is an interdisciplinary field that examines the cultural practices of media produc-tion and offers cultural studies of media industries (Banks, Conor, and Mayer 2015; Mayer 2016). Specifically, production studies help us understand the context behind the images that we see on the screen. As Mayer (2016) 
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			writes, these two areas can work in tandem to provide unique insights into the creation and resonance of media imagery. 
		

		
			results 
		

		
			Audience Perceptions of South Asian Women in Media When I asked respondents in 2011 –12 to identify those South Asian characters and actors that they found “attractive, ” both men and women were most likely to identify a few specific people. These included Padma Lakshmi from Top Chef , Freida Pinto from Slumdog Millionaire (2008) , Bollywood actress Aish-warya Rai, and the character of Asha from Outsourced (2010–11), played by Rebecca Hazlewood . When respondents were asked to discuss what qualified these characters as attractive, the most common characteristics stated included skin, hair, and facial features. When grouped together, it is obvious that these actors (all women) share par ticu lar physical characteristics, including fair skin, long and straight hair, and White facial features, such as long faces and narrow noses, that reflect dominant ideological perceptions of beauty (Collins 2000) and Orientalist perceptions of South Asian women (Said 1979; Durham 2001). In contrast (no pun intended), a darker shade of skin tone (or at least, slightly darker than White) is a well- established characteristic of ethnic and exotic beauty for women (Beltrán 2005; Beltrán and Fojas 2008). Those actresses who have such features are marketable for a variety of reasons, including their perceived beauty and their less offensive skin tone. 
		

		
			The majority of these “attractive” South Asian characters and actors are either models or have model- like features, such as a tall stature, flawless skin, and thin figures. Padma Lakshmi, a model and the host of the real ity cook-ing show Top Chef , was identified by many respondents as an example of an attractive South Asian person in US media. For example, one respondent (Claude, male, late twenties, white) found Lakshmi attractive for a variety of reasons, including her physical attractiveness and the real- life seven- inch surgical scar on her right arm. However, his references to her as “graceful ” and “float[ing] on things” suggests a foreignness that is both exoticized and Othered (Said 1979). Lakshmi ’s fair skin and racially ambiguous physical fea-tures not only made her more appealing to the majority of US audiences but also allowed her an easier entrée into popu lar media. 
		

		
			Lakshmi ’s position as the host of Top Chef and her prior experiences on cooking shows are countered with repre sentations of Lakshmi in exotic, erotic, and sexualized ways. As Meenakshi Gigi Durham (2001) wrote, 
		

	
		
			170 thakore 
		

		
			consumption of South Asian culture translates into consumption of the fem-inine and the Other. In her work, Durham referenced Gayatri Spivak ’s (1996) discussion of subaltern subjects and their inability to critique the gen-eralizations imposed upon them by their rulers. Women of color tend not to be in positions to change or influence the production of these images. As a result, South Asian women like Lakshmi continue to be represented in the media as exotic sexual beings through the White, heterosexual male gaze (Mulvey 1975). 
		

		
			The Case of Kaling 
		

		
			Such dynamics of beauty are particularly relevant when examining a popu-lar, well-established, and phenotypically more ethnic South Asian Ameri-can actress—Mindy Kaling from The Office. Kaling was born Vera Mindy Chokalingham on June 24, 1979, in Massa chu setts. Her parents were both professionals—her mother an ob-gyn and her father an architect — who had met after migrating from India to work in Nigeria. After meeting and mar-rying, they moved to the United States to continue their careers. Kaling grad-uated from the elite Buckingham Browne & Nichols School before attending the equally elite Dartmouth College, where she majored in playwriting and stayed involved with comedy and a cappella troupes. After graduating, Kaling interned with vari ous television programs, but her claim to fame was in 2002, when she cowrote and costarred in the Off- Broadway play Matt & Ben , based on the friendship between Matt Damon and Ben Affleck. The play was well received at the 2002 New York International Fringe Festival and recognized by Time magazine. 
		

		
			In 2004 Kaling was hired by Jeff Daniels to work as a writer and producer for his forthcoming show, The Office. For the second episode, Kaling wrote her character, Kelly Kapoor. In that episode, where she makes her first appear-ance at the Office Diversity training, Kelly was portrayed as a quiet and subdued Indian woman in frumpy clothing who slapped her boss, Michael Scott, for his racist humor. As the seasons progressed, Kelly became more bubbly and dynamic, obsessed with popular culture and her coworker Ryan. It was this latter represen ta tion that many of my respondents have discussed. 
		

		
			What is unique about the character of Kelly Kapoor is that Mindy Kaling herself was not subjected to the same sort of audition scrutiny that most non-white actors face in the industry (Mulvey 1975). Specifically, any conversa-tions about Kaling ’s attractiveness and marketability likely did not happen, or did not happen to the extent that they do for other South Asian actresses and characters. Kaling essentially created this character, and her subse-quent characters, in a way that was minimally influenced by (White male) 
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			producers, thus subverting the traditional influences of media executives (Entman and Rojecki 2000; S. Hall 2003). 
		

		
			However, Kaling ’s access to that character is due entirely to her execu-tive role on that show. While Kelly Kapoor in The Office was one of the most frequently reported and discussed characters, she was less likely to be included in the list of South Asian characters considered attractive. The pri-mary difference between Kaling and the other South Asian actresses is her physical appearance. One respondent reflected on the character of Kelly in ways that invoked her own self- reflection as an Indian woman. When com-paring Kelly to other South Asian women, she said, 
		

		
			Mindy Kaling is darker, her humor is definitely less innocent I 
		

		
			think. [. . .] I re spect the fact that she doesn ’t dumb herself down. 
		

		
			[. . .] Kaling is definitely curvier than a lot of the other South 
		

		
			Asian actresses on other TV shows [. . .] I like seeing someone 
		

		
			who ’s curvier on TV because I am also. (Bijal, mid- twenties, 
		

		
			second-generation Indian American woman) 
		

		
			Kaling ’s physical appearance resonated with Bijal on a personal level. This is similar to the impact of those media repre sen ta tions for Black and Latinx women (Collins 2000; Gauntlett 2008; Littlefield 2008). 
		

		
			Overall, most of my respondents had little to say about Kaling ’s attrac-tiveness. For example, when asking a respondent if he thought Kelly Kapoor was attractive, he said, “Uh . . . she uh, not, not particularly, not unattract-ive” (Alan, early forties, White man). Similarly, a respondent who had pre-viously described Bollywood actress and UK television star Shilpa Shetty (a model/actress who is tall and thin with light skin and white facial features) as attractive, said about Kelly, “I don ’t have a thing for her so I guess in the middle. Not unattractive” (John, mid- thirties, White man). Notably, while John was quick not to identify Kaling as unattractive, he failed to identify those characteristics that made her attractive or at least “in the middle. ” Spe-cifically, he did not reference any physical features as he did when discuss-ing Shetty. While John did not state that Kelly was “not unattractive, ” his description of her attractiveness essentially placed her lower on the hierar-chy than South Asian women with White physical characteristics. 
		

		
			The Case of Chopra 
		

		
			Fast-forwarding a few years, we see an exponential level of growth in the number of South Asians actors in US media. These characters con-tinue to break out of the traditional ste reo typical molds —at least in their 
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			characterizations. This was certainly the case in the 2010s with Priyanka Chopra. Chopra was born on July 18, 1982, in northern India. Her parents were employed as physicians in the Indian Army, so Chopra and her family moved around frequently. When she was thirteen, Chopra moved to the United States to live with her aunt and attend school. By eighteen, Chopra had returned to India and won second place in the 2000 Femina Miss India contest and, from that, went on to win the 2000 Miss World contest. In 2003 Chopra appeared as the second female lead in her first Bollywood film, The Hero: Love Story of a Spy. While that film made below- average profits, it established Chopra in the Bollywood industry. 
		

		
			Within a few years, Chopra was seen as a prominent Bollywood figure, having appeared in numerous films over the years. In 2008 she was cast in the film Fashion, for which she had to gain approximately thirteen pounds and then lose the weight alongside the plot development of her character. For this role, she won several Indian film awards, including the National Film Award for Best Actress and the Producers Guild Film Award for Best Actress in a Leading Role. She later won her second Producers Guild Film Award for Best Actress for the 2009 film Kaminey. Chopra was nominated in 2010 for the Screen Best Actress Award for What ’s Your Rashee? , in which she played twelve different women as the potential love interests of the leading man. That same year, Chopra hosted the third season of the Indian series Fear Factor: Khatron Ke Khiladi. In 2011 she again received numerous nomina-tions, as well as the Filmfare Critics Award for Best Actress in 7 Khoon Maff . In 2012 the film Barfi! also yielded numerous award nominations and was chosen as India ’s entry for the year ’s US Academy Awards. 
		

		
			This trajectory catapulted her into the international media market. In 2011, after years of performing her own songs as a pageant contestant and in her prior films, Chopra signed a record deal with Universal Music Group with the stipulation that Interscope Records would release her first record in North Amer ica. In 2012 she recorded this record in the United States and released three singles, including “In My City. ” In 2012 she signed a contract with the Creative Artists Agency, a major Hollywood talent agency. In 2013 Chopra voiced a leading character in the Disney animated film Planes. Later that year, she was the first Indian woman to pose for the fashion line Guess. She continued to act in Bollywood films over the years, again receiving awards and nominations for her roles in the 2014 film Mary Kom and 2015 films Dil Dhadakne Do and Bajirao Mastani. 
		

		
			In 2014 Chopra signed a talent holding deal with ABC Studios—a con-tractual retainer agreement that she would appear in an ABC- produced series for the upcoming season, without any other per for mance obligations. 
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			The former executive vice president of Talent and Casting, Keli Lee, flew to Chopra ’s home in India to formally recruit her. Lee created the ABC Dis-covers program, described as “a series of landmark initiatives with a glob-ally focused creative talent recruiting program that leverages technology to allow acting, writing and directing talent to submit their original content online. Winners of the program are offered training, mentorship, and capi-tal in order to scale their skills. ” Other actors who were recruited through this program include Lupita Nyong ’o and Gina Rodriguez (K. Lee 2018). Cho-pra ’s talent holding deal, estimated at $3.5 million, included the criteria that she choose to star in one of the numerous pilot scripts that were being slated for the fall 2015 ABC season or have a series written and created for her. Of the scripts she read, Quantico was her choice. 
		

		
			The ABC series Quantico was conceived by writer Josh Safran, who was known in Hollywood for his prior work on the CW ’s Gossip Girl and NBC ’s Smash. When Safran was later interviewed about the casting decisions for the show, he indicated that it was not his intention to cast any one actor but to cast a diverse group of actors. After Chopra agreed to be cast at the lead character of Alex Parrish, the character was rewritten to have a multiracial background—a White mother and a South Asian (Indian) father. The pro-gression of the series came to include detailed background on these charac-ters, such as the fact that Parrish ’s father was an FBI agent and died under mysterious circumstances (later to be revealed as being shot by Parrish when she was younger, during a domestic dispute between him and his wife/Par-rish ’s mother). 
		

		
			On the one hand, the nature of the dramatic series often calls for such curveballs in the story progression. The dramatic series is structured around a cast of characters who grow as individuals and bond as a group over the course of episodes. There is a process of “setting the stage” in a fictional story that includes establishing the environment for the characters and story lines. These settings are communicated through an inherently visual medium full of overt and covert symbols (S. Hall 1997). A character ’s tumultuous child-hood provides the context to explain a tumultuous pre sent. The crescendo leading up to the revelation that Parrish herself was the one who killed her abusive father is the kind of acting on which tele vision awards are founded. However, while it may be assumed that this is merely fiction, the line between fictive repre sen tations and real ity should not be taken lightly. For example, it is noteworthy that the character is written as multiracial, even though Chopra herself is not. Additionally, even under the guise of drama, the portrayal of the family unit here with tension rooted in the father (of color) reinforces stereotypes of nonwhite men as violent. 
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			As Sreya Mitra (2017) noted, actors like Priyanka Chopra embody the transnational nature of the media industry— blending the dynamics of opportunity and culture. However, what is prioritized above all is the sex-ual appeal of such actors, appeal that is based primarily in the appeal to mostly White consumers, with a mostly White phenotypic aesthetic. Mitra, connecting to works by Neepa Majumdar (2009), noted that the typical role of the Bollywood star is to represent both the film and the brand. Popu lar Bollywood stars are cast in numerous roles per year. This demonstrates a capitalistic nature of the industry —and a renegotiation of the celebrity that incorporates attractiveness and marketability. 
		

		
			As a Bollywood actor, Chopra reflects a beauty ideal that is also popular in Indian society— very fair skin, model- like height and body type — but hardly reflects the physical appearance of most Indian people. This creates two dynamics. First, the perpetuation of a particular White beauty aesthetic is obvious. Notably, an actor like Chopra was successful in Hollywood for many reasons. Her success in Bollywood and interest among Western tal-ent agencies allowed her to be exposed to the Hollywood industry. Second, her success and exposure came at a time when Hollywood was under much scrutiny for their lack of diverse repre sen ta tions. Under programs like the one previously described at ABC, women of color were recruited, mentored, and supported in the pro cess from enrollment to stardom. However, I argue that while the White and Black extremes of the color line remain obvious, the tones are much more “brown ” for women in the middle, including South Asian women. The external gaze can determine media success unless a woman has the access to build it herself. However, this gaze is rooted in White beauty ideals, both for content producers and among media consum-ers. This leaves the question, Can people be what they want, when subju-gated by the eyes of others, in the age of Trump? 
		

		
			Policy imPlications 
		

		
			The dynamics of nonwhite repre sen ta tion in the media is neither subjective nor tertiary. The media, as an agent of socialization, affects our early social development and represents a window to our world. As Omi and Winant (2015) noted, the resonance of racialized meaning inherent in visual images, repre sen ta tions, and popu lar culture are simply larger racial projects under the umbrella of racial formations. In the Trump era, the resistance to any truly diverse represen ta tions is merely representative of a cultural age in which such repre sen ta tions are not welcome—literally. For example, as my 
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			previous work suggests (Thakore 2014, 2016), South Asian represen ta tions are perceived as positive when they are assimilated—or, more specifically, when they adhere to a normative White construction. 
		

		
			In this chapter, I highlight representations of women of color in popu-lar media and discuss the interrelated pro cess of production studies and audience studies. I used Kaling and Chopra as ideal types —significant examples of successful women of color who “made it ” under very diff er-ent circumstances. What distinguishes them is the way they rose to fame and their successes at the top. In Kaling ’s instance, she had the right academic pedigree and was well enough known in the industry for the Hollywood elite to take a chance on her. However, the primary intention was not to cast her but to use her humor to write for the screen. This is noteworthy, as there has been a long history of women comedians in the US since the 1920s who were hardly judged by mainstream beauty stan-dards. However, Kaling found an opportunity to enter the fold, and the rest is “her- story. ” 
		

		
			Chopra, on the other hand, was well established and successful in Bol-lywood and appeared on the radars of Hollywood executives around the same time that multicultural audiences were demanding more diversity in the media. As a result, she was able to obtain a lucrative talent-holding contract and have her pick of series in which she could star. Her success is noteworthy— she was critically acclaimed in many of her Bollywood roles, and she later went on to be the first South Asian woman to win two People ’s Choice Awards for her per formance in Quantico . The extent to which Chopra was able to rise up through the ranks in the Hollywood industry reflects back to her ability to represent normalized ideologies of White attractiveness. 
		

		
			What clearly distinguishes these actors from each other is not only their rise to fame but also their physical appearances. This comparative analy sis has significant policy implications for understanding represen ta tions in Hol-lywood. Here, I have argued that both actors had, have, and will continue to have very distinct experiences in Hollywood from one another. Much of this can be attributed to their experiences making it in Hollywood— Chopra as an Indian Bollywood actress, Kaling as an elite American with a background in playwriting and comedy. However, given our social understandings of the significance of race, phenotype, and gender in the United States, it is evi-dent that all of these dynamics have contributed to that success. Most impor-tantly, these dynamics are representative of the inherent racialized social structures of Hollywood. 
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			moving forWard: understanding 
		

		
			rePre sen ta tions of Women of color 
		

		
			The future of media represen ta tions will be directly influenced by the ever-increasing examples of media repre sen ta tions outside of traditional “Big 5” tele vi sion broadcast networks (CBS, NBC, ABC, FOX, and CW). There have been many programs either rejected by major channels or written directly for relatively new media outlets such as Netflix, Hulu, and Amazon. Critics and fans alike have recognized the innovation and uniqueness of these pro-grams. Outside the control of traditional media networks, producers and writers have much more freedom with character development and scene-setting. In this new media context, it will become increasingly impor tant to for writers and producers to be aware of the writing and casting decisions made for women of color. Inherently, representations of these women through the lenses of exotic attractiveness and erotic sexuality will serve two pur-poses: maintaining Otherness and reinforcing White beauty ideals. 
		

		
			As all media is created for the purpose of profit, producers will continue to have the bottom line in mind when crafting characters. It is projected that by the year 2045, nonwhites will become the majority in the United States. Due to these changing demographics, it will be highly unwise for popu lar media to perpetuate the all- White cast of characters, if only for the risk of alienating the majority nonwhite demographic and negatively impacting their bottom line. However, this risk is often for the benefit of target mar-kets, political philosophies, and the influences that the dominant racial ide-ologies of the Trump era will have for the years to come. 
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			erriam- Webster ’s dictionary defines a museum as “an institu-tion devoted to the procurement, care, study, and display of objects of 
		

		
			lasting interest or value. ” While the goal for some museums is to curate and preserve collections of artifacts and art for scientific study, increasingly museums have shifted their publicly professed goals to include serving the general public. The most compelling description of museums we have found is in a coffee- table book titled Museum Display Design (Whittaker 2014). The back cover of this book states: “Museums are the mental park of cities. ” To us, this is one of the defining characteristics of museums: to promote a par-tic u lar history, or set of histories, in order to give people a sense of place, purpose, and celebrate cultural achievements. 
		

		
			However, controversies abound concerning what can be thought of as dormant functions of museums: to preserve and highlight specific histo-ries above others. Some of these controversies can be found in museums’ hiring of staff and curators. In early 2018, the Brooklyn Museum came under fire for hiring a white woman as their consulting curator for African art. This was seen by many as a reflection of the Brooklyn Museum ’s con-sistent failures to recognize its part in co- opting and misrepresenting arti-facts originating from nonwhite groups (Adisa- Farrar 2018; Greenberger 2018). The New York Times captured the disconnect between museums’ public pronouncements of diversity and their lack of diversity in their board 
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			members, noting that the members of many big museum boards are “strik-ingly ” white (Pogrebin 2018). Indeed, a 2017 report indicated that while museum directors and board chairs note the importance of diversity and inclusion to achieving their missions, most museum boards are all white (BoardSource 2017). 
		

		
			Our contributions to this volume are threefold. First, we suggest that interrogating open and overt resurgence of white domination often mini-mizes or neglects what happens in the private spheres of society (Picca and Feagin 2007) and what takes place at both the individual and institutional levels. Our research highlights how white supremacy operates under the guise of diversity (Berrey 2015; Embrick 2008); diversity ideology facilitates the illusion of inclusion while allowing for racialized mechanisms that favor exclusion (Embrick 2008, 2011, 2018; Embrick and Rice 2010). We outline three specific mechanisms that take place at the Art Institute of Chicago (AIC) that facilitate institutional white spaces (see Moore 2008). Second, we argue that museums should be seen in the context of racialized social systems, as part of a society that allocates differential rewards along socially constructed racial lines. Bonilla- Silva (1997) notes that these rewards can be economic, political, social, or even psychological. Accord-ingly, we see museums, and in par tic u lar elite museums, as racialized organ izations that maintain the status quo of white supremacy in racialized social systems. Last, we contend that such museums serve to facilitate both whiteness and elitism and are in fact a call to 1950s nostalgia of a specific type of normativity. In this sense, we can see elite museums as racial proj-ects (Omi and Winant 2014 [1994]) for those elements of the White racial backlash seeking to “interpret, represent, and explain ” the superiority of Whiteness in the cultural context of “high art. ” As we discuss below, muse-ums of this caliber and stature can become a refuge and sanctuary because of how they display art, which artists they display, and most fundamentally by defining what good art is. In fact, the gravitation of the right and alt- right to medieval studies and comments by Representative Steve King about the importance of whiteness in saving Western civilization during the “Dark Ages” are examples of public racial projects that are in turn reinforced by how a museum (like the AIC) displays Islamic art, African art, or Meso-american art in comparison to the armor room or the art of the impression-ists. By relegating Islamic art to the basement while displaying medieval European armor and weapons in a brand new gallery, the AIC becomes a sanctuary for those whites who feel besieged by a society filled with indi-viduals embarking on racial projects that emphasize a more just and egali-tarian society. 
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			Our chapter specifically adds to the collective theme of this book by high-lighting three specific racial mechanisms (see Hughey, Embrick, and Doane 2015) in museum institutions that help maintain white supremacy and com-forts white anx ieties, fears, and fragilities about their group position in society. These mechanisms help whites preserve their psychological wages of whiteness (Du Bois 2007 [1935]; Marable 2000; Roediger 2007) in safe white spaces (Moore 2008). 
		

		
			theoretical frameWorks and White sPaces 
		

		
			Our interest lies in interrogating the connection between white supremacy and racialized orga nizational, institutional, and structural social spaces. Spe-cifically, we are interested in better understanding precisely how institu-tions in a racialized social system facilitate white supremacy. What are the specific racial mechanisms within these institutions that reproduce color-blind and other racial ideologies? How do these institutions serve as both physical and mental white sanctuaries? How are these spaces complicated by class or other positionalities in society? In this chapter, we provide some insights on how the AIC serves to preserve and pre sent our collective iden-tities regarding who we are as a city, state, or nation but that additionally serves to tell us who belongs and who is Othered, which groups are inferior and which groups are superior. Much like other racialized institutions (Ray 2017), museums reinforce the existing social and racial order of the society in which they reside. In the following, we outline some of the essential racial theories that help inform our understanding of museums’ place in society and pay specific attention to how our research fits into current literature of racism and space. 
		

		
			White Spaces vs. White Sanctuaries 
		

		
			Recently, we have witnessed a growing backlash against the removal of Confederate statues and other symbols of white supremacy. These battles reflect the racial tensions that have always been present in US society. On the one hand, many whites (and even a growing number of minorities) argue that these symbols have nothing to do with racism and white supremacy —that these symbols represent “our history, ” “our heritage, ” or even our sense of “national pride. ” On the other hand, some have argued that the removal of Confederate statues and other symbols of white suprem-acy are necessary actions if the nation is to ever get past its racist history. 
		

		
			These arguments, and the conversations taking place about deracializ-ing white spaces in society, are centered on that which lies in the public 
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			sphere — e.g., the Confederate statues or flags in our parks, at building entrances, and in other public spaces. We argue that the battle over the removal of Confederate statues is minuscule against the broader foundation of white supremacy. That is, we need to pay more attention to the racial mechanisms present in our racialized institutions (Ray 2017) and even larger social structures that serve to perpetuate both overt and covert racial dis-crimination. While not as blatant as Confederate flags or statues, white sanc-tuaries provide a haven that not only promotes white supremacy but provides a relatively “safe” space in which whites can reify their racialized understanding of the world in which they live. More so than white institu-tionalized spaces (Moore 2008), white sanctuaries often exist within the con-fines of white habitus (Bonilla- Silva 2003; Bonilla- Silva, Goar, and Embrick 2006) but may also exist within nonwhite (Bonilla- Silva and Embrick 2007) or even more seemingly cosmopolitan spaces (Anderson 2011). 
		

		
			The AIC represents a type of white (racialized) institutional space as well as a white sanctuary. This space is raced and classed, and it operates both overtly and more subtly to reaffirm middle-class whites’ position in society. We highlight three ways in which it does this: through its location and prac-tices, through its placement of art, and through the policing of spaces and bodies. 
		

		
			Place and Space 
		

		
			The vast majority of sociolog ical research on the spatial dynamics of race and inequality have concentrated on the physical geography of living space— in other words, racial residential segregation and the connection between differential resources and racially organized neighborhoods (e.g., see Massey and Denton 1998). While this liter a ture provides insights into the dynamics of race, space, and hierarchy, most of the scholarship does not go far enough to elucidate the power of racialized space to orga nize and normalize white supremacy. The sociologist Henri Lefebvre, speaking about space in the con-text of not just geography but also organizational and institutional spaces, noted that social spaces are created via political pro cesses and shaped by politics and ideology (1976:31). It is only in the last decade that sociologists have begun to explicitly examine racialized economic and political spaces and the ideological mechanisms (Coates 2007; Ray 2019) of orga nizational and institutional white spaces, noting that these social spaces are racially orga nized in ways that both facilitate and camouflage white supremacy. 
		

		
			Since the early years of the twenty- first century, scholarship has emerged identifying the manner in which other social spaces— namely, social organ-izations and institutions—similarly connect to differential resources along 
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			the lines of race. Drawing on what Ture and Hamilton have termed institu-tional racism—or “the active and pervasive operation of anti- black attitudes and prejudices” embedded within social institutions—sociologists have noted that the central organ izations and institutions that make up the US social structure are racialized to facilitate white supremacy and the oppres-sion of people of color (1992: 112). 
		

		
			In How Racism Takes Place, George Lipsitz (2011) discusses how seem-ingly race- neutral social spaces become ideologically embedded with assumptions that facilitate white privilege and power within these spaces. The reproduction of racialized power dynamics takes place spatially, accord-ing to Lipsitz (2011), through the “white spatial imaginary. ” Lipsitz suggests: “The white spatial imaginary idealizes ‘pure ’ and homogeneous spaces, controlled environments, and predictable patterns of design and behav ior. It seeks to hide social problems rather than solve them. . . . This imaginary does not emerge simply or directly from the embodied identities of people who are white. It is inscribed in the physical contours of the places where we live, work, and play, and it is bolstered by financial rewards for white-ness” (2011:29). 
		

		
			Likewise, the concept of white institutional space facilitates an explica-tion of how race privilege is produced and reproduced in organ izations and institutions by illuminating the interrelated mechanisms of racialized struc-tures and everyday practices and their connection to the ideologies and discourses that fuel the white spatial imaginary within these settings (Moore 2008; Evans and Moore 2016). Wendy Leo Moore, most recently in Repro-ducing Racism: White Space, Elite Law Schools, and Racial Inequality , has produced scholarship illuminating elite law schools as “racialized spaces where whites rarely think about that racialization ” (2008: xi). She develops the conception of white institutional space—spaces in which deeply embed-ded racial structures, racialized everyday practices, and racial ideologies and discursive frames work in conjunction with one another to maintain the status quo or white supremacy. We argue that as racialized organ izations (Ray 2019), museums facilitate white supremacy in similar fashion to Moore’s law schools, through decisions regarding selection and placement of art, through access to the museum, and through a number of racial mechanisms that embrace white normativity and maintain the status quo. 
		

		
			Researchers in museum studies have tackled racism by attempts to influ-ence museum education (Teslow 2007; Maleuvre 2012). These studies point to a historically troubled legacy with race and argue that museums are cru-cial agents in the construction of race through scientific practices and pub-lic exhibitions (Teslow 2007:13). Museums have tended to misrepresent 
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			minority groups, sometimes to injurious effect (Karp et al. 2006). According to these works, “Racism thrives in all corners of museums—from curatorial decisions that often exclude artists of color and information about the racial context of objects to workplace cultures that prioritize White cultural modes of communication ” (Dewhurst and Hendrick 2018:451). Museums in the US have long promoted a view of the dominant culture that supports and encour-ages the subordination of nonwhite populations (Lavine and Karp 1991). Museums, devoted to the canon of masterpieces by “dead white men, ” are challenged to open their doors to artwork by women, people of color, and other creative artists. In an era of increased globalization, real cultures are diverging, and, therefore, museum “visitors of today are recognizably diverse. ” Museum studies have also called for the decolonization of the field of museum education. But the field is slow to address the intersections of institutional racism and its impact on visitors of color (Karp et al. 2006). Given the demographic changes, there is a need to shift a focus on assimila-tion toward a more progressive and inclusive practice (Hein 2012). Despite the examination of race by museum studies, our research study here goes deeper, being empirically driven by authors who are critical sociologists. 
		

		
			research design 
		

		
			We selected the Art Institute of Chicago as our site of study because it is considered one of the premier art museums in the world. In 2014 the AIC received the coveted distinction of being rated the number one museum in the world by TripAdvisor, a popu lar website for frequent travelers (Chicago Tribune 2014), beating out the National Museum of Anthropology in Mex-ico City; the State Hermitage Museum and Winter Palace in St. Petersburg, Rus sia; the Louvre in Paris; and the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York City. It has since been ranked in the top four categories of best muse-ums in the world by TripAdvisor. In 2016 the AIC reported a 15 percent atten-dance growth, bringing a record 1.79 million visitors to its doors (Johnson 2017), largely a result of its tribute exhibition to Vincent Van Gogh, titled Van Gogh’s Bedrooms. 
		

		
			The AIC was founded in 1879 and continues to reside in its original build-ing, constructed for the 1893 World ’s Columbian Exposition. It is the sec-ond largest museum in the United States, spacewise, after the Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York City. While widely recognized nationally and internationally, the AIC is also often touted as “Chicago ’s museum. ” It rep-resents a type of white institutional space—a space that attracts and facili-tates the needs of a specific clientele: the white middle and upper classes. 
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			In 2015 the lead and second author of this chapter partnered to do a collaborative ethnography project at the AIC. This project would last three years as we tackled the complexities of working together in a way that would allow us to witness so ciolog ical patterns while at the same time allowing for us to negotiate the discrepancies in what we saw or inter-preted differently. Collaborative ethnography is not a common method-ological practice, as many ethnographers tend to prefer collecting data solo. Collaborative ethnography comes with par tic u lar challenges that require trust between colleagues, as well as lots of conversations to make sure both perspectives are included. While this pro cess is challenging, many positives outweigh any shortcomings. According to May and Pattillo- McCoy, “collaborative ethnography can be useful for providing a richer description, highlighting perceptual inconsistencies, and recogniz-ing the influence of ethnographers’ personal and intellectual backgrounds on the collection and recording of data ” (2000:65). For us, collaborative ethnography allowed us to engage in cointerpretive findings and cocritical assessments of how to link our findings to theories of racism and white supremacy (Lassiter 2005). 
		

		
			Our data comes from several hundred written pages of observation field notes, discussions, and photos of everyday life at the AIC, recorded by the first and second authors. These field notes include collaborative visits to the AIC, representing a significant time at the museum together. We took indi-vidual notes but frequently checked in with one another about what we wit-nessed concerning interactions between museum patrons (paid visitors of a museum) and museum floor staff, whose job is to maintain the security and safety of their assigned exhibits and the patrons who visit those exhibits. We logged many hours of discussions about the architecture of the building; how patrons navigated spaces in the museum; the placement and location of works of art; the specific lighting in each of the rooms, with attention to natu-ral versus artificial lighting; and the traffic flow of patrons. Once we were satisfied that we were in sync with one another, we divided the weekly visits: the first author would go to the museum on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Sat-urdays, and the second author was responsible for Mondays, Wednesdays, and Saturdays. This arrangement worked out well, as it allowed us to note differences and similarities that were present during diff erent days of the week but also presented variations in how we were treated during our obser-vations. For example, while the second author often went by himself to the AIC, the first author often went with his four ambiguously ethnic daughters. This alone led to some in terest ing observations about how we were treated by museum patrons or the floor staff. 
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			findings 
		

		
			Three specific racial mechanisms speak to how white spaces are created, re created, and maintained within elite museums: spatiality, the policing of space, and the management of access. 
		

		
			Spatiality 
		

		
			When examining the issue of space in the museum, the first two authors noticed three distinct methods in which space came into play. The first issue is centrality. On the AIC ’s main floor, in the middle of every thing, is the art of antiquity. These are pieces from the classical Greek and Roman periods. These eras are deemed the “genesis of Western civilization ” and are seen as superior in both the academy and popu lar culture. The art itself has often been used as examples of race and aesthetics, overlooking the fact that these pieces were often painted and only appear white as function of time and weathering, not that these pieces were meant to be racially white. From this main floor and entrance, to be able to see either the modern wing, Ameri-can Art (i.e., art of the US); the Chagall America Windows; or the museum café and members’ lounge, any visitor must walk through at least one of the hallways with the pieces of antiquity. These exhibits of ancient Greek and ancient Roman pieces are quite literally the physical center of the museum, reifying their literal centrality to art and art history. 
		

		
			The second spatial issue we observed was the treatment of Islamic art, in both the size and the placement of its gallery. The Islamic art galleries are on the lower level of the museum and are incredibly isolated. This level is accessible only from one stairway that is difficult to find. As a result, it had the least foot traffic of any gallery in the permanent exhibition that we expe-rienced. There were always very few visitors. The majority of the foot traffic we observed were from museum staff, who used it as a passageway to the “backstage ” portions of the museum— where staff offices and storage are located. Being on the lower level, it had poor lighting, certainly in contrast to the airy and open feel of the impressionist galleries on the second floor. While it was not exactly “dark and dank, ” both natu ral and electric lighting in the galleries were noticeably less than in the rest of the museum, espe-cially in contrast to the areas with ancient Greek and Roman art. What ’s interest ing is that many of the Islamic art pieces are from the same time period as the Greek and Roman pieces, but the differences in location and lighting indicate the primacy of the “white art ” of Greece and Rome in con-trast to that of the Islamic world. 
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			A third spatial dynamic we observed was an unexpected movement pat-tern. On the second level on the south side of the building resides the Mod-ern American Art wing, which includes artists such as Georgia O ’Keeffe, Frida Kahlo, Diego Rivera, Archibald Motley, and Edward Hopper. One after noon, early in the data collection, the first two authors noticed an in ter-esting pattern: visitors would look at Hopper ’s Nighthawks, then move to Grant Wood ’s American Gothic, and then go to the Georgia O’Keeffe gal-lery (figure 11.1). In the pro cess, visitors would entirely skip the works of Kahlo, Rivera, and Motley —all artists of color. We have dubbed this pattern “the Bermuda Triangle of Whiteness. ” Visitors would seemingly dis appear into white artists, oblivious to the Latinx and African American masters around them. Over and over we observed this movement pattern, irrespec-tive of time of day, the day of the week, or the season. While predominantly a movement pattern of white visitors, it was a phenomenon we did observe with other groups. While we do not have a definitive answer for why this pattern occurred, we have begun to explore the idea that there are individ-ual artists one expects to see in an internationally recognized museum. This is a function of what is learned vis- à- vis art history, where a primacy is put on white artists. So as a white sanctuary, galleries can serve as safe racial spaces if one ignores those artists not expected in a museum the caliber of the AIC. Work by Hopper, Wood, O ’Keeffe, and other white artists can be the safe harbor when in a room surrounded by work of artists of color, as is the case for Wood ’s American Gothic. 
		

		
			Policing of Space 
		

		
			The second racial mechanism we observed in the AIC was the policing of the space itself. The uptick in the policing of spaces by whites comes at a cost for black and brown bodies. While no one called 911 on the authors, we 
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			Figure 1. Map of Rooms with flow of Bermuda Triangle of Whiteness. 
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			did see how the museum security acted quite differently with us, as two men of color, compared to white visitors, and how the difference existed regard-ing children of color as well. For example, on the very first day of the joint ethnography data collection, the first two authors entered the first gallery of the impressionist collection, where George Seurat ’s A Sunday on La Grande Jatte—1884 is displayed, and captured the experience of this differ-ence in the following field notes: 
		

		
			As we entered the room, a middle-aged white woman was 
		

		
			looking at the painting. She kept getting progressively closer. 
		

		
			A short burgundy velvet rope barrier was about 5 feet from the 
		

		
			painting to act as a deterrent from visitors touching the master-
		

		
			piece. The woman then de cided that she was not close enough to 
		

		
			the painting and leaned out over the rope, to the point where she 
		

		
			was perhaps 6 inches away from the painting. We were so 
		

		
			startled by how close she was to the painting we took a picture of 
		

		
			it. We then wandered around the rest of the gallery, eventually 
		

		
			ending up in front of Seurat ’s painting the woman had just 
		

		
			closely inspected. We had been standing a few feet behind the 
		

		
			rope for a minute or two when we heard a security guard state “Excuse me, sir. Sir. EXCUSE ME, SIR. ” We both looked around trying to see to whom she was referring. It turned out she was speaking to us. Despite being at least two feet from the rope (and 7 –8 [feet] from the painting), we were singled out, identified as being too close to the painting, and essentially publicly humili-ated for the implicit reason that “we did not know how to be in a museum. ” 
		

		
			Meanwhile, just a few minutes earlier a white woman had been close enough to smell and taste the oil- based paint from 1886 with no reprimand and an absence of humiliation. The researchers were imbued with the not-so-subtle notion of needing to “know their place” in the museum, which is, apparently, not as close to art as white visitors. 
		

		
			There were other examples of policing. For instance, often in the Alsdorf South East Asian galleries, a large seated Buddha would attract a crowd, usu-ally white, and often the “Art Bro ” or “Hipster Art Connoisseur ” (as we dubbed them) would take it upon himself to touch the statue of Buddha, rub his belly, touch his legs, or other wise make it an “interactive” exhibit. How-ever, multiple times when the first author was at the museum, he would see young, early elementary aged children of color scolded for getting too close 
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			to the sculpture, as if these children could move or damage a five- foot- high, four- foot- wide, multiton statue. However, if the hipster wanted to rub Bud-dha ’s belly, that was permitted. 
		

		
			Management of Access 
		

		
			The third racial mechanism is about regulating who has access to the museum. The very location of the AIC, off Michigan Avenue— one of the most expen-sive retail areas in Chicago —sets the stage for who can visit the museum and who cannot. Those wanting to park in the area should expect to pay upwards of $50 per day depending on the time of day and location. General admission for Chicago residents ranges from $14 to $29, with additional costs to leave items at the coat check or to rent an electronic information guide. A typical family of four can expect to pay over $100 for a day at the museum. To be fair, there are free days to entice locals to enjoy “their” museum. However, what was once free admittance with merely a “suggested donation ” has been whittled down over time. At one point the AIC was free; then it offered mul-tiple free days during the week; and now there are merely “ free hours, ” on Thursday evenings from 5 p.m. to 8 p.m. Free hours, however, are not for every one. An ID is required (or if you do not have an ID the museum asks you to “please bring a lease, bill, or piece of mail that shows your name and Illinois address ”) to enter during those three hours. These documents ensure the exclusion of some groups, such as the homeless, who are not welcome to what is often touted by the mayor of Chicago as an institution “for the people. ” 
		

		
			A second manifestation of regulating who has access is the reaction of the paying visitors when free hours begin. We have observed a mass exodus of the paying visitors as if they feared the great unwashed masses ruining their experience. In general, we found no real difference in the behav ior of those attending during the “ free hours” and the paid patrons of the AIC, though they seemed on average a bit younger —skewing toward those in their early to mid- twenties—and a modest increase of nonwhites. Along with the mass exodus, we observed that the members’ lounge also changed during the free hours. The lounge itself was a sanctuary within a sanctuary, with only members of the Art Institute of Chicago (each allowed one guest) allowed entrance. At first, the lounge was closed during free hours. How-ever, for the past year, the lounge has transformed into a small jazz club, with live music playing. It is still only for members and their guests, and it seems that the creation of the jazz lounge is an effort to keep members in the build-ing and purchasing beer or coffees while listening to jazz. Recently, a new attempt to keep members from leaving and to attract a younger demographic 
		

	
		
			190 Weffer, embrick & domínguez 
		

		
			emerged on Thursday nights. The modern wing was turned into a dance club, complete with DJs, a light show, and glow sticks. While it did not last for long, it was a transparent attempt to bring in a “different demographic” on Thursday nights. 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			These are just a few of our findings that we believe highlight how the AIC helps inform us not only of who we collectively are but also of who is (and is not) included in that collective. The racialized mechanisms in place allow certain groups to feel safe and to celebrate white art achievements in an insti-tution that seemingly legitimizes their beliefs about their place in society. As a sanctuary, it serves as an institution that makes it safe to engage in white re sistance. By displaying only those works of art that are canonical and pre-dominantly white, it serves as a shelter from the onslaught of diversity in the rest of the fine arts world and works as a type of racial project for those who perpetuate the whitelash. The need for white re sistance in the arts can be seen through the popularity of works like Lin Manuel- Miranda ’s Hamil-ton, which diversified theater and history, or individual efforts of artists such as Misty Copeland, the first African American woman to be the female prin-cipal dancer for the American Ballet Theatre, and Venezuelan conductor Gustavo Dudamel. By being an institution where by one can simply avoid artists of color by navigating our Bermuda Triangle of Whiteness, the Art Institute of Chicago reaffirms to the dominant group what they already know in regard to the racial and social order of society. In this sense, they fit Gal-lagher ’s arguments about how institutions promote racism through color blindness (see chapter 5). 
		

		
			Studying museums is impor tant because they are institutions that seem harmless, that seem to be producers or purveyors of knowledge for the greater good. Exposing the often- hidden racial mechanisms and inadvertent racial projects that promote white supremacy within these white institutional spaces allows us to rethink who is included and who is not and to challenge the status quo. 
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			onald trumP’s arrival on the political scene has been accompanied by a rise in hate crimes (Edwards and Rushin 2018) and violent national-
		

		
			ist demonstrations, including the 2017 Unite the Right rally in Charlottes-ville. While at the event, avowed white nationalists Richard Spencer and James Allsup streamed and uploaded video accounts of the event to the online video platform YouTube. Earlier that year, investigators found sub-scriptions to various white nationalist channels on James Jackson ’s YouTube account after he murdered Timothy Caughman in an effort to stop black men from dating white women (Weill, LaPorta, and Zavadski 2017). 
		

		
			The roots of contemporary white supremacy run deep through the inter-net ’s early history (Michael 2016), and its utility as an international, unmod-erated space for extremism has been compounded by the meteoric rise of social media and other user- generated content in the past fifteen years. Invig-orated by recent political developments, white nationalists have embedded themselves into the center of a smorgasbord of vari ous online far- right groups calling themselves the “alt- right. ” Using platforms such as YouTube, these groups are able to orga nize, recruit new members, disseminate media, and fund their political activities (O’Callaghan et al. 2015; Rash 2017). 
		

		
			This chapter focuses on YouTube and seeks to answer the following ques-tions: Why is YouTube an effective platform for white supremacist groups? What themes, frames, and narratives are present in white supremacist 
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			YouTube content? How do these reproduce both hegemony and white re sis-tance to equality? 
		

		
			theoretical background 
		

		
			There is a legacy of research on how online spaces facilitate extremist views (Suler 2004; O’Callaghan et al. 2015). They allow white supremacist groups to easily network with distant users (Michael 2016), anonymously discuss their extremist beliefs unchallenged (Hill and Hughes 1997), raise money (Gerstenfeld, Grant, and Chiang 2003; Conway 2005), and access or build repositories of white supremacist media (Adams and Roscigno 2005). You-Tube as a platform excels at each of these—a fact that has not been ignored by the resurgence of white supremacist groups leading up to, and following, the 2016 US election (Valasik and Reid, 2018; King and Leonard 2016:166). YouTube’s role as an online recruitment tool lies in its ubiquity, ease of use, and features that facilitate user-to- channel networking (Dogtiev 2018). In their study on YouTube’s recommender algorithm, O’Callaghan et al. deter-mined that users who encounter extreme right- wing political content on YouTube can find themselves “[immersed] in an ideological bubble in just a few clicks” (2015:459). YouTube functions as part of what Albrecht, Fielitz, and Thurston call a “digitally driven ecosystem, ” leveraged by white suprem-acists for the purposes of “mainstreaming ” extremist ideas to the public (2018:13). 
		

		
			In this sense, the “alt- right ” can be understood as a newer rebranding of white supremacism, with members committing considerable energy toward rhetorically distancing themselves from white supremacism to recruit more members and avoid the social ramifications of hate-group status (Futrell and Simi 2017). Many opt for more euphemistic labels, such as identitarian , American nationalist, and race realist. However, the ideas are merely repack-aged hate of yesteryear, and smokescreens of “irony ” or “trolling ” allow users to still spread openly racist memes or content while gaslighting their accusers (Topinka 2018). Online extremists exploit the veneer of authentic-ity offered by user-generated content to attract new followers, while embed-ding dog whistles in their content to still appeal to existing “hardcore ” members (May and Feldman 2018:27). 
		

		
			Today, the libertine Wild West atmosphere of online social spaces may seem like the new playground for online hate, but this is hardly a recent development. As far back as 1985, Tom Metzger, leader of the White Aryan Re sis tance, used electronic bulletin boards to network with other white supremacists (Michael 2016). Stormfront .org, one of the largest white 
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			nationalist websites, was founded as early as 1995. Functioning entirely off a single phone line, it served as a message board for up to four hundred daily visitors to discuss beliefs, coordinate meetings, and recruit new members. Before its recent decline, the website held over three hundred thousand reg-istered members and remained a central hub for white nationalist activity. Stormfront ’s success demonstrated that going online meant global reach while brick-and- mortar white supremacist communities were limited to local recruitment. Additionally, online anonymity conceals extremist iden-tities and radicalizes discourse through disinhibition and deindividualiza-tion (Suler 2004; Hill and Hughes 1997). 
		

		
			White supremacist groups have historically used online platforms to sell apparel, bumper stickers, and other merchandise (Gerstenfeld, Grant, and Chiang 2003). Donations can cover website costs and can be incentivized by platform-based privileges such as premium access or status (Conway 2005). When considering why white nationalism has found a home on You-Tube specifically, the sheer monetizing power the platform possesses can-not be understated. In fact, many large companies pulled ads from the website, fearing they were funding extremist groups (Lomas 2017). YouTube ’s demonetization efforts placated advertisers, but content creators had work-arounds. For example, far- right political vlogger Lauren Southern used Patreon to collect $5000 a month from patrons who view her content on You-Tube (Broderick 2017). Today, content creators link their bitcoin wallets to video descriptions, enabling users to donate via cryptocurrency. 
		

		
			Like all social movements, white supremacist groups use frames to pro-mote social efficacy (Goffman 1974). Frames are “persuasive devices” (Snow and Benford 1988) that interpret problems faced by a group, assert that they can be solved, and mobilize group members to take action rather than give up. The most effective frames resonate with their audience through the use of narratives—stories, myths, allegories, and tales that orga nize events into meaningful episodes, supporting a larger moral message. Adams and Roscigno (2005) found that white supremacist leaders are able to create a sense of “allies and adversaries” using symbolic construction of categories that delineate the superior “us” versus the inferior “them. ” This is very simi-lar to Blumer ’s (1958) theory of group position as racial prejudice, a theory later expanded by Bobo and Hutchings (1996), which frames prejudice in a group-oriented construction of difference and superiority. 
		

		
			In addition to notions of “us ” and “them, ” group conflict along racial lines, and defensiveness, white supremacist groups employ other frames, such as conspiracism, dualism, and victimhood (Daniels 1997; Lombard 1999; Ber-brier 2000; Berlet and Vysotsky 2006). White victimhood has remained a 
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			core component of white supremacist messaging since the 1970s. Daniels (1997) argues that this was an effort to “rebrand ” the movement following the civil rights era. With overt forms of racism being condemned, these groups had to retreat from the sunlight, so to speak, to reevaluate their approach. 
		

		
			David Duke, former Grand Dragon of the Ku Klux Klan, founded the National Association for the Advancement of White People (NAAWP) as a public response to the National Association for the Advancement of Col-ored People (NAACP), who, he claimed, supported antiwhite discrimination with its calls for affirmative action (Holstein and Miller 1990). Duke reframed minority groups as ungrateful beneficiaries of hardworking whites, who are the true victims of systemic racism. Similar attempts at equivocality would be found in subsequent calls for white pride months and white pride parades (Dobratz and Shanks- Meile 2006). 
		

		
			Applying Berbrier’s (2000) work on the social construction of victimhood to white supremacist rhetoric reveals why whites can so easily leverage their privilege, performing a dizzying reversal of who really is the victim here (Lombard 1999). Their appropriation of victimhood serves as an effective silencing tool against oppressed minorities by shifting the conversation and commandeering their platform (Schwalbe et  al. 2000). Additionally, it exploits the latent innocence of victimhood to absolve whites’ history of sys-temically oppressing minorities. Fi nally, building an identity of victimhood allows these movements to spin violence in a more palatable way, motivat-ing embittered whites to take extreme political action (Poletta 1998). 
		

		
			Overall, scholars have demonstrated a multitude of reasons for white supremacist groups’ apparent affinity for online platforms. However, despite attention by news outlets (Solon 2018; Broderick 2017), advertisers (Lomas 2017), and platform decision makers (Hogan 2017), the recent surge in white supremacist activity has yielded only a few in-depth forays into specific plat-forms (King and Leonard 2016; Rash 2017; Lewis 2018). This study aims to break new ground, unpacking current frames and themes used by con-temporary white nationalist groups to exploit the digital terrain of You-Tube. Through in-depth analysis of white nationalist video content, the latest rhetorical mechanisms used to mainstream extremist ideas and recruit new followers will be laid bare. 
		

		
			research design 
		

		
			While white supremacist groups occupy a variety of social media platforms, I have chosen YouTube for this study because of its ubiquity, its use by 
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			far- right content creators, and its effectiveness as a tool for creating, distrib-uting, and monetizing media content. Due to the mammoth amount of content being uploaded daily —as well as how difficult organ izing and index-ing content can be—scholars who study YouTube communities tend to opt for small, purposive samples (Lange 2007; Rotman and Preece 2010). This study focuses on the YouTube channel Red Ice TV. 
		

		
			Red Ice is a media group dedicated to covering “politics, the culture war, entertainment and current issues from a pro- European perspective” (Red Ice TV n.d.). It prides itself as “the only media outlet bold enough to tell the truth, ” and its slogan is “The Future is the Past. ” They produce self-described “alt- right ” online radio pieces, videos, and news stories. At the time of writ-ing this, Red Ice TV has uploaded over one thousand videos and currently has over 220,000 subscribers. 
		

		
			After sorting the channel ’s video list by date uploaded and number of views, I selected thirty videos for sampling: the top ten most viewed, the top ten most recently uploaded, and ten randomly selected videos from the past one hundred most recent uploads. Popularity was chosen as a means of video priority because it can be reasonably correlated with influence and the like-lihood that the video will be recommended to other viewers by YouTube’s algorithm (Bishop 2018). To ensure relevance of content, videos from older than three years ago were excluded from analysis and replaced with the next video on the sorted list. Recency was determined to be a significant factor given the dramatic shift in white supremacist discourse and tactics leading up to, and following, the 2016 US election (Gusterson 2017; Edwards and Rushin 2018). The thirty videos sampled consisted of two speeches, a car-toon, six radio news segments, a book review, and an assortment of video essays about current events, race, immigration, and politics. They ranged from three minutes to an hour in length. 
		

		
			I transcribed videos using YouTube’s automated closed captioning sys-tem. Captions were checked for mistakes, and when a video did not have a transcription, sound was rerouted to allow the computer to “listen to itself, ” and voice recognition was copied down in real time. Through multiple read-throughs, I coded and broke down transcriptions using thematic data analy sis. Marshall and Rossman ’s (1999) six stages of thematic data analysis were applied, and coding involved initial, focused, and thematic stages. One of the strategies during initial and focused coding was the breaking down of these videos into narrative parts to delve into framing techniques. 
		

		
			Following focused coding, themes emerged, representing recurring ideas within the text. This conceptualization was done in multiple parts —first by identifying ways data within those categories converge, noting which 
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			concepts contain “recurring regularities” (Patton 2002: 466). Afterward, alternative interpretations of the data were tested, attempting to understand the themes in data through varying levels of extremism. The possibility for different interpretations allows content creators to send dog whistles to fellow white supremacists while appealing to wider audiences. Lastly, the inclusion of top comments under these videos helps identify various inter-pretations of media and reconcile them with those of the researcher. 
		

		
			results 
		

		
			Following analy sis, five major themes emerged. Videos framed news stories, current events, history, and a variety of other topics into recurring narra-tives about (1) group warfare and white victimhood, (2) guilt management, (3) race, place, and entitlement, (4) censorship and truth, and (5) impending doom and the question of resistance. 
		

		
			Videos consistently conveyed a strong sense of racialized group conflict. Words like us interchangeably switched between whites and Europeans— even when talking about American whites. Race was the most pertinent mea-sure of difference between people, transcending culture, language, and national bound aries. Also, race and ethnicity were semiotically fused together. Words like Swedes or Germans were accompanied by images of whites, while words like immigrant and refugee were accompanied by images of nonwhites. This combination of language and imagery combined the idea of nationality and race, presenting “us” and “them ” in a simple, color-coded way. Mixing populations is portrayed as unnatural and therefore undesir-able. The animated clip “Diversity” Is a Weapon against Whites uses the visual meta phor of how melting vari ous crayons of diff er ent colors in a pot will produce a “blah, yucky color ” while keeping the crayons separate means that they stay “vibrant and unique. ” 
		

		
			The appropriation of victim status was common, and whites were por-trayed as besieged and beleaguered. Terms like protect, preserve, defend, lib-erate, standing up for themselves, and fighting for what is theirs were all used to describe white nationalists. In contrast, immigrants and nonwhites were said to be invading, attacking, shouting, infecting, encroaching, stealing, and committing more crime. Essentially, the “other ” acts, and the “us” reacts. The stakes justify any degree of action, as indicated by videos like Forced Multi-culturalism Makes Nazis—a cartoon where a white man returns from a world trip to “Evropa ” and discovers, to his horror, that people of color are now riding the bus, at his job, and walking around in public. The video ends with him furiously becoming a radical extremist who dons a swastika. 
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			“It ’s okay to be white. It ’s okay to love being white. It ’s okay to want to be around people who look like you. It okay to prefer your own people—every one else does. ” This opening line from the video White DNA Is an Abomination addresses a common theme across the sample: guilt. Guilt is consistently pre-sented as an emotional burden whites must shed for their own sake. Fur-thermore, it is insidiously planted into the minds of whites by those with ulterior motives. Whites are not privileged because they suffer guilt from being called racist. 
		

		
			Many videos present a revised, guiltless, version of history. In Why I Don ’t Want to Become a Minority, whites feel guilty and morally obligated to help other races because of slavery and conquest. This is unjust, the viewer is told, because all other races have engaged in that behav ior, but only whites get “charged ” because they were “the best at it. ” Any notion of nonwhites facing oppression is summarily dismissed by continuously pointing to all of the “ free stuff ” nonwhites receive, “courtesy ” of whites. “If you ’re a minority in a white country, you can cash in on affirmative action, special loans, grants, scholarships, jobs, casting calls, diversity programs, all because you are not white. ” This framing adds a white nationalist twist to the more mainstream “playing the black card ” trope —using one ’s minority status for special treatment. 
		

		
			The sampled videos rely heavi ly on blending whiteness, nationality, place, and entitlement in order to convey a message of white nationalism. In terms of geograph ical space, race was most often linked through historical narra-tive. White DNA Is an Abomination lists “white things” other races should be “thankful for. ” These include “ human rights . . . cars, planes, trains, elec-tricity, internet, toilets, medical advancements, photography, printing press, eyeglasses, space travel . . . Having a clean, safe neighborhood, speaking En glish, table manners, and having a mom and dad. ” Even colonialism is described as whites “cleaning ” the land and building “ great ” things. Thus, imperialism is framed not only as justified but as a “courtesy ” —a benevo-lent gift to the dominated. 
		

		
			The second function is that these narratives link racial identity with geo-graphic place. For instance, whites and nonwhites are said to have their own countries, or “lands, ” they should be majority in. When justifying this sov-ereignty, the videos drew on selectively applied logic of historical squatting rights. Consider the following excerpt from Go Back to Europe: “We are Nor-dics, Slavs, Celts, Romans, Germanics, and Europe is ours, and so is Amer-ica, Australia, Canada, and New Zealand. ” Here, whites are also entitled to colonized countries, such as North America, Australia, and New Zealand. While this seems contradictory to the notion that place and race are linked 
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			through ancient history, whites are the exception because skulls from the earliest American Indians allegedly have a head shape more similar to East-ern Europeans than to East Asians. Race apparently takes the form of hid-den genetic indicators when it is convenient to do so. 
		

		
			The very essence of a country itself is symbolically tied to race, as well. A loss in demographic majority is always depicted as the loss of culture and place itself. “Diversity ” Is a Weapon against Whites shows a cartoon with white stick figures running from a larger group of brown, black, and yellow stick figures. As the whites vacate the vari ous buildings and flee, the schools, churches, and landmarks are changed into shanty towns, mosques, and chain supermarkets. Videos often cited racial demographics of vari ous capital cities from around the world to convey that the white population is shrinking at an alarming rate. “New Eu ro peans ” are a lie, and immigrants “can never be us. ” 
		

		
			In the videos, nationalism, identitarianism, racialism, and separatism are all framed as natu ral, true components of how the world actually is. As the videos explain, “Real ity is racist ” and there is a malicious, concerted effort to “hide reality from the natives of the Western world. ” When hosts discuss events like the media ’s condemnation of far- right politicians and the deplat-forming of white supremacist content creators, they frame them as evidence that truth is being obfuscated. YouTube vlogger Millennial Woes appeared in a Red Ice interview, talking about being banned from Twitter for stating the “well- known, ” “statistical, criminological fact ” that blacks are more prone to violence than other races. When discussing censorship on Facebook, the host describes it as “Orwellian ” and laments how the Holocaust cannot be questioned. This thematic thread frames white supremacist talking points like Holocaust denial, white separatism, and nonwhite criminality as good-faith attempts to fight dogma and have healthy discussions in an open mar-ketplace of ideas. 
		

		
			Videos also contained elements of conspiracism, including overt men-tions of a Masonic- Jewish conspiracy and prophecies about a Jewish- run New World Order (NWO). More indirect allusions to anti- Semitic conspir-acies were present, including a video about blood transfusions possibly being used by the world ’s elite to live forever. Commenters saw this as evidence for cabals of Jewish vampires and tied the video to conspiracies about pedo-philia and globalist human trafficking rings. 
		

		
			Conspiracism served the dual purpose of not only scapegoating Jews but also encouraging viewers not to trust other media sources. “All social media is controlled by a single, hidden hand, ” and its control extends into univer-sities, which brainwash white youth and publish phony studies to advance an agenda. In a segment on climate change reports, the host encourages 
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			viewers to reject the idea of human-caused climate change and see it for what it really is: an insidious plot to get the West to regress back to the pre industrial era and allow nonwhite countries to get ahead. 
		

		
			Apocalypticism is a common theme among many white supremacist groups (Berlet and Vysotsky 2006; Barkun 2013:179), but Red Ice framed con-flict in a secular way that tended to eschew any religious, world-ending prophecies. Instead, the white “West ” is teetering on the edge of extinction. Perhaps the most distilled demonstration of this is in The War on Whites Is Real. Unlike the rest of the videos sampled, its format was more akin to a movie trailer than a video essay. To describe the tone of this video as dire would be an understatement. Its pixelated filter adds to the grittiness, and its dramatic instrumentation rises and falls over four minutes of news clips, interviews, and assorted video footage—all strung together in a tapestry of anxiety, powerlessness, and impending doom. Here, the “war on whites” takes the form of endless waves of unruly immigrants and surges in crime and terrorism. Between these segments are clips of politicians all over the world welcoming and encouraging it. At the end of the video, a voiceover in the style of a film trailer boldly announces, “White genocide is real. Tune in to the only media outlet bold enough to tell the truth. ” 
		

		
			Notably, videos are vague about ways to fix these alleged issues. They are rife with conversational counterpoints for viewers to use in arguments but conspicuously lack strategies concerning policy or organ ization. Instead, their messaging resembles patterns in outrage media, where activism and consumerism are indistinguishably blended together (Sobieraj and Berry 2011). When sampled videos were specific about what the viewer should do, it was to watch more content, become a member, donate money, and like, comment, and subscribe to the channel. In more recent videos, the empha-sis was more on fighting demonetization and deplatforming, but the calls to action remained the same. 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			Results from this initial foray into white nationalist YouTube communities revealed notable similarities with framing discussed in the litera ture. Appro-priation of victimhood, conspiracism, emphasis on group conflict, and con-struction of white power narratives all played central roles in many of the videos. However, where the content differed most was in the particulars of the medium, activism, and community interaction. 
		

		
			Outside of a brief segment showing Twitter users suggesting future con-tent for videos, there were no examples of the content creator responding to 
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			or interacting with the viewership in any deliberate way. None of the top comments were from the channel, nor did they acknowledge feedback from viewers. Similarly, they did not resolve disputes between commenters, and in many cases they appeared to direct the viewership away from YouTube to their own website. There, one can pay to become a member, gain access to more content, and have opportunities to interact with the content creators. What this likely indicates is that because of YouTube’s monetary restrictions on channels with explicit content, it serves as an entry point for potential members. In future studies, the role of YouTube in white nationalist com-munities could be examined as a potential pipeline for extremism or as har-boring a very specific “band ” of extremism on the spectrum of far- right political views. 
		

		
			Recent developments in politics have stoked long- burning coals of racial hatred and white re sistance to equality. The same white supremacist groups that fought against racial equality as far back as the Reconstruction period now build new generations of followers from carefully cultivated social media empires (O’Callaghan et al. 2015). If activists, politicians, and scholars alike seek to combat the rising tide of these groups, they must look critically at the ways current online spaces facilitate them. In the sample there were numerous times Red Ice hosts told viewers that videos (or even the entire channel) could be taken down from YouTube. They also reminded viewers that due to retaliation by the platform, the “pro- white” movement depended on their donations and membership subscriptions “now more than ever. ” Messages like these should be considered when weighing the ethics of social media platforms and the government regulations they operate under. After all, platforms like these not only lend hate groups a megaphone to shout from but fund them with advertisement revenue, bring in a crowd, and help pass the collection plate around. 
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			ashtags have become more than a label or tag people use to group social media posts about the same topic. From #ManCrushMonday to 
		

		
			#ThrowbackThursday, hashtags are part of popular culture, linking posts and people. The development of #BlackLivesMatter from a hashtag to a global movement is an example of people using social media to quickly transform ideas into action (Freelon, McIlwain, and Clark 2016). The #BlackLivesMat-ter hashtag ignited the oppositional consciousness of people around the world, leading to collective action in the form of protests, mobilizing in order to take steps to reform policing (Bailey and Leonard 2015; Dalton 2015; Mor-ris and Braine 2001). Tensions between the criminal legal system and Black people have long existed, leading to collective consciousness and collective action by members of subjugated communities with the support of their allies. Much of this tension was created by law enforcement ’s historical involvement in the continued oppression of Black people, from slave patrols, refusal to enforce antilynching legislation, surveillance of Black activists, and facilitation of mass incarceration to the high- profile shootings of unarmed Black men (Alexander 2012; Earl 2003; Holden- Smith 1996; Levin 2002; Rousey 1996). 
		

		
			Conversely, the Blue Lives Matter movement also started as a hashtag. #BlueLivesMatter appeared on Twitter at the end of November 2014 around the time of Darren Wilson ’s indictment for Michael Brown ’s murder in Fer-guson, Missouri (Anderson and Hitlin 2016). The hashtag gained popularity 
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			and widespread use after the ambush-style killing of Officers Ramos and Lui in late December 2014 in Brooklyn (Anderson and Hitlin 2016). Thereafter, the public and politicians began to rally around Blue Lives Matter as a source of social mobilization, associating it with public support for police. Despite no formal orga nizational structure (e.g., local chapters, leadership), rallies were held, and businesses sponsored advertising dedicated to Blue Lives Matter in many cities (TheGrio 2015). 
		

		
			While research on #BlackLivesMatter provides us with a general under-standing of social media ’s ability to influence collective consciousness and action (Bailey and Leonard 2015; Leopold and Bell 2017; Obasogie and New-man 2016), less is understood about hashtags and countermovements that develop in response to demands for justice. The hashtag #BlueLivesMatter emerged on social media as a rebuttal to #BlackLivesMatter’s claims of police misconduct (Bock and Figueroa 2017). The collective action behind Blue Lives Matter spawned legislation in fifteen states increasing penalties for acts of violence against police (Craven 2017). An analysis of Blue Lives Matter pro-vides an excellent example of a countermovement with theoretical, politi-cal, and methodological implications. 
		

		
			This chapter seeks a deeper understanding of the nature of Blue Lives Matter ideology, which has garnered widespread support from the public, politicians, and corporations. Drawing on so ciolog ical liter a ture on color-blind racism, racial formation, and social movements, I argue that Blue Lives Matter is best understood as a countermovement that emerged from within the neoconservative white racial proj ect (Winant 2001), designed to preserve white supremacy through its use of color- blind rhetoric. As a countermove-ment, Blue Lives Matter presents itself as the ideological opposite of Black Lives Matter by its branding as a racialized symbol of support for police in a time when Black people are demanding police reform. 
		

		
			lit er a ture revieW 
		

		
			Adversarial Movements 
		

		
			Social movements and their countermovement partners develop institution-ally (Zald and Ussem 1987; Lo 1982). Scholars argue that oppositional move-ments have a temporal order, where a social movement must precede a countermovement (Zald and Ussem 1987). Scholars have defined social movements as collective action to “bring about social change” (Wilson 1973, qtd. in Mottl 1980:620) and conceptualized them as “the mobilized senti-ments in which people take actions to achieve change in the social structure 
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			and allocation of value” (Zald and Ussem 1987:249). Social movements are driven by a collective desire for structural change and a challenge to power by citizens within the population. In contrast, countermovements develop from collective opposition to the foregoing movement. Countermovement supporters have an interest in maintaining the status quo or rolling back or preventing social change. (Lo 1982; Meyer and Staggenborg 1996). 
		

		
			Ideological differences and temporal order are not the only dissimilari-ties separating social movements and countermovements. Countermove-ments are often composed of groups located in higher positions in the social hierarchy than participants of the initial social movement (Zald 1979). They often have access to resources not available to social movements, allow-ing them to be more influential (Mottl 1980). Countermovements can also be reactionary and tend to concentrate their collective efforts on government and society instead of the movement they precede (Meyer and Staggenborg 1996). 
		

		
			The interplay between social movements and countermobilizations is another important component in understanding adversarial movements (Andrews 2002; Meyer and Staggenborg 1996; Mottl 1980; Wilson 1973; Zald and Ussem 1987). A dialectical relationship exists between opposi-tional movements. The battle between movements is fought in a public arena (the media, courts, or the legislative body) until a winner is declared. If the social movement is victorious, the countermovement takes the battle to a different arena. This strategy limits substantial change (Meyer and Staggenborg 1996; Zald and Ussem 1987). For example, in their discussion of the political debate surrounding abortion, Zald and Ussem (1987) provide evidence of the interplay between adversarial movements. After the abor-tion rights advocates’ victory of Roe v. Wade, antiabortion supporters moved their collective attention from the site of their defeat, the judicial branch, to the legislative branch. They used social status and resources to make a successful play in Congress to restrict states’ use of federal funds for abortions. 
		

		
			Social movements often or ganize to demand societal- level change, as seen during the civil rights movement. However, other movements target specific entities or organ izations, like the construction of corporate farming indus-tries (Pichardo 1995; Waldinger and Bailey 1991). Countermovements, in cases like this, are often responses of organ izations threatened by mobiliza-tion (Jasper and Poulsen 1993). When a social movement specifically names its target, countermovement organizations (like trade and professional asso-ciations) spring into action to defend their positions and protect their interests. 
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			As social movements change, countermovements adapt. Contemporary countermovements take on a subtler approach, particularly in regard to issues surrounding race. In the era of color- blind racism (Bonilla- Silva 2018) and covert systemic racism (Feagin 2014), Doane (2006:270) argues that “code words and catchphrases” are used as weapons in battles over power and resources. Racism is reimagined by ignoring its existence (claims of a postracial society), making it universal (anyone can be racist), and elim-inating the need for structural change (racism is individualistic). This recasting of racism has become an effective tool to derail progress toward social change by those who benefit from the status quo (Doane 2006). For example, the #AllLivesMatter hashtag was created on social media as a response to claims by #BlackLivesMatter (Anderson and Hitlin 2016). Without directly addressing race, the “all lives matter ” catchphrase dimin-ishes the impact of the Black Lives Matter movement ’s use of social media, thereby attempting to retain power over policing in the way Doane (2006) describes. 
		

		
			Theoretical Framework: Color-Blind Racism 
		

		
			After legal racial oppression ended in the 1960s, scholars argue, racism was not legislated away; it still exists in a veiled form called color-blind racism (Bonilla- Silva 2018). Color-blind racism, as theorized by Eduardo Bonilla- Silva (2018), has five elements: use of covert racial language and policies, avoidance of racialized terms and claims of reverse racism, blam-ing culture for structural issues (including victim blaming), use of covert racist mechanisms, and redesign of Jim Crow –like racial practices. In its analy sis of Blue Lives Matter, this chapter focuses on the elements of using language to obscure racialized meanings, covert racist mechanisms, and victim blaming. 
		

		
			Omi and Winant ’s racial formation theory defines racial formation as “the sociohistorical process by which racial identities are created, lived out, transformed, destroyed ” (2014:109). Interactions between structure and ideology are the process by which conceptualizations of race and racism are formed. State agencies, institutions, and organ izations throughout society participate in showing that racial difference is significant by supporting or opposing certain racial policies, as well as by mobilizing along racial lines (Alexander 2012; Lipsitz 1995; Winant 2001). 
		

		
			Racial projects are cogs in the machine of racial formation. Racial dynam-ics are interpreted, represented, and explained through racial projects. Both a side effect and an impetus of the interplay of vari ous racial projects is white anxiety. White anxiety, defined as uncertainty about whiteness (Winant 
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			2001), occurs when white identity ’s meaning and continued significance is called into question. Historical white anxiety has been rooted in the aspira-tion to continue white supremacy by using assumed biological difference to defend racial hierarchy and in equality. Winant and others argue that the white supremacist racial project was used to reify racist ideology through racially oppressive laws and policies like slavery and Jim Crow (Winant 2001; Alexander 2012). 
		

		
			As a result of antiracist social movements and the subsequent racial reform policies of the 1960s, Winant argues, whiteness required reconcep-tualization. Its reimagining, prompted by uncertainty about whiteness, encouraged new racial projects to develop. There are three post – civil rights era white racial projects that can be characterized as neoconservative, lib-eral, and new abolitionist (Winant 2001). It is impor tant to note that the white supremacist racial project still exists alongside these newer ones and in some ways is stronger than before. In this chapter, I focus on the neocon-servative racial project. 
		

		
			The neoconservative racial project reimagines race by denying racial dif-ference, promoting meritocracy, and highlighting cultural differences. Winant (2001) explains that neoconservative racial projects are rooted in a color- blind ideological stance based on the conservative and individualist forms of equality championed by whites. This white racial project combats white anxiety by asserting that in equality is the result of individual failings rather than racial discrimination. Proclaiming that there should be no racial preference of any kind, white neoconservatives consider any propos-als for antiracist policies to be reverse racism, race thinking, and race baiting. The neoconservative white racial proj ect uses the same devices black movements used, like lawsuits and protests, as mechanisms for re-embedding white supremacy in the system in a covert, color- blind way. 
		

		
			My study expands the understanding of Blue Lives Matter through in-depth analysis of major newspaper coverage of Blue Lives Matter as a coun-termovement to Black Lives Matter and consideration of its implications. I integrate theoretical tenets from color- blind racism (Bonilla- Silva 2018), racial formation theory (Omi and Winant 2014), and the neoconservative racial project (Winant 2001) to interrogate how Blue Lives Matter is used as a rhetorical device within American society. Drawing on this integrated theoretical toolkit, I also explore the absence of discourse on Blue Lives Matter found in the media (i.e., online newspaper articles). My findings reveal how Blue Lives Matter is used to reify racial ideology within social structures, such as the creation and implementation of new laws. 
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			research design 
		

		
			I conducted a Nexis Uni newspaper search for news articles using the search terms Blue Lives Matter and #bluelivesmatter from January  1, 2014, to April  30, 2018. This search retrieved 1687 results categorized as news. Restricting the search to newspapers in North America reduced the sample to 479 articles. Following precedent set by previous content analysis research on Black Lives Matter, I further delimited the data to newspapers with larger circulations: the New York Times, USA Today , and the New York Post. I also included the St. Louis Post- Dispatch from Missouri because of its valuable work on Black Lives Matter, especially involving deceased local youth Michael Brown (Leopold and Bell 2017). I used the 74 remaining articles as the pop-ulation from which to draw a proportional, stratified random sample by pub-lication using a random number generator. The resulting sample contains 30 news articles, including opinion pieces and editorials. 
		

		
			I used a constructivist grounded theory methodological approach for analy sis (Charmaz 2014). I read each news article multiple times to identify patterns and wrote memos containing emergent thoughts and revelations about those patterns. I created codes to describe the data ’s relationship with the research question (Hesse- Biber 2017). From a preliminary analysis of one-third of the news articles emerged approximately fifty codes, which I then used as guides for analyzing the remaining two- thirds. Overall, roughly sev-enty descriptive codes emerged. I then conducted more focused coding, resulting in seven different categories. More abstract themes relevant to this analysis include juxtaposing Black Lives Matter and Blue Lives Matter, ral-lying white voter support, pro- police advocacy, and choosing sides. 
		

		
			results: Police Protection —White Pretension 
		

		
			“If I Say Black Lives, You Say Blue Lives ” 
		

		
			The most common theme that emerged from the data is the juxtaposition of Black Lives Matter and Blue Lives Matter. Across articles and publications, Blue Lives Matter was rarely mentioned without Black Lives Matter. The movement and countermovement are presented as moral and ideological opposites with equal ethical and moral value. USA Today admonished the public for supporting either side: “In the absence of facts, shouting slogans, clinging to false narratives or arguing over the merits of ‘Black Lives Matter ’ vs. ‘Blue Lives Matter ’ will only get in the way of addressing a crisis that 
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			diminishes all lives” (USA Today Editorial Board 2016). The New York Post discussion about the deaths of Alton Sterling and Philando Castile, as well as the killing of Dallas and Baton Rouge police officers suggests that the events divided the country, asking, “Whose side were you on? Which vic-tims did you mourn? ” (Healy and Hannah- Jones 2016). By providing what journalists call balanced coverage, they imply that both sides of the debate around police reform have equally valid claims. 
		

		
			The strategy of presenting Black Lives Matter and Blue Lives Matter as equally valid is best explained through racial formation theory. Dismissing racial inequality is a color- blind- racism rhetorical tool of the neoconserva-tive white racial project. By positioning these two perspectives as equal, the injustice of police brutality is minimized and conflated with antipolice bias. As a countermovement, Blue Lives Matter blurs the overarching issue of state-sanctioned violence against Black bodies into a quagmire of confron-tation and deflection. Such discourse obscures the marginalization of Black people within American society by suggesting dropping both sides, thus pre-serving white supremacy and maintaining white advantage. 
		

		
			United We Stand 
		

		
			The data also revealed that “Blue Lives Matter ” was used as a rallying cry. It emerged as a racialized symbol of solidarity in majority white spaces. Sev-eral articles provide evidence of its figurative use during the Republican National Convention (RNC). A reference to the term in the New York Post reads, “Milwaukee Sheriff David Clarke wasted no time getting to his point, starting his passionate remarks with ‘Blue Lives Matter, ’ a line that earned a rousing ovation ” (Goodwin 2016). USA Today also highlights Clarke ’s remarks: “And Sheriff David Clarke of Milwaukee, one of several African-American speakers to draw prestigious speaking slots, received one of the biggest cheers of the night when he said, ‘Blue lives matter in America ’ —a reference to his colleagues in law enforcement ” (Bacon and Wolf 2016). Throughout the data, an exclamation of “Blue Lives Matter ” led to a power-ful affective response from majority white audiences. 
		

		
			The news articles data reflect how Clarke and other nonwhite Republi-cans provide legitimacy to Blue Lives Matter while delegitimizing Black Lives Matter. First, one article specifically highlights that Clarke is a Black man. Second, they emphasized that he was not the only Black Trump sup-porter. Similar to the way people use their alleged friendship with a Black person as a common form of color-blind rhe toric (Bonilla- Silva 2018), the RNC presented black bodies to temper the racialized tone of Blue Lives 
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			Matter. Additionally, countermovement lit er ature points out that embed-ding representatives from the opposing community into the countermove-ment is used as a strategy to delegitimize their opposition (Mottl 1980). A Black man promoting “Blue Lives” supports the neoconservative white racial project ’s objective to reduce the legitimacy of social equality. Addi-tionally, Clarke supporting Blue Lives Matter bolsters the ideology of indi-vidualism, neoliberalism, and conservativism. The underlying assumption is that if all Black people would just work hard and get an education like Clarke, there would be no inequality. Through the lens of color- blind rac-ism (Bonilla- Silva 2018), this is a covert racist mechanism used to diminish how historical and contemporary structural barriers limit Black upward mobility. 
		

		
			Blue Lives Matter and Criminality 
		

		
			An impor tant subtheme that emerges within the category of Blue Lives Matter as a rallying cry is using law-and-order rhetoric to band white voters together based on shared anti- Blackness. Connections between Blackness and crime have long been a part of the political landscape (Alexander 2012). In an article about the 2016 presidential election, a Trump supporter uses Blue Lives Matter when discussing the state of crime in the United States, “Anybody who watches the news knows we need to have law and order rein-stalled and we need to have more support for Blue Lives Matter ” (Alcindor 2016). In an article that discussed condemnation of police, the journalists wrote that “David Clarke Jr., the sheriff of Milwaukee County, declared that ‘blue lives matter ’ and argued that the Black Lives Matter movement was contributing to ‘a collapse of social order’ ” (Healy, Alcindor, and Peters 2016). This racialized rhetoric of associating social protest with criminality while linking Blue Lives Matter to a return to a “ Great Amer i ca ” has historical and theoretical significance. 
		

		
			Civil rights era protests orga nized to express outrage over police brutal-ity and to demand racial equality in education, public accommodations, and employment were framed as “criminal rather than political ” by state offi-cials and law enforcement (Alexander 2012:41). Politicians asserted that “If [Blacks] conduct themselves in an orderly way, they will not have to worry about police brutality ” (Alexander 2012:42). After the passing of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, conservatives began the “get tough on crime” counter-movement to calm white anxiety (Mauer 2009). Through this lens, we see how Blue Lives Matter is situated within a history of dominant group re sis-tance to challenging the status quo. By equating the return to law and order 
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			with support of Blue Lives Matter, the neoconservative white racial project denies racial difference in the way Black people experience policing. Masking racial inequality, in the form of police brutality, behind color- blind narra-tives of individual immoral behav ior—such as selling pirated DVDs, resist-ing arrest, or selling loose cigarettes—protects white supremacy (Obasogie and Newman 2016). 
		

		
			Police Need Love Too 
		

		
			Interestingly, there was a lack of discussion connecting Blue Lives Matter with support for police in mainstream news media. The concepts were only associated with one another in one article in the sample. The article, writ-ten about the police murders in New York City, reads, “ After the killings on Saturday, the protest motto of ‘Black Lives Matter ’ was joined by a chorus of ‘Blue Lives Matter ’ on social media, in support of officers” (Robbins and Stewart 2014). The absence of explicit reference to Blue Lives Matter as a form of support for police speaks to mainstream media influences on public per-ception about salient topics within society (Bonilla- Silva and Ashe 2014). The lack of discourse of Blue Lives Matter as a form of police support elevates the racialized aspects of the narratives. Additionally, missing discourse forces people to choose an ideological side based on their preexisting cog-nitive frames (Kinder and Sanders 1996). 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			The goal of this chapter was to gain a deeper understanding of Blue Lives Matter on- and offline by examining the news media conceptualization. My study found that media framed Blue Lives Matter as the antithesis of  Black Lives Matter morally, politically, and racially and only under-stood Blue Lives Matter as it related to Black Lives Matter. My examination of Blue Lives Matter uncovered its countermovement characteristics, show-ing that “Blue Lives Matter ” is a rhetorical device used to reify neocon-servative white racial projects. Relevant to all emerging themes was the juxtaposition of the Black Lives Matter movement to Blue Lives Matter. By remaining adjacent to its social movement counterpart, Blue Lives Matter ’s position on the ideological spectrum made counterclaims, invalidated the initial movement ’s concerns, and challenged Black Lives Matter’s validity in order to maintain white supremacy. The integration of aspects from Bonilla-Silva ’s and Omi and Winant ’s theoretical frameworks helps us explore and understand how Blue Lives Matter is a con temporary example of White re sistance in response to Black Lives Matter ’s push for social change. 
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			Policy Implications 
		

		
			My findings show that Blue Lives Matter comes to life as a tool of conserva-tives to maintain the status quo by positioning itself as the moral alternative to Black Lives Matter. As a countermovement, Blue Lives Matter depends on Black Lives Matter to be understood (Mottl 1980). There is a lack of evidence suggesting that Blue Lives Matter centers police protection. When Blue Lives Matter began, violence against police was at an all- time low, especially ambush-style killings (Maguire, Nix, and Campbell 2016). The false narra-tive that danger to law enforcement professionals had increased was the impetus for creating new laws in fifteen states (Olson 2017). My analysis con-tradicts this narrative and prompts new questions about the justification for Blue Lives Matter laws, a category of laws that enhance penalties for vio lence against police or add crimes against police to existing hate crime laws. 
		

		
			Blue Lives Matter laws are problematic for a number of reasons. Laws are not only pieces of legislation; they are texts about society and its values in which the ideology of those in power can be traced (Foucault 1972). Hate crime laws protect groups who have a legacy of oppression in this country (Levin 2002). Extending hate crime protections to police sends a message to the pow-erless that they no longer deserve protection, which historically included pro-tection from law enforcement. This analysis shows that a pervasive fear for the safety of police is not the motivation behind the Blue Lives Matter movement; therefore, Blue Lives Matter laws can be viewed as a reification of the neocon-servative white proj ect ’s efforts to maintain white supremacy. 
		

		
			My analy sis reveals that Blue Lives Matter is a neoconservative white racial project that helps maintain white supremacy. It acts as a color- blind mechanism to trivialize racial inequality as a result of personal failings. Because of deep investment in the status quo, Republicans used Blue Lives Matter as a racialized device to rally people who oppose progressive social change. Conservatives built a strong majority- white contingent to help elect the new Republican president using these rhetorical devices. As the data reflects, Blue Lives Matter exists in majority- white contexts, bound together by anti- Blackness. This level of racialized groupthink has historically led to more oppression for people of color, even though the mechanisms used have changed (Alexander 2012; Du Bois 2001). 
		

		
			My findings show that the same neoconservative devices developed in the post –civil rights era are being deployed to maintain racial stratification. In addition, my study expands research on countermovements by illuminating the similarities between Blue Lives Matter and historical countermovements. The similarities are revealed in the racialized tone, the use of Black bodies, 
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			and the transition from rhetoric to legislation of Blue Lives Matter. As dem-onstrated with mass incarceration (Alexander 2012), the laws that resulted from these countermovements have the potential to negatively and dispro-portionately affect Black citizens. 
		

		
			My findings are an impor tant starting point from which to expand so ciolog ical research on countermovements in the digital age. Nonetheless, these findings should be read in light of some limitations. My textual analy-sis included national newspapers to provide an overview of how Blue Lives Matter is represented in textual discourse. However, most of the debate surrounding Blue Lives Matter occurs at the state and local levels. For a more sophisticated analy sis, future research should examine local newspa-pers as well as social media sites such as Facebook and Twitter. By conduct-ing a digital ethnography on these social media sites, we can explore the dialectical relationship between Blue Lives Matter and Black Lives Matter (Bonilla and Rosa 2015). My study ’s contribution expands countermove-ment research, bringing it into the digital age as online communities cross the threshold from virtual real ity to everyday life. 
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			hite suPremacy is omnipresent within the American social struc-ture despite the civil rights–era legislation proposed, ratified, and signed 
		

		
			into law in the mid-1960s. One of the most relevant products from this epoch is affirmative action, which seeks to improve the employment and educa-tional opportunities of racial and ethnic minorities and women. Since its implementation, black women on average have moved from domestic work to better- paying employment (Blau and Beller 1992; Goldin 1990). Pettit and Ewert (2009) suggest that several scholars in the early 1980s proclaimed near equity in salary between young, highly skilled black and white women. However, after these pronouncements, black women ’s occupational mobil-ity, employment, and earnings slowed through the 1980s and 1990s . Black women hoped to see a return to progressive lawmaking, employment oppor-tunities, and social change ending white supremacy ’s slow rise. Many felt that the last two Republican administrations were slowly erasing the gains of the 1960s and 1970s . Along with white women, other women of color, and immigrants, they rallied to ensure the election of William J. Clinton as the forty-second president of the United States. He won. 
		

		
			During Clinton ’s second term in office (1996–2000), Derrick Bell ’s (1996) novella “The Electric Slide Protest ” appeared in Essence magazine. In the novella, Bell emblematically swipes at Clinton ’s withdrawal of support for Lani Guinier as Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights, ignores two 
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			hundred or more church bombings between 1995 and 1998, supports con-servative legislation on welfare reform (1997), and endorses affirmative action while ignoring an increasing schism between black and white citi-zens’ assessments of racial issues (Kim 2002; Minchin 2008). White citizens were still silently unsettled about the passage of civil rights legislation, and African Americans were disappointed with how the current and previous Clinton administrations had handled race and employment issues. Darity and Mason (1998) and Grodsky and Pager (2001) have argued that affir-mative action and antidiscrimination laws promoted black wage gains in  government and professional occupations, weakening explicit wage discrimination. Additionally, through affirmative action, black men and women working in the public sector earned state and federal cabinet- level appointments. Yet affirmative hiring seemed to exclude black women from prestigious law schools (see Butterfield 1990) and government appointments. For example, no African American woman had received an assignment to a federal cabinet- level post since President Gerald Ford appointed Patricia Harris in 1977. Despite black women ’s occupational mobility within the pub-lic sector, Bell ’s assessment of the administrations’ pledges to these women resembled a dance—sidestep to the right and sidestep to the left, crisscross . So the Electric Slide, a popu lar African American line dance, became his tale’s metaphor to recount black women ’s re sistance in front of the US Capi-tol to save the mythical Freedom of Employment Act ending affirmative action. But it was also Bell ’s way of expressing black women ’s frustration with promises never coming to pass . As the story progresses, women of all colors begin to “slide” to reverse the impending vote. Moving gracefully in concert, all in tune with the same melody, they danced to compel legislators to heed their requests, implying a promise of return if needed. In the novella, women succeeded that day —the vote was put off. 
		

		
			Twenty- one years after Bell ’s fictional dance- off, a sizeable number of white citizens still oppose affirmative action, are unmoved by church bomb-ings, and are indifferent about products of the civil rights movement — mythical or real. Several actual social movements (i.e., the alt- right, Right to Life, and the Tea Party) sprang up to oppose women, especially black women and women of color, and immigrants, both naturalized and American- born. Clothed in calls for governmental reform, a confrontation between these publics was inevitable as nativist white citizens raised their voices against those deemed to be “ others. ” Their hidden grievances, span-ning over five de cades, became clear- throated calls to dismantle laws and regulations that are perceived as protecting immigrants and giving “hand-outs” to racial and ethnic minorities and women while undermining their 
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			(white) economic privileges and values. Assertions of whiteness and class were no longer made in the form of susurration and dog whistles but were amplified roars tied to long- held beliefs that their Amer ica, white Amer ica, was under siege. 
		

		
			Through rallies and marches, they made demands for domestic reforms in the name of the “American people, ” “working people, ” and “The Heart-land ” and removed politicians who would not accede to their demands—an approach often labeled as popu lism (Muddle and Kaltwasser 2017). Solidi-fying their pleas was J. D. Vance’s Hillbilly Elegy (2016), elucidating the plight of working-class whites as a population in crisis. Nativist whites served as sentinels for birthright citizenship and demanded control of southern bor-derlands, urban streets, voting booths, sexual and reproductive decisions, and employment lines. Just as the fictional “slide” victory radiated across the nation, shots heard in the Nevada ranchlands, the National Mall, the Kan-sas City Jewish Community Center, the Sikh Temple of Wisconsin, and Charleston AME Church became sites of their violent retaliation (Durr 2016). Bell had issued a wordless presage that was now full bore. White supremacy was calling for like- minded supporters. 
		

		
			In 2016, presidential candidate Donald J. Trump responded, making their agency part of his electoral challenge to “Make Amer ica Great Again. ” His campaign did not disappoint — labeling Mexicans as criminals, murders, and rapists; calling for the surveillance of Muslim mosques and neighborhoods; denigrating a Gold Star family of color; demeaning a federal justice of Mex-ican descent; mocking the disabled; and harassing women, journalists, and politicians. Consequently, white citizen discontent, once manifested as a veiled wink and nod, became unrestrained fury directed toward women (especially women of color) and immigrants as they clamored to restore “their ” Amer ica. Why? Countless white working-class citizens believed that Barack H. Obama ’s election foretold a weighty change in the nation ’s gover-nance, altering cliché- ridden but sustained timeworn issues of race, class, and gender hierarchy (Bonilla- Silva 2010). 
		

		
			Upon becoming the forty- fifth president of the United States in 2017, President Trump issued a Muslim travel ban, implemented seven days later; by May, he fired James Comey; and in October of the same year, he defamed the widow of Sgt. La David Johnson, a black soldier. As Trump egged on his supporters’ aggression, Susan Rice ’s security clearance was revoked and Chief of Staff John Kelly rebuked Congresswoman Frederica Wilson for lis-tening to a presidential phone call. By summer 2018, Trump referred to Con-gresswoman Maxine Waters as “Low IQ Maxine” while White House press secretaries Sean Spicer and Sarah Huckabee Sanders disrespectfully spoke 
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			or gave condescending ripostes to African American journalists April Ryan and Kristen Welker. Trump had kept his pledge of agency to his supporters. In keeping his promise, his supporters ’ fear, that “whiteness ” in America was being replaced, was assuaged. 
		

		
			Still, these same citizens silently queried why the pre-1964 social struc-ture had changed. Women generally, especially women of color, were out of place and became “red meat. ” Race and gender stereotypes describing cos-metic appearance and intellect, such as “horse- faced ” and “low IQ ” — preludes to racial to hierarchy— were back. Omi and Winant (2014) argue that the Right ’s revisiting of racial politics passed through stages using politically coded concepts such as “reverse racism ” in the 1970s and “color blindness” in the 1980s. These concepts and beliefs, coupled with the conservative principle of individual economic responsibility, were visually experienced and verbally expressed during and at the end of the Obama administration. Now that white nativists had a president who shared their views and inter-ests, the act of voting became linked to white supremacy. With little notice, many once financially conservative and socially liberal white voters moved to the Republican Party. 
		

		
			Zingher (2018) reasons that this constituent shift began with government passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights Act of 1965, and implementation of affirmative action in 1961 and 1965. He and others (Car-mines and Stimson 1989; Layman 2001; Brewer and Stonecash 2001) argue that as the Republican Party increased in “racial conservatism, ” opposing civil rights and placing emphasis on cultural and moral traditionalism, the masses followed. Still, other scientists suggest that changes in philosophy may have triggered a “sorting ” of the electorate. Individuals identified and voted with the political party matching their beliefs (Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002; Levendusky 2010; Smidt 2017; Zingher and Flynn 2018). Demographic transformation decreased the proportion of whites to non-whites in the electorate (from 11  percent nonwhite in 1976 to 19  percent in 2000 and 29 percent in 2016). 
		

		
			Yet working- class whites still make up a sizable share of voters in the South and Upper Midwest swing states that flipped from blue to red (Zing-her 2018). In 2018, the Pew Research Center reported that women had become more Democratic leaning, estimating that 54  percent of women registered voters leaned Demo cratic in 2016 and 56 percent in 2017 —up from 2010 –15 levels of 51 –52 percent. More importantly, whites identifying as Demo crats or Democratic leaning rose from 40  percent to 43 percent between 2009 and 2016. As women voters and nonwhite voters increased, the greater part of white voters were now right of center on economic issues and left of center 
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			on social issues (Zingher 2018). Social discontent and financial fears from as far back as 1964, coupled with changing demographics trends, were con-verted into predictors of voting behav ior in the federal 2014 midterm and 2016 presidential elections. The Right was deploying politics of resent-ment  (Omi and Winant 2014) after fifty- plus years of progressive social policies. Language became a potent weapon, as epithets by speech, tweet, and political commentary once again made their way into the social fabric . 
		

		
			In the third presidential debate of the 2016 race, Trump supporters chanted “lock her up ” and “Make Amer i ca Great Again ” and Trump referred to Senator Hillary Clinton as a “nasty woman . ” Senator Elizabeth Warren called for “Nasty Women ” to orga nize and fight what appeared to be on the horizon: regressive administration policies. In 2017, Congresswoman Max-ine Waters called the White House the “White Supremacist House” after President Trump ’s defense of the white supremacist and neo- Nazi rally in Charlottesville, Virginia. Then, in 2018 Congresswoman Waters labeled the president as racist for his behav ior toward persons of color. These women joined with others globally to challenge what appeared to be an end to their and others’ treatment as citizens. They were “women to the rescue” against white supremacy, parading collectively around the world in the Women ’s March on January 21, 2017. They “strolled ” to save immigration rights and protections, health-care reform and reproductive rights, the environment, LGBTQ rights, racial and gender equality, religious freedom, and workers’ rights against President Trump ’s “ human carnage. ” Black women joined in resisting white supremacy in the age of Trump. 
		

		
			PoP u lism: a recurring theme in us history 
		

		
			Popu lism is a recurring theme within American culture, in which there are periodic calls by citizens to be represented by a party or movement that serves their interests . In today ’s Ameri ca, such requests tend to take the form of exhortations to “drain the swamp ” or dismissals of “fake news. ” Depend-ing on where the citizenry sits, these calls can be racist, discriminatory attacks. Bonilla- Silva (1997, 2001) argues that racism is materialist in cus-tom and action but that it also constructs a racial hierarchy within the social structure. This hierarchy is informed by social and economic philosophies that contour racial and ethnic minority citizens’ life chances. Such a struc-ture, he contends, accounts for the construction and reproduction of racial advantage for some but not for others. To that end, our social structure is constructed to place citizens of color in shared social locations that nurture and sustain an “us ” versus “them ” continuum of identity and fellowship. Race 
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			and racism are established social categories reified and enacted in day- to-day encounters within our social spaces. Bonilla- Silva (2001) argues that migra-tion makes racism an ongoing societal element as new arrivals are racial-ized and added to our racial hierarchy. Indeed, Eu ropean immigrants of various nationalities and ethnicities became white (Jacobson 1999; Painter 2010), displaying the flexibility of racial hierarchy. From these observations, racial formation theory was born. 
		

		
			Omi and Winant (2014) describe racial formation as a sociohistorical pro-cess fused to our social structure by definitions of race and racial categoriza-tion. They identify par tic u lar sets of sociocultural and economic dynamics that construct and deploy the changing aspects of race projects historically over time. Such above- the-surface attitudes arise from unfounded beliefs, accompanied by media images that justify race as the reason some have less wealth  and others have more. Omi and Winant characterize racial hierarchy as consistently enduring, affecting citizens ’ societal experiences cul-turally and econom ically, and now also politically. Thus, race announces culturally and financially to white right- wing populists that a bidirectional relationship exists between racial proj ects and our social structure—denoting that change too far in one direction necessitates a change in the other. 
		

		
			Still, Omi and Winant ’s discussion points to a represen ta tion of racial others as “less than ” or “deviant, ” leading to exclusion from employment, educational advances, and political offices but subjecting them to higher rates of poverty, disenfranchisement, conviction, and incarceration. Within the hierarchy, whites’ differences in wealth and income are of no conse-quence. They are white, and their class and skin color are the determining factors of citizenship. Omi and Winant suggest that lingering parts of a pro-cess embedded with our society determine behavioral expectations, beliefs, worldviews,  and judgments about intelligence. Implied within Omi and Winant ’s scholarship is that this process is ongoing, societally present across hundreds of years. As Bonilla- Silva and Omi and Winant remind us, as race custom and race projects remain tautological, black women are put to the test again. 
		

		
			neoliberal feminism ’s link to PoP u lism 
		

		
			As President Trump continues his tirades against women generally and of color to display his displea sure with them to supporters, black women are additionally troubled by neoliberal feminism ’s link to pop u lism. Many black women feel that this latest form of feminism connects with populist attacks on women ’s gains and maintains male hegemony. Other women think that 
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			neoliberal feminist theories appear to be overtaking second- wave feminists’ focus on supporting equality and fighting discrimination to one of accept-ing the free market system ’s emphasis on economic freedom, choice, and agency for women, which will not challenge patriarchal and sexist norms (Cudd 2014). Some advocates of neoliberal feminism (Prügl 2015; Rampton 2008; Eisenstein 2009) submit that it embodies the second wave’s historical development in cap i tal ist economies, while other supporters, such as McRob-bie (2015), suggest that the neoliberalism of the 1970s overlapped with second- wave feminism when state- managed capitalism limited women ’s autonomy. Yet McRobbie also asserts that understanding women ’s indepen-dence as an individualist effort erects a competitive environment where suc-cess is determined by the elite and is not reachable for all women. 
		

		
			Critics, including Americans and Eu ropeans, regard this brand of femi-nism as “dangerous” because of its advance through the political and social spheres to a greater extent than liberalism (Kendall 2003). For example, Rottenberg (2014) advises that the US is witnessing the introduction of neo-liberal feminism through Sheryl Sandberg ’s bestselling book Lean In: Women, Work, and the Will to Lead (2013). She notes that Sandberg attri-butes women ’s limited professional achievements and limited advancement into corporate leadership to their own reticence to commit to their careers enthusiastically. Rottenberg also draws attention to Sandberg ’s references to companies’ eagerness to employ women because diversity is good busi-ness but affirmative action is not. Emphasizing that women should “inter-nalize the revolution, ” be responsible for their own success, and embrace their insecurities as obstacles to success, Sandberg, according to Rotten-berg, neglects to discuss the power dynamics of personal responsibility and the unseen social pressures that are holding women back. But also missing from the book is a cost- benefit itemization to fashion a suitable work/family balance, paying attention to well- being and self-care (Rottenberg 2014). For African American women, who are paid less and get fewer promotions, are to be seen not heard, and have to deal with skin- tone bias, a cost- benefit analysis becomes a significant obstacle in the workplace, where whiteness and elitism are tied together. So black women must choose where their pri-orities are with and without collegial support in the workplace. 
		

		
			Williams (2014), in a review of Lean In titled “The Happy Marriage of Cap-italism and Feminism, ” notes the book ’s popularity and discusses its bent toward neoliberal feminism while emphasizing its class bias. She notes that unlike liberal feminism, which looks to the state to rectify unequal oppor-tunities and underrepre sen ta tion, neoliberal feminism promotes individual 
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			choice and accountability in the context of limited government and market-driven solutions to social problems—strong elements of conserva-tive popu lism (see Hochschild 2003). By focusing on occupational success, Sandberg deems being at the table or in a position of power a way to dispel sexist stereotypes, leading to more power opportunities for women since women sometimes hold themselves back (internalized sexism). Still, Wil-liams suggests that Sandberg ’s emphasis on occupational success denies other meaningful goals that women might pursue. In assessing Lean In ’s implications for feminism, Williams notes that the author absolves capital-ism of playing a role in women ’s oppression. 
		

		
			Sandberg contends, in fact, that the capital ist free market is the solution to gender inequality and that corporations would hire and promote more women if it were not for governmental interference (e.g., antidiscrimination laws, laws making it illegal to ask about future family plans or to mention gender in the workplace, affirmative action). Fi nally, but most compelling, Williams criticizes Sandberg ’s use of so ciolog ical scholarship by feminist scholars such as Gloria Steinem, Betty Friedan, and Alice Walker as studi-ously bipartisan. She is trying to speak to many groups of women, that it is vital for them to pay close attention to her message. In issuing a wakeup call for feminist scholars and nonacademics, Williams proposes that women find distinct ways of thinking about the structural basis of social and economic justice and the necessity for the state to rectify women ’s unequal opportu-nities and underrepre sen ta tion. 
		

		
			Where Williams left off, Uwujaren and Utt (2015) take up the mantle to argue that neoliberal feminism does not address low- income or marginal-ized women ’s strug gles. Nor does it consider the interface between women ’s experiences and sexism or contribute to the real ity of intersectionality —the linked intersecting of race, class, and gender as symbiotic systems of dis-crimination or disadvantage. However, today a feminist identity has been pop u larized through Sandberg ’s redefinition of the concept, without the ben-efit of liberal feminism ’s critique of social structure. A womanist perspec-tive, examining social theory based on the everyday experiences of black women and other women of color (Eaton 2007; James 2001; Phillips 2006), is never considered. For black women, tensions between these competing feminist approaches affect their workplaces and society at large in a time of white supremacy ’s return. But black women ’s re sistance to white suprem-acy comes from their belief in womanist feminists. Their resistance is seen when they battle white supremacists (populists) and neoliberal feminists who attacked Michelle Obama in 2013. 
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			Sisters Dancing: Feminist Critiques of Michelle Obama Family/work balance is part of black women ’s cultural belief system and ideas of feminism. For instance, black women understand womanism as address-ing race- and class- based oppression. Accordingly, we understood Michelle Obama making her family a priority. So when Politico columnist Michelle Cottle ’s (2013) article “Leaning Out, ” subtitled “How Michelle Obama Became a Feminist Nightmare, ” questioned the First Lady ’s national initia-tives (i.e., aerobic exercise, healthy food, reading to children, working with veterans), but most crucially her choice to act in the role of “mom- in-chief, ” black women began pulling on and lacing up their dancing shoes. Cottle’s vitriolic commentary linked neoliberal feminism and popu lism concretely and sharpened white supremacist hostile responses toward black women. Black women began the “slide. ” 
		

		
			In an open letter, Harris- Perry queries the seriousness of Cottle’s remarks that the First Lady was not feminist because her most impor tant job was being “mom- in- chief, ” which Cottle critiqued as “safely and soothingly domestic” or fluff. Harris- Perry educates her by highlighting that although Cottle thinks Michele Obama is steering clear of the “Angry Black woman ” stereotype, she is rejecting the role of “Mammy. ” Essentially, according to Harris- Perry, she is saying, “You, Miss Ann [a term used for white women since slavery], will have to clean your own house. ” Michelle was burying “Mammy ” and embracing motherhood—something black women histori-cally have been unable to do. Then, Harris- Perry stridently informs Cottle that if she thinks there’s no politi cal risk for Michelle Obama, she hasn ’t been paying attention to her role as the first African American First Lady during a period of po liti cal, social, and electoral acrimony (Elder and Frederick 2019). As she ends her boogie with a pirouette to start the slide line, Harris- Perry offers to send Cottle a syllabus on Black feminism. 
		

		
			A second feminist columnist, Linda Hirshman (who writes for the New York Times, the Washington Post, Slate, Salon, and the Daily Beast ), charges Michelle Obama with antifeminist offenses like “gardening, ” “tending to wounded soldiers, ” and “reading to children. ” Michelle Obama, the author argues, should be a politically involved activist, not a “mom- in-chief. ” She has an obligation to the “women of Amer ica ” (meaning white women), and she should represent all that feminism has achieved. Hirshman ’s assessment, validated by Lilith Dornhuber, is that Michele Obama ’s speeches indicated that feminism was dead to the Demo cratic Party. This comment was fol-lowed by Leslie Morgan Steiner ’s “Are fashion and body- toning tips all we can expect from one of the most highly educated First Ladies in history? ” 
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			She continues, “I, for one, have seen enough of her upper appendages and her designer clothes and read enough bland dogma on home-grown vegeta-bles and aerobic exercise to last me several lifetimes. ” Keli Goff (2013), a col-umnist for the Root, became the second line dancer as she invited Michelle to do a “no holds barred ” First Lady “sermon, ” discussing every thing from Supreme Court nominees to racism and issues of reproductive and sexual health. Goff was actively joining Harris- Perry in the “slide” and pirouetting. Said differently, but more plainly, they were beginning the rescue call to black women to assist a “ sister ” under attack. 
		

		
			But it was Brittney Cooper ’s “Lay Off Michelle Obama: Why White Feminists Need to Lean Back ” that lay bare the historical, social location of African American women—First Lady or not. In her petition to “Lean Back, Way Back ” and take their hands off Michelle, Cooper charges Cottle with backhandedly cosigning white supremacist attacks on black women. Her use of the methodological concept of “holding constant ” brings race to the fore as an ever- present variable for black women and pointedly empha-sizes that black women were never seen as “unthreatening and bucolic” or nonthreatening genteel ladies of the manor—this was the province of white women. Nor were their apparel and appearance seen as salient, just their ser vice to whites. bell hooks’s 2013 essay “Sisterhood: Political Soli-darity between Women ” critiques feminism for its alienation of Blacks and women of color due to their perception that aspects of their (our) culture are counter to feminist causes, both liberal and neoliberal. For example, Black women refuse to self- victimize, which excludes them from femi-nism. hooks also argues that different groups face distinctive oppressions, which feminism strug gles to realize, limiting its philosophical appeal to various groups. 
		

		
			For these reasons, akin to the novella ’s dance-off, Black women “came to the rescue, ” poetically dancing with pen and paper to dispel disparaging sup-positions that are regrettably still in existence. To them, it was clear that white feminists and white supremacists questioned Black women ’s activism and use of their intellect while also reproachfully questioning their decision making. The expositions from Harris- Perry, hooks, Goff, and Cooper were a rebuke to feminist and populist ste reotypical images of derelict uneducated Black women and mothers. Such images are still part of con temporary media commentary and talk radio as jezebels and welfare queens who are domi-neering, unintelligent, and drug-addicted. So despite these feminists’ not so subtle critique of Michelle Obama, Black women had done another dance, the “shout and twist ” on white feminists’ lack of knowledge about Black women. But as this dance-off ended, populism still loomed. 
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			Popu lism is tightly stitched into the body politic; neoliberal feminism unwittingly or wittingly becomes its confederate and a concern for Black women. For example, neoliberal feminists’ statements held a set of shrewdly disguised expectations for Black women to accede and adhere to. Neolib-eral feminists, like dissatisfied white citizens, were calling for agency assis-tance. Black women began to ask themselves questions: Are we still viewed as soldiers shaped to their purpose? Do white women still feel we need to be shepherded according to their dictates and perceptions? Is this emerging form of disquieting “feminist popu lism ” requiring Black women to meet their expectations at home and work? Still more unsettling, what does white women ’s evolving philosophy convey to younger generations of Black women whose hair and style of dress represent the use of their bodies to fight white supremacy? 
		

		
			Sandberg, Cottle, Steiner, Dornhuber, and Hirshman heightened Black women ’s awareness that after fifty- four years of working together, including adopting and embracing feminist princi ples, white feminists still accommo-dated gender over and against race. White society as a whole did as well. Black women, who had fully integrated into societal governance and feminist causes, now faced populist and feminist interrogation. Like their sister Fannie Lou Hamer, Black women “ were sick and tired of being sick and tired ” and faced off against liberals, neoliberal feminists, and white supremacy disguised as pop u-lism in the age of Trump. Our dancing, parading, and pirouetting had come to an end. Guided by second- and third- wave scholarship of women of color feminists, Black women raised their voices, ran for public office, and used rap, hip- hop lyrics, and spoken word to battle these foes (Beal 1969; Mohanty 1994; Purkayastha 2005; Desai 2009; Walker 1983; King 1988; Collins 2000). 
		

		
			Black feminist scholars (e.g., Lipsitz 1998; Kitwana 2002, 2004; Bynoe 2004; Cole and Guy- Sheftall 2003) suggest that hip- hop culture and rap music cultures operate on a progressive po litical plane to examine racist, sexist, economic, police, and community vio lence. Morgan (1999) and others (e.g., Davis 1995; Pough 2002) argue that this music holds radical and liberat-ing potential, while Breines (2000) emphasizes that identity politics has its place for Black women. Still, like many womanists, they find racial equality and family to be more critical than rejecting patriarchy. It is here that Black feminists diverge from White feminists by being politically progressive and acknowledging identity politics. It provides the strength to thwart the back-lash of white supremacists and feminists. They are today ’s dancers coming to rescue Black women. These women act without hurling insults. They are unafraid of identity politics because it serves as part of their resistance to right- wing pop u lism and neoliberal feminism. Simply stated, they voted for 
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			Hillary Clinton in the 2016 election in plain sight (94  percent of Black women voted for Hillary). Young women Patrisse Khan- Cullors, Alicia Garza, and Opal Tometi were cofound ers of Black Lives Matter. They researched and understood the lessons of Black women freedom fighters of the 1960s. Bree Newsome removed South Carolina ’s Confederate flag in a fashion similar to Rosa Parks. Therese Patricia Okoumou climbed the Statue of Liberty on July 4, 2019, to protest Trump ’s immigration policies. They acted! 
		

		
			conclusion 
		

		
			Omi and Winant (2014) suggest that as members of society, we have the power to change our racialized social structure. The newest class, women of color elected to Congress, are resisting. They are not being quiet or “ going lightly ”; they address their dissatisfaction with pop u lism neoliberal feminism alongside social, cultural, environmental, and economic romanticism con-cerns. They are also dancing. It is not just dance- off but a, sure enough, throw-down (dance contest) as they fight for sustained social transforma-tion. They must continue to practice since populists and some feminists believe themselves to be today ’s agents of social, political, and governmen-tal change. Black women and women of color, alongside immigrants, do not and must not consent to supremacists’ wishes for the days of John Wayne sung about in Gil Scott- Heron ’s “B- Movie ” in the 1980s. They must resist white supremacy in the age of Trump. 
		

		
			Both Trumpian and feminist popu lism appear to be woven into the soci-etal moment as society- wide policy prescriptions. Despite Obama ’s electoral victory in 2008, signifying a supposedly postracial Amer ica, his win muted a comprehensive citizen philosophy. Omi and Winant (2014) and Bonilla-Silva (2001) are correct in their descriptions of racism and racial hierarchy. However, as projects form a continual loop and the racial hierarchy remains intact, racism is structural and does not need to rely on blatantly racist indi-viduals. More critically, policy prescriptions for social change appear to be fleeting. But once again, women are coming to the rescue. Our society is more than echoing Derrick Bell. We are playing out his fictional battle with women of color leading. Bell foretold a future conflict, with women of color and immigrants now fighting to save the day by continuing the electric slide. 
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			ven as the United States established its statehood upon fundamentally racist institutions, practices, and, indeed, epistemological, ontological, 
		

		
			and moral projects (Mills 1997), antiracist action on the part of those who have been socially, politically, and somatically constructed (by, of, and for whites) has been ever present in the social fabric of the United States since its inception (Aptheker 1992). Throughout this history, antiracist activism has been mobilized around numerous issues, including abolitionism, Quaker-inspired back- to- Africa movements, and opposition to structural and sys-temic racism, individual racist speech acts, individual racist acts, institutional racism, racial ideology, implicit bias, and inequitable distribution of land, wealth, and power (Olson 2004; Feagin 2013; Kendi 2017). At every stage along the way, white antiracist action has taken varying shapes, been birthed from varied locations in the intersectional social structure, narrated its moti-vations in various ways, etched itself into individual and organization iden-tities, taken aim at particular manifestations of racial domination, and had differential (re)productive impacts. At every step along the way, these man-ifestations have been affected by the racialized social structure (Bonilla- Silva 2018) and dominant racial ideologies (Omi and Winant 2015) used to justify such a structure at each historical turn as it interfaced with social, cultural, political, and economic realities. 
		

		
			As a result of such realities, it is impor tant to analytically acknowledge that the white antiracist organ ization, as it constructs the discursive 
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			contours of its mission and outreach, and the white antiracist activist indi-vidual, as she narrates her motivations, actions, and moral compass, are locked in the racialized grammar (Bonilla- Silva 2012), discourse (Doane 2006), and affective racial terrain (Thomas 2014) of the period. Though white antiracist action has been a part of the larger fabric of antiracist mobiliza-tion throughout US history, as well as antiracist activism led by people from within communities of color (Aptheker 1992), the vast majority of scholar-ship engaging with it has, interestingly enough, largely been conducted in the post – civil rights era and with samples largely coming of age within its discursive milieu (e.g., O’Brien 2001; Thompson 2001), with several promi-nent antiracist public intellectuals and their publications (e.g., Ignatiev and Garvey 1996; McIntosh 1988; Wise 2011) reaching some widespread atten-tion, and with some attention to global developments (e.g., Bonnett 1999). While there is no clear indication of the contours of the third century of white antiracist organ izing, mobilization, and action, the scholarship indi-cates that most origin stories point to antiracist activism taking place in the mid-1980s (e.g., The People’s Institute for Survival and Beyond, or PISAB), with more and varied growth paralleling the rise of the internet (1990s) and social media (the early years of the twenty- first century). From color blind-ness through Obama- era postracialism and now, in the post- Obama era, antiracism has changed and continues to change its shape. The Trump era will be no exception. 
		

		
			For some, the beginning of the Trump era, when business mogul Donald Trump declared his intention to run for US president on June 16, 2015, marks a new phase of antiracist activism. We now find ourselves in a historic moment with an overtly bigoted, xenophobic, and racist president who has been declared by the United Nations to be a human rights violator. On the one hand, Trump ’s election has been seen as emboldening, energizing, and giving permission for white fascists, neo- Nazis, white supremacists, Ku Klux Klan members, and other white bigots, nativists, nationalists, and members of the alt- right to fight to preserve their perceived heritage, express their opinions, and publicly torment those who do not look or think like they do. As has always been the case, however, alongside these newly motivated defenders of white supremacy, there is potentially renewed hope for a new wave of antiracist activism to overcome this surge of hatred and push the United States closer to its demo cratic ideals of equality and justice for all. 
		

		
			In this chapter, we look at the operation of antiracist activism (e.g., alt-left, Antifa, Anti- Racist Alliance) in the United States, especially in the wake of the election of Donald Trump. This chapter looks at the state of Trump-era manifestations of antiracist organ izations and their orga nizational 
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			missions, activities, and mobilizations for racial justice against white suprem-acy in a context of rapidly increasing state-sponsored racism. Specifically, we are interested in the place of white fragility and white guilt in racial justice– inclined social movements, as well as more proactive proclamations of white activists manifesting as “race traitors” who seek to give up illegiti-mate, unearned privilege. In order to investigate the contemporary space of white antiracist organ izing, we have conducted a website analy sis of some twenty- five groups’ online presence (from novice MySpace and Facebook pages to professional, costly websites), looking at the missions, activities, dis-cursive strategies, and goals designed for their white constituencies. Many of these groups are traditional nonprofits or 501(c)(3)-style organ izations; we did not focus on college or university activism. Through this brief digital eth-nography we consider how antiracist activism has encountered, managed, and shaped the experiences and attitudes of white activists in the work of white resistance in the twenty- first century. Ours is a pursuit of understand-ing the potential impact of the current political climate on antiracist activ-ism for those organ izations that appear to appeal online to whites. 
		

		
			In a now classic analy sis, Sincerity and Authenticity , literary critic Lionel Trilling (1972) lays out his theory of the collective moral (read: white) tran-sition from the central role of sincerity as a crucial interactional cement for social order to a twentieth-century role of authenticity and a “staying true to oneself. ” For Trilling, sincerity, conceptualized as the distance “between feeling and avowal, ” was a “salient, perhaps a definitive, characteristic of western culture for some four hundred years” (1972:6) and it “stood high in the cultural firmament and had dominion over men ’s [ sic ] imagination of how they ought to be” (12). But, alas, race has been referred to by critical sociologists as a “sincere fiction ” wherein “white actions are still often legit-imized by an overt or barely disguised racial my thology ” (Feagin, Vera, and Batur 2000:190). Seligman et  al. provide some additional thoughts about the place of sincerity within the acceptance of social convention ( “ritual ” — here, read: racism), saying that sincerity often grows out of a reaction against ritual by calling out ritual as “per for mance without belief. . . . The sincere mode of behavior seeks to replace ‘mere convention ’ of ritual with a genuine and thoughtful state of internal conviction. Rather than becoming what we do in action through ritual, we do according to what we have become through self-examination ” (2008:103). Sincerity is a utopian, romanticized, and, indeed, white utopian search for its etymological cog-nates “ free, ” “pure, ” “whole, ” “unmingled, ” and “uncorrupt ” (Seligman et al. 2008:112). What, then, is white sincerity? By extension, white sincerity is 
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			located in the distance between racial affect (white feelings within their racial my thology) and actuality (real acknowledgment of the veracity of those feelings). 
		

		
			studying antiracist organ izations online 
		

		
			We began our investigation into the con temporary contours of white anti-racist organizations almost one year to the day into the presidency of Don-ald Trump, in January 2018. Initially we searched the web using keywords antiracism , antiracist, racial justice, activism , organ izing, racial equality , and so on, as well as vari ous combinations of such key terms. It was quickly appar-ent that the terrain of antiracist organ izations, organizations that include ele ments of antiracism in their missions, or ga nized collectives of whites who engage in racial justice work, and other such iterations was vast, amorphous, and conceptually slippery. It is not within the scope of this chapter to map this complex virtual antiracist landscape, though future research should endeavor to do so. Rather, we focus on those organ izations that consistently came up in our various searches while trying to stay very close to those that seemed primarily oriented toward the recruitment of whites (although not necessarily by whites) as well as those that had larger- than- parochial cam-pus or local community operations (though, again, research should map these too). 
		

		
			Our sample (hereafter called “antiracist organ izations”) ultimately con-sisted of some twenty- five such organizations— distributed, in their found-ing, quite evenly across three de cades. The 1980s saw the development of several early antiracist organ izations, such as Race Forward, Crossroads, Skinheads Against Racial Prejudice, Friends Stand United, and, most nota-bly, the People’s Institute for Survival and Beyond. The next de cade saw the rise of the internet as well as organ izations such as By Any Means Neces-sary, The Heads Up Collective, and White People Challenging Racism. Our sample includes some eight organizations that were formed in the early years of the twenty- first century, including the formidable Anti- Racist Alliance (ARA), the Catalyst Proj ect, Alliance of White Anti- Racists Everywhere, and the increasingly evident (especially on college campuses) Showing Up for Racial Justice. Numerous local organ izations claim to be founded by the ARA. A couple of organ izations were founded in the 2010s —Promoting Racial Equity and Awareness and the Anti- Racism Collaborative. Notably, we could find no such organizations founded after Trump announced his candidacy in late 2015. 
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			organizational structure and goals 
		

		
			One impor tant aspect of understanding contemporary white antiracist organ izing and activism is understanding how these groups communicate and what they are trying to accomplish. In general, the functioning of these organ izations is characterized by an outdated/inactive website or a calen-dar of events that is not updated. Almost all of the organ izations focus on education/awareness and workshop planning around the often undefined idea of “racial justice. ” Occasionally there are updates on legislative activity, but many organizations simply publish reading lists or focus on research, while still others seem primarily interested in broadly conceived commu-nity building and leadership training. They seem to implicitly target other whites with materials that largely feature images of whites (particularly white women) who seek to engage with and mobilize other whites for discussions of multiracial coali tions or intersectional dialogue, fund raising, pledges, and networking. Many of the groups appear young and parochially based. They tend to report on extremist and right- wing movements and politics in the US and invoke John Brown, Anne Braden, and the Grimké sisters as models. 
		

		
			Given this general description, it can be broadly understood that these groups seek social and political change, but the scale of reform targeted and the tactics used differ from group to group. One of the largest and best-known antiracist organ izations, operating until 2013, was the ARA. The ARA focused on front- line activism and overt forms of racism. In their words: 
		

		
			1. We go where they go. Whenever racists/fascists are organ izing or active in public, we confront them and do our best to stop them. 
		

		
			2. We don ’t rely on the cops or courts to do our work or to protect us. 3. We defend and support each other in spite of our differences. 
		

		
			4. We are active with the goal of building a movement against racism, sexism, anti- Semitism, homophobia and discrimination against the disabled, the oldest, the youngest and the weakest of our society. (qtd. in O’Brien 2001:12–13) 
		

		
			Now disbanded, the ARA gave rise to Antifa, an autonomous group of anti-fascist activists who engage in direct action, fighting far- right and white supremacist ideology directly through militant protest tactics rather than through political mea sures. In late 2019, Trump announced that he intends to pursue the labeling of Antifa as a domestic terror organ ization. 
		

		
			Some groups work on par tic u lar issues, like immigration or policing. Occasionally, these groups even align over national campaigns, such as the 
		

	
		
			solidarity and strug gle 245 
		

		
			“Drop the ‘i ’ word ” (illegal) campaign regarding immigration or those seek-ing welfare reform for racial equity in foster care (spearheaded by ARA). These groups target legislative reforms and write letters to influence systemic stakeholders, but they also tend to focus more on public education and lob-bying of all Congress and Senate writ large, not just the president and his cabinet. Related to this interest in influencing the political sphere, some organizations act as a resource center by compiling affiliated works, popu-lar culture resources, and research. Given the longevity of the Internet, some web pages remain accessible even after the group has disbanded, such as the ARA ’s curriculum page. Some better- funded organ izations, or ones that use alliances more fully to achieve their goals, conduct their own research and publish reports to influence change; one example is the Catalyst Proj ect, which is aligned with the Tides Foundation. 
		

		
			Others groups, like the Coalition to Defend Affirmative Action, Integra-tion, and Immigrant Rights and Fight for Equality By Any Means Neces-sary (commonly referred to as BAMN), seek the resignation or removal of President Trump, suggesting that the political figureheads are shaping the social atmosphere and hinting that swapping out the regime may help achieve a more just society. 
		

		
			Some organizations also spend a substantial portion of their time and money organ izing institutes, events, and trainings, like the Unmasking Whiteness Institute of the Alliance of White Anti- Racists Everywhere (AWARE) or the YWCA ’s Unlearning Racism workshop. PISAB also con-ducts Undoing Racism workshops that look at covert and unintentional forms of racism as well as institutionalized racism. PISAB’s princi ples include the following: (1) Racism has historically been the most critical barrier to unity in this country. (2) Culture is the life support system of the commu-nity. (3) Militarism is applied racism. (4) History is a guide to the future. 
		

		
			Catalyst began as a project of the Challenging White Supremacy (CWS) workshops in 2000. CWS was founded by Sharon Martinas and Mickey Ellinger in 1993. Both are long- time white antiracist organizers who were politicized by the black freedom strug gle in the civil rights, Black Power, and antiwar movements of the 1960s and 1970s. In the late 1960s the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC), which played a leading role in defining the political developments of the period, put forward an analy sis and strategy that white people needed to or ga nize other white people to chal-lenge racism as a central barrier to building a multiracial movement for justice. In this organ ization, we see the antiracist work in the era of Trump not as a new and distinct kind of organ izing but as a continuation of decades of racial justice strug gles. 
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			While the end goal of Catalyst workshops may have some similarities to the YWCA ’s Unlearning Racism or PISAB’s Undoing Racism workshops, this effort seems to signal a different understanding of success as a moment in which people shed their ignorance about white privilege and also come together and make friends instead of living in isolation or segregation. While many of the attendees are asked to be Facebook page fans or to sign up for a newsletter, there is sometimes little concerted effort to engage people in policy reform or political advocacy. Success for some might be building a sense of community, even if that community only fundraises at a 5K instead of calling a US senator. 
		

		
			Of course, some organizations do both social networking and political organ izing. Orga nizational advocacy may also mirror diverse individual strategies identified by O’Brien (2001), which include confrontations (in- the-moment, direct attention to the racist impact of others’ speech or actions); challenges (more subtle ways of making opposition known); a “choosing your battles” continuum between direct/angry, direct/calm, delayed/calm, direct challenge, delayed challenge, and delayed; and privileged resistance, since whites, who face lesser and differ ent consequences for the same actions, have the luxury of being more vocally confrontational than people of color can be. Kivel also outlines a famous list of basic organ izing tactics (1996:103 –4). In short, the multitude of approaches outlined by O’Brien and Kivel argue that, contrary to the “knee- jerk liberal ” and other stereotypes, white antira-cists are hardly reacting without thinking but are actually using carefully crafted strategies (Kivel 1996:82). 
		

		
			Communications platforms in the age of Trump are more sophisticated than ever. As Eileen O’Brien (2001) notes, college students in the late 1990s received most of their information about “race relations” from televi sion. Today, televised and streamed comedy from Samantha Bee, Stephen Col-bert, Bill Maher, John Oliver, and others provides political updates, while social media technology like Twitter and Facebook—and for some of the smaller groups, even MySpace still —provide the primary means of commu-nication with antiracist advocates. The internet is an impor tant contextual shift in antiracist organ izing, but it is not the only one. Groups like Antifa also have used technology like Signal, an encrypted text ing ser vice, to build their peer organ izing networks (Mallett 2017). Additionally, it is clear that some groups are swapping old in- person recruitment models for cheaper and more efficient technological introductions, including automated cell phone messages, predrafted chat group welcomes, and algorithm-suggested activ-ities after a person RSVPs for an event. All of this suggests that technology might be changing the ethnographic playing field, allowing researchers to 
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			learn more about groups’ motivations online than we ever could in the past. Such platforms likely are not sufficient by themselves to replace the value of ethnographic research, but the dependency of antiracist groups to orga nize via these modes should also foster more research into their content moving forward. 
		

		
			Since most antiracist groups operate on a decentralized basis, there is a striking lack of shared leadership on national prob lems. There are few strong and central leaders nationally; instead, there are numerous satellite chap-ters. There seems to be little concerted effort to unify around a national plat-form with specific legislative goals. Thousands of people have indeed signed on to the antiracist charge, in the last de cade especially, but they seem to be doing very little by way of structural reform and profound racial change. Are these volunteers just in it to socialize and make friends? Do they wish to make more substantive changes but feel that their efficacy is somehow restricted? Is the government curtailing activism, or do they face hierarchi-cal oppression prohibiting more meaningful reforms? These are all serious questions about the nature of white antiracist activism in the Trump era. In this way, the role that sincerity, sincere fictions, and other related strivings have played in generating genuine racial consciousness are impor tant in understanding if there is to be any transformative antiracist activism in twenty- first- century advocacy. The platforms examined in this chapter provide one way to think about how the language used on these sites helps convey what these groups think about racial justice. The racial grammar employed is one aspect of the white habitus in action. By itself, it is not sufficient to cultivate robust antiracist practices, but it is nonetheless an impor tant avenue to examine in present-day advocacy. 
		

		
			These questions reinforce the ongoing strug gle to develop a vocabulary for antiracism, something that O’Brien (2001) suggests we have for different kinds of feminisms but not for antiracisms. Such open-endedness is at the heart of understanding precisely what antiracist activists identify as, and thus how they see their activism helping shape that identity. For O’Brien, in the late 1990s, antiracists were, “quite simply . . . people who have commit-ted themselves, in thought, action and practice, to dismantling racism ” (2001:4). Another potential definition is offered by bell hooks, who states that antiracism is to “daily vigilantly resist becoming reinvested in white suprem-acy ” (qtd. in O’Brien 2001:5). O’Brien says that hooks’s understanding mir-rors how her respondents viewed their antiracism. A finding like this might be understandable if we compare the two demands: one suggests tackling systemic reforms to end racism whereas the other keeps the identity of an antiracist as a personal choice in which an individual rejects an ideology. 
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			While we do not mean to suggest that interpersonal antiracism is easy, it is impor tant to critique the narrowness of these reforms. Interpersonal activ-ism limits the scope of dismantling racism to personal change, omitting vital societal or institutional changes for racial progress. The system has always been racist in the US, but some whites just want to get rid of a person who is seen as unjust or bad. In this way, whites who do not see the systemic injus-tice seek to remove a troubling symptom while nonwhites rebel against the government and other societal systems because those systems have never privileged or rewarded them. This fundamentally different outlook toward antiracist activism begs important questions about motivations and ideol-ogy, to be examined in the next section. 
		

		
			In a fairly representative statement, if one takes a cumulative birds-eye view of these organ izations’ approaches to communicating with whites and encouraging them to engage in antiracist action, comes from the ARA and was written by Phyllis Labanowski. For Labanowski and the ARA, an active white antiracist ally 
		

		
			Names issue as racism 
		

		
			Recognizes and makes unearned privilege visible 
		

		
			Dismantles internalized dominance and the belief in the racial superiority of self as a white person 
		

		
			Challenges other whites 
		

		
			Interrupts collusion with other whites who seek to maintain their power and privilege 
		

		
			Breaks silence and speaks up 
		

		
			Seeks and validates critical feedback from People of Color 
		

		
			Facilitates the empowerment of People of Color 
		

		
			Consistently challenges prevailing patterns 
		

		
			Takes personal responsibility 
		

		
			Acts intentionally and overtly 
		

		
			Behaves as a change agent 
		

		
			Promotes and models change for other whites. (Labanowski n.d.) 
		

		
			motivation and ideological challenges Numerous ideological and conceptual issues frame antiracist organ izing. 
		

		
			White people express a number of orientations regarding the historical, social, economic, and political privilege their race has delivered them. Antiracist organizing often seeks to unmask whiteness and overcome white fragility; no robust reform is possible if white fragility stands in the way. In 
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			addition to white fragility, some experience white guilt. This begs the impor tant question at the heart of antiracist organ izing: Can the white habitus be changed? Trepagnier (2010), using Pierre Bourdieu ’s concept of the habitus, looks at whether if race awareness is raised, the white habitus can be changed and result in “antiracist practice. ” Because racist practice (via the habitus, which Bourdieu says is based on routine rather than inten-tion) has to become antiracist practice (routine), a change is . . . very diffi-cult. Trepagnier writes, “When I speak of antiracism, I am referring to individuals’ personal behav ior, not to the collective action of members in antiracist organ izations” (2010:105). 
		

		
			Some whites engaged in antiracist activism also demonstrate a white sav-ior complex. Perhaps this is understandable, given that O’Brien refers to the “historical amnesia ” of there being too few whites as role models of white antiracist action. The white savior complex does appear to be a continuation of white supremacy, however well intentioned. Likewise, advocates of color blindness ignore the compounded white privilege their race has afforded them. This is not simply a historical oversight or some form of po liti cal for-giveness for many scholars. For example, both O’Brien (2001) and Feagin (2010) mention the lack of empathy many whites have for people of color. Feagin describes a process of sympathy, empathy, and autopathy and pro-poses a concerted effort at teaching whites the history of racial oppression. 
		

		
			Feagin is not alone in examining the conjunction of education and racial preferences. Interactional reforms, especially through housing and educa-tion, are often seen as valuable sources of antiracist progress. Bonilla- Silva, in his final chapter, encourages whites to read as much as they can on antira-cism and to search for an antiracist organization in their area. This mindset has pitfalls, namely that it could make a person seem arrogant when they believe they are better than those they deem racist. Emirbayer and Desmond discuss how efforts to be antiracist come down to making racial interactions more democratic and educational, yet those efforts also need to be more confrontational. They suggest that it is necessary to disrupt “the ordinary workings of a racist order whenever and wherever they occur, ” even if such actions come “at the cost of considerable acrimony and personal discom-fort ” (2015:318). This raises impor tant concerns about whether these strate-gies are too narrow to overturn racial domination or to effectively help white people manage their shame and guilt about unjust racial pasts carried out by the white race with which they identify. 
		

		
			Since the history of how racism is valued and lived in the US is deeply political, we also consider the impact of neoliberalism on the social justice activism. Does the interweaving of capitalism with democracy spur the 
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			creation of a market to buy and sell racial sincerity and front a desire for symbolic capital in the effort to gain (fetishize and desire) racial justice? Also, because American racism has always been intertwined with eco-nomics and restricting access to resources, it is a product to be sold and exchanged. Social movement activism may reveal responses to exclusion when white people are told they can ’t be part of the game. This is not neces-sarily anything new (consider Malcolm X’s iconic response to what he calls a “well- meaning ” white woman asking what she can do: “Nothing ”), but the rise in globalization and overwhelming permeation of capitalism across all aspects of the US could arguably be compounding these effects. As a result, the interplay between racial threat and racial opportunism is informed, shaped, and given meaning through a neoliberal lens, much as the concept of racial capitalism has long predicted. Neoliberalism is one of the reasons that barriers to white antiracist action have materialized so profoundly in the era of Trump. As Melanie Bush describes, neoliberalism creates a “racialization of re sistance” (2011:214), presenting a barrier for antiracist reforms. The “contact ” hypothesis marks the importance of interracial rela-tionships (especially between white women and nonwhite partners), but hypersegregation, further entrenched by neoliberalism, makes such rela-tionships rare. 
		

		
			Such ideological concerns invite us to think about what larger forces give rise to or inhibit antiracist activism. Perhaps, in the era of Trump, we must reexamine what Bush describes as “cracks in the wall of whiteness. ” For Bush, the potential openings were idealism; ambiguities and contradic-tions; ambivalence (financial insecurities); knowledge/awareness; systemic downturns; confusion; exposure to diverse experiences; creativity and hybridity; courage/openness/understanding the stakes; and the increased visibility and higher levels of represen ta tion of nonwhites. 
		

		
			Miller and Davis (2020) published an article on white outgroup intoler-ance and levels of support for American democracy. They found that intol-erant white people in the United States abandon democracy when they fear that democracy may benefit people they perceive as marginalized. They use surveys to show, for example, that white people who do not want to live near immigrants or people of other races and ethnicities are, unsurprisingly, more likely to support authoritarianism. In this way, such whites follow the logic of alt- right neofascist leader Richard Spencer. Today, the logic of fascism sug-gests that white rule essentially requires totalitarianism. Aggrieved white people still espouse patriotism and the country ’s cherished values of liberty and equality for all, but centuries of baked-in racism create a different lived real ity. 
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			White antiracist day- to-day activities are likely shaped by these ideologi-cal frames, which are important to understanding activists’ motivations. Classic studies like Doug McAdam ’s Freedom Summer (1988) and Alphonso Pinkney ’s The Committed (1968) traced the motivations of 1960s white civil rights activists. These works found that religious or secular humanist val-ues were impor tant in compelling whites to become civil rights activists because they underscored the belief that it was the right thing to do. 
		

		
			When you consider the findings of McAdam (1988) and O’Brien (2001), three primary factors explain how and why whites become antiracist: (1) through activist networks, including orga nizational ties, prior participa-tion in activism, and personal relations with others in movement; (2) by developing empathy for people of color by way of “approximating experi-ences, ” either by analogy to some oppression they have suffered themselves or through borrowed approximations (e.g., reading Savage Inequalities or listen-ing to a story from a black friend); and (3) via a “planting seeds” or “turning point ” moment, an early memory that is a combination of environment, status (especially gender), and life experiences. O’Brien (2001:106) shares psychologist Beverly Daniel Tatum ’s conclusion that pseudo- independence, immersion, and autonomy —the final three stages of racial identity, accord-ing to Janet Helms— may tip some toward antiracism. 
		

		
			Nativism and racial tribalism evoke the kind of whitelash discussed in Matthew Hughey ’s White Bound (2012). Hughey researched and attended the meetings of two white organ izations, one white nationalist group and one antiracist group. From this research, Hughey concludes that while there are unsurprising po liti cal differences, there is also a perhaps surprising sim-ilarity. Both groups use racist worldviews and reactionary stories to bind them to their racial vantage point. 
		

		
			conclusions 
		

		
			When one contemplates the role of white activism for racial justice in the twenty- first century, paying special attention to the prevalence of limited racial conscientiousness among whites for decades and particularly since the rise of fascism and bigotry incited by Trump ’s regime, it becomes necessary to question whether the old dichotomy of racial justice activism—namely a binary choice between allyship and self-emancipation—holds any longer. Some organ izations, like the ARA, were founded by and made up largely of whites, while others, like PISAB, were founded and made up largely of Afri-can Americans. Allyship demands that white people recognize their privi-lege, identify ways in which they are complicit in practices that maintain and 
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			reproduce racial hierarchies, and work to withdraw from or interrupt such practices. White allies also must take direction from people of color on how they, as allies, are contributing to or perpetuating racial hierarchies, how they might act differently, and specific ways in which they should oppose racial hierarchies. Self-emancipation, on the other hand, treats the struggle against racism as an activity that ought to be wholly led and largely carried out by people of color themselves. 
		

		
			The binary activist choice asks whether whites should oppose racism as white people or as participants in allied movements. But perhaps the Trump regime demands a fresh look toward sincerity and liberation, in line with the old adage: “If you have come here to help me, you are wasting your time. But if you have come because your liberation is bound up with mine, then let us work together. ” However, despite the best intentions of white antiracist activism to date, this has not yet happened. In fact, some fear that as right-wing groups become more emboldened and more right- wing candidates are elected, we might see a decline in antiracist action, especially among whites. Indeed, we find ourselves at a unique turning point. Many scholars and activists, including Ibram Kendi, American University ’s director of the Antiracist Research and Policy Center, have observed the lack of a deep, societal challenge against racist ideas in our country. Yet, there is still time for massive and deliberate antiracism activism. The future of a racially just United States demands a movement against racist policies. Only when white supremacy is evicted from occupying its moral space in US democracy can a new century of liberatory promise emerge, breaking down old binaries and authorizing authen tic activism to create a new, society- wide re sistance to racist ideas in the US. 
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			nd just like that, the rise of Donald Trump to the presidency of the United States has seemingly ushered in a new era, one in which the dom-
		

		
			inant color- blind racial discourse has been altered. Overt racism, charac-terized by references to racial inferiority and once thought to be moved to the margins of society never to be seen again, has found its voice in promi-nent political debates and throughout the public sphere. From immigration to terrorism to inner-city violence, President Trump and other prominent right- wing pundits and organizations have become more emboldened to pro-mote appeals to racial essentialism and overt racism over the past few years. 
		

		
			Trump has focused much of his inflammatory rhetoric toward people of color. Undocumented immigrants were described as animals, rapists, and just outright dangerous to American citizens (Korte and Gomez 2018). In striking discourse leading up to the election, then candidate Trump used such language to call for a ban on Muslims entering the US (Diamond 2015). He openly questioned their motives and referred to them as a threat. This rhetoric should not be surprising. Starting in 2011, before his remarkable and stunning presidential run in 2016, Trump became a spokesperson for the Birther movement, which denied the citizenship and thus eligibility for office of Barack Obama, the first African American president of the United States. It should be noted that this racist discourse was supported by many prominent individuals and groups (such as the Tea Party) as well as a large 
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			percentage of the US population. Thus, this support is not confined to marginalized individuals and groups who lurk in the shadows. It is found in the mainstream. 
		

		
			As highlighted throughout the various chapters of this book, Trump’s denial of President Obama as a citizen and incendiary proclamations about immigration, Muslim terrorism, women ’s roles, and views of transgender military ser vice did not occur in a vacuum. Rather, this era is marked by growing racial diversity in all facets of life, the election of the first African American president of the United States, prominent protests of police abuse (e.g., Black Lives Matter), a general push to disassemble systems oppression toward various groups (e.g., women and LGBTQIA individuals), and a push to remove Confederate memorials and other historical symbols. Thus, we see the rise of Trump and the seeming success of his openly racist rhetoric among supporters as an example of whitelash in the US, coming in reaction to marginalized groups fighting for equal rights and treatment. 
		

		
			However, we stress that the Trump phenomenon is simply one example of backlash reaction among whites. Indeed, Lee Cokorinos (2003:16) stated that “for as long as there has been civil rights law, conservatives have been developing the arguments and instruments to reverse it. ” During this era, before and during Trump ’s administration, the Tea Party gained social and political prominence for this very reason. In the Washington Post, Gervais and Morris (2018) wrote that what differentiated Tea Party conservatives from mainstream conservatives was not their fiscal positions but their hostile reactions to social and racial issues (e.g., DACA). Other instances of whitelash can be seen in the continued fight against affirmative action (see Fisher v. The University of Texas at Austin ) and the dismantling of the Vot-ing Rights Act. We also witnessed the rebirth of white supremacy in the form of the alt- right as well as the founding of the far- right website Breitbart News. Appropriately, as suggested by Gervais and Morris, growing diversity and movements such as Black Lives Matter set the stage for white backlash (or what we call whitelash) and Trump ’s election to the presidency of the United States. 
		

		
			While many have been shocked by the rise of Trump and hostile or pro-vocative narratives surrounding race and racial issues, many critical race scholars are not. Research prominent in the social science lit er a ture and in this book have highlighted that while Jim Crow views of racial inferiority may have declined, a more insidious and buoyant ideology, color blindness, has taken its place— one that on its face seems even nice. This ideology seeks to minimize the notion that racism and discrimination persist while pro-moting views that act to prop up white dominance and maintain the racist 
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			system found in the US (Bonilla- Silva 2018). Accordingly, African Ameri-cans and other marginalized groups are blamed for the abject poverty and in equality many of them continue to experience today. This ideological posi-tion ignores persistent racism and discrimination while also outlining the mechanism used to reproduce such outcomes (Car ter and Lippard 2020; Car ter, Lippard, and Baird 2019). Scholars have consistently posited that while the caustic and mean-spirited ideology characteristic of the Jim Crow is “in your face, ” the new color- blind ideology is dangerous because, as Edu-ardo Bonilla- Silva stated, it is often produced and reproduced by racists and nonracists alike. However, as noted above, a new era may be dawning that ushers out this “nice, ” subtle racism in favor of returning to past aggressive and more hostile positions on race and racial issues. This observation may provide ample opportunity for future research looking at shifts in ideology that lean toward more overt racist narratives that blame marginalized groups, particularly African Americans, for their plight as well as for other prob-lems in the US. 
		

		
			The Trump era does seem to be ushering in this new ideology in many ways. President Trump has eschewed traditional political etiquette consis-tent with past Republican presidents in favor of more caustic discourse, par-ticularly when it comes to race- based issues. Past presidents ’ seemingly “cordial ” repudiation of policies meant to improve the experiences of minori-ties is seemingly now replaced by a much more honest and scathing repudia-tion. However, as described in chapter 3, Trump attempts to straddle that line as well as he commonly claims to be the “least racist ” person while using veiled racist language to deny any racial animosity. The Trump administra-tion has also attempted to quiet and even dismiss prominent opponents. Trump constantly attempts to silence prominent media outlets by describing them as “fake news. ” He has also directly attacked celebrities and other prominent individuals who have opposed his presidency. His administration has also openly supported white nationalism; in response to alt- right vio lence in Charlottesville, Virginia, that resulted in one death, Trump openly stated that both sides had some bad people and some “very fine ” ones (Stolberg and Rosenthal 2017). Furthermore, Trump labeled himself a nationalist and ques-tioned how this is a bad thing, despite the history of the term. Such tactics provide ample opportunity to “other” marginalized groups and create a vic-timhood status among whites, a prominent frame used to describe whites as the true victims of race- based policies meant to alleviate racial inequality and promote diversity in the country. 
		

		
			An ideology that minimizes the role of race is problematic for many rea-sons; however, it is especially worrisome given the state of race relations and 
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			inequality in the US today. A few issues in partic u lar raise concerns. First, the seeming liberalization of whites’ attitudes toward principles of racial equality has not significantly resulted in a reduction in the disadvantages experienced by African Americans (Sears and Henry 2003). Research in the social sciences has clearly demonstrated that racial disparities continue to exist on several economic and social indicators, including income and edu-cation (Jones, Schmitt, and Wilson 2018). Second, while whites’ attitudes appear to be growing more liberal with regard to race over time, their views toward ameliorative racial policies simply have not (Bobo and Smith 1994; Car ter, Steelman et al. 2005; Schuman et al. 1997). For example, Carter and Lippard (2020) found very little support among whites toward affirmative action, a view that has remained quite stable since the 1970s. As such, this research poses that the lack of support reflects a backlash to any government attempt to minimize the impact of past racial harms. 
		

		
			This book addresses the broader notion of whitelash and how it relates to the rise of Trump. However, whitelash is not about Trump. We make no claim that Trump started the whitelash; rather, he is just one symptom of a broader pushback against changes in the status quo. In the face of the issues described above (e.g., growing diversity and the inclusion of minorities in positions of power such as President Obama), many whites and institutions have pushed back. As such, we define whitelash as individual, institutional, and structural countermea sures against the dismantling of white suprem-acy (the racial status quo) or against actions, real or imagined, that seek to remedy existing racial inequities. It is a reaction to growing diversity; it is reaction to those who would call out racism or white privilege; it is a reaction to the inclusion of members of marginalized groups in power ful positions. While they are not mutually exclusive, whitelash can take the form of white ideologies or institutional patterns and rules that block the success of mar-ginalized groups. 
		

		
			does any of this matter? exPectations, 
		

		
			imPlications, and conclusions 
		

		
			The research by various critical racism scholars in the discipline makes it clear that we are living in turbulent times, particularly when it comes to the relevancy of race and racism. While there are several prevailing ideologies that demean, suppress, and cloak the continuing issues of racism, the Trump era has ushered in a not-so- nice period reminiscent of the Jim Crow era, Reconstruction, and even slavery. Rhetoric and narratives implying biologi-cal and temperament inferiority are taking root and being promoted by 
		

	
		
			prominent individuals, including the president of the United States. None-theless, while the foundations of the color- blind ideology have been shaken, it is also clear that it is still a power ful component of US culture individu-ally and institutionally. This book supports this conclusion. 
		

		
			However, the collective assessment of the chapters in this volume sug-gest that it is time to do more than just expose par ticu lar ideologies that prop up a racist system. Doane (2017:60) stated that “studying the racial attitudes of individuals can certainly be useful for exploring the prevalence of ele-ments of racial ideologies, but at some point, the analy sis needs to return to the macro- level or we risk equating ideology with individual beliefs and prej-udice. ” This book succeeds in accomplishing this task. With whitelash as a theoretical guidepost, we demonstrate that whitelash takes on different forms and manifests itself in practices and rules of organ izations and insti-tutions. Indeed, even while discussing the contours of racial ideology in the US, these authors never veer too far from institutional- level issues and how they act to reproduce the racist system that benefits whites at the expense of marginalized groups. The authors describe these institutional practices as dangerous because they work to reproduce in equality and the racist sys-tem in seemingly nonracial and innocuous ways. 
		

		
			Where do we go from here? What ideas and arguments can we take from the collective chapters in this book? Further, what are the major implications of these readings? We offer five specific points that we contend need to be addressed moving forward: whitelash and the persistence of white suprem-acy; racial ideologies; institutional and orga nizational racism; a new civil rights movement; and demystifying white victimization. We address each of our points below. 
		

		
			Whitelash and the Per sistence of White Supremacy 
		

		
			As we previously contended, whitelash is not new or unique to the Trump era. In fact, the history of the US is fraught with racial contestations that challenge changes to the status quo — one that is premised on the ideas of white normativity and white superiority. Whenever issues of race and rac-ism, today and in the past, have come to the forefront, whites have mobi-lized to stymie change. We can see this during the Abolitionist movement that took place in the late 1820s leading up to (and beyond) the US Civil War and Emancipation. We saw the whitelash against indigenous peoples dur-ing McCarthyism in the 1950s, as conservative politicians argued for the dis-mantling and termination (read: genocide) of indigenous reservations that were argued to be dangerous communist safe havens within the US. We also witnessed whitelash against affirmative action policies throughout US 
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			history, beginning in the 1960s but really taking off during the Reagan era in the 1980s. 
		

		
			What these facts point to is that whitelash is not a new phenomenon but a collective and potentially dangerous set of mobilization efforts by whites (and some nonwhites) to maintain a racialized social system that exclusively benefits whites. Certainly, the founding of the United States was centered on keeping white, elite males in power (Feagin 2006). This means that the starting point for any conversation on the eradication of racism needs to be premised on the idea that the road to a more just and racially equitable soci-ety means uprooting the strong foundation that is centered on maintaining white supremacy. Arguably, it means dismantling racialized organ izations that are the pillars holding up the racialized US social system. Such moves are sure to evoke whitelash, as we have seen in the Trumptopian era, where calls for revisiting the “good ol ’ ” days are nostalgic walks down memory lane to a time when nonwhites knew their place as second-class citizens or per-petual foreigners. 
		

		
			Evolving Racial Ideologies 
		

		
			Meaningful change also means disrupting the existing racial ideology that demonizes African Americans and blames them for their current socioeco-nomic position. In so doing, the myth of white victims and the neoliberal idea that we live in meritocratic society need to be put to rest. The looming power of whiteness in the reproduction of white supremacy is still quite rel-evant. It is clear that future research needs to continue to shine a light on evolving racial ideologies in the US today. As we and others have argued, while color-blind and other racial ideologies clearly persist, the contours seem to be changing—ushering in new racial ideologies that borrow from traditional racist views of the past while propping up the color- blind ideol-ogy so prevalent today. 
		

		
			Accordingly, future research might do well to focus on the changing nar-rative and stories around race and how old, not-so- nice propositions are finding footing in today ’s discourse. While Eduardo Bonilla- Silva has described color- blind ideology ’s insidious role in reproducing inequality, he never stated that other ideologies did not exist or that no other ideologies were effective in maintaining white supremacy. We suggest that future research look at how prominent individuals and organ izations act to repro-duce these ideologies. Indeed, Herbert Blumer (1958) argued that racism, to a great degree, exists outside of the individual and is created by elite entities who have the ability to reach the ears of the masses with their message. 
		

	
		
			Research has shown that conservative think tanks and other organ izations with resources play key roles in maintaining racist narratives in debates sur-rounding key cases reaching the US Supreme Court (Car ter and Lippard 2020; Car ter, Lippard, and Baird 2019). Bonilla- Silva (2018) similarly stated that those entities, who have greater access to resources, have the loudest voices and thus greater impact. 
		

		
			Institutional and Organizational Racism 
		

		
			While racist ideologies play a significant role in whitelash and the reproduc-tion of white supremacy, institutional practices also stand as debilitating factors in the pro cess. Put simply, some mechanisms ( whether they be for-mal rules or informal norms) when implemented by whites (and some non-whites) in institutions further support the per sis tence of the color line described by Du Bois over a century ago. Du Bois (1898) posed that unlike whites and other immigrant groups, African Americans experience a “pecu-liar environment ” that complicates their lives and that actively reproduces inequality. Thus, future research should examine how institutional and orga nizational practices contribute to the racist system that benefits one group at the expense of others. The sociologist Wendy Leo Moore described how organ izations, in this case elite law schools, maintain rules and prac-tices that reproduce racism and racial in equality. Similarly, the sociologist Victor Ray (2019) posited that organ izations maintain exclusionary mecha-nisms that promote white supremacy, including place, space, policies, pro-grams, practices, methods, logic, and language. 
		

		
			With re spect to the above, we argue that whitelash can be found above and beyond racial ideology; however, you would not know this from the extant research. Most researchers have not heeded the words of Du Bois and studied the peculiar conditions of African Americans. Rather, they have focused on intraindividual attitudes that reflect broader ideological tidbits. In addition, like Du Bois, who was excluded from mainstream sociology for de cades because he was black, those who have challenged white supremacy and noted moments of whitelash have also faced reprisal for exposing these truths. Even with the creation of this volume of scholarly research, the edi-tors and the press were concerned about white backlash. Specifically, one chapter was removed because of concerns around litigation risks. This pro-vides another real- world example that underscores how whitelash can shape the actions of institutions and organ izations, even for an academic press that publishes current theory and research. Because of the chapters that were included in this volume, we also better understand that the potential of 
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			whitelash is enough to play an instrumental role in the reproduction of white supremacy because it stifles discourse on the very subject. Thus, everyday institutional decisions that attempt to avoid the possibility of facing nega-tive repercussions still benefit whites at the expense of African Americans and other marginalized groups. This conclusion is particularly true because even academics cannot fully tell the truth about whitelash if their research and writing cannot be published due to fear of reprisal. Furthermore, to keep these patterns and practices alive due to fear is to keep the system unchecked and unchanged to combat systemic racial oppression. 
		

		
			Rethinking a New Civil Rights Movement 
		

		
			As Bonilla- Silva (2003) and other scholars have argued, there needs to be a rebirth or rethinking of a new civil rights movement. Given the reentrench-ment of white supremacy and accompanying whitelash, the support for the dominant color- blind ideology and the denial of persistent racism and dis-crimination, the emergence of narratives that evoke Jim Crow, and the role of institutions in maintaining the status quo, a need exists for broader soci-etal and structural changes. As seen in this volume, this movement will most likely be led by women of color, who have for years led the charge against systemic oppression of all marginalized groups. Indeed, the 2018 midterm election may provide insight that such a movement is occurring right before our very eyes. In total, 117 women were elected or appointed to Congress, bringing the total number of women serving in the 116th Congress to 127 (102 in the House and 25 in the Senate). This is a record, as no more than 84 women have ever held seats in the US House of Representatives. As such, the inclusion of more women in general and women of color in politics and activism may be the key ingredient in the fight against whitelash. This move-ment would also need to reconsider and strengthen class coali tions, an issue that came up during the 2016 presidential election (see Basu 2018; Ston-ecash 2018). 
		

		
			Such movements could lead to the several outcomes. First, the movement could lead to structural changes that connect issues marginalized groups are having with per sis tent and historical racism and discrimination. As Thomas posed in chapter 4, rather than benignly celebrating diversity of all kinds, institutions must do real work to eliminate prob lems of racism and discrimination and must include persons of color in the process. As it stands now, whites hold dominant positions in most institutions, which means that they continue to create the narrative and they ultimately handle most deci-sions. Accordingly, research should continue to focus on uncovering persis-tent institutional practices that maintain the racial status quo. 
		

	
		
			Such a movement can further address the issue of “whiteness. ” Whites need to also come to terms with the notion of color- blind racism and how their whiteness contributes to the pernicious inequality that pervades the US. However, in chapter 2 Williams stated, “The historical and con temporary rec ord counsels that self- identified whites’ addiction to white license and materialism will probably never lend itself to ending their domination and exploitation of racialized Others ” (p. 00). Therefore, it will take broader activ-ism to bring about such change. When this occurs, changes to rules and practices in organ izations can finally be considered. Furthermore, certain practices by elite organ izations (e.g., interest groups) can be brought into the light and challenged. Such groups have prominently produced color- blind and “threat ” narratives that reproduce the racial status quo (Car ter, Lippard, and Baird 2019; Car ter and Lippard 2015). 
		

		
			Such a movement may make institutions and organ izations more likely to address other issues associated with whiteness that often deflect attempts to improve the well- being of marginalized groups: white fragility and white victimization. Feelings held by whites that they are under attack and that they ultimately are the victims of any diversification attempt are hampering the movement toward racial justice and in equality. It is clear that the prob-lem of the color line is inherent not within marginalized groups but within whites who strug gle to accept changing norms and diversification. Accord-ingly, the broader movement will need to deconstruct whiteness and pro-vide evidence that such a viewpoint is deleterious to the utopian society of racial blindness and equality. As such, as Car ter and Roos noted in chap-ter 3, victimization is the new rallying cry to protect white superiority and thus to exclude marginalized groups from coali tion politics and movements that aim to achieve true racial equality. 
		

		
			Interestingly, white Amer ica has attempted to participate in moments of true reconciliation and cooperation to bring about civil rights and equal treatment. However, in this era, growing fears of the Other taking jobs and educational opportunities and threatening a way of life sustained for over four centuries muddles the possibilities of future coali tion (see Painter 2010; Roediger 2007). However, DiAngelo (2018) noted that White Amer ica must come to understand their power in privilege as whites in society. They also have to toughen up a little because these privileges have saved them from hundreds of years of racial persecution and vio lence. Moreover, all Ameri-cans collectively must refute the notion that whites suffer just as much as other racial and ethnic groups, a notion based on some storied past that has been craftily rewritten to suggest that they are victims too. For example, should Americans believe that Confederate memorials honor fallen soldiers 
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			who had no real opinion about slavery and thus were innocent bystanders? Or should Americans, particularly white southern Americans, accept that these individuals lived in a racist society that encouraged them to fight as racists to hold on to a racist society that would benefit free white men? 
		

		
			White Amer ica must make four impor tant ideological shifts in how they see racial equality. First, they must realize that race and racism in the past and within present-day Amer ica benefits only them and violates American views of equality. It is a serious double standard. Second, whites must embrace that they are to blame because whether they as individuals actively partici-pate as neo- Nazis, Klansmen, or social justice warriors, American institu-tions and ideological structures still give them the benefit of the doubt based on the color of their skin. This is true even when controlling for other social characteristics such as social class, gender, and sexual orientation. As come-dian Chris Rock once stated, “You all right because you all white! ” Third, while whites have the power right now and can commit to change, people of color and other oppressed groups must go to the streets to fight for their dignity and livelihood. The only true and lasting successes in any social movements are those in which the majority at least tolerate, or better yet agree to, changes. Fi nally, whites must embrace the psychological, economic, and po litical pain that these changes will cause if we are to have a truly demo-cratic and fair society where race does not matter. If we really want our society to be color blind and merit- based, then whites must bear the pain and realize that this kind of holistic annihilation of racism will be worth it. Even so, it will take generations, and still it will not cause as much pain for whites as what has happened to millions of people of color, crushed under the foot of racist oppression for centuries. 
		

		
			conclusion 
		

		
			Whitelash is a historical process where whites have reacted against any chal-lenges to the racial status quo or calls made for the rights of nonwhites and an end to racial and ethnic oppression, whether those challenges and calls be econom ical, political, social, psychological, or even philosophical. From slavery to the Reconstruction era to the rise of Donald Trump, the fight to maintain power and control is ongoing. We and the contributors in this vol-ume view whitelash as collective effort to maintain hegemony in an ever changing society that is growing more diverse by the day. We feel that the theoretical framework of whitelash will provide future scholars with a con-ceptually and analytically agile tool to explain future actions and reactions 
		

	
		
			among whites (and some nonwhites) to maintain power in the face of grow-ing protest over unequal treatment and fairness. 
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