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s\a.\ do so .Em_.c\ whites respond to the dog whistle refrain that they, and

: _._..u..w minotities, ara today's most likely victims of racial discrimination?
,ﬁ”.oawc___m.a%mmm u.m.._om to legitimate the substance of dog whistle complaints
&mnm:mm it promotes c:o.m_‘mﬁmam_,.:mm of race and racism that obscure
.E,mmi.ak.amn.aa against nonwhites and magnify the ostensible mistreatment
of whites,

‘ol

s your baby racist?” The question blared from the cover of
Newsweek Magazine in September 2009, cight months after
the inauguration of the nation’s firse black president. The
ompanying story reported on several recent studies showing that young
ildren not only notice race, they repeat painful stercotypes. In one study, a
archer recruited roughly 100 families from Austin, Texas; all of the fami-
.awm_irwnﬂ with children between the ages of five and seven. When the
children were asked how many white people were “mean,” they comunonly
red-“almost none.” Bur when asked how many blacks were mean, many
.Emﬁnwmm. “some” or “a lot.” The thrust of the article seemed to be that children
possess racial biases. However eye-catching the title, though, it pointed.in the

tig direction—ar infants and little children rather than adules. The core of
theaiticle focused on parenting strategies, and especially on the desire to raise
children to be colorblind—to be blind to race, The parents were 70¢ teaching
children to be bigots. Instead, they were doing their utmost to teach their
dhildren to reject racism by studiously ignoring race. Yet, even in a liberal bas-
don like Austin, it wasn'e working.

day the dominant etiquette around race is colorblindness. It has a strong
moral appeal, for it laudably cnvisions an ideal world in which race is no
bnger relevant to how we perceive or treat each other. It also has an intuitive
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practical appeal: to get beyond race, colorblindness urges, the best:strate %_..mmmw stereotypes. That ought to be our model for ralking about race.
way. we remind-our [children], "Mommies can be doctors just like
we ought to be telling all children that doctors can be any skin color.
omplicated what to say. I's.only a matter of how often we reinforce it
her words, best practices in the area of race involve doing the opposite of.
olorblindness scems to command. We must notice and talk about race,
,.ME% and.carefully, in order to understand and attempt to set aside its
over our imaginations.

ﬁrn Austin families found out, no_oHEEmnnmm mp% as a strategy for tran-
ng race on an interpersonal level. I's bad advice for those genuinely en-
g to eliminate racism from their lives.

also-bad. advice for those secking to comprehend and Hn%oua to dog
istle worﬂnm. Dogwhistling cannot be resisted by refusing to talk about race,
iis orily leaves constant racial insinuations unchallenged, operating in the
mﬂ@hb& to panic many whites. Indeed, dog whistle racism is not only pro-
téd by colorblindness, it rests fundamentally on colorblind mythmaking.
fuch more than a racial etiquette, colorblindness provides a powerful frame-
ik %m?:m how people think about race and racism, and in doing so it helps
ive credenice to dog whistle themes, Part of the power of colorblindness comes
om jts _&n_..& origins and its close association with civil rights heroes, 2 linkage
onservatives constantly belabor. Beyond this, the potency of colorblindness
mies, from what it teaches about racial discrimination, lessons almost always
anéd at: the level of commonsense. Under the umbrella of colorblindness,
deasfegarding race and racism geared toward protecting the superior position
whites-in society have evolved significantly since the civil rights era. After
acing. _&n history and conservative hijacking of colorblindness, this chaprer
onnwam on bringing to the surface the core stories colorblindness spins—about
¢ zm om discrimination against minorities, the blame they deserve for their
nmnnoﬂ social positions, the innocence of contemporary whites, and their racial
_nﬂBnmﬂoF These narratives undergird dog whistle politics in its effort to
EEQ nouérnnm as threats and whites as imperiled.

to immediately stop recognizing and talking about race. But it is nmvnn_»m%
strategy that colorblindness fails its liberal adherents. We cannot will ourse
to un-see something that we've already seen. In turn, refusing to talk'ab
powerful social reality doesn’t make that reality go away, bur it mo%pmmﬁ
fused ﬂrSHﬂbm unchallenged, in ourselves and in others. The Austin chi
exemplify this. Differences in race—including physical vatiation and ,.5
nection to social position—resemble differences in m_muman:mﬁ% ate pla

visible to new minds eager to make sense of the world around them. 4355
explained, however, children (and our unconscious minds) are left susceptib
to the power of stereotypes. As the Newsweek authors conclude, “children
racial differences as much as they see the difference between pink and blu
but we tell kids that ‘pink” means for gitls and ‘blue’ is for woua JSE an
‘black’ are mysteries we leave them to figure out on their own.”

We should also acknowledge that colorblindness has an mnEhEE& appe?
it seems to provide a safe route through the minefield of race n&mﬂo.:v Man
whites are understandably nervous to talk about race at all, though especiall
in racially mixed company. What if they slip and say something that soun

ignorant, or worse, bigoted? Simply avoiding race altogether seems to offer
solution. Yet, those who adopt 2 colorblind strategy often come actoss as 7o
racially hostile, not less. Refusing to acknowledge obvious social differenc
creates an impression of suppressed dislike, and studies have shown that whit

who studiously avoid mentioning race even when it is clearly relevant are pe,

ceived as more bigoted.* Perhaps this contributed to how: the Austin &:EH

came to interpret their parents’ racial actitudes, after their parents tried so har
to suppress references to race. Asked “do your parents like black people,”

than half either said “no, my parents don't like black people;” or simply answeze
“I don’t know?” The researchers remarked, “in this supposed mmnn\mann..ﬁnﬂ. ‘

being created by parents, kids were left to improvise their own nOanme
many of which would be abhorrent to their parents.”

If colorblindness seems to backfire, is there something that does ,rn:u
children—and us—navigate the dangerous shoals of race? Yes: talking ,.om
about racial differences and what they might meéan. Psychological researn

oogmm:zczmmm mmoz RADICAL TO REACTIONARY

shows that cognitive biases in social judgment “can be controlled only &.H_,o
subsequent, deliberate ‘mental correction’ thar takes group status squarely.
¢ term * nowoa_urb&u comes to us from Justice John gﬁ.mrm,: Hatlan’s lone dis-
0 Plessy v. Ferguson, the 1896 case that announced the © mnwmhmnn but equal”
dard-that sanctioned racial segregation throughout societyf Louisiana had
.nou% enacted a law requiring that black and white railroad passengers ride in

account.™ The Austin researchers reached a similar conclusion, for they urged
parents to use in the racial context the express methods they employ 1o

children overcome gender stercotypes. “Parents are very comfortable ts
to their children about gender, and they work very hard to counterprog
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d” carried important rhetorical force, for in its simple declarative form
d-to command an immediate end to all government laws mandating
gregation. Thurgood Marshall, as lead counsel for the NAACP Legal

declared—in whar amounted to aspiration rather than description—tha cfe se :Fund, repeatedly encouraged his colleagues to cite Harlan’s famous

Constitution is color-blind, and neither knows nor tolerates classes ;amon _
citizens™ o iedid ich he turned during his most depressed moments. . . . I do not believe we

Today, conservative advocates of colorblindness use this term as 2 shore erfiléda major briefin the pre-Browx days in which a portion of that opinion
‘quoted. Marshall’s favorice quotation was, ‘Our Constitution is color-
It became our basic creed.” Clarence Thomas uses “colorblindness”

hand for their opposition to affirmative action. They contend that colorbling
ness means government should never take race into account, not even as’

to promote racial equality. In 2007, the conservative Supreme Court justi
blocked public school districts from considering race when assigning pupils
schools, even when seeking to maintain hard-won integration. Justifying thi
rigid rule, Justice Clarence Thomas proclaimed himself “quite comfortabl .
cism.

1954; the Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education overturned
ssy-and formally ended school segregation. Notably, though, the justices
did not adopr a colorblind bar on all government uses of race. Adopting strict
tolorblindness would have battered apart the entire edifice of segregation laws
at once. The Supreme Court preferred to dismantle segregation “with all de-
Iiberate speed.”* Put bluntly, this reflected a decision to temporize: the Court
feared:raking on too much too rapidly. It particularly sought to avoid abruptly
declaring unconstitutional the emotional core of white supremacy—the ban on
interracial marriage. Just after Brown, the Court used a procedural feint to avoid
mao@nm a miscegenation case.” Only piecemeal and over time did the Court
tend Brown to completely outlaw segregation, waiting over 13 years before
it finally knocked down laws banning marriage between whites and persons of
différent races in Loving v. Virginia.™

_,.oEnmEm while the Court initially eschewed colorblind reasoning in order
protect segregation from too sudden an assault, over time the decision not
flatly prohibit governmenc distinctions based on race came to seem wise for
- goals of racial justice. By the mid-1960s, it was clear that through state sub-
fuge and social convention, racial segregation readily continued even absent
expressly mandaring it. As late as 1965, 11 years after school segregation was
declared unconstitutional, fewer than 1 in 100 black students in the South at-
nded schools formerly white by law; and the number of whites in predomi-
dyblack schools was infinitesimally small.” Though absolute colorblindness
been their watchword for decades, in the fate 19605 civil ﬁmrnm lawyers
& this demand. Instead, they began to stress the necessity of actively
ng race into account to promote meaningful integration. This meant more

with the company I keep. My view of the Constitution is Justice Harlan
in Plessy: ‘Our Constitution is color-blind.’ ™ 3

Thomas’ invocation of Hatlan to oppose integration is uﬂmwpmnmm., Fits
Harlan cleatly never meant to proscribe £/ governmental uses of race. Rath
Harlan advocated colorblindness to limit excessive oppression, in the ._wo,nﬁ,nw
of what he supposed would be the eternal reign of white supremacy. He be

the very paragraph in which he invoked colosblindness as follows: ,cHwnE
race deems itself to be the dominant race in this country. And so.it is; in-pres
tige, in achievements, in education, in wealth and in power. So, I-doubt ho
will continue to be for all ime.” Harlan approved of many government ra
restrictions that codified what he perceived as the natural inferiorityof bla
Some years before Plessy, Harlan had voted to uphold an Alabama law.forbi
ding interracial marriage.”® And two years after Plessy, Harlan wrote an opj
supporting a whites-only high school.™ Harlan’s famous dissent was not
that the country literally become blind to race; quite the contrary. Perceiv
a world where racial hierarchy was fixed, Harlan interpreted the Constitu
to allow society to mark boundaries around those naturally relegared o
bottom. Even so, unlike his brethern, he objected to extreme civie excl
Harlan opposed the segregated train cars at issue in ,E&Q because he felr ¢
unfairly limited the capacity of blacks to participate in civil life and the mar
place, not because he opposed any governmental use of race, and n.Q.SEG.,
because he thought, as contemporary colorblindness doctrine mmmnnﬂm, th 3
Constitution forbade state efforts to ameliorate racism.® ;

Nortwithstanding Harlan’s own limited conception of noHoH&rbmbnmm.. .
civil rights movement gathered steam in the 1940s, its leading lawyets se
on “colorblindness” to challenge Jim Crow. The phrase “Our Oonm&ﬂﬂ Ik

il D
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no_omurﬂmunmm. Marshall himself had worried that colorblindness had an

chilles heel. While a colorblind ruling had the potential to overturn at once
segregation laws, it seemed to require no more than an end to such laws,
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" than gerting the Court to move faster than “with all deliberate speed” An.ﬂ.n,pb
actively pursuing integration through measures that used race as a tool, includ
ing through race-conscious placements of students, ‘teachers, and administra
tors, and through the race-conscious allocation of resources. :

Wmnn-noaﬂoc.m cfforts to promote integrarion reflected a basic Ehmrn abe
racial En@ﬂpraw ouclawing mistreatment was a step in the right direction; EH
by itself would not significantly correct setdled disadvantage. Martin Luth
King, Jr., expressed this idea using the metaphor of a foot race. In his 1964 Too
Why We Can’t Wait, King lamented:

ot:actual integration.® For the government to be technically colorblind, it
need do nothing more than avoid direct references to race in its laws. This
insight wﬁ..w__mnﬁnn_% lost on the recalcitrant South. A federal district court in
South Carolina articulated a colorblind argument against integration as early

935: “The Constiturion . . . does not require integration. It merely forbids
scrimination. It does not forbid such segregation as occurs as the resuft of
luntary action. It merely forbids the use of governmental power to enforce
whenever the issue of compensatory or preferential treatment for the Negr gregation.™ From here, it was but a short logical jump to the contention
is raised, some of our friends recoil in horror. The Negro should be granté
equality, they agree; but he should ask for nothing more. On the surfac
this appears reasonable, but it is not realistic. For it is obvious that if a mani
entered at the starting line in a race threc hundred years after another man
the first would have to perform some impossible feat in order to catchiu

with his fellow runner.®

that colorblindness probibited race-conscious integration measures. In 196s,
the same ‘court approvingly quoted the conclusion that “the Constitution
_no_.oH blind; it should no more be violated to attempr integration than to

mﬁaagn segregation.” Thus by 1965, a conservative form of colorblindness
had emerged: mnnoaﬁm to the newest friends of the theory, the Constitution
forbadé any state use of race, whether to segregate or—and this was the real
enda—to integrate.

2 Among these new proponents of no_chHEmUnmm was Barry Goldwater. In
Omno_unn;Gm? Goldwater was preparing to give his first full address to the
ation on civil rights. He had been campaigning in the South on the strength
?m vote against the 1964 Civil Rights Act, and now he faced a high-wire
ine: On the one hand, he needed the votes of defiant whites and could not
k jeopardizing their support. On the other, he could not afford to come off as
edneck cowboy before the nation as a whole. Goldwater struck a balance: he
would stick to his opposition to integration, but would dress it up in a ruxedo
m,wwﬁ ita haircur. He decided to deliver his remarks at a $100-a-plate fund-
iser, anticipating that the well-heeled wmmﬂu_uq would avoid awkward out-
bursts supporting segregation.

For King, and for the civil rights movement more generally, the goal was .Ew
merely to end formal segregation, but to break the deep connection berwee
race and disadvantage. Simply declaring segregation laws illegal would nét mak
African Americans “equal” in the eyes of a society steeped in degrading view
of nonwhites. Nor would the end of formal segregation by itself equip a peop
hobbled by centuries of oppression to singlehandedly overcome the economi
legacy of racism, especially in a society still accustomed to reserving the bes
jobs, neighborhoods, and schools for whites. Widespread acceptance of th
supposed inferjority of blacks and the concrete realities of a stratified. societ
combined to limit the life chances of those glibly declared “equal” and “free” th
moment Jim Crow laws were struck down. As King recognized, true equalit
would be along-term, arduous process. In this effort, policies and prograins that;
used race as a basis for planning, for the distribution of resources and contrac
and for the allocation of spots in universities and workplaces, mﬂoﬁﬁw& ﬁrw mo
direct way to begin the process of social repair. ;

H scostume his position, Goldwater soughe assistance trimming his lan-
msmmn. enlisting a Phoenix lawyer named William Rehnquist to help write the
speech.®* Rehnquist was an outspoken critic of civil rights, with a erack record
going back to Brown itself. When that case was first argued, Rehnquist had been
2law n_mm«, to one of the justices hearing it, and had written 2 memo urging that

. . segregation be upheld, averring that “Plessy ». Ferguson was right and should be
TrE Rise oF ConservaTiveE COLORBLINDNESS N

ﬂ-mmm,m.pnm. * But in the decade since, Rehnquist had moderated his language,
id by 1964 he couched his opposition to civil rights as support for property
tights*(that is; the right of property owners to discriminate racially), making
an'ideal choice to help Goldwater recalibrate his message. Eniitled “Civil

Brown’s command to end segregation provoked fervent opposidon 5_&
South, including political posturing by demagogic politicians like George Wal

lace and race riots by whites—and it also engendered a conservative reworkin
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¥. w..mmw..u._.moz.»m,\ CONSTITUTION

he late 1960s, a structural conception of racism began to take hold, briefly
ncing cquality law. For instance, this view gained national prominence
68 when the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders pub-
hat became popularly known as the Kemer Report. Seeking to ex-
mgmmnmﬂnm riots marching across the country, from Los Angeles in
Oanmo in 1966, to Newark in 1967, the report famously warned that
ited. _m.ﬁmnnm was “moving toward two societies, one black, one white—
paraté-and unequal” Buttressing this claim, the report detailed the punishing
ality. confronting African Americans, compiling over soo pages of evidence
&p,mxﬂnwwﬂﬁﬁnnﬁ hardships of overt discrimination, segregated and infe-
or schoolinig, inadequate housing, lack of access ro health care, systemic police
olerice, and Jabor market exclusion. More than simply painting the harrowing
:nEdewnnm confronting blacks, the report identified its root cause not in
blacks: &nﬁmn?nu but in American racial dynamics. Focusing particularly on
ghetto, the report stated on its first page that “segregation and poverty have
¢ared in the racial ghetto a destructive environment totally unknown ro most
hite:Americans. . . . White institutions created it, white institutions maintain
it, and:white society condones it

This nmﬂ.nn.ﬁnoh of structural racism began to penetrate the legal field, for
stance with .a key decision in 1971 holding that outcomes, not just inten-
on; annnmnm in cases challenging discrimination. In Griggs v. Duke Power, a
Southern employer had long expressly restricted blacks to menial work,
r pENEmHm workforce to ensure that no black would carn as much as the
ﬁa.wn_.w.&m.%wwn employee. After Congress enacted the 1964 Civil Rights Act
.%E&ﬂwa»&&.&mnaambmnoﬂ in employment, the company complied only
nally, adopting hiring requirements that on their face no longer referred to
e Fﬂ,._.n“.rwﬂnm.nnmﬁq preserved the established racial hierarchy. Still, the com-
any's new procedures were technically neutral, and this challenged the courts to
e nm the surface at actual social patterns, including outcomes. In Griggs,
¢ Supteme Gourt found the company liable for discrimination, warning that
dod H.%ﬂmbﬁ orabsence of &mnn.ﬁﬂgwnog intent does not redeem employ-
procedutes or testing mechanisms that operate as ‘built-in headwinds’ for
.WwOEum.apm By condemning “built-in headwinds.” the decision seemed

Courr, it met unequivocal rejection. By this time, the Court En?&n ;
good Marshall, who had been appointed by Lyndon Johnson. In 1971, m,..,.
mous Court overturned a North Carolina law requiring “color blind™s:
assignments, deeming it merely the latest stratagem to avoid integration. Seging
through this cynical maneuver, the Court warned against Hmém.&pwﬁ,.._...nonqow
school assignment plans by directing that they be ‘color blind’; that reqr
ment, against the background of segregation, would render llusory the- mz.o
of Brown v. Board of Education” The Coust explained, “Just as the race.
dents must be considered in determining whether a constitutional violation
occurred, so also must race be considered in formulating a remedy. To forbi
at this stage, all assignments made on the basis of race would deprive, mnr..o.o
thorities of the one tool absolutely essential to fulillment of their constitutional
obligation to eliminate existing dual school systems.”* 3
'This stand against reactionary colorblindness did not hold. Zﬁob appoif
four justices to the Court. We've now met two. The first was Lewis Powel]
author of the memorandum urging corporations to create their.own m@mn_mm&
intelligentsia. The second was William Rehnquist, the Plessy. suppore: :
Goldwater speechwriter-—and, it bears adding, Ronald Reagan’s eve
choice to serve as Chief Justice, a post he held from 1986 until his-dea
2005. These appointments sharply changed the Court’s political.compo
especially with regard to civil rights. By 1978, now on the losing mEn“”. 1
Marshall found himself urging his new colleagues’ to reject race-blindne,
a bar on affirmative action: “It is because of a legacy of unequal treatmer
we now must permit the institutions of this society zo give considerarion
in making decisions about who will hold the positions of influence, affhi
and prestige in America.”” Marshall did not prevail, either for colorblind
as a NAACP lawyer fighting segregation, or against it as a Supreme Court

tice secking to protect an essential means of promoting integration, ‘Inst;
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next-year in University of California v. Bakke, Justice Lewis Powell
d the rules. He. concluded :that in affirmative action cases, intentions
‘matter. It was irrelevant, he said, whether a program was motivated by
ice or benevolence. Paralleling the Southern use of colorblindness to oppose

to herald a concern with samctural discrimination in addition to nﬁuﬁnmw. w
sion and naked ?mondw

As it turned out, Griggs represented the high-water Bmmm for:
discrimination law. Qver the remainder of the decade, conservatives o}
Court, including Powell and Rehnquist, chipped away at the standard
proving discrimination against nonwhites. By 1979, the Court had nEv .
the “racism as hate” model we continue to struggle under roday, deman
proof of malice on the part of a culpable actor® This bar is almost insurmg

gration, Powell instead insisted that the constitutional harm occurred the
e thar government took express notice of race.s* After Bakke, the consti-
| law around racial discrimination bifurcated. If the state expressly men-
.,.H..”wn.nJInoBEom almost exclusively in affirmative action programs—then

able. Absent a recorded use of a racial epithet or an in-court confession, m ourt would review the legislation with extreme skepricism, in virmually

is virtually impossible to prove. For instance, in a 1987 death penalty nmw.n ry cdse averturning the challenged program. If, however, the government
oﬂnm..mb% direct invocation of race—the new normal in discrimination
—then. the Court would demand proof of malice, an insuperable hurdle. A
ﬂobmﬁw form of colorblindness became king: quick to condemn all correc-

ses of race, but blind to racial discrimination against minorities.

Court weighed a Georgia system that was 22 times more likely to E@oww.m%

tal punishment on an African American convicted of murdering a whiteve
a black victim * The Court deemed this stark racial disparity irrelevant It
dismissed as imimaterial that this statistical pattern strongly cortelated.
social practices of white-over-black hierarchy stretching back to slavery: Refu
ing to even engage this evidence, the conservatives on the Court stubborr

OLORBLINDNESS, RACE, AND RACISM

maintained that the sole measure of racism was proof of malice, and thes
upheld Georgias death penalty machinery. Under the Court’s approach to i
crimination against nonwhites, only a bullheaded bigot who mnvm&%.gﬁ, ¢ contemporary constitutional law on race is a disaster, and yet colorblind-
harm minorities should worry; no one else need fret. Since the Supreme Cou ikely does far more damage to the country politically than it does legally,
noyvnv_wwm.nobnnwﬂoa of race and racism bolster dog whistle politics. To
fully grasp how so requires a sense of how colorblindness defines race and

cism,‘and this in turn necessitates reviewing how these core concepts con-

adopred the malice test in 1979, it has never found discrimination against
whites under that approach, not even once.* As far as the Court is-conceri
racism against nonwhites must involve proclaimed animus, and thathas all b
disappeared. o

What, then, of supposed discrimination against whites? In 1977 the Court

inue to evolve.

for the first time fully considered a challenge to race-conscious:affirma
action when it weighed the legality of New York’s decision to create a majori
nonwhite voting district. The Court applied its developing intentional mmph
rule. Then, saying it could discern “no racial slur or stigma with respect to whites
or any other race]” the Court easily upheld this corrective use of race.* The'
sticutional law seemed clear: all allegations of racial discrimination, whethee

NATURE OR SOCIETY?

atlan’s casual endorsement of white supremacy demonstrates, through the

eteerith century the belief in white superiority was pervasive, even among
ose opposed to dominant forms of racial oppression. During this era, “race”
s E.—manmﬁoom to reflect narure and/or divine command, not human practices.

réover—and this will be especially i important to our discussion of reactionary
iblindness and dog whistle politics—{rom the outset, race wasbelieved toin-
olve;both physical differences and distinctions in culture, behavior, and ability.

against nonwhites or whites, would have to meet the same test of intention
harm. But this rule had an unfortunace consequence] at least from the conse
tive justices’ point of view: it readily upheld affirmative action plans: Afte
such efforts were designed to remedy racism rather than to oppress white nsider sturs common when Harlan wrote, like “lazy nigger)” “dirty Mexican,”
sneaky Chink.” These vile terms inseparably conjoined biology and behavior:
hysical discinctions supposedly corresponded to innate behavioral and cultural
eficiencies. Indeed, as 2 way to justify inequalicy, race did its most destructive

ork. _u% emphasizing nnm%nnﬁnnwn and ability, rather than mere differences in

there were incidental harms, these were akin to theancillary harms thar ace
pany virtually every regulation—matrers for legislators o weigh, but far frém
the sort of purposeful group oppression that the Covst demanded uczér:a

prove in order to show unconstitutional discrimination.
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,w.&.ﬁh led o such divergences. In other words, they reversed
ther than inherent differences producing unequal social
urgent race critics claimed that social cusrom creaced the
berween groups.
ieth century, these ideas came 1o define liberal understand-
ar Myrdal's dn American Dilemma, published in 1944 10
marked this ascendance. Myrdal argued that race amounted
al differences such as “skin colot?” and had litde or nothing
e, morals, culture, or behavior. Instead, he laid inequalities
irecily at the feet of social organization, and moze specifi-
, hites over blacks: “Practically all the economic, social, and
held by whites. . . . It is thus the white majority group that
the Negro’s ‘place” All our atrempts to reach scienrific ex-
the Negroes are what they are and why they live as they do
to determinants on the white side of the race line™ (One
et Commission drawing on this insight when it later wrote
te institutions created it, white institutions maintain it, and

integument. More Hrm.b skin pigment, it was nonwhite lazine
mendacity—and, correspondingly, white industry, hygiene, an
supposedly explained inferior and superior positions in sociery.

Related to the belief that races reflected divine intentio
order, the notion of “racism” was literally unknown at the tim
that concept is a sense of moral censure: racism is unjust, But
racial inequality could not be perceived as morally evil until they
as facrually wrong. This was impossible to imagine for person:
belief that racial hierarchy was natural or divinely ordained. Thiis
not see his own views about the permanent superiority of whites
him, racial inequality was simply an obvious fact of life.

As the nineteenth century closed, however, the sectled ideasre
began to founder. In part, the developing break with suprem
flected increasing problems with racial categories. In North:,
[ike white, black, and red had long sufficed. They made sense
supposed division of humans according to the world's cont
damentally, they fulfilled the social need for which they were
tify slavery and the usurpation of Native American lands. Bu
century brought Americans into increasing contact with a wol
peoples, and the inability to fit everyone into formerly self-
began to draw the whole operation into question. Where did p
Indian subcontinent belong, or from the Middie East or Polyn
it was evident that people looked different, did sharp boundari
Obviously, reproductive isolation played a large role in shaping
population groups in close contact often developed shared ap
those further apart bore less resemblance. Didn’t these shifts o
for instance as one moved across the Furasian [andmass, an
lines suggested by the sharp division between white and yell
drams began to push anthropologists roward skepticism that ple because of pretended racial differences led to the introduc-
people divided neatly into the few overarching racial groups thai ord into the popular vocabulary of the United States: “racism.”
popular imagination. o ;&n@. in his history of that phenomenon, concludes thar “the

Beyond the categorical problem, a more fundamental atrac came into common usage in the 1930s when a new word was
one that challenged the assumed link berween biology and cha ] be the theories on which the Nazis based their persecution of
e pithily: “Hitler gave racism 2 bad name s

.mnnﬂm& connection between biology and group position
_ nﬁmn&uﬂnmm emergence of the idea that racial practices were
al. In other words, ground began opening for the popular ac-
tion of “racism.” Meanwhile, at mid-century strong imperus in
¢drom Europe and Asia, where the United States was con-
ions that made racial supremacy central to their propaganda,
racist logic to horrific exeremes. In a way that whites had not
reciated when the violent subjugation of darker-skinned nog-
volved, the utter dehumanization and rmass extermination of

credited ideas of racial supremacy. The suddenly obvious evil

of the nineteenth century, social scientises like Franz Boas an
increasingly labored to repudiare the supposedly innate conn
physical differences and individual or group capaciry. Arrem
the two, they argued that race amounted only to superfici
ences. As to evident inequalities in group condition—the domin
in every social sphere, and the degraded condition of mos

Racism as “DiFFERENT TREATMENT”

tblindness today draws upon, but also betrays, the liberal un-
ceand racism from the mid-rwentieth century. It draws upon
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liberal race theory by conceptualizing race as only a superficial physical
teristic. But it betrays liberal thinking on race by rejecting the deep socia
nection berween race and group differences. Boas, Du Bois, and Myrdal
not arguing that race was exclusively a marter of skin color and nothing.m
They were reburting the idea that the evident differences between gro
the wealth and power held by 'many whites, and the misery many. non
endured—reflected innate dispositions. Race did connect to group positic
individual capacity, they argued, but as a result of social practices; ot biols
Colorblindness today jettisons this key insight, thar social dynamics giy
tremendous salience in the lives of individuals and the trajectories of comm
ties. Tnstead, it simplistically insists that race is only a matter of superficial dif
ences, an idiosyncraric tic like blood type that has no bearing on the dimen

ims to _uanmw down structures. om inequality that m:onmr inertia are oth-
mﬂg to.continue into the future. Each of these rationales, though, tuzns
th _.E.n,nnOS between race and social practices. Colorblindness denies this
ion; discrediting justifications for race-conscious remedics by insisting
has no telationship whatsoever to social patterns. Then, having shorn
iveaction of its basic rationales, coniservatives ridicule it as no more than

OFt. ,.,ﬁ.o,.mmwaEEo a pleasing color palette, It is thus that Clarence Thomas
affirmative action as “racial aesthetics) jeering universities for secking
tain.appearance, from the shape of the desks and tables in its classrooms
to:the color of the:students sitting at them ™ By reducing race to blood and
. thus anEm itas strictly and superficially biological, racial reactionaries do not

Consider Justice Antonin Scalia’s argument against affirmarive action; mas engage So mitich'as sidestep the core arguments supporting afirmative action as
while still a law professor: “I owe no man anything, nor he me” mn&.mm.wwo.”ﬂnm
“because of the blood that flows in our veins.”” “Blood” is a powerful metaph
with important liberal antecedents, for instance in the aphorisms that well
bleed the same, or that everyone’s blood is the same color. Used in thi
references to blood emphasize our shared humanity. Scalia proceeds differentl
He presents affirmative action as a racial debt ostensibly owed by whires; and
objects that it’s wrong to hold whites indebted merely because of biolog
no individual or group is held responsible on the basis of biology. Rather,
practices tied to race place racial groups in different relationships to affir
action. If whites are not directly aided under affirmative action. progras

of individual lives or group situations.

nrmEmB to correct destructive social hierarchies.

nmnn.mm-Eoom redefines affirmative action as racism against whites. By
7o ..am race from social context, conservatives can describe racism as merely
g someone differently on the basis of race. Racism need not involve abuse
ubordination, for the socially irrelevant character of blood suggests that.
an &m,man:ﬁ& treatment is morally wrong. Colorblindness shifts the harm of
cism from %mﬁ&mﬂo? exclusion, and exploitation, to being treated differ-
encly on the basis of a socially irrelevant characteristic—no matter how benign

oﬂﬁw ‘Expressing this startling view, Thomas argues that “government-
sponsored tacial discrimination based on benign prejudice is just as noxious
because of their social position, not their hemoglobin. As used W%Mn&.wm..,.z iscrimination inspired by maficions prejudice. In each instance, it is racial
is not an endorsement of our shared humanity so much as a way to-posit )
complete independence of each individual from the social history E..oc_a.
References to blood or skin color become techniques for neatly disjointin,
from social context and instead portraying race as simply an accident of natur
a distinctive birthmark with no bearing on any particular individuals lived
cumstances, nor any connection to hundreds of years of social &SmEHnm._..Wm

ination pure and simple™ Is affirmative action the same thing as Jim
segregation? O the internment of Japanese Americans during World
Wat 112" Or-Native American genocide? Of course not. Racism’s harm lies in
hy anization and violence, not in mere differentiation, and certainly not in

fal m istinctions made in order to repair racism’s painful legacies. The “differ-
enr nnmanbﬁ " produced by affirmative action lies a chasm apart from the racial
ﬁ&nnnn of segregation, internment, or genocide. Yet by defining race as a supex-
ficial haracteristic and racism as any use of race, colorblindness misrepresents
pmmH.EmE.«n action as the moral equivalent of racial oppression.

‘ot however nonsensical, the colorblind conflation of affirmative action and
acism: has: tremendous rherorical punch. Partly, the power of colorblindness
mnoE the resonance of the theroric itself. Because colorblindness hasscrong
ibéral roots, icons of racial justice can: be found extolling colorblind ideals. Ex-
amples ificlude not only Thurgood Marshall, but Martin Luther King, Jr. His

as-blood denies context and history. R

This is more than an analytic error; it is a pofitical strategy: nrmﬁ, usi
girds attacks on affirmative action. First, race-as-blood undercuts the 1ibe
arguments for using race to promote integration. Affirmative action sect

promote integration, which in turn is designed to combat negacive: ste

types and to foster interracial solidarity. It also aspires to compensate groups
that have long suffered exclusion from schools, neighborhoods, union:

employment opportunities. Race-conscious remedies also respond ‘to pre
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exhortation that people be judged not “by the color of their skin but.b
content of their character” is a favorite among conservatives. Obviously s
heralding Marshall and King, today’s colorblind partisans neglect to'ment
that these heroes argued strongly for race-conscious remedies. Likewise; con
vatives fail to admit that the colorblindness of today does not descend dire
from the sancdified civil rights era, but from the unrepentant South, irmnm

mperiled—if race is just a matter of skin color? If race is solely a matter of
tent; there’s no reason for whites to fear minorities. After all, aren’t we all
ame? Race-as-blood helps bolster some conservative arguments, but it also
gly undercurs others.

o_ohrrbmbnmm answers by opportunistically switching to another under-.

ing-of race, frequently dropping race-as-blood to talk about racial groups
bnicities marked by distinct cultures. To be clear, conservatives do not ex-
amm_w equate ethnicity and race; indeed, when pushed, they revert to the

ployed colorblindness to fight integration tooth and nail. Despite these o
sions, or rather because of them, colorblindness has strong m@wn& ingofar as’
sounds racially enlightened, not racially reactionary.

Beyond this, the popularity of colorblindness stems from casting Sr.ﬁ

as victis of racism, and from its practical implications in preserving th

tion that race is only a matter of superficial biology, and so, deny. that racial
mmocmu can: be defined by distince culrures. Yer that is only when challenged;
erwise, conservatives routinely employ ethnic terms as a coded way to talk

racial status quo. As Goldwater recognized, like states’ rights, colorblind sbout racial groups and their supposedly incompatible behaviors and belicfs.

is a dog whistle. It invokes a higher principle, yet also communicates:sym artly because conservatives deny that race is anything more than blood

thy for supposedly imperiled whites. The lofty goal behind colorblindness,

are continually reassured, is racial justice. But in practice, just as with sta

no:mnm:&% use an ethnic vocabulary to discuss group cultuzes, the popu-

magination often confuses race and ethnicity. More focused attention to
rights, colorblindness translates into opposition to integration. There are:som: th H.ﬁ&mﬂobmgw shows how, today, the notion of ethnic difference is central to
well-meaning liberals who continue to cling to colorblindness out of loyal
to a utopian vision of a raceless society. But for most fans of colorblindne
its attraction lies in that it sounds fair—even as it fosters the impression:th

discrimination against whites is rampant, and works assiduously to mnmnmﬁ.mo

lern racism. Ethnicity provides a basis for blaming minorities for their infe-
tiot positions, since it faults their supposedly defective cultures; simultaneously,

exoherates whites, since racism is no longer to blame for inequality. This in
turn. answers the question of government help: such assistance is furile because
cies actually geared to achieving integration. only nonwhites can reform their inferior cultures and self-defeating behaviors.
Finally, the ethnic rurn promotes a new culture talk that surreptitiously resur-
et old srereotypes, allowing conservatives to reinvigorate a pernicious aspect
® ETHNICITY, CULTURE, AND BEHAVIOR racism: contentions about fundamental differences in behavior and culture
_u.n.ms.ﬂ.nn?mmbo.nabﬂ whites and threatening nonwhires.

Depicting race as mere skin color helps present affirmative action as rac _
against whites, but it also leaves racial conservatives in several binds. First; h
can they explain what we see all round us? Our society is obviously stratifie
by race. Look at our ghettoes and barrios—or the halls of Congress an

nation’s boardrooms. Clearly something must explain white dominance,

._._._2_0_4<

nobnnmm om nnrb:un% originated in the eatly twentieth ceneury, when icarose
ameans of erasing racial differences among whites.* From its inception, even

what? Maybe continued inequalities reflect some lingering vestige of racisn ‘white” developed in contradistinction to black and red, persons of European

which in tumn implies a social and specifically governmental duty to zéspony
This produces the second bind: if racism does remain a problem, how
conservatives object to remedying it? More particularly, while they have an
gument that affirmarive action is itself racist, how can they attack traditi
liberal solutions to inequality, such as welfare, job training, housing, ed
tion, and the like? What makes these efforts furile, or even unfair to whi
Finally and most importantly to dog whistle politics, how can conservar

talk about race—about why minorities pose 2 looming threat and how whites:

mnmnnbn in North America corumonly divided themselves along racial lines, with
_.obm_uarmmm about racial characteristics and racial failings. Slurs like Hun, Mick,
Pollack, Wop, and Kike recall this phenomenon. During the 19205, University

of Q.:npmo sociologist Robert Patk began to challenge this narrative. He used
¢.concepe of cultural pluralism, rather than natural difference, to promote
conception of race that stressed the gradual assimilation of diverse groups.+
nder his view, all immigrant groups followed a similar trajectory from exclu-
on ..nHNnElmrnammu and poverty, to eventual full inclusion, assimilation, and
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actionary conceptions.of race in the United States, including arguments char
m:bm should be done to alleviate racial inequality. As evident in the subtitle,
mb@ Moynihan pushed ethnicity across the color line: ethniciry would
‘not only the New York histories and contemporary positions of Jews,
ians, and the Irish, but also blacks and Puerto Ricans.* Rather than extend
\cial minorities the presumption that they possessed valuable cultures, how-
ever; Glazer.and Moynihan used ethnicity to locate in their cultures the uld-
source of those groups’ social failure.

onsider their explanation for why minority children (unlike eatlier white
grant students) failed to learn in New York’s schools:

material success. Park’s theories soon spread beyond the academy and hel
shape popular conceptions of group integration into American sociery,
tressing the idea of America as a great melting pot. In turn, when. Qwo._,.E
II demonstrated the horrors of anti-Semitism, this encouraged the mmownos
the United States of an ethnic vocabulary that sharply distinguished bets
race as ?ohomw and ethniciry as culture.** Most persons of European descent
creasingly came to see themselves as racially undifferenciated @nomwn].nr
as simply white—though also as members of groups defined by local mo...
The verities surrounding fundamental racial differences gave Wway to dm&.ﬂ&
that instead saw only trivial ethnic differences, with all of the various m:mom.
sub-groups supposedly sharing a single racial identity as whire, as well as 5}
histories of struggle and eventual success on America’s shores. :

What had been “races” supposedly divided by decp natural &m.nnnbnnm ne
became “cthnicities” distinguished only by culrural diversity. This was.an
vance toward racial egalitarianism, for it erased racial hicrarchy among pets

There is little question where the major part of the answer must be found:
‘the.home and family and community. . . . It is there that the heritage of
two hundred years of slavery and a hundred years of discrimination is con-
nnbﬂnﬁ& and it is there that we find the serious obstacles to the abilicy to
make use of 2 free educational system to advance into higher occupations
mEm to-eliminate che massive social problems that aflict colored Americans

‘the ciry.*

of European descent. But it did not transcend race, for undergirding the noti
of ethnic equality was the powerful assumption of a shared white racial identit
Ethnicity in the 1940s and 1950s did not cross the color line, but Emnnmm_ ope
ated as a way to foster solidarity among whites. _

Nevertheless, as the civil rights movement gathered force in mﬁé 605
ethnic vocabulary and more generally a notion of groups defined by distin
cultures was available as a way to reconceptualize racial dynamics. An anmm
of ethnicity across the color line might have been a felicitous %«io?ﬁg
instance if sociery had come to see nonwhites in terms of cultural variety
a shared humanity. Instead, though, when ethnicity eventually was applied
nonwhites, it changed form and became another way of explaining E..;unmmn
able difference. Where supremacist conceptions of race attributed minority faj
ings vo nature, ethnic conceptions would link virtually the same Faules ¢ to, ._
culeure. Ethnicity ultimately replaced nature with culture, but otherwise lefrth
stereotypes explaining minoriry inferfority largely untouched.

Gl azer: mbm Moynihan acknowledged the destructive legacy of past racism in
distorting the cultures of nonwhite groups. This was an important concession,
but one that only half followed the liberal insight from mid-century that ted
the situation of nonwhites to past and present social practices. Politically, ac-
kng iammwww the harmful effects of past discrimination was costless, for the

most mnnaBm questions centered on present causes of poverty and marginaliza-
nd what that implied for social policy.

In;their focus on the present, Glazer and Moynihan largely dropped struc-
_ n& impediments from their analysis. Rather, in “major part” they &_.nnnnnm
attention to “the home and family and community” for the immediate catises
of m._n inferior educational, social, and material position of racial minorities.
Qmmn_.. and Moynihan especially emphasized the destructive consequences that
BLAMING MINORITIES flowed from “broken homes,” as when:

nrn,. mother is forced to work (as the Negro mother so often is), when the
ﬁrﬂ is incapable of contributing support (as the Negro father so often is),
when fathers and mothers refuse to accept responsibility for and resent
eir children, as Negro parents, overwhelmed by difficulties, so often do,
and when the family situation, instead of being clear-cut and with defined

Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan—the former mnmﬂEnm.S, speil
decades ar a post at Harvard writing on race and public policy, the latter
become a Democratic Senator from New York famed for his expertise’
welfare—helped instigate this ethnic recooling as applied to nonwhites! |
1963, Glazer and Moynihan published a history of New York City, Beyon
the Melting Pot: The Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Jews, Italians, and Irish of New
York City.+* This volume effectively laid the groundwork for contempo

oles and responsibility, is left vague and ambiguous (as it so often is in
Negro families).+
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couple of years Moynihan’s more widely known conclusions regarding bl
and welfare policy, conclusions that ultimately led him, as an officia
Nixon administration, to recommend a policy toward nonwhites of “he; Enms.m_.u_nn& something closer to what Newt Gingrich mighe say. In the mid-
neglect” . lo60s.it was earthshaking, for it repudiated the liberal consensus upon which
Two years after publishing Beyond the Melting Pot, gouBHrmbn_ drew
ethnicity when he published a major paper thar would become known as
Maoyniban Report. Moynihan framed the report around the civil rights, moy
men’s increasing demands for equality. These demands, he warned, could
be met because of failings in the black community itself. Moynihan's dee
concern was the black family. It was the “Negro family, Moynihan asserte
that “is the fundamental source of the weakness of the Negro commun;
the present time” Dysfunction in the black family originated in. racism
structural subordinarion, Moynihan acknowledged, but he argued that'gro
dynamics within the black community perpetuated black misery without
external help from white racism. “At this point, Moyniban conclude
present tangle of pathology is capable of perperuating itself without assist
from the whire world.™+* -
Moynihan’s report shoved attention away from the structural .no_.%osn
of racism into a bitter, poisonous fight over the health of black family 1if
next year, Moynihan waded back into the melee with an article that made
tal clear his normative position: “a communiry that allows a large HEB_u
young men to grow up in broken families, dominated by women, never mnm.
ing any stable relationship to male authority, never acquiring any set of ration
expectations about the furure—that community asks for and gets cliaos. Ci
violence, unrest, disorder . . . that is not only to be expected, but they are
near to inevitable. And it is richly deserved”# Chaos in the black mo.BEpE H._pv om staying all day. They have no habit of ‘I do this and you give me cash’
Moynihan opined, stemmed from its cultural failings. As to crime, violence, it's illegal”s
unrest, and disorder, the community got what it richly deserved. Hﬂmnm_.” ang imagery here is Moynihans, of black children raised in pathologically
more particularly race as it intersected with gender roles, was once mmmE the :
prime culprit explaining the failure of minorities. L
It is imporeant to emphasize how reactionary this position was. At least sin
Teddy Roosevelt, prominent progressives had been arguing that forces beyon
individual control all too often trapped the poor and the marginalized, and
society had an obligation to remedy to the extent possible these limiting stru
tures to ensure that everyone had a fair shot. This liberal ideal became the dori
nant political consensus after the brutal experience of the Depression, Spuiny
the salving programs of the New Deal. Given racism’s history, this sen

o owE.Tmbm mbmqﬂmu it did not. For Zouﬁu.rmb to argue that blacks were
the authors of their own failure would seem, in today’s world, uncharitable and

the modern state was predicated.

this sense, the connection between Moynihan and Gingrich isn’t Ennn@
aint- nnvoEm Rather, Moynihan’s use of culture to blame blacks and to argue
tha government is powerless to remedy poverey was subsequencly carefully cul-
Eﬁ& g conservative thinkers, including Charles Murray, Dinesh D’Souza,
and. Eﬁoa Magnets® They molded the story, downplaying the destructive ef-
fecgs of past racism, and adding the accusation that liberal programs themsclves
create culrural pathologies in nonwhite communities. 'The core poine, though,

endured: minority culture, not racism, explains nonwhite poverty and makes
government assistance futile. This has now germinated into a broad political

Po.a:wnm, especially though not exclusively among Republicans.

/.ﬁﬁnm believed in structural remedies when they saw the poor as people
ike: ﬁrnﬁmn?nmu folks somerimes trapped by larger forces or bad breaks. They
‘shifted:to a belief in personal failings when they began to see the poor as non-
Eﬂnm mnnmﬁbn:ﬁmz% unlike themselves. Today, conservatives like Gingrich
UOnr stoke and exploit the conviction that the poor choose their fate.
s mm the Republican nomination in 2012, Gingrich argued that laws Jimit-
stk by young children, a cornerstone of Teddy Roosevelr’s 1970 Square
romﬁ be repealcd. He explained: “Really poor children in really poor
rro%oo% have no habits of working and have nobody around them who
orks. So they literally have no habit of showing up on Monday. They have no

ional houscholds that guarantee generation after generation of black
overt >m legal scholar Dorothy Roberts observes, “the powerful Western
irriagy om nwe._&roo& innocence does not seem to benefit Black children. Black
&Hm are born guilry. They are potential menaces—criminals, crackheads,
53 mothers waiting to happen.’s* Gingrich trades on this imagery, even
E.woﬁm to describe poor children in general. And his poine is that gov-
nmen¢ cannot help, not even when it seeks to protect young children from
th B.mmw% of work. Let them sell their labor in the market for whatever they
get, he advises, for individual effor, even by children, is the only way out of
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overty. lhe di i i ire i

WoEn NOMEM MMMHWW& laissez-faire ideology of the early twentieth centu
] To be perfectly clear, the problem is zot that Moynihan, Owsmﬁnr. “.h.& oth
H are to talk muu.oﬁ culture. Daily conditions of life inevitably shape Sm_%m ofliving
essons ofren imparted to the next generation. Thus, it was not thar Moyn
completely erred in the basic claim that larger social practices dam . M _
family life (Gingrich’s fact-challenged claims are another matter) mwmwwm
cused on the Em&n community such as E. Franklin Frazier and Wogmnrﬂgﬁw

had p.r,nm&ﬂ said as much decades before.” Prominent civil righits leade nr ,
Martin Luther King, Jr., also lamented the harm done to black famili H.mHMM ed,
today critiques of personal failings intertwined with outrage over mnEnM. &Mn
advantage continue to form staples of black political thought.s+ Again M.HM rob
Wn:.ﬁ lay mot in mentioning culture and behavior. Rather, the mﬁnén.m et ....wnw
in installing cultural pathology as #he roor cause of continued nonwhi MM_H
often to the complete exclusion of structural factors. e
. Compare Moynihan’s conclusion that social legislation could not . d
with m.ﬁ mbm:amm urged by Martin Luther King, Jr. He, too, offered a nr.um nw_nnn
MMMMMMM of Hwn Mﬁnﬁn&bw blows on the Negro family [that] have Bmmn.wwmmm
and often psychopathic, ipi
han’s. Yet King om.anwn_umrmm WMMHM@MOW%H@EOD ety s negave s e

XONERATING AND CELEBRATING WHITES

ering the sensc that minorities could only blame themselves, ethnicity
rased “whites” as a dominant group. Ostensibly, there existed instead
‘ ...?&nan of ethnic minorities—Irish, Iralians, Jews, Poles, and so on—
‘many of which themselves had earlier suffered discrimination. Justice Powell
¢d this argument to attack affirmative action, questioning whether there .
existed a white race: “the white ‘majority’ itself is composed of various
ity groups, most of which can lay claim to a history of prior discrimina-
¢ the hands of the State and private individuals. Not afl of these groups
2 receive preferential treatment and corresponding judicial rolerance of dis-
jons drawn in terms of race and nationalicy, for then the only ‘majority’
¢ft would be 2 new minority of white Anglo-Saxon Protestants.” Far from
¢ing dominant, Powell presented the white group as comprised of various
ulnerable minorities, each of which labored under “a history of prior dis-
rimination ac the hands of the Sate and private individuals.” Ethnicity even
nom,,.wn.ﬂnm. the most elite whites into racial viceims, with WASPs becoming
Américas most vulnerable potential victim, as the only group ineligible to

claim-affirmative action. Americas clite now turned out to be just another
arginalized group. If whites did not exist, how could they be responsible for

Beyond disaggregating whites into vulnerable minorities, ethnicity also
.Eoﬁ.m&.,m‘anma by which whites could celebrate their white identities and
.mmmm.mwuﬁmm neighborhoods. Where this had recently represented reviled mani-
Rwﬂmoﬂm of white supremacy, now it reflecred laudable expressions of ethnic
de.7 Like the blacks, Latinos, and Asians clamoring to be scen in a positive
mr.n.. theoretically the Tralians, Irish, and Poles were merely expressing group
‘pridé:in:their distinctive ethnic origins. Yet treacherous notions of white supe-
joriry were inextricably mixed in. Especially after their virrual disappearance
in w_ro 19508, the revival of Enropean ethnic identities in the 1970s connected
intimately to white reactions to the civil rights era?® Nor were racially astute
wam_mama slow to adopt the new vocabulary. Recall Jimmy Carter’s racial pan-
. deting, when he mwown out forcefully against government cfforts to promote
. neighborhood integration: “L have nothing against a community thacs made up
@m mnowwn who are Polish or Czechoslovakian or French-Canadian, or who are
Em_m_.mm trying to maintain the echnic purity of their neighborhoods,” Carter said.
ﬁzm is a narural inclination on the part of the people”*® Disfavored expressions
of white supremacy reemerged as worthy ethnic pride—not only as the moral
n@&nﬁ of black efforts to rescue a stigmarized identicy, but also as a legiti-

The most optimistic element revealed in this review of the Ne omm ily’
experience is that the causes for its present crisis are culturall Mﬂm mem
mﬂnnnﬁ.ﬁ What man has torn down, he can rebuild. At the How.oﬂ of .Hn..nm_w
ficulty in Negro life is pervasive and persistent want. To grow from €Mm__
the Negro needs only fair opportunity for jobs, education roz&b_,_ ,.,,..._m
access to culture. To be strengthened from the outside Hnmnmmnm wwoww

tion from the grim exploitati
ploitation that h : Sy
300 years.’ s haunted [¢he noEEﬂE,ﬁ 1§

[a )

W:..m.w solution, offered in the winter of 1965, was access to jobs, education; 1
rMMmﬁm, QHE& with freedom from further exploitation ﬁwpmvmﬁmﬂwmuwu
addressing the structural components of white raci i ing  nati
mwom:mr.ﬂ on the damaged Em_ww family. mﬁrbmnwnww MMM MM;J%MMMMHWMM Mﬂoa_
MOEH% ideology not Enn&%,mﬁommr a focus on group cultures, but wnmmmn it
ses arguments about defective cultures to utterly displace any attention’ \
going dynamics of racial subordination. Ultimately, in conservative h Mmg
presented as ethnicity faules minorities for their own situation, nrn ; Mb i
cutting arguments for liberal repair. o nmn. Hﬁzmn

ate basis for resisting integration.

LS
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. i i i steictd 1dating whites-only neigh-
Pos WhisTLING AROUND CuLTURE Ano Benavior bans on interracial marriage and restrictions mandating y neig,

srhoods slipped,but endorsements of more abstract statements-like “Negroes

ceive welfare could ger along without it if they tried” and a&a streets
en’t safe thesc days without a policeman around” surged.# By the B.Hn._‘@ma.umu
oum consensus existed among social science nnmnmmnrﬂ.m. _..rwﬁ racial preju-
 had changed. Scholars remarked that “a new form of prejudice er come to
ominence, one that is preoccupied with martters of moral character, Emoﬂdnm
the virtues associated with the traditions of individualism. At its center are
ontentions that blacks do not try hard enough to overcome the &mm,_nﬁﬂ.nm
v face and that they take what they have not carned.”®* Harvard mo.n_obwmaﬁ
S__.mbmn.wovoum term for this new prejudice, “laissez-faire racism,” highlights
mrm,&o.mn_,nobﬁnn._ob between present forms of racial resenument and the resur-

The turn o ethnicity in the late 1960s and early 19705 as a substitute langua;
for race helped fuel dog whistle politics. Echnicity told a story of groups ei
defeated or elevated by their own cultures. Dog whistle politicians embrace
the ethnic fiction, amplifying themes of deviant nonwhite _unrmﬁow...wb.
white innoctnce. The narratives promoted alike by the ethnic turn and ra
demagogues—a lack of work ethic, a preference for welfare, a propensity tows
crime, or their opposites—reinvigorated racial stereotypes, giving them renewe
life in explaining why minorities Jagged behind whites. These stereotypes mi;
have faded as society addressed racism. Instead, they became the staples of P
litical discourse, repeated ad nauseam by politicians, think tanks, and media.
Precisely because ethnicity encouraged talk of group differences in cultn
and behavior, it kept alive a potent aspect of racial ideology, narratives of fun
damental differences in capacity that supposedly explained group hierarch;
Ethnicity avoided whar seemed central about race, its claims about differenc
rooted in nature. But in practice, direct references to nature mattered .mE..w
ingly little. Even absent this, racial narratives had tremendous social and
litical porency simply by emphasizing the racist commonsense that groups w
divided by differences in habits, temperament, and ability rooted in the group
themselves. Ethnicity helped keep racism vibrant by preserving its core—th
stories whites told abou their essential superiority, and the tales they repea
about fundamentally inferior nonwhites. Racial demagogues could drop direc
references to biology and racial groups, and still stir racial passions. Ethnic
helped establish a commonsense framework in which discussions of dysfunc
tional culture and menacing behavior were readily understood as mnmnlgbm.%.
essential identity of nonwhites. e
Yet racial demagogues did more than resurrect old stereotypes; theyaltere
them in ways that combined assaults on nonwhites with attacks on liberal
ism. Shaped by the coded language of comservative dog whistle politics, racia
stereotypes increasingly connected ideas of minority inferiority with rightwin
political narratives. This dynamic was so powerful that it ultimately contribute
to a marked evolution in the forms taken by racial prejudice. Today, the. mos
powerful racial stercorypes—the ones most generally credited and in wides
circulation—dovetail precisely with dog whistle narratives jointly artackin
minorities and liberalism. ] : L
Already in 1971, social psychologists studying racism began describing an
evolution from “old-style” endorsements of white supremacy o new forms o
prejudice thar linked the failings of blacks to deficient culrures, especially

their refusal to adopt conservative precepts of rugged individualism.® mﬁwmcn

c.of an anti-government ideology.” .

Iir accord with the stories spun by dog whistle politicians, many whites TBS

mie to believe that they prosper because they possess the values, oinbﬂ.mﬂo:mu

- id'work ethic needed by the self-making individual in a capitalist society. In

| mwmeﬁg,%n% have come to suppose that nonwhites, lacking these attributes,

%.H_,a. the bottom, handicapped by their inferior culeures and wnmr&. &.9..45 by
o market’s invisible hand, where they remain, beyond the responsibility, or
ﬁm.m_uﬁg of government to help. Today’s most powerful stereotypes blame
i ”omn% culture in a manner tied closely to conservative myths of rugged
&ﬁm.ﬁm,_u.-ma.. : .

We can see the strong connection between group stereorypes and &oméw.p.m_..ﬁn
emes in a recent survey on racial prejudice underraken by social psychologists.
dhwmga% found that during Obamas first four years in omm.nn, the percentage
m.Um.Bonﬂm expressing prejudiced views about blacks remained steady at just
ver 30 percent—still a discouragingly high proportion.** Iralso mo:.hm .ﬂrmﬂ the
umber of Republicans expressing anti-black prejudice Enn.nmmnm significantly
ver those years, going from 71 percent to 79 percent, which is to say, Ho.nocme
our oyt of five. Beyond these high numbers, though, focus on the precise ques-
ions in the survey. To measure prejudice, the study asked respondents whether
mnw. agreed or disagreed with statements like:

. Over the past few years, Blacks have gotren more economically than they
~ deserve. .
“1¢’s really a matter of some people just not trying hard enough; if Blacks
* would only try harder, they could be just as well off as whites. o

Trish, Italians, Jewish, and other minorities overcame ?szwﬁ and
. worked theic way up. Blacks should do the same without special favors.®s
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| Group cultures differ, and it’s not racist to m%oﬁwn&% that éEﬁ.n nmmHMwnM
rﬁm,m:nnmnmnmu and nonwhite groups have failed, on mrn basis of dif-
.mmn.nmmw_m in group capacity and behavior. Moreover, Ebn.n mHOﬁ.wm are
- the masters of their own fate, it is futile (in addition to being racist) for

’ .. mo4mgnbn to give some groups special handouts.

While these statements feference race directly, they also track major themes
dog whistle politics: the notion that blacks receive'more than they deserve
stereotype of laziness; the use of an ethnic conceptioti of race’ mo,EEun_ blac
for their own failings. : : c

Bucking the wend of seeing these sentiments as reflecting a modern form
of prejudicey a few scholars have objected thar instead survey questions such
these—which have been in use since the 1970s—measure a nosmocb&&_é
ture of racial sentiment and policy atrirudes. These critics insist that becau
prejudice and policy are interwoven, it’s impossible to know to Svmdnwﬁa:ﬁ
prejudice alone continues.® Bur this misses the point: the confluence _cm_wm.n_p_
prejudice and conservative politics #s the new racism. It’s a product of almos
half-century of erhnic discourse and coded race-baiting that has remade ﬁ,w&m_ﬂ
into a set of ideas jointly demonizing nonwhite culture and activist mo<nwmim
These ethnic-racial-political stereotypes have become staples of Bomnmﬂ...nwﬁm_
discourse, and now seem like self-evident truths to a staggering four out of five
Republicans. It is now virtually commonsense, at least among the GOP faithful
that minorities fail, and they succeed, as rugged individuals.

When laid out this way, it's no surprise that Reagan and other womanm_ Fm.m.
nnwmwmnn wﬁ,ﬂm ‘embraced colorblindness. It sounds liberal u.ﬂn.ﬁ works Enn a HN..um_
Emm&mg%_bm that there’s discrimination against E.:.Hoﬂﬂnm, n_nﬁé”sm w Hmw
i acial victims, justifying white superiority, and facilitating dog whistle raci

eals that emphasize culture and comportment. .
.mmwm.wﬂwww BWH thing: colorblindness also protects dog whistle mmnnlvmwﬂs.m
mp.E,wn charges of racism. Even though conservatives H.nwnw‘.nn&% use an nan.n
ocabulary, they always hold in reserve the colorblind insistence ﬂﬁwﬂ race is
_mm..m...m matter of blood. 'This provides a stock defense of m_om ﬂwn.&ﬁm. for it
. mcoém politicians to demagogue culture and behavior, while insisting n?»,.ﬂ ﬁrﬂnw%
annot possibly be engaged in racial pandering because .ﬁvn% rﬁ.n not n_,_wmn v
+ seferenced biology. In the next race chaprer, Chapter Six, we will examine at
. Hnummp how colorblindness facilitated the rise of new ways of n.oB:,.EEnmﬂEm
and defending racism. Before then, however, we turn to consider important

volutions in dog whistle politics since the 1990s.

m WHITES AS VICTIMS

In 2 2011 poll, more than half of whites thought that discrimination mm&:.wﬂ
their race was “as big a problem” as the mistreatment of nonwhites. Among Wn
publicans and Tea Party members, nearly two out of three sympathized with
this view of whites as racial victims. Among those who “most trust Fox new:
the number stepped even higher®” Colorblindness lies at the heart of the co
temporary belief held by many whites that they are the true racial victims in Gm
society today. Let’s reprise what colorblindness tells them: "

= Race is just a matter of blood, and has no connection to past or wn_mwnum
social pracrices. , , S

« Racism means being treated differently on the basis of race. Since affirma:
tive action treats whites differenily because of sace, it constitures racist
‘Thurgood Marshall and Martin Luther King, Jr., agree. On the oﬁrnm
hand, there is litdle racism against minorities today: witness the absence
of proven malice. ‘

= Etbnicity shows that whites do not exist as a dominant group, but only as
ethnic minorities with, just as much right as other minorities to protect
their own group interests.



