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Pre-Survey
One reason people participate in the Dialogue on Race is to better understand their
own thoughts and feelings about race issues. To help you with this understanding,
and to gauge any changes in that understanding resulting from your participation
in this dialogue series, we ask that you fill out this survey before your first session.
Use the following link to complete and submit the pre-survey:
https://forms.gle/CWF4EWBmdvxrf2Da8
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History of Dialogue on Race Louisiana
The model for this program was created more than 20 years ago by Maxine Crump.
She worked with community organizations and individuals to develop a structured
program of six two-hour weekly sessions based on scholarly reading materials. This
program is led by a bi-racial team of trained facilitators. From DORLA’S inception,
Maxine Crump has remained involved in a leadership role in Dialogue at all levels,
including training facilitators.
The process was managed by community volunteers until it was used as the basis
for the Baton Rouge Town Meeting program, “What Color is Community?” in 1994.
Following the Town Meeting, the program gained momentum and community
interest. Led by a group of volunteers, Dialogue on Race Louisiana was chartered
as a not-for-profit organization in November 2011.
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Orientation
Participant Information Needed Before the Series

NOTE FROM THE CEO, MAXINE CRUMP
You are beginning a unique experience: a Dialogue On Race series designed to
provide a way for talking about the difficult subject of race, a social construct
responsible for wrongs in the past while currently accepting race as normal.
In the Dialogue on Race Original Series, participants have a chance to unpack the
confusing narrative. Through this educational process, everyone has a chance to
bring their beliefs, thoughts, and ideas to the conversation. The process uses
factual materials and clearly defined terms.
What is unique about this process is that its success does not depend on experts.
The format is led by facilitators trained to set an environment for open, honest,
brave conversation that can lead to understanding and change.
The dialogue is a series of conversations in which, over the six sessions, participants
have space and time to reflect on what has been a lifetime of living with race as
normal, and finding that it's a social construct that has unsolved problems that
were here before we were born.
Therefore, the orientation is necessary for this dialogue to be able to help everyone
have the best possible outcomes. The orientation prepares you to have the kind of
conversations that people call for; conversations that lead to understanding and
change.
Preparing ahead of time is key to you having the outcome you would like to have.
At your first session, the facilitators will have an orientation review to further clarify
your understanding that this conversation is the kind of talk that can lead to action.
It will be great if you come prepared. I wish you a wonderful experience.
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ORIENTATION DETAILS
This orientation describes the entire six-week series and what you can expect from
each session. It describes the format, the facilitators’ roles, your roles, and the
ground rules.
The facilitators will review the logistics and tools that are used in the virtual setting.
They will review this information at your first session. Reading the orientation
prepares you to be ready for your first session of the DOR Series. We are looking
forward to having your voice in the conversation.
Each session covers a major activity around race in the country: The construction
of the system of race, the determination of who its beneficiaries are, the legal
framework in which it operates, the movement that determined it to be illegal, the
controversial Affirmative Action toward improvements, and why talking about race
matters.
• Session 1: Definitions and Distinctions & A Brief History of Race – This
session clarifies the terms used throughout the series as well as a brief
history of race and its link to building the country.
• Session 2: Understanding the Meaning of Whiteness – This session covers
the race structure that determined the meaning of whiteness and its
preferred status in the society.
• Session 3: Understanding Institutional Racism – This session looks at
institutional power that assures full rights and privileges for citizens who are
white by limiting access to those who are not, and how understanding power
is important to change.
• Session 4: Struggle and Transformation – This session follows the movement
that led to the Civil Rights Act, with a focus on one of its leaders, Dr. Martin
Luther King.
• Session 5: Affirmative Action – Looks at the measures put in place with the
intention of leveling the playing field, while recognizing the fact that it is still
a controversial issue. This session looks at the issue in that context.
• Session 6: Talk Is Action – This session shows that while talking about race is
important, it’s the kind of talk and the strategies used that matter.
DIALOGUE ON RACE LOUISIANA
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• Dinner and Dialogue – And finally, the tradition before social distancing was
to offer an opportunity for participants to join in a social gathering we call
Dinner and Dialogue. Now that we are virtual, we ask the group to determine
what they would like to do in the context of social distancing. We talk about
that at the end of the series to determine as a group whether you would like
to carry out that tradition and how you would prefer to do it.

LOGISTICS AND ORIENTATION DETAILS FOR USING THIS VIRTUAL FORMAT
The orientation sets the tone for the entire series. When using this virtual format,
we try to keep as much of the in-person experience as possible. There are things
you can do to help make it a better conversation for everyone.
• The Zoom chat box is open until the session starts. Afterwards, it works best if
everyone will agree to make all comments openly and honestly during the
conversation. This keeps the facilitator's attention focused and helps the flow
of the conversation.
• We try to keep as much of the in-person experience as possible and we have
found that it’s best if everyone is live on camera during the conversation. If you
need to leave the conversation, it is OK to turn off your camera until you return.
• It's best to mute your microphone if there are others in the room or if you expect
any outside noises. Remember to unmute when you are ready to speak.
• Another tip that keeps the in-person experience is to raise your hand when you
wish to speak instead of the hand raised icons. Of course, there are times when
you have a spontaneous comment, and we say sure go right ahead.
• There will be a 10-minute break announced midway through the dialogue.

HOW THE DIALOGUE FORMAT WORKS
The sessions are timed. We start and end at the appointed times. This is to honor
your time and to let you know what you can count on from us.
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HOW TO PREPARE FOR EACH DIALOGUE SESSION
A few tips that can help you get the most out of the conversation.
• Review the assigned materials beforehand.
• Make notes so that when you get to the session you will already be prepared
to offer thoughts on the materials. We will ask you what stood out to you
and what got your attention.
• Another helpful idea is to think about what you would like to share in the
opening reflection period beforehand and be ready to share it.

ROLES OF PARTICIPANTS AND FACILITATORS
What is Facilitation?
Facilitation is the act of engaging participants in creating, discovering, and
applying learning insights.
The Participant’s Roles:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Actively and honestly participate in the discussions.
Demonstrate respect by listening attentively to others.
Remain open-minded and allow open discussion of experiences.
Attend at least five of the six sessions.
Review the assigned material before each session.

In the case of this dialogue, everyone's voice is key to the success of the dialogue.

Facilitator’s Roles and Responsibilities:
The facilitator is a neutral, non-evaluative, non-judgmental process manager. The
facilitator is neither the traditional chairperson nor the traditional decision-maker.
The facilitators do not manage the participants. The participants are trusted to
maintain civility.
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1. The facilitator never competes with the group members.
2. The facilitator helps the group break stalls in the conversation by offering
problem-solving strategies and making process comments.
3. The facilitator respects and defends the group members and their ideas from
attack.
4. The facilitator does not permit anyone to be put on the spot.
5. The facilitator keeps the group focused on the task.
Now that we have defined our role as facilitators, when necessary, remind us of
our responsibilities; we would appreciate it.
The ground rules are:
• Be honest.
• Remain live on camera, except when you need to leave your space
temporarily.
• Let us know when you are not going to be at a session. (Your voice is missing
when you are not here.)
Are there any ground rules you would like to add? If not now, you can always add
them anytime during the series. Does everyone agree to these ground rules?
FORMAT OF EACH SESSION
Reflection:
Each session opens with a 15-minute reflection time. This time is set aside for you
to talk about whatever is on your mind. It can be thoughts, observations, and
experiences from your week. It can include what you have seen in the news, articles
you’ve read, people you have talked to, direct experiences, or just thoughts that
have come to your mind from the previous session.
We hope you will find the reflection a great space to freely bring your thoughts and
ideas to help expand the conversations.
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The three topic questions:
To assure a more complete conversation, this DOR Series uses topic areas that are
in the form of questions. We call the Topic Questions. They help guide the
discussion in a way that leads to a more complete conversation that what is typical
when talking about race.
A description of the format and how it works:
Topic Question 1 looks at the information in each article/video and asks, "What got
your attention?"
Topic Question 2 asks you to talk about where you recognize, experience, or
observe instances of racism related to the session’s topic that we are on that day.
We take a 10-minute break at the midpoint in the dialogue. This is during Topic
Question 2.
During the break, the facilitators have a discussion with each other to look at where
the conversation has gone in the first half of the session and discover what might
need further exploration or what can expand the conversation. After the break,
the facilitators bring back those discoveries and continue with Topic Question 2.
Topic Question 3 focuses on what you would like to see done or changed, and what
you can see yourself doing.
BENEFITS OF ORIENTATION
The facilitators use tools that you may not see us using. We use timing cues to help
distribute the time between the three topic areas and we send each other
necessary messages. This is to ensure a fuller and more complete conversation with
as few distractions as possible. We tell you these things so that you can relax and
focus on having a meaningful conversation, and we will do the rest.
These details are an important part of creating a space for open, honest, and brave
conversation. We will do everything we can to make sure that is what you will
experience.
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Comparison of Dialogue and Debate
DIALOGUE TRAITS

DEBATE TRAITS

Dialogue is collaborative: two or more sides
work together toward understanding.
In Dialogue, finding common ground is the goal.
In Dialogue, one listens to the other side(s) in
order to understand, find meaning, and find
agreement.
Dialogue enlarges and possibly changes a
participant’s point of view.

Debate is oppositional: two sides oppose each other and
attempt to prove each other wrong.
In Debate, winning is the goal.

Dialogue reveals assumptions for reevaluation.

In Debate, one listens to the other side in order to find
flaws and to counter its arguments.
Debate affirms a participant’s own point of view.
Debate defends assumptions as truth.

Dialogue causes introspection on one's own
position.

Debate causes critiques of the other position.

Dialogue opens the possibility of reaching a
better solution than any of the original
solutions.
Dialogue creates an open-minded attitude:
openness to being wrong and openness to
change.
In Dialogue, one submits one’s best thinking,
knowing that other people’s reflections will
help improve it rather than destroy it.
Dialogue calls for temporarily suspending
one’s beliefs.
In Dialogue, one searches for basic
agreements.
In Dialogue, one searches for strengths in the
other positions.

Debate defends one’s own positions as the best solution
and excludes other solutions.

Dialogue involves a real concern for the other
person and seeks not to alienate or offend.
Dialogue assumes that many people have
pieces of the answer and that together they
can put them into a workable solution.
Dialogue remains open-ended.

Debate creates a closed-minded attitude, a
determination to be right.
In Debate, one submits one’s best thinking and defends it
against challenge to show that it is right.
Debate calls for investing wholeheartedly in one’s beliefs.
In Debate, one searches for glaring differences.
In Debate, one searches for flaws and weaknesses in the
other position.
Debate involves a countering of the position without
focusing on feelings or relationship and often belittles or
deprecates the other person.
Debate assumes that there is a right answer and that
someone has it.
Debate implies a conclusion.

*This comparison of Dialogue vs. Debate was created by the Study Circles Resource Center, now known
as Everyday Democracy. The organization helps all kinds of people engage in dialogue and problem
solving in critical social and political issues. For more information, go to everyday-democracy.org. This
material was adapted from a paper prepared by Shelby Berman, based on discussions of the Dialogue
Group of the Boston Chapter of Educators for Social Responsibility.
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SESSION ONE: Definitions and Distinctions

“In Germany they came first for the Communists, and I didn’t speak
up because I wasn’t a Communist. Then they came for the Jews,
and I didn’t speak up because I wasn’t a Jew. Then they came for
the trade unionists, and I didn’t speak up because I wasn’t a trade
unionist. Then they came for the Catholics, and I didn’t speak up
because I was a Protestant. Then they came for me, and by that
time no one was left to speak for me.”
- Martin Niemoeller

Materials:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Participant Questions
Terms Necessary to Better Understand Institutional Racism
“Empire of Cotton” Book Review
Race and the Power of Historical Honesty
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Participant Questions
Session One: Definitions and Distinctions
Topic Question 1:
Introduce yourself briefly and talk about your previous understanding of racism.
How do you usually hear racism defined?
Topic Question 2:
What are some specific examples of racism you are aware of, based on the
definition we have just provided?
Topic Question 3:
As you think about the need to eliminate racism, what are your thoughts about
what you would like to see happen to end the caste system that ranks groups by
color? What can you see yourself doing as part of the solution?

DIALOGUE ON RACE LOUISIANA

ORIGINAL SERIES | Revised January 2022 | 14

Terms Necessary to Better Understand Institutional Racism
Racial Prejudice
Racial prejudice is a preconceived judgment or opinion against an individual based on superficial
appearances and assumptions. Anyone can be racially prejudiced. They can carry positive or
negative stereotypes of others based on racial characteristics.
Words such as racism, prejudice, and stereotype are often used interchangeably. While
definitions of these terms overlap, they actually mean different things. Racial prejudice typically
arises from race-based stereotypes and have their dangers, but it is racism that has the power to
determine the degree of institutional access a person has.
White Privilege
White privilege refers to historical and contemporary advantages that this group of citizens can
count on daily: advantages in such thing as homeownership, retirement benefits, wealth, and so
on. The biggest problem with white privilege is the invisibility it provides to those who benefit
from it most. It is the invisibility that helps maintain the racial hierarchy in this country.
The definition is significant in that often those who are white see that people of color face
disadvantage but seldom see that those disadvantages are what gives them exclusive privileges.
“If these things are true, this is not such a free country; one’s life is not what one makes it; many
doors open for certain people through no virtue of their own.” Peggy McIntosh
Institutions
Institutions are organizations and establishments that run our society. They interconnected
through their common task of helping our society to function.
Therefore, every government agency (local, state, or federal); every business or industry (large
or small) is an institution; whether factory, office, or retail store. Within the communications
industry, each newspaper, radio, TV station, magazine, or computer network is an institution.
Every school and university, sports team and franchise, art gallery, dance studio, and thousands
more groups are institutions. These institutions are necessary, and in a society that professes
freedom and justice for all, it is reasonable to expect that these institutions will operate in a fair
and equitable way.
Systemic/Institutional Racism
Even with the principle of freedom and justice, the United States appointed race categories for
people based on their color. To ensure this system worked, a broad range of laws and policies
were set in place for unequal distribution of resources. The power to carry out this set up was
given to the institutions to keep the practice in place. It is not something that a few people or
institutions choose to practice. Instead, it has been a feature of the social, economic, and political
systems in which we all exist. It is a system that reinforces and perpetuates racial group inequity.
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It identifies dimensions of our history and culture that have allowed privileges associated with
“whiteness” and disadvantages associated with “color” to endure and adapt over time. The setup
of the race hierarchy began at the founding of the country and has become entrenched and still
is a feature of the social, economic, and political systems today.
Poignant examples of institutional racism today can be found in school disciplinary policies in
which students of color are punished at much higher rates than their white counterparts; in the
criminal justice system; and within many employment sectors in which day-to-day operations, as
well as hiring and firing practices can significantly disadvantage workers of color.
It is no longer legal to have barriers to keep those who are not white from accessing institutions,
but racism still operates, and equity is not yet the established ground in the United States.
Racial Prejudice + Institutional Power = Racism
Individual Racism
People often say individuals are the problem and describe what individuals do to carry out racism.
Someone can carry out their individual racial prejudice by face-to-face or covert actions toward
an individual while in the position of representing a company or organization. When they take it
upon themselves to use the power of an institution to carry out their racial prejudice, that is
individual racism, and the institution is accountable. Many institutions include diversity programs
to their workplaces as a preventive measure for such actions.
Diversity
Diversity has come to refer to the various backgrounds and races that comprise a community,
nation, or other grouping. In many cases, the term diversity goes beyond acknowledging
background and race and includes, gender, religion, sexual orientation, and so on. Diversity
programs also work to include an appreciation of these differences. Diversity programs have their
merits, but diversity programs alone cannot end racism.
Ethnicity
Ethnicity refers to the social characteristics that people may have in common, such as language,
religion, regional background, culture, foods, etc. Ethnicity is the traditions one follows, a
person’s native language, and so on. Ethnicity is real, and everyone has a place and culture of
origin, from the forced enslaved group to those who came to the U.S. during the immigration
surge. Despite the variety of ethnicities and locations from which they came, groups that the U.S.
did not consider to be white were assigned to specific racial groups based mostly on observable
physical characteristics such as skin color, hair texture and eye shape.
Racial Equity
Racial Equity refers to what a genuinely non-racist society would look like. This is when every
United States citizen is assured full access to all rights and privileges, and barriers against color
are removed.
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“Empire of Cotton,” by Sven Beckert
By Adam Hochschild

Tinted lenses: A nostalgic vision of harvesting cotton from the postcard series “Dixie Land,” produced around 1900.Credit. Print
Collector, via Getty Images

The history of an era often seems defined by a particular commodity. The 18th century certainly
belonged to sugar. The race to cultivate it in the West Indies was, in the words of the French
Enlightenment writer Guillaume-Thomas de Raynal, “the principal cause of the rapid movement
which stirs the Universe.” In the 20th century and beyond, the commodity has been oil:
determining events from the Allied partitioning of the Middle East after World War I to Hitler’s
drive for Balkan and Caspian wells to the forging of our own fateful ties to the regimes of the
Persian Gulf.
In his important new book, the Harvard historian Sven Beckert makes the case that in the 19th
century what most stirred the universe was cotton. “Empire of Cotton” is not casual airplane
reading. Heavy going at times, it is crowded with many more details and statistics (a few of them
repeated) than the nonspecialist needs. But it is a major work of scholarship that will not be soon
surpassed as the definitive account of the product that was, as Beckert puts it, the Industrial
Revolution’s “launching pad.”
More than that, “Empire of Cotton” is laced with compassion for the millions of miserably treated
slaves, sharecroppers and mill workers whose labors, over hundreds of years, have gone into the
clothes we wear and the surprising variety of other products containing cotton, from coffee filters
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to gunpowder. Today some 350 million people are involved in growing, transporting, weaving,
stitching or otherwise processing the fibers of this plant.
“Until the 19th century,” Beckert explains, “the overwhelming bulk of raw cotton was spun and
woven within a few miles from where it was grown.” Nothing changed that more dramatically
than the slave plantations that spread across the American South, a form of outsourcing before
the word was invented. These showed that cotton could be lucratively cultivated in bulk for
consumers as far afield as another continent, and that realization turned the world upside down.
Without slavery, he says, there would have been no Industrial Revolution.
Beckert’s most significant contribution is to show how every stage of the industrialization of
cotton rested on violence. As soon as the profit potential of those Southern cotton fields became
clear in the late 1780s, the transport of slaves across the Atlantic rapidly increased. Cotton cloth
itself had become the most important merchandise European traders used to buy slaves in Africa.
Then planters discovered that climate and rainfall made the Deep South better cotton territory
than the border states. Nearly a million American slaves were forcibly moved to Georgia,
Mississippi and elsewhere, shattering many families in the process.
The search for more good cotton-growing soil in areas that today are such states as Texas,
Arkansas, Kansas and Oklahoma was a powerful incentive to force Native Americans off their
traditional lands and onto reservations, another form of violence by the “military-cotton
complex.” Beckert’s coinage seems not far-fetched when he points out that by 1850, two-thirds
of American cotton was grown on land that had been taken over by the United States since the
beginning of the century. And who structured the bond deal for the Louisiana Purchase, which
made so much of that possible? Thomas Baring of Britain, one of the world’s leading cotton
merchants.
Beckert practices what is known as global or world history: the study of events not limited to one
country or continent. The perspective serves him well. For it was not just in the United States
that planters’ thirst to sow large tracts with cotton pushed indigenous peoples and self-sufficient
farmers off their land; colonial armies did the same thing in India, West Africa and elsewhere.
When he talks about the rise of late-19th-century American Populism (driven in part by the
grievances of small cotton farmers), he also mentions parallel movements in India, Egypt and
Mexico. And it was not only white Southerners who were responsible for the harsh regime of
slave-grown cotton: merchants and bankers in the North and in Britain lent them money and
were investors as well. With sons strategically stationed in cities on both sides of the Atlantic, the
Brown family — patrons of the Museum of Natural History in New York and the corporate
ancestors of Brown Brothers Harriman — owned more than a dozen Southern cotton plantations
outright.
Beyond violence, another major theme of “Empire of Cotton” is that, contrary to the myth of
untrammeled free enterprise, this expanding industry was fueled at every stage by government
intervention. From Denmark to Mexico to Russia, states lent large sums to early clothing
manufacturers. Whether it was canals and railways in Europe or levees on the Mississippi,
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governments jumped in to build or finance the infrastructure that big cotton growers and mills
demanded. Britain forced Egypt and other territories to lower or eliminate their import duties on
British cotton.
Beckert has a larger ambition, however, than just telling the story of cotton; he wants to use that
commodity as a lens on the development of the modern world itself. This he divides into two
overlapping phases: “war capitalism” for the stage when slavery and colonial conquest prepared
the ground for the cotton industry, and “industrial capitalism” for the period when states
intervened to protect and help the business in other ways. This makes “Empire of Cotton” read
a bit like two books combined, with one of them incomplete. Cotton’s story Beckert more than
fully tells, but his analysis of capitalism really requires a bigger-picture scrutiny of other industries
as well. And here, his two categories are not so easily separated. For example, we no longer go
to war over cotton, but would America have spent hundreds of billions of dollars fighting in Iraq
if that country had no oil?
About the history of cotton itself, Beckert is on firmer ground. Today, a “giant race to the bottom”
by an industry always looking for cheaper labor has shifted most cotton growing and the work of
turning it into clothing back to Asia, the continent where it was first widely used several centuries
ago. And violence in different forms is still all too present. In Uzbekistan, up to two million
children under 15 are put to work harvesting cotton each year — just as the mills of St.
Petersburg, Manchester and Alsace once heavily depended on child labor from poorhouses and
orphanages. In China, the Communist Party’s suppression of free trade unions keeps cotton
workers’ wages down, just as British law in the early 1800s saw to it that men and women who
abandoned their ill-paid jobs and ran away could be jailed for breach of contract. And in
Bangladesh, the more than 1,100 people killed in the notorious collapse of the Rana Plaza
building in 2013 were mostly female clothing workers, whose employers were as careless about
their safety as those who enforced 14- or 16-hour workdays in German and Spanish weaving mills
a century before. A long thread of tragedy is woven through the story of the puffy white
substance that clothes us all.
EMPIRE OF COTTON
A Global History
By Sven Beckert
Illustrated. 615 pp. Alfred A. Knopf. $35.
Adam Hochschild’s most recent book is “To End All Wars: A Story of Loyalty and Rebellion, 1914-1918.”
A version of this article appears in print on Jan. 4, 2015, Page 15 of the Sunday Book Review with the headline: Dyed
in Blood.
Link to article: https://www.nytimes.com/2015/01/04/books/review/empire-of-cotton-by-sven-beckert.html
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Race and the Power of Historical Honesty
By Rick Swanson

Link to video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-3OAUe62fb8
Honesty is important to any relationship, a friendship, a business partnership, a marriage, and
even a community. Dr. Rick Swanson discusses the importance of historical honesty.
Rick Swanson earned a J.D. from Southern Illinois University School of Law in 1994 and then went
on to earn a Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Kentucky. In 2001, he joined the
Department of Political Science at the University of Louisiana at Lafayette as their pre-law teacher
and advisor. He is currently the department chair. Dr. Swanson has written a book, book chapters,
journal articles, and encyclopedia entries involving law and politics, including civil rights history.
His courses also include coverage of civil rights history, and his current research is on local civil
rights history. This talk was given at a TEDx event using the TED conference format but
independently organized by a local community.

Transcript:
I want you to think of your favorite photo of you with the people closest to you in your lives, this
could be a picture of you and your family for you and your friends. Now, imagine one day all of
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them tear you out of that photo. And for the rest of your life, they gather without you, share
stories, reminisce, celebrate their achievements without you. They erase you from their memory.
How would you feel hurt, confused, angry? Well, this is largely how the telling of history in cities
all across the southern United States, including here, has treated African-Americans. At the start
of this year, a friend of mine, a black woman, asked me to tell her local history to a leadership
group, I was happy to help as a trained and experienced scholar. I thought it would be easy. Check
out some books in the library and put together a presentation. How wrong I was.
I found a few key bits of information in books, but I discovered that most of our region's black
history was hidden, scattered in countless pieces in library storage, government vaults, state
archives, courthouses, and numerous digital databases. I felt like an archaeologist that was
searching for long lost bits of treasure that had been buried in a key.
When I began presenting our region's black history publicly, I was surprised at how moved people
were both black and white. I expected anger about the past, but I didn't expect shock and
gratitude and tears from the audiences. White audience members said things like, I never learned
this in school. I never saw this in any museum. I had no idea this happened. And from black
audience members, I heard things like, thank you for telling my story. Thank you for helping my
voice be heard. Once an older black woman stood up in the audience and told us how she was
the first black student at her high school and then holding back tears, she also told us how she
had not been invited to her school reunions for 50 years. Another time, an elderly black
gentleman shook my hand and told me, thank you, you're the first honest white person I've ever
met. This is how I learned firsthand the power of historical honesty. So what caused this history
to be so hidden? Human nature to demonstrate. I want you to clap if you've ever told a morally
embarrassing story about yourself, where you made your actions sound better than they actually
were.
Yeah, me, too, you see, we often rewrite our past to make ourselves look better. And we do this
collectively as well. It's called historical denial; a people invent a false history to hide an
embarrassing fact about themselves. This happens all around the globe. And in the United States,
we have a lost cause of the Confederacy.
Let me explain. At the start of the Civil War, Southern whites explained that the reason they were
leaving the Union, forming the Confederacy, and fighting was to keep four million people
enslaved based on their skin color. Out of thousands of quotes from Confederate leaders saying
this, I'll read just one. Confederate Vice President Alexander Stephens publicly declared the
Negro is not equal to the white man, slavery, subordination to the superior race is his natural and
normal condition. This, our new government, is the first in the history of the world based upon
this great physical, philosophical, and moral truth. And for more of Confederate's own words at
the time, just read any Southern newspaper from eighteen sixty early, eighteen sixty-one. Yet
even before the Civil War ended, Southern whites began erasing and rewriting their history to
glorify their actions. They now begin to claim that they weren't fighting for slavery, but for liberty.
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They themselves called this story the lost cause and narrative, and in the decades after the Civil
War, the lost cause narrative expanded to include fictional accounts of the Reconstruction era
and Jim Crow segregation.
By nineteen hundred, Southern governments had widely banned accurate history textbooks and
required that schools teach only the fictional lost cause.
By the 1920s, Southern governments had widely built lost cause monuments. Films like Birth of
a Nation actually made the Ku Klux Klan into heroes and the nineteen thirty-nine film Gone with
the Wind romanticize the Confederacy. These and other such films spread the lost cause
narrative everywhere. The lost cause was really lost truth. The lost cause narrative affected local
beliefs as well. I've heard many myths about our region's history. I'm going to share just four of
them with you, along with the matching facts.
Myth slaves were well treated in this area. Fact enslaved people lived under the constant fear of
brutality local law required that if you tried to escape, you received twenty-five lashes of the
whip and if you tried to resist, you could be killed. Agatha Babineau from Lafayette Parish and
Gordon from St. Landry Parish told how their owners beat and whipped them and sometimes
even rubbed salt in the wound. All this explains why when Union General Banks came through
this region during the Civil War, thousands of enslaved people fled to his forces to be liberated.
Myth, there wasn't much slavery in our region.
Effect, according to the 1860 census, half the population of Lafayette Parish was in slave. Half of
white households had slaves and an average of over eight slaves for slave owning household. And
a majority of our entire region of south-central Louisiana was enslaved, even most non slave
owning whites were heavily dependent on the slave based economy.
Myth after the Civil War, reconstruction locally was a non-violent white struggle against corrupt
black government.
That reconstruction was an attempt to create racial equality in the south, but Southern whites
blocked that effort through systematic anti-black terrorism, including dozens of murders and
assassinations by our local area, chapters of the Knights of the White Camellia and the Whiteley's.
Jim Crow segregation wasn't so bad around here. State imposed segregation was intense,
pervasive, and systematic, besides extensive physical separation, there were extremely few
options for blacks when it came to careers or education. They had no political say in all. This was
enforced against them by violence when needed. And most cities in our region went even beyond
this. Lafayette Parish had several lynching’s. The city of Lafayette actually made interracial
friendship a crime. And in nineteen twenty-three, the city passed an ordinance dictating only two
areas of the city where blacks could live or own a business.
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In short, in our region, south central Louisiana. Whites of all backgrounds, French, Spanish,
English, German and others, severely oppressed black people. Yet the lost cause hid most of this
history.
For example. The leading academic book on Lafayette Parish history was published in nineteen
fifty-nine out of nearly three hundred pages, it contains only a six-page chapter on Black History.
Just last month, I visited a museum in our region that had exhibits to local cotton and sugarcane
production in the early eighteen hundreds. These industries were based on slave labor. Yet there
was not one reference in these exhibits to slavery or anyone of African descent. A Confederate
monument in St. Landry Parish was built in the nineteen twenties as part of the Lost Cause
movement. This monument also happens to stand at the same location as the Appaloosas
massacre committed by whites against blacks during reconstruction. It was one of the worst acts
of domestic terrorism in U.S. history. Yet there is no memorial to the victims.
Indeed, we've had no problem remembering Confederate soldiers from our region for the last
one hundred fifty years, yet there were also many black soldiers from our region that fought for
the union, such as August Bernard from Lafayette Parish and someone we just met.
Gordon from St. Landry Parish.
Indeed, a monument in Washington, D.C., even honors our region's black union veterans by
name, yet locally.
We've forgotten they even existed.
A mural created in the year 2010 showcases the major white ethnic groups that founded the city
of New Iberia, absent from this mural are enslaved blacks, even though they were a third of the
founding population and over 60 percent of that population. By 1860, the only portrayal of black
people is a musical band located in a tiny section of the new. And this absence is even more
profound in our official regional flag, which represents only French and Spanish heritage. This
means that in our most common visible representation of our region's heritage, African heritage,
a major part of our heritage is invisible. And far beyond questions of accuracy, these symbols
have enormous meaning. Just like family portraits, they reveal who we value or do not value as
members of our community. Now, our local historical accuracy is improving, but much of our
region's history telling, as you can see, still treats African-Americans almost as if they've never
existed here.
And really in our region, there is no such thing as black history or white history. There's only our
history, a history of deeply interwoven interaction. And so historical accuracy means historical
inclusiveness by telling our shared history in schools, museums, books, films, murals,
monuments, and cultural tours.
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Historical honesty is so vital because historical denial is so dangerous. Those who forget the past
are doomed to repeat it.
And historical denial makes extreme beliefs like white supremacy seem not so bad, especially
when it falsely proclaims to promote racial harmony.
Just last year at a Lafayette City Council meeting, an older white gentleman defending our local
Confederate monument claimed we've never had a race problem around here.
Historical denial also perpetuates discrimination. The Lost Cause narrative taught that enslaved
blacks were happy and loyal, but free blacks were dumb, lazy, and untrustworthy. So even though
slavery had ended, these beliefs led Southern whites to impose yet another hundred years of
severe racial oppression. And this happened as recently as your parents or grandparents lives or
perhaps your own life. It's not surprising then that we still suffering the lingering effects of this
discrimination. As just one of many possible examples, remember that ordinance I mentioned
that the city of Lafayette passed in nineteen twenty-three, segregating blacks to only two
neighborhoods. That ordinance was a century ago, and we still see the same residential patterns
today in racial maps of the city.
Historical denial also marginalizes people, it says you and your experience don't matter. This isn't
just wrong, it's foolish because it hurts everyone. We can't come together to solve our common
problems if our shared stories leave out many of us. And how can we move forward together if
we can't even admit the past? Honesty is a critical foundation for any relationship, a friendship,
business, partnership, or marriage. Likewise, to have racial unity, we must have racial honesty.
Of course, we're not responsible for what our ancestors did, but we are responsible for what we
do now and this marginalization I'm talking about is happening now. So ask yourself, how
complete and accurate is your local history? And how can you improve that? Luckily, the answer
is really simple, honest conversation. You could perhaps share what you learned today with at
least two people and hopefully many more. If you see a local school, a museum is leaving out
important history, ask that it be taught you could write an article or book filling in missing local
history, but that's OK. That's too much. Just update the Wikipedia entry.
If you see a monument to racial oppression, ask your local officials that it be moved to a museum
with a history of that oppression can be told so that it never happens again.
And if you see a symbol of your community that leaves out a major portion of your community,
ask that that group be included in a simple insist that the invisible be made visible.
As a positive example, in nineteen ninety-nine, the University of Louisiana improved the historical
accuracy of its official seal so that it now reflects our region's French. Spanish. And West African
heritage.
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Now, visibility is only the first step, but it is essential being seen is critical to mutual respect and
dialogue. Yet on one, you if you tell accurate history, you may have your character attacked by
historical deniers.
This has happened to me and others I know locally, and this intimidation often succeeds. I've
spoken with local leaders, both white and black, who admit privately that the lost cause narrative
is false, but they're afraid to say so publicly for fear of losing their jobs, their social status.
No one should be afraid to tell the truth, and it's important that the truth be told. So I'm giving
this talk today. Let's end the dangerous lives of the lost cause of the Confederacy. Let's end the
dangerous lies of any type of historical denial anywhere. We've adapted to lives, now let's adapt
to truth. And we wouldn't be alone.
All around the world, numerous groups of people have admitted the truth about past wrongdoing
committed by themselves or their ancestors in order to bring to bring reconciliation between
themselves and the people that were hurt.
Let's join them in courageously embracing historical honesty. Along with what honesty brings
empathy. Compassion, understanding, forgiveness and healing. If we all come together, we can
restore everyone to our community portraits, what was torn apart can be made whole. And that's
the power. That's the power of historical honesty.
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SESSION TWO: Understanding the Meaning of Whiteness

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights that among these are Life, Liberty and the
pursuit of Happiness.”
- John Hancock

Materials:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Participant Questions
White People Facing Race
White Privilege Checklist
Excerpts from Good Ancestor Podcast with Robin DiAngelo
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Participant Questions
Session Two: Understanding the Meaning of Whiteness
Topic Question 1:
Was there any new information presented by the authors? Was there any
information that you knew about but have never had a conversation about?
Topic Question 2:
What are some examples of the benefit of being white that you observe in our
society?
Topic Question 3:
As “whiteness” is more recognized in society, what is society’s responsibility? How
can you see yourself being part of the solution?
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White People Faci ng Race
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White Privilege Checklist
Peggy McIntosh, Associate Director of the Wellesley
College Center for Research on Women, describes white
privilege as “an invisible package of unearned assets, which
I can count on cashing in each day, but about which I was
meant to remain oblivious. White privilege is like an
invisible weightless knapsack of special provisions, maps,
passports, code books, visas, clothes, tools, and blank
checks” (McIntosh, 1989).
The following are examples of ways white individuals have privilege because they are white.
Please read the list and place a check next to the privileges that apply to you or that you have
encountered. At the end, try to list at least two more ways you have privilege based on your race.

_____ 1.
_____ 2.
_____ 3.
_____ 4.
_____ 5.
_____ 6.

_____ 7.
_____ 8.
_____ 9.
_____ 10.
_____ 11.
_____ 12.
_____ 13.

I can arrange to be in the company of people of my race most of the time.
I can go shopping alone most of the time, pretty well assured that I will not be
followed or harassed.
I can turn on the television or open to the front page of the paper and see people
of my race widely represented.
When I am told about our national heritage or about "civilization," I am shown
that people of my color made it what it is.
I can be sure that my children will be given curricular materials that testify to the
existence of their race.
I can go into a music shop and count on finding the music of my race represented,
into a supermarket and find the food I grew up with, into a hairdresser's shop and
find someone who can deal with my hair.
Whether I use checks, credit cards, or cash, I can count on my skin color not to
work against the appearance of financial responsibility.
I am not made acutely aware that my shape, bearing, or body odor will be taken
as a reflection on my race.
I can worry about racism without being seen as self-interested or self-seeking.
I can take a job or enroll in a college with an affirmative action policy without
having my co-workers or peers assume I got it because of my race.
I can be late to a meeting without having the lateness reflect on my race.
I can choose public accommodation without fearing that people of my race cannot
get in or will be mistreated.
I am never asked to speak for all of the people of my racial group.
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_____ 14. I can be pretty sure that if I ask to talk with the "person in charge" I will be facing
a person of my race.
_____ 15. If a traffic cop pulls me over or if the IRS audits my tax return, I can be sure I haven't
been singled out because of my race.
_____ 16. I can easily buy posters, postcards, picture books, greeting cards, dolls, toys, and
children's magazines featuring people of my race.
_____ 17. I can choose blemish cover or bandages in "flesh" color and have them more or
less match my skin.
_____ 18. I can do well in a challenging situation without being called a credit to my race.
_____ 19. I can walk into a classroom and know I will not be the only member of my race.
_____ 20. I can enroll in a class at college and be sure that the majority of my professors will
be of my race.

Racial privilege is only one form of privilege. What are other examples of privilege? (e.g., privilege
based on gender, sexual orientation, class, and religion). Can you think of ways one might have
privilege based on these factors? (e.g., that you do not have to worry about being verbally or
physically harassed because of your sexual orientation; or you can be sure that your religious
holiday will be acknowledged and represented in store displays, classroom discussions, etc.).
Please list these forms of privilege.
Link to article: http://also-chicago.org/also_site/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/white-privilege.pdf
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Excerpts from the Good Ancestor Podcast
Selected Segments on the Meaning of Whiteness
Host Layla Saad Talks with Robin DiAngelo

Dr. DiAngelo is Affiliate Associate Professor of Education at the University of Washington. In
addition, she holds two Honorary Doctorates. Her area of research is in Whiteness Studies and
Critical Discourse Analysis. She is a two-time winner of the Student’s Choice Award for Educator
of the Year at the University of Washington’s School of Social Work. She has numerous
publications and books, including What Does it Mean To Be White? Developing White Racial
Literacy. In 2011 she coined the term White Fragility in an academic article which has influenced
the international dialogue on race. Her book, White Fragility: Why It’s So Hard For White People
To Talk About Racism was released in June of 2018 and debuted on the New York Times Bestseller
List. In addition to her academic work, Dr. DiAngelo has been a consultant and trainer for over 20
years on issues of racial and social justice.

Excerpts:
Segment #1
Dr. DiAngelo: So, there’s this elephant in the room and it’s called white supremacy. And we are
suffering from it in different ways. I think it’s the biggest elephant of all the elephants and by
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God, I’m going to talk about it. And within that I’m gonna talk about the hardest part for white
people which is internalized superiority, right?

Segment #2
Dr. DiAngelo: {name of a book} The Racial Contract, I just consumed. There are certain books you
just drink it down and he’s a black sociologist. I believe he is still living. But he talks about white
supremacy as the social contract that underwrites all other social contracts. And yet is the only
social contract that is not named. So, we named Democracy. We named Capitalism. We named
Socialism, Fascism and we don’t name White Supremacy which underwrites all of them.
Layla: Right.
Dr. DiAngelo: It’s really, really powerful.
Layla: And when it is named, its name as this sort of very fringe, very extreme, very rare
occurrence and not the, as you said, the social contract that underlies everything else.
Dr. DiAngelo: Right. It’s looked at as an event. I have a quote, “Racism is a system not an event.”
Layla: Mmm.
Dr. DiAngelo: And we look at it as a kind of an event driven, right? It occasionally occurs but only
by bad people.
Layla: Right.
Dr. DiAngelo: And we can get into that. But I think the way that mainstream culture defines
racism couldn’t protect it more effectively.
Layla: Right.
Dr. DiAngelo: It’s just a perfect way to protect the system of racism is to reduce it to individual
acts that must be intentional and are meant to hurt people across race.
Layla: Right.
Dr. DiAngelo: And that is why basically nobody is racist.

Segment #3
Dr. DiAngelo: How do I tell my family about their racism? And I have learned to just pause and
look at the person and say, well, how I would tell you about yours? Because the question
presumes that it’s not me and I need to go forth and wake all these other white people up. And
when I’m in those moments of some other white person has said something and everybody is
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cringing that nobody says anything, I think about it as this is about my healing because my silence
is not healthy for me. It colludes with white solidarity. It upholds white supremacy. It protects
this person, you know, it privileges their momentary feelings of embarrassment over freakin’
racism and the outcome of racism and I hope they shift as a result of my speaking, but I can’t
control that. I have to speak because that’s how I heal my conditioning to collude. And so I guess
I think about it in that way and I’d like to assume that when Deborah and Darlene were speaking
it was like to not collude with their internalized oppression and their conditioning to protect and
keep white people comfortable. Because, one, it’s safer, right?

Segment #4
Dr. DiAngelo: I think about it as the inability for white people to handle any kind of challenge to
our positions, our perspectives, our assumptions, our behaviors racially that it results from
several different dynamics. One is I think more and more being white means not having to bear
witness to the pain of racism on people of color. And to not have to ever be held accountable for
the pain I’ve caused people of color. And so because I move with society in which I’m not held
accountable and in which I am deeply separated from people of color, so I don’t bear witness to
their pain, I haven’t built the capacity to handle like how uncomfortable that is, right? How
unsettling that is. That’s one piece. Another piece is straight up internalized superiority. You will
defer to me to use kind of a harsh metaphor, you will step off the curb when I walk by. You will
not look me in the eye. You will stay in your place and I am in my place just so to challenge me is
to again if I may is to be uppity, right? I think that’s inside of us too, right?
Layla: Yeah.
Dr. DiAngelo: I think also inside of us is a sincere wish to not cause harm so then there’s guilt and
this was what makes white people so freakin’ irrational, I don’t know if you’ve ever noticed.
Layla: Maybe just tiny bit.
Dr. DiAngelo: You just throw us together throw in a little individualism and then throw in a little
universalism, right? And you have a mess right? And yet it’s not an innocent or benign mess. It’s
a highly effective way to maintain the racial hierarchy and our positions within it. So, the fragility
part was to capture how little it takes for white people to meltdown. There may be white people
listening right now who are upset because I’m generalizing about white people.
Layla: Right.
Dr. DiAngelo: And if I just knew how they speak four languages and their parents is this then I
would know that they are different, right?
Layla: Right.
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Dr. DiAngelo: So, it doesn’t take much to cause us to erupt in umbrage, but the impact of that
umbrage. It becomes weaponized as, you know, because it marshals behind the weight of history
and institutional control and legal authority. And so it’s a weaponized tears and defensiveness.
Layla: It’s really destabilizing to be on the receiving end of it.
Dr. DiAngelo: Only imagine the gaslighting.
Layla: Right. Because it’s that you kind of like, I kind of see that you’re trying to do the right thing
but also, wow, this is so abusive or violent or manipulative and what it does is it makes me then
question, am I being irrational or am I blowing this out of proportion? It’s incredibly destabilizing.
The fact that you use the word fragility is just, there’s something about it that’s so poignant to
me about it because the actual way that white fragility shows up is very violent.

Segment #5
Dr. DiAngelo: I don’t think these incidences are increasing, I just think we can now record them
and document them. But suddenly it became very bad to be racist like that became the archetype
of a racist. It’s some Southern person in a white hood beating somebody and then it became very
bad to be racist and if you were good you weren’t racist. So, they became mutually exclusive,
right? Good, nice people cannot be racist. I mean if you look at again how white people respond,
it would appear that we can’t hold that you could be a good person, a nice person and perpetrate
racism.

Segment #6
Dr. DiAngelo: What’s really happening is we have nowhere near the authentic relationship I think
we have because I have conveyed to you that I cannot go there with you. I can’t hold that
conversation. So, gaslighting you mentioned if you put all of that together into the water, it’s just
the water of whiteness where you can’t bring your authentic self, you can’t talk to us about what
you’re experiencing and that works great for us. I mean I’m definitely gonna claim you as my
diversity cover as long as you don’t fundamentally challeng me. Because when you do that, you
have a personal problem.

Segment #7
Layla: I know many people would hear what you’re saying and think well, no, why do I have to
be walking on eggshells around people of color. Why can’t I just relax? Why can’t I just show up
as me, I wanna be authentically me? And there is something about that that is so I think attractive
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as an argument to so many white people that it’s about authenticity, it’s about showing up as
their true selves and it’s this really clever way of being able to ignore the impact of what happens
to people of color. Go a little bit deeper on that.
Dr. DiAngelo: Yeah. So, there’s a question that has never failed me in my efforts to uncover how
does this keep getting reproduced? Individually, every white person is gonna tell you I’m against
racism and yet by every measure we have racism.
Layla: It’s like the book Racism without Racists.

Segment #8
Layla: Yeah. Because pushing against, you are absolutely right, dominant culture and keeping
things comfortable and safe for white people but yeah thank you so much for that conversation
because it’s just I think it’s something that I think why is so important for me to have these
conversations. This is now the second season of Good Ancestor podcast. In the first season, I had
two white people and everyone else is people of color. It’s the same with the second season and
it’s because so much of my audience is white. Not all of them but a large proportion are coming
into this work because of me and white supremacy. And so I think it’s valuable to have
conversations with people who are in this work whether they are educators or people just in it
and grappling with it and having vocal conversations about it. I think it’s so important to sit with
the awkwardness and that there is no clear cut answers this is how it’s gonna be because so many
people are looking for that. So many people are looking for just tell me what to do. Just tell me
how it’s supposed to be. Robin supposed to give the standard answer for all white people. I, Layla,
I’m supposed to give the standard answer for all black people especially all black women and it
just doesn’t work that way and this continues to be I know for me a journey of understanding
more and more of the layers of it and the nuance of it and the complexities of it and learning to
be with that without trying to fix it and make it all into straight lines, but just trying as best as
possible to navigate it with integrity.
Dr. DiAngelo: Yeah, I mean we are back to the master’s tools, you and I are inside white
supremacy trying to challenge it.

Segment #9
Dr. DiAngelo: White is that you have that choice but here’s what I want you to do for me if you’re
gonna make that choice. I want you to go home and I want you to look yourself in the mirror,
look yourself right in the eyes and I want you to say I choose to collude with white supremacy.
And then carry on but let’s do it with honesty. That’s how I see it to not take up this work is to
collude. There’s just no neutral place and then we also add it’s the most transformative liberating
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work you could ever do. It’s not awful. It’s painful at times for sure. But on every level nothing is
gonna push a white person like getting engaged in this work. What’s the point of being alive, in
my point of view, if I am not growing and stretching and contributing?
Link to full podcast and transcript: http://laylafsaad.com/good-ancestor-podcast/ep011-robin-diangelo
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SESSION THREE: Understanding Institutional Racism

“No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the
privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall
any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without
due process of law: nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction
the equal protection of the laws.”
- Section I of the Fourteenth Amendment

Materials Include:
1. Participant Questions
2. Understanding Institutional Racism
3. How to Understand Power
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Participant Questions
Session Three: Understanding Institutional Racism
Topic Question 1:
People speak most often about changing hearts and attitudes as a way of ending
racism. The authors speak to changing institutions as the best way to end racism.
What stood out to you in the article or the video?
Topic Question 2:
What institutional changes are you aware of in society regarding race? Racism
operates in institutions on five levels. Can you cite incidents of racism and recognize
at what level they are/were operating?
Topic Question 3:
It is easy to see why people of color want to eliminate racism. What do you think
would motivate individuals and institutions that reap benefits from it to see the
value of eliminating racism?
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Understandi ng Institutional Raci sm
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How to Understand Power
By Eric Liu

Link to video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c_Eutci7ack
Every day, we move and operate within systems of power that other people have constructed. But
we’re often uncomfortable talking about power. Why? Eric Liu describes the six sources of power
and explains how understanding them is key to being an effective citizen.

Transcript:
And. Every day of your life, you move through systems of power that other people may.
Do you sense them, do you understand power? Do you realize why it matters?
Power is something we're often uncomfortable talking about. That's especially true in civic life,
how we live together in community, in a democracy.
Power is supposed to reside with the people, period.
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Any further talk about power and who really has it seems a little dirty, maybe even evil, but power
is no more inherently good or evil than fire or physics.
It just is it governs how any form of government works.
It determines who gets to determine the rules of the game. So learning how power operates is
key to being effective, being taken seriously and not being taken advantage of. In this lesson,
we'll look at where power comes from, how it's exercised and what you can do to become more
powerful in public life.
Let's start with the basic definition power is the ability to make others do what you would have
them do.
Of course, this plays out in all arenas of life, from family to the workplace to our relationships.
Our focus is on the civic arena, where power means getting a community to make the choices
and to take the actions that you want. There are six main sources of civic power.
First, there's physical force and a capacity for violence control of the means of force, whether in
the police or militia is power at its most primal. A second core source of power is, well, money
creates the ability to buy results by almost any other kind of power.
The third form of power is state action government. This is the use of law and bureaucracy to
compel people to do or not do certain things in a democracy. For example, we, the people
theoretically give government its power through elections.
In a dictatorship, state power emerges from the threat of force, not the consent of the governed.
The fourth type of power is social norms or what other people think is OK. Norms don't have the
centralized machinery of government. They operate in a softer way, peer to peer. They can
certainly make people change behavior and even change locks. Think about how norms around
marriage equality today are evolving.
The fifth form of power is ideas. An idea, individual liberties, say, or racial equality can generate
boundless amounts of power if it motivates enough people to change their thinking and actions.
And so the sixth source of power is numbers, lots of humans, a vocal mass of people creates
power by expressing collective intensity of interest and by asserting legitimacy. Think of the Arab
Spring or the rise of the Tea Party. Crowds count.
These are the six main sources of power, what power is. So now let's think about how power
operates.
There are three laws of power worth examining.
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Well, no one power is never static, it's always either accumulating or decaying in the civic arena.
So if you aren't taking action, you're being acted upon. Lord, No. Two, power is like water, it flows
like a current through everyday life. Politics is the work of harnessing that flow in the direction
you prefer policymaking as an effort to freeze and perpetuate a particular flow of power. Policy
is power frozen.
Law number three, power compounds, power begets more power and so does powerlessness.
The only thing that keeps law number three, from leading to a situation where only one person
has all the power is how we apply laws one and two.
What rules do we set up so that a few people don't accumulate too much power and so they
can't enshrine their privilege in policy? That's the question of democracy, and you can see each
of these laws at work in any news story.
Low-wage Workers organize to get higher pay. Oil companies push to get a big pipeline of.
Gay and lesbian couples seek the legal right to marry urban parents, demand school vouchers,
you may support these efforts or not.
Whether you get what you want depends on how adept you are with power.
Which brings us finally to what you can do to become more powerful in public life if it's useful to
think in terms of literacy.
Your challenge is to learn how to read power and write power.
To read power means to pay attention to as many texts of power as you can. I don't need books
only. I mean, seeing society as a set of texts don't like how things are in your campus or city or
country map out who has what kind of power arrayed and what systems. Understand why it
turned out this way, who's made it so and who wants to keep it so?
Study the strategies others in such situations used frontal attack or indirection, coalitions or
charismatic authority. Reed So you may write to write power requires first that you believe you
have the right to write, to be an author of change you do. As with any kind of writing, you learn
to express yourself, speak up in a voice that's authentic, organize your ideas, then organize other
people, practice consensus building, practice conflict.
As with writing, it's all about practice.
Every day you have a chance to practice in your neighborhood and beyond set objectives, then
bigger to watch the patterns, see what works. Repeat this since. In this short lesson we've
explored where civic power comes from, how it works and what you can do to exercise it.
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One big question remaining is the why of power.
Do you want power to benefit everyone or only you? Are your purposes pro, social or antisocial?
This question isn't about strategy. It's about character, and that's another set of lessons.
Remember this? Power plus character equals a great citizen, and you have the power to be.

Link to full lesson: https://ed.ted.com/lessons/how-to-understand-power-eric-liu

DIALOGUE ON RACE LOUISIANA

ORIGINAL SERIES | Revised January 2022 | 53

SESSION FOUR: Struggle and Transformation

“You assist an evil system most effectively by obeying its orders
and decrees. An evil system never deserves such allegiance.
Allegiance to it means partaking of the evil. A good person will
resist an evil system with his or her whole soul.”
- Mahatma Gandhi
“During times of universal deceit, telling the truth becomes a
revolutionary act.”
- George Orwell

Materials:
1. Participant Questions
2. Struggle and Transformation
3. I Have a Dream
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Participant Questions
Session Four: Struggle and Transformation
Topic Question 1:
Dr. Harding challenges us to think about working with the idea of Dr. King as a
“dangerous negro,” now seen as a national hero. What are your thoughts about
that?
Topic Question 2:
What is the Status Quo today?
Topic Question 3:
King encouraged us to deal with racism by finding a common vision and a common
task on which those of all races can work together. What is a common vision and
common task you see on which we could all work together?
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Struggle and Transformation
The Challenge of Martin Luther King Jr.
By Vincent Harding
October 1984

The following article is excerpted from a speech
that Vincent Harding gave on October 21, 1983, at
a conference titled "The Black Church, the Third
World, and Peace," in Atlanta, Georgia. —The
Editors
I could not come to Atlanta for a conference such as this without knowing that I would have to
deal with Martin Luther King Jr. and what he means to all of us. Let me begin by sharing a
recollection of something that happened in 1968, just a few months after our friend Martin King
was assassinated. My wife, Rosemarie Harding, was visiting in the home of two poor, older black
women here in Atlanta. In their two-room apartment, up on the wall in the place of honor next
to the picture of Jesus, was a picture of Martin Luther King Jr. One of the women told Rosemarie
that King had come "to her a number of times since his death." That seemed right, and totally at
one with the meaning of Martin Luther King Jr. in our lives.
As I have reflected on that, what is also clear, especially in the light of the establishment of the
King holiday, is that there is a tremendous danger of our doing with Martin King precisely what
we have so often done to Jesus. That is, put him up on the wall and leave him there, to use his
birthday as a holiday and an excuse for going wild over buying things, or domesticate him—taking
him according to what we want, rather than what he is demanding of us. The temptation is to
smooth him off at the edges and forget what the assistant director of the FBI said about him in
1963: "We must mark King now, if we have not done so before, as the most dangerous Negro of
the future in this nation." A dangerous Negro, now a national hero. How shall we work with that?
What we have tried to do and are being tempted to do is forget that King was a dangerous Negro,
a dangerous black man. He was dangerous in the midst of a society that had chosen to live in a
way that was filled with inhumanity to itself and to the rest of humankind. He was dangerous to
all of the keepers of the status quo and to all the lovers of a pleasant Christianity. He was indeed,
I think, the most dangerous Negro in the future of this nation, partly because, unlike Malcolm X,
lots of people didn't realize how dangerous he was, and still don't.
I WOULD LIKE US TO THINK about the Martin King of 1968 and ourselves now, and to ask the
question, "Where are we now related to where King was in 1968?" Then we can try to understand
the challenge of Martin Luther King.
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The last place we see King is in Memphis, Tennessee, not at a conference, convention, or
theological consultation, not even on a vacation, but at a place he felt he had to be because
garbagemen needed him to stand with them. And standing with them, he was shot down. That
represents one of the first issues we have to deal with as we think about the King of 1968.
One of the reasons he was in Memphis was because he was struggling with the question of
poverty in American society. He had been driven by the realities of life in America and elsewhere
by his continued relationship to Jesus, who knew what life among the poor was, to grapple with
the question of what to do about poverty and unemployment in America. He had not come to
any absolutely clear conclusion. But there was no question in King's mind by 1967-68 that poverty
in American society—whether for black people or Native Americans or whites or anybody else—
would never be adequately addressed without fundamental transformation of the political and
economic structures of this society.
What about us? Is King challenging us to realize that this society has structured unemployment
into its very well-being? It attains "the highest standard of living in the world" for some of us by
making sure that others of us will never have a job. King says, I cannot live at peace with that as
a child of God, as a minister of Jesus Christ. I must find a way to see how this society can be
restructured much more in the image of the righteousness of the kingdom of God.
How goes it with those of us who talk about the kingdom of God? How goes it with those of us
who talk about loving Jesus and loving God and do not in any way deal with the need for a radical
analysis of how the children of God are doing in America, and why. Why is America, supposedly
the most wealthy nation in the world, filled with millions of people who cannot get work? Is that
a Christian question or is that a question for the economists and the secular humanists? I think
King would challenge us to think about that.
TOWARD THE END of his life, King said this: "The dispossessed of this nation—the poor, both
white and Negro—live in a cruelly unjust society;" therefore, "they must organize a revolution
against that injustice, not against the lives of their fellow citizens but against the structures
through which the society is refusing ... to lift the load of poverty."
Martin King was saying many things that challenge us. He was saying for one thing that there are
adequate resources, human and natural, for the load of poverty to be lifted. He said this
society refuses to lift the load of poverty; it insists on structures that will keep the 'load' of
poverty. Then society tells us that this is consistent with Christianity and all Christians ought to
be capitalists. And we believe them.
Martin King challenges us here. He says this society is unjust because it chooses to be unjust, and
we must find a way to organize (that dangerous Negro word) a revolution, meaning a radical
change in the values of our lives and in the structures of this society that causes injustice. Are we
preaching about that yet? Is that in the Sunday School lesson yet? If not, how shall our people be
prepared for that which must come?
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This is connected to another challenge that King left. One of the last times I saw him was here in
Atlanta, in what was then Ralph Abernathy's church, at a gathering that King and others had
called together. It was one of the most exciting, stimulating, and scary things I have ever seen.
For the first time, Native Americans, blacks, Hispanics, and poor whites were all beginning to talk
about the way in which we might, together, find a way to speak to the poverty that cuts across
all racial lines. This was fascinating, for it was moving toward what was to be the Poor People's
Campaign.
King was trying to deal with two things there. He was trying to find a way of organizing folks to
deal with poverty through some form of revolutionary nonviolence. But more importantly for us
at this particular moment, this was also King's way of dealing with racism in American society.
King said that the way you deal with racism is to find a common vision that will join you together.
Find a common task on which those of all races can work together, hold hands, and move forward
together. That is the best way to deal with racism in American society. A thousand conferences
will not do what a gathering of people can do when they are convinced that across their racial
lines they have a common goal that they must work for, sacrifice for, and die for.
That was the way King was moving toward dealing with racism. Being equal in a society like this
was beside the point. He was seeking to organize across racial lines to transform the society, not
to be equal in it. As my friend Howard Dodson likes to say, a fundamental difference exists
between, on the one hand, seeking equality of opportunity to be exploiters and, on the other
hand, participating in struggle across racial lines to create a new non-exploitative society. King
was about the latter.
This was hard, and King had to deal with some issues of how his leadership would fit into this
kind of multiracial situation. It was clear to him that the heritage of our struggle made it
absolutely necessary that black people take the lead in moving toward the transformation of
society. It could not be left to anyone else—neither professional liberals nor professional
revolutionaries. Black people, who had come so far, would have to have the courage to keep
going and to take leadership for a new day. In other words, to be dangerous Negroes.
BY 1967-68 KING WAS CALLING for a new political and economic order. Is that a Christian agenda?
Some Christians doubt it, saying that it is not our concern, it is not our business what this
economic order is doing to the lives of other people here and abroad. Yet there is no Christian
here who is not quite ready to sit and take the benefits of the present economic order.
If it is not our business, then we need to leave it and not take its benefits. But if it is our business,
then we have got to put our lives in it and decide what shall be done to bring this society some
inches closer to the vision of the kingdom of God
King also said that the black movement was forcing America to face all its interrelated flaws. This
is the beautiful thing about what came up from us. It started out as a black movement, and all of
a sudden you look around and everything is going on—women, Native Americans, Chicanos, and
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Gray and Black Panthers were organizing. Everything was rising up because we had begun to tell
what we saw from the underside of American society.
The black movement opened up our eyes, and even the mainstream churches began talking
about change. King said the black freedom struggle was exposing the evils that are deeply rooted
in the whole structures of our society. It was revealing systemic flaws and suggesting that radical
reconstruction of society itself is the real issue to be faced, no longer simply black or women's
equality.
King, by 1967-68, had seen that what we are faced with is the need for radical transformation of
the major institutions of the society, reshaping them with the needs of the poor rather than the
well-to-do, as our primary guide How do we put that together with the people who are telling us
now that what black people really have to do is learn how to use the political process—meaning
the Democratic and Republican parties?
How do we preach, teach, and pray about this? What message do we get from the living Word
about this? We will get no message unless we go seeking, hungering, and thirsting after a
message. And we will not go hungering and thirsting if we think that this has nothing to do with
being "saved and sanctified and meeting the Lord in glory."
But if being saved means being saved from the blindness of going along with the conformity of
this age, if being sanctified means really finding a "new righteousness" and a new holiness that
can be shared with all people, if meeting the Lord in glory means meeting Jesus wherever he is
to be found among poor people, then it has everything to do with being saved, sanctified and
meeting the Lord in glory. King challenges us to deal with that.
KING INITIATED A STILL-GROWING LINK between the black church and the Third World. King was
pressed into looking at the rest of the non-white world by the war in Vietnam. That war opened
up a whole new arena to Martin King, and he came forth from his congregation in Ebenezer
Church to Riverside Church in New York City and said that this country, the country that he loved,
had managed to get on the wrong side of a world revolution, and it seemed to insist upon staying
there. King began talking about Vietnam, about the murderous policies of our nation there. He
began lifting that up wherever he went.
Lots of people said to him, "Martin King, you're crazy, because that's not Christian stuff, that's
not civil rights stuff, and besides Lyndon Johnson is going to have your behind if you keep doing
that." And King said, "I have been fighting against segregation all my life, and I refuse to segregate
my conscience."
Some people can be very excited about black and women's rights in America, but are absolutely
silent about what this country is doing to the people of Nicaragua today. King said he could not
participate in that kind of moral segregation. In other words, he told us that we who have known
what it is to be black in America have a particular responsibility to listen to the cries of those who
are non-white and under the American heel all over the world.
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Lots of people now in the so-called Third World are asking, "Where do black people in America
stand? Have y'all gotten it so good in your middle-class newness that you no longer feel, or hear
anything about what it costs us in Nicaragua and South Africa, Peru and the Philippines for you
to be well off in New York and Atlanta?"
I remember well how happy we were in the 1950s and '60s when voices from all over the nonwhite world came in telegrams, speeches, and lectures, saying, "We are for the black freedom
movement in the United States." Now it's our turn to stand with them—often against our
government's anti-revolutionary policies. As the old folks used to say, "God don't like ugly."
But the question is not simply what we are going to say about what our country is doing to the
rest of the world. As King saw it, the question is what are we going to do about our own
participation in a world of the middle class, materialistically oriented values that create that kind
of exploitation? Is there any way that we who have known oppression in America can hook up
with those who have known oppression from America?
In the last year of his life, King proposed that all of those who believe in revolutionary nonviolence
in America should try to find the brothers and sisters in Latin America who believe in
revolutionary nonviolence and somehow hook up with them. He said that this country has caused
so much of the misery in Latin America that we here in this country ought to take special
responsibility to connect with the revolutionaries there.
PEOPLE ASKED KING WHY HE WAS concerned about all of these people all over the world who
have nothing to do with Negroes in America. He replied, among other things, that it was because
he was a minister of Jesus Christ who loved his enemies so much that he was willing to die for
them, and so he had a different way of dealing with his enemies than the State Department does.
We need to think about that, those of us who want equal access to the State Department.
King went on to say, "I must be true to my conviction that I share with all men (and of course now
he would say all people) the calling to be a son (child) of the living God, beyond the calling of
race, or nation, or creed. Beyond the calling of race, or nation, or creed is this vocation of sonship
(and daughter-hood) under God, and because I believe that the Father is deeply concerned
especially for the suffering and helpless and outcast children, I come here tonight to speak for
them." King was suggesting that there may be something that goes even deeper than our
Christianity, that our fundamental identity is to be found in our evolving life as children of the
living God, who has children everywhere, of every kind, of every religion, of every color.
King moved forward from that theological position because he understood that it is not enough
to say that you are going to be a child of God and act as if it doesn't affect your life, your
commitment, and the way you see the world. As a child of God, as a minister of Jesus Christ, King
recognized that, by and large, America is using its military power to keep the oppressors in
place—largely because our anti-communist myopia and provide opportunities for our economic
and military forces. Therefore, he said, I cannot encourage black young men to go into the
military service to support such repressive governments. How about that for a dangerous Negro?
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We have to face the personal and collective implications of the fact that King was talking in
February and March 1968 about going around to black churches as well as white ones and trying
to organize all the young people he could reach as conscientious objectors. What he said, in other
words, was equality of opportunity in the U.S. military is not what the black freedom struggle is
about. What are we saying about that in our churches? Yes, I know. For so many hundreds of
thousands of young people, that is the only place they can get a job, any sense of dignity and
responsibility.
I know the military provides one of the most impressive outward appearances of successful
integration in our society. But that itself is one of the most terrible things in the world; that a
country can give so many of its young people no real work except the work of killing, that a society
can provide for significant camaraderie only in the camps of war, and we are silent, or we say "go
and make a man of yourself." Spare us from such a definition of manhood, for that is part of what
has brought us to this nuclear precipice.
But much to our discomfort in the churches, King didn't stop with calling rank and file young
people to be COs. He didn't think that black (or white) ministers ought to escape these issues
through ministerial exemptions or think that they have it made, morally or financially, by going
into the chaplaincy. He was raising the question of how the 17th- or 18th-century Africans or the
Indians felt when chaplains came along with the armies of destruction and colonization. He is
asking us the same question: are we going to send chaplains with the armies of oppression in
order to help our black young men be better fighters?
We can tell ourselves a lot of other things, but chaplains are there, according to the military
definition, to increase the morale of the fighting forces. Is that what the church of Jesus Christ is
meant to be about? I think King would not let us off easily on that one.
Moreover, what King would say to us now, I think, is that there cannot be an authentic, liberating,
and visionary peace movement in this country unless black people are going to be part of its
leadership. For even the peace movement folks can forget about a lot of things about race that
they ought not to be allowed to forget, so we had better be right in the middle of the leadership
to make clear that peace and justice must be tied together. So King went into the leadership of
the peace movement.
WE MUST ALSO RECOGNIZE SOME of the things that King wasn't as clear on and be challenged
not only by his strengths, but also by his weaknesses. King left us with the provocative question
of how to put together revolution and nonviolence. How do we create a loving, tough, persistent,
righteous, justice-seeking revolution? King was struggling with that.
But he was very clear that revolution does not have to be synonymous with people going around
shooting each other. So please lay that one aside. The deeper question that we must work on is
how shall we prepare ourselves and our people for a struggle that will so transform our way of
thinking and being that we will never be comfortable, quiet, or at peace until we have given
ourselves to the task of overturning the injustice of this society?
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James Cone says, we must never assume that because we believe in love and nonviolence we
cannot believe in revolution. King was grappling with how to put those together. I am quite
grateful that he was unclear, because now it opens up to us not a law, not a set of guidelines, but
simply a set of questions.
What shall we do? I think that whatever we do, we shall be unfaithful to Martin and to Jesus, to
Malcolm and to Fannie Lou Hamer, to all of the great men and women of our time if we do not
move forward, pick up these questions, and live out the marvelous tradition of the dangerous
Negroes. And I would add all of the friends who want to move with dangerous Negroes, for we
invite all of our friends and loved ones to be there and to enter into danger, knowing that
"nothing can separate us from the love of God in Christ." (You don't have to quote that kind of
verse if you ain't up against anything.)
I think finding a way of nonviolent revolution may be one of our greatest challenges. I want to
remind you that if you told Gandhi, "But that has never happened before," he would say, "So
what? Think of all the things that never happened before they happened."
None of us ever happened before we happened. And yet here we are, happening, right? Lots of
things are going to happen that never happened. The question is, shall we be participating in the
creation—with our creator God—of that which has not yet been but must be? Or will we be
standing rigidly as frightened agents of the past?
IT IS IN THE SEARCH FOR THE transformation of the people of God that the people of God will be
able to participate in the transformation of God's world. We cannot stay as we are and expect to
be soldiers in the struggle. King understood that and went on knowing that this was the case.
Four weeks before he died, King talked to the congregation of Ebenezer Church about his
unfinished journeys, about his failings, and about his weaknesses. He was speaking for us as well
as to us. He was speaking in this case of his life and his own disappointments and failures, and he
said we are constantly trying to finish that which is unfinishable. We are commanded to do that,
and so we find ourselves in many instances having to face the fact that our dreams are not
fulfilled. Life, he said, is a continued story of shattered dreams, but one must strive always to
hold that dream in one's heart.
He said there are times that all of us know somehow that there is a Mr. Hyde and a Dr. Jekyll in
us. But he said even that truth should not cause us to lose faith in our dreams and our best
possibilities. For God does not judge us by the separate mistakes that we make, but by the total
events of our life.
So he said, "You don't need to go out this morning saying that Martin Luther King is a saint. Oh
no, I want you to know this morning that I am a sinner like all of God's children. I want to be a
good man. And I want to hear a voice saying to me one day, 'I take you in and I bless you.'" Then
you understand that being a good man, to King, meant being a dangerous Negro.
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I began by telling you about a dream, and that's the way I want to end. I had a dream a couple of
years ago. In the dream, I was in my home church where I had grown up, on 138th Street in
Harlem. I had been away from the church for a while and I was back in my usual manner
rehearsing with the junior choir. While I was singing I became conscious of the fact that, in that
empty sanctuary, toward the back pews, someone was sitting. I looked over, and there was
Martin sitting in the pew all by himself. I had never seen King looking so much at peace with
himself. Peace, fulfilled as if the journey had finally brought him to a new and magnificent place
in his own evolving life.
I took that as a marvelous sign. I offer it as a sign and a challenge to you as well. A challenge to
all of us not to worry about where we aren't yet, but to encourage us to move forward beyond
where King left off in 1968.
Through some amazing grace that we do not understand, each of us clearly has been granted
more time, more grace, more life than King was. Let us use it in the pursuit of the new dream, of
the new peace, of the new justice, of the new person, of the new community that the world has
not yet seen, but that must be if the world is to continue.
Vincent Harding, the author of There is a River, was a Sojourners contributing editor and professor of religion and
social transformation at Iliff School of Religion in Denver when this article appeared.
Link to article: https://sojo.net/magazine/october-1984/struggle-and-transformation
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I Have a Dream
By Martin Luther King, Jr.
August 28, 1963

Link to video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bw5GuCmmc2A
Link to audio: http://okra.stanford.edu/media/audio/630828000.mp3
In his iconic speech at the Lincoln Memorial for the 1963 March on Washington for Jobs and
Freedom, King urged America to "make real the promises of democracy." King synthesized
portions of his earlier speeches to capture both the necessity for change and the potential for
hope in American society.

Transcript:
I am happy to join with you today in what will go down in history as the greatest demonstration
for freedom in the history of our nation. [applause]
Five score years ago, a great American, in whose symbolic shadow we stand today, signed the
Emancipation Proclamation. This momentous decree came as a great beacon light of hope to
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millions of Negro slaves [Audience:] (Yeah) who had been seared in the flames of withering
injustice. It came as a joyous daybreak to end the long night of their captivity. (Hmm)
But one hundred years later (All right), the Negro still is not free. (My Lord, Yeah) One hundred
years later, the life of the Negro is still sadly crippled by the manacles of segregation and the
chains of discrimination. (Hmm) One hundred years later (All right), the Negro lives on a lonely
island of poverty in the midst of a vast ocean of material prosperity. One hundred years later (My
Lord) [applause], the Negro is still languished in the corners of American society and finds himself
in exile in his own land. (Yes, yes) And so we’ve come here today to dramatize a shameful
condition.
In a sense we’ve come to our nation’s capital to cash a check. When the architects of our republic
wrote the magnificent words of the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence (Yeah),
they were signing a promissory note to which every American was to fall heir. This note was a
promise that all men, yes, black men as well as white men (My Lord), would be guaranteed the
unalienable rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. It is obvious today that America
has defaulted on this promissory note insofar as her citizens of color are concerned. (My Lord)
Instead of honoring this sacred obligation, America has given the Negro people a bad check, a
check which has come back marked insufficient funds. [enthusiastic applause] (My Lord, Lead on,
Speech, speech)
But we refuse to believe that the bank of justice is bankrupt. (My Lord) [laughter] (No, no) We
refuse to believe that there are insufficient funds in the great vaults of opportunity of this nation.
(Sure enough) And so we’ve come to cash this check (Yes), a check that will give us upon demand
the riches of freedom (Yes) and the security of justice. (Yes Lord) [enthusiastic applause]
We have also come to this hallowed spot (My Lord) to remind America of the fierce urgency of
now. (Mhm) This is no time (My Lord) to engage in the luxury of cooling off or to take the
tranquilizing drug of gradualism. [applause] (Yes, Speak on it!) Now is the time (Yes it is) to make
real the promises of democracy. (My Lord) Now is the time to rise from the dark and desolate
valley of segregation to the sunlit path of racial justice. Now is the time [applause] to lift our
nation from the quicksands of racial injustice to the solid rock of brotherhood. Now is the time
(Yes) [applause] (Now) to make justice a reality for all of God’s children.
It would be fatal for the nation to overlook the urgency of the moment. This sweltering summer
of the Negro’s legitimate discontent (Yes) will not pass until there is an invigorating autumn of
freedom and equality. (My Lord) 1963 is not an end, but a beginning. (Yes) And those who hope
that the Negro needed to blow off steam and will now be content will have a rude awakening if
the nation returns to business as usual. [enthusiastic applause] There will be neither rest nor
tranquility in America until the Negro is granted his citizenship rights. The whirlwinds of revolt
will continue to shake the foundations of our nation until the bright day of justice emerges.
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But there is something that I must say to my people, who stand on the warm threshold which
leads into the palace of justice: in the process of gaining our rightful place, we must not be guilty
of wrongful deeds. Let us not seek to satisfy our thirst for freedom by drinking from the cup of
bitterness and hatred. (My Lord, No, no, no, no) [applause] We must forever conduct our struggle
on the high plane of dignity and discipline. We must not allow our creative protest to degenerate
into physical violence. (My Lord) Again and again (No, no), we must rise to the majestic heights
(Yes) of meeting physical force with soul force. (My Lord) The marvelous new militancy which has
engulfed the Negro community must not lead us to a distrust of all white people (Hmm), for many
of our white brothers, as evidenced by their presence here today, have come to realize that their
destiny is tied up with our destiny [sustained applause], and they have come to realize that their
freedom is inextricably bound to our freedom. We cannot walk alone.
And as we walk, we must make the pledge that we shall always march ahead. We cannot turn
back. There are those who are asking the devotees of civil rights, “When will you be satisfied?”
(Never) We can never be satisfied as long as the Negro is the victim of the unspeakable horrors
of police brutality. (Yes) We can never be satisfied [applause] as long as our bodies, heavy with
the fatigue of travel, cannot gain lodging in the motels of the highways and the hotels of the
cities. [applause] We cannot be satisfied as long as the Negro’s basic mobility is from a smaller
ghetto to a larger one. (Yes) We can never be satisfied as long as our children are stripped of their
selfhood and robbed of their dignity by signs stating for whites only. [applause] (Yes, Hallelujah)
We cannot be satisfied as long as a Negro in Mississippi cannot vote and a Negro in New York
believes he has nothing for which to vote. (Yeah, That’s right, Let’s go) [applause] No, no, we are
not satisfied and we will not be satisfied until justice rolls down like waters (Yes) and
righteousness like a mighty stream. [applause] (Let’s go, Tell it)
I am not unmindful that some of you have come here out of great trials and tribulations. (My
Lord) Some of you have come fresh from narrow jail cells. (My Lord, That’s right) Some of you
have come from areas where your quest for freedom left you battered by the storms of
persecution (Yeah, Yes) and staggered by the winds of police brutality. You have been the
veterans of creative suffering. Continue to work with the faith (Hmm) that unearned suffering is
redemptive. Go back to Mississippi (Yeah), go back to Alabama, go back to South Carolina, go
back to Georgia, go back to Louisiana, go back to the slums and ghettos of our northern cities
(Yes), knowing that somehow this situation can and will be changed. (Yes) Let us not wallow in
the valley of despair. (My Lord)
I say to you today, my friends [applause], so even though we face the difficulties of today and
tomorrow (Uh-huh), I still have a dream. (Yes) It is a dream deeply rooted in the American dream.
(Yes)
I have a dream (Mhm) that one day (Yes) this nation will rise up and live out the true meaning of
its creed (Hah): “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal.” (Yeah,
Uh-huh, Hear hear) [applause]
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I have a dream that one day on the red hills of Georgia (Yes, Talk), the sons of former slaves and
the sons of former slave owners will be able to sit down together at the table of brotherhood.
I have a dream (Yes) [applause] that one day even the state of Mississippi, a state sweltering with
the heat of injustice (Yeah), sweltering with the heat of oppression (Mhm), will be transformed
into an oasis of freedom and justice.
I have a dream (Yeah) [applause] that my four little children (Well) will one day live in a nation
where they will not be judged by the color of their skin but by the content of their character. (My
Lord) I have a dream today. [enthusiastic applause]
I have a dream that one day down in Alabama, with its vicious racists (Yes, Yeah), with its governor
having his lips dripping with the words of “interposition” and “nullification” (Yes), one day right
there in Alabama little black boys and black girls will be able to join hands with little white boys
and white girls as sisters and brothers. I have a dream today. [applause] (God help him, Preach)
I have a dream that one day every valley shall be exalted (Yes), every hill and mountain shall be
made low, the rough places will be made plain (Yes), and the crooked places will be made straight
(Yes), and the glory of the Lord shall be revealed [cheering], and all flesh shall see it together. (Yes
Lord)
This is our hope. (Yes, Yes) This is the faith that I go back to the South with. (Yes) With this faith
(My Lord) we will be able to hew out of the mountain of despair a stone of hope. (Yes, All right)
With this faith (Yes) we will be able to transform the jangling discords of our nation (Yes) into a
beautiful symphony of brotherhood. (Talk about it) With this faith (Yes, My Lord) we will be able
to work together, to pray together, to struggle together, to go to jail together (Yes), to stand up
for freedom together (Yeah), knowing that we will be free one day. [sustained applause]
This will be the day, this will be the day when all of God’s children (Yes, Yeah) will be able to sing
with new meaning: “My country, ‘tis of thee (Yeah, Yes), sweet land of liberty, of thee I sing. (Oh
yes) Land where my fathers died, land of the pilgrim’s pride (Yeah), from every mountainside, let
freedom ring!” (Yeah)
And if America is to be a great nation (Yes), this must become true. So let freedom ring (Yes,
Amen) from the prodigious hilltops of New Hampshire. (Uh-huh) Let freedom ring from the
mighty mountains of New York. Let freedom ring from the heightening Alleghenies of
Pennsylvania. (Yes, all right) Let freedom ring (Yes) from the snow-capped Rockies of Colorado.
(Well) Let freedom ring from the curvaceous slopes of California. (Yes) But not only that: (No) Let
freedom ring from Stone Mountain of Georgia. [cheering] (Yeah, Oh yes, Lord) Let freedom ring
from Lookout Mountain of Tennessee. (Yes) Let freedom ring from every hill and molehill of
Mississippi. (Yes) From every mountainside (Yeah) [sustained applause], let freedom ring.

DIALOGUE ON RACE LOUISIANA

ORIGINAL SERIES | Revised January 2022 | 67

And when this happens [applause] (Let it ring, Let it ring), and when we allow freedom ring (Let
it ring), when we let it ring from every village and every hamlet, from every state and every city
(Yes Lord), we will be able to speed up that day when all of God’s children (Yeah), black men
(Yeah) and white men (Yeah), Jews and Gentiles, Protestants and Catholics (Yes), will be able to
join hands and sing in the words of the old Negro spiritual: “Free at last! (Yes) Free at last! Thank
God Almighty, we are free at last!” [enthusiastic applause]
Source: MLKEC-INP, Martin Luther King, Jr. Estate Collection, In Private Hands
Link to transcript: https://kinginstitute.stanford.edu/news/freedoms-ring-i-have-dream-speech
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SESSION FIVE: Affirmative Action

“Until justice is blind to color, until education is unaware of race,
until opportunity is unconcerned with the color of men's skins,
emancipation will be a proclamation, but not a fact.”
- Lyndon B. Johnson

Materials:
1. Participant Questions
2. The Changing Meaning of Affirmative Action
3. Excerpts from Affirmative Action: The Price of Preference
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Participant Questions
Session Five: Affirmative Action
Topic Question 1:
Do you have any new understanding about Affirmative Action after reading the
article?
Topic Question 2:
What do you see, observe, or read that tells you why Affirmative Action is
considered controversial?
Topic Question 3:
Menard seems to support the original intent of affirmative action. What are your
thoughts about what needs to change or not change?
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The Changing Meaning of Affirmative Action
The Past and the Future of a Long-Embattled Policy
By Louis Menand
January 13, 2020

Many people take civic pride in racial diversity but would rather not contemplate too closely the means used to
achieve it. Illustration by Brian Stauffer

The terrible paradox of the civil-rights movement is that outlawing racial discrimination made it
harder to remediate its effects. Once we amended the Constitution and passed laws to protect
people of color from being treated differently in ways that were harmful to them, the
government had trouble enacting programs that treat people of color differently in ways that
might be beneficial. We took race out of the equation only to realize that, if we truly wanted not
just equality of opportunity for all Americans but equality of result, we needed to put it back in.
Our name for this paradox is affirmative action.
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The term was introduced to the Kennedy Administration almost sixty years ago, and its arrival
was somewhat haphazard. According to Nicholas Lemann’s history of meritocracy, “The Big Test,”
the man who suggested it was an African-American lawyer named Hobart Taylor, Jr. He was a
Texan, and when John F. Kennedy was sworn in, in 1961, he dropped in on the inaugural ball for
Texans in order to shake hands with the new Vice-President, Lyndon B. Johnson.
They chatted, and Johnson asked him to come by his office. When Taylor showed up, Johnson
handed him a draft of what would become Executive Order 10925, setting up the President’s
Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity, which Johnson was to chair. Taylor read the draft
and said he thought it could use a little work; Johnson asked him to do a rewrite. And that is when
Taylor inserted the words “affirmative action.” He liked the phrase, he later said, because of the
alliteration (or the assonance).
Taylor needed a flexible phrase because Kennedy’s committee was a bureaucratic entity with a
vague mandate meant to signal the Administration’s commitment to fairness in employment. Its
purview, like the purview of committees dating back to the Administration of Franklin Roosevelt,
was the awarding of federal contracts, and its mandate was to see that companies the federal
government did business with did not discriminate on the basis of race. The committee had no
real enforcement mechanism, though, so “affirmative action” was intended to communicate to
firms that needed to integrate their workforce something like “Don’t just stand there. Do
something.” What they were supposed to do, aside from not discriminating, was unspecified.
“Do something” is still one of the meanings of “affirmative action” today. Many firms and
educational institutions have affirmative-action or diversity officers. Their job is to insure not only
that hiring and promotion are handled in a color-blind manner but that good-faith efforts are
made to include racial minorities (and sometimes individuals in other categories, such as women
or veterans or disabled persons) in the hiring pool, and, if they are qualified, to attempt to recruit
them. In this context, “affirmative” means: demonstrate that you did your best to find and
promote members of underrepresented groups. You do not have to give them preferential
treatment.
Since the late nineteen-sixties, however, affirmative action has also had a more proactive
meaning, as the name of an effort to attain a certain number, or, as it’s called today, “critical
mass,” of underrepresented groups in a business or an educational institution by, if necessary,
giving applicants from those groups preference over similarly or better qualified whites. This form
of affirmative action is usually branded by those who disapprove of it with the dreaded Q-word,
“quota.” After 1978, when the Supreme Court declared racial quotas unconstitutional,
affirmative-action programs avoided any suggestion of the Q-word. But that is essentially what
affirmative action in this second sense entails. You can use terms like “targets” and “goals,” both
of which are constitutionally legit, but if you have an idea of the point at which you would attain
a critical mass then you have a quota.
Apart from stone-cold racists, everyone is happy, or claims to be happy, with affirmative action
in the first sense. And many people are happy, or will say they are, with affirmative action in the
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second sense so far as the outcome is concerned. Legally, we want the system to be color-blind;
we want everyone to have the same rights. But socially we understand that people don’t want
their racial or gender identities to be ignored. They want them to be recognized and respected.
People take a civic pride in having a racially diverse workplace or educational institution. It’s just
that many would rather not contemplate too closely the means used to achieve it.

Of the people who like racial diversity but don’t like affirmative action in the preferential sense,

there are two types. One type believes that we can ban all forms of preferential treatment and,
so long as we enforce existing laws against discrimination, still achieve equality of result. These
people see affirmative action as unfairly penalizing those who are not biased themselves and
who have enjoyed no personal benefit from discrimination, and they see it as stigmatizing
members of underrepresented groups with the suspicion that they are underqualified for the
jobs they hold or the school they attend.
The other type of affirmative-action skeptic is the person who knows that this is wishful thinking
but is unable to get his or her head around the idea that the way to end discrimination is by
discriminating. The law professor Melvin Urofsky, in “The Affirmative Action Puzzle” (Pantheon),
says he is agnostic on the issue, but he would seem to be a person of the second type. He wants
racial diversity, and he knows that it is not going to come about on its own very soon, but he
thinks that specific goals or targets are at odds with the rights of individuals. That’s why he calls
it a puzzle.
The history of affirmative action is woven into the history of American race relations, and the
history of American race relations is woven into the history of America. It is the eternal bone in
the national throat. So when Urofsky takes us through the history of affirmative action—he starts
with Reconstruction, but the story really begins in the nineteen-sixties—he is giving us what
amounts to a history of the country from John F. Kennedy to Donald Trump.
You see the decades go past as you read, and the special flavor of each Presidency comes back:
Kennedy’s uncomfortable recognition that civil rights was a moral issue that transcended his
customary political pragmatism, Johnson’s miraculous emergence as the Moses of racial equality,
Nixon’s inveterate scheming, Reagan’s bland duplicity, Obama’s undramatic realism. Then we get
to Trump, who, Urofsky points out, “is the first Republican since the civil rights revolution to reach
the White House without campaigning against affirmative action.” Urofsky doesn’t say so, but
one reason Trump ignored the issue is probably that politicians who oppose affirmative action
normally do so in the name of color blindness, and Trump is not color-blind. (Alternative-facts
explanation: Donald Trump is the least racist person you have ever met.)
There is a whole library on racial inequality and efforts to address it, and “The Affirmative Action
Puzzle” does not offer many novelties. But the book, just by the accumulation of sixty years’
worth of evidence, allows us to reach some useful conclusions, and the most important of these
is that affirmative action worked. The federal government, with the backing of the courts,
weaponized the 1964 Civil Rights Act and its legislative progeny—notably the Education
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Amendments of 1972, home to the notorious (in the R.B.G. sense) Title IX, banning sex
discrimination in federally assisted educational institutions—and forced businesses to hire
women and racial minorities.
And they did. Study after study suggests that it is just not the case that “it would have happened
anyway.” In 1981, for example, as Urofsky tells us, the Reagan Labor Department commissioned
a report on gains in hiring among African Americans and women. It found that between 1974 and
1980 the rate of minority employment in businesses that contracted with the federal
government, and were therefore susceptible to being squeezed, rose by twenty per cent, and the
rate of employment of women rose by 15.2 per cent. In companies that did not contract with the
government, the rates were twelve per cent and 2.2 per cent, respectively.
This was so contrary to everything that Reagan had been saying about affirmative action that the
Labor Department hired an outside consulting firm to vet its own report. When the firm returned
with the news that the methods and the conclusions were valid, the Administration did the only
thing it could do. It refused to release the report, thus allowing politicians to go on telling the
public that affirmative action didn’t work.

But it did. And guess what? So did the War on Poverty. In 1959, the poverty rate was an

estimated twenty-two per cent; in 1975, it was below twelve per cent, which is about where it is
today. (That is still thirty-eight million people, more than the population of Canada.) The claim
that government programs always backfire was Reagan’s campaign calling card—even though he
did not eliminate a single major spending program during the eight years he was in office—and
it has become one of the most dangerous canards in American politics. Politicians repeat it, and
people nod their heads. Meanwhile, the rich get richer.
Did white men suffer as a result of affirmative action? That turns out to be a difficult question to
answer. “There is very little hard evidence to prove that a minority hire almost always took place
at the expense of a better-qualified white person,” Urofsky says. He also tells us that there are
“no reliable data” on whether men were shut out of jobs that were offered to women.
“Almost always” would indeed be hard to prove. Obviously, just by the nature of the policy, some
significant number of whites and males who would have been admitted or hired before
affirmative-action programs were in place were not. But, since no employer or admissions officer
ever says, “You were not hired because you’re white” or “You were admitted because you’re
black,” proving discrimination is complicated. Americans have come to accept that race and
gender are always in the mix, but we can’t be certain that either one made the difference in any
particular case.
Urofsky’s view is that, over all, white men did not go without jobs or the chance to attend college.
Turned down by one place, they went someplace else. The number who were “victimized” by
affirmative action, he says, is “minuscule.” Certainly this is true in the case of college admissions.
Most colleges accept almost everyone who applies, so when we talk about race-conscious
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admissions we are talking about policies that affect a relatively small number of people. Urofsky
borrows from Thomas Kane, of the Brookings Institution, an analogy to handicapped parking
spaces: a driver looking to park who does not have a permit might feel “excluded” driving past
an empty handicapped spot, but he or she usually finds a place to park.
The main source of Urofsky’s frustration is the Supreme Court, which, he complains, has spent
fifty years kicking around the constitutionality of race-conscious hiring and admissions practices
without ever coming up with what he calls “a workable jurisprudence.” There is no Brown v.
Board of Education or Roe v. Wade for affirmative action, no well-established precedent. A lot of
the cases that people rely on about university admissions are 5–4 decisions. And some of the
Court’s opinions have suggested that, insofar as affirmative action constitutes an exception to
the equal-protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, it will eventually time out (much as
a majority of the Court recently decided, in Shelby v. Holder, that part of the Voting Rights Act
has outlived our need for it).
The Court’s unpredictability in such cases not only distresses law professors like Urofsky. It also
creates uncertainty in the marketplace. The judicial parameters are known: to pass constitutional
muster, an affirmative-action program must serve a compelling state interest, it must be
narrowly tailored, and it must survive strict scrutiny. But one can never be sure how the Court
will apply these criteria, or whether it will one day decide that all affirmative-action programs are
unconstitutional per se and close out the exception. So groups that oppose racial preferences
keep relitigating what is basically the same case, in the hope that a shift in the Court’s makeup
will produce a definitive result. The Court is effectively inviting these lawsuits.

The marketplace matters because the biggest defenders of affirmative action are not the
N.A.A.C.P. and the Democratic National Committee. The biggest defenders are corporations and
the military. Thousands of firms adopted affirmative-action programs after 1969, when the Nixon
Administration began insisting on diversity benchmarks for government contractors, and “in little
more than a decade,” Urofsky says, “affirmative action became a way of life for many large
corporations.” Once those programs were put into place, they remained.
The same thing happened with the 1964 Civil Rights Act. The most controversial part of that act
was Title II, which applies to public accommodations, like restaurants and hotels. This struck at
what was, along with suppression of African-American voting rights, one of the pillars of Jim
Crow: social segregation. In December, 1964, five months after the Civil Rights Act was signed
into law, the Supreme Court, in Heart of Atlanta Motel v. United States, upheld the
constitutionality of Title II under the commerce clause. All public accommodations that fell within
the reach of Congress’s power were prohibited from discriminating.
This was not a blow to business. On the contrary. From a business viewpoint, refusing to serve
people who want to rent a room in your hotel or order a sandwich at your lunch counter is
irrational. The only economic incentive for denying them service is a fear of their driving white
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customers away. Once the Court made it clear that every hotel and lunch counter must serve
every customer regardless of race, that fear was significantly reduced.
Under Jimmy Carter, affirmative-action requirements were extended to virtually all firms,
educational institutions, and state and local governments that received contracts or grants from
the federal government—which covers a lot of the national waterfront. By and large, the courts
went along. And so did businesses. When a company is serving customers of different races, it
wants to present a diversified face. If you are selling cars to African-Americans, you do not want
all the salesmen in your showroom to be white.
If, to achieve this result, a company diversifies on its own, it is open to lawsuits claiming reverse
discrimination. But when a company (or a police department or a fire department) adopts a raceconscious hiring program under government guidance it is immunized. When Reagan made
noises about abolishing affirmative-action requirements, the National Association of
Manufacturers lobbied him to leave the program alone. It was helping manufacturing companies
do what they could not have done without it. The biggest problem businesses had wasn’t that
they couldn’t find qualified women and minorities. It was dealing with labor unions, whose
seniority systems overwhelmingly favored white male workers. (Small businesses also resented
the paperwork.)
The extent of the corporate buy-in was put on dramatic display in 2003, when the Supreme Court
heard Grutter v. Bollinger, another admissions case, this one involving the University of Michigan
Law School. The Court received sixty-nine amicus briefs (a lot) arguing in favor of Michigan’s
affirmative-action admissions program, and among the amici were General Motors, Dow
Chemical, and Intel, along with the largest federation of unions in the United States, the A.F.L.C.I.O. They supported affirmative-action admissions because they wanted universities to produce
educated people for a diversified workforce.
The Court also received, in Grutter, what became known as “the military brief.” This was an
amicus brief signed by big-name generals like Norman Schwarzkopf, Wesley Clark, and John
Shalikashvili; by a former Defense Secretary, William Cohen; and by former superintendents of
the service academies, all of which, of course, are government agencies. “At present,” they told
the Court, “the military cannot achieve an officer corps that is both highly qualified and racially
diverse unless the service academies and the ROTC use limited race-conscious recruiting and
admissions policies.” They were saying that if the Court ruled against Michigan it would be
upending efforts, up to that point highly successful, to maintain a diverse officer corps. The Court
voted to uphold the Michigan program, but it was a 5–4 decision.
No sector is more committed to diversity than higher education is, but it has proved to be one of
the stickiest areas for affirmative action, both legally and practically. Urofsky, perhaps because
he is an academic, is more patient with the trouble that universities have had in achieving
diversity than he is with the problems of labor unions, to which, in general, he is uncharitable. It
is true that probably the main reason Nixon promoted affirmative-action programs was to pit
African-Americans against labor, both traditionally Democratic voting bases. And, by many
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accounts, he succeeded, and created Archie Bunker—the Reagan Democrat, a man who resents
special government help for minorities. Still, the leadership of unions like the United Auto
Workers, though sometimes fighting their own membership, were active in support of civil rights.
Higher education and unions have a similar problem when it comes to changing the
demographics: we are dealing with a cake that cannot be unbaked. The undergraduate
population turns over every four years, but the faculty turns over every forty years. When the
new students arrive on campus, they often wonder where the professors of color are. The answer
is: wait twenty years, and they will show up.

Even so, the lag in diversification between university faculties and their student bodies is

striking. As late as 1969, less than five per cent of all professors had African or Asian ancestry,
and around eighty per cent were men. Schools like Harvard and Stanford have had trouble even
getting to gender balance. In 1976, women made up 1.6 per cent of the arts and sciences faculty
at Yale and one per cent at Princeton, although both schools had been admitting women for
seven years. Even at Berkeley, which had been admitting women since 1871, women made up
just 5.6 per cent of the faculty. Today, less than thirty per cent of all university faculty at Stanford
are women, and seven per cent are classified as underrepresented minorities. At Harvard,
twenty-seven per cent of tenured faculty are women, and eight per cent are underrepresented
minorities.
On the other hand, student bodies, where race- and gender-conscious admissions policies can
have an effect more quickly, have diversified. In 1976, eighty-three per cent of university students
were white; in 2016, fifty-seven per cent were white. The percentage of black students in that
period increased from ten to fourteen; the percentage of students that the government
categorizes as Hispanic increased from less than four to more than eighteen. The percentage of
black and Latinx graduates (as opposed to enrollees) also increased (although graduation rates
for both groups are lower than for whites).
Did affirmative-action admissions help? Starting in the mid-nineties, opponents of affirmative
action were able to get laws passed prohibiting the use of race in admissions at public universities
in several states, including Michigan, Washington, and California. The top public universities in
those states tried to attract minority students by other means, but Urofsky says that the
percentage of black and Hispanic students has dropped significantly.
Do students admitted under affirmative-action criteria benefit from their educations?
Historically, black students as a group have tended to underperform academically—to get lower
grades than their SAT scores predict. (So do varsity athletes.) Nevertheless, William Bowen and
Derek Bok showed, in “The Shape of the River” (1998)—the most rigorous statistical analysis of
race-conscious college admissions to that point—that of seven hundred black students who
entered twenty-eight selective schools under race-preferential criteria in 1976, thirty-two per
cent attained doctorates or professional degrees, as compared with thirty-seven per cent of
white students. Nearly a hundred and twenty-five of the black students were business executives,
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and more than three hundred were “civic leaders” (running youth or community groups, for
example). Race-conscious admissions policies, Bowen and Bok concluded, have been “highly
successful” in advancing educational and societal goals.
As many writers have pointed out, when we are considering colleges and jobs, there is a pipeline
problem. That’s why, as Urofsky notes, the greatest beneficiaries of affirmative action have been
white women. They went to the same high schools that their brothers did (and most of them
probably got better grades). That’s also why Barack Obama seemed to be focused more on
improving K-12 for minority children than on expanding access to post-secondary education. The
success of affirmative action in employment and university admissions has not eliminated the
education and income gaps between whites and blacks. Although the poverty rate for blacks and
Hispanics has dropped some since 1970, it is still more than double the rate for whites. Americans
of color are starting from much farther behind. Millions never get on board a train that most
whites were born on.

The Supreme Court case that admissions offices rely on today is Regents of the University of

California v. Bakke. It was decided in 1978, and, despite several attempts to relitigate it, it is still
the law of the land. Bakke is a good example of the jurisprudential confusion around affirmative
action: the Court managed to produce six opinions in that case. The plurality opinion, by Lewis
Powell, struck down an admissions program at the University of California at Davis School of
Medicine, from which Allan Bakke, a white man, had been twice rejected, but it upheld the right
of schools to use race-conscious admissions programs.
The problem at Davis was that the medical school basically ran two admissions processes, one
for everybody and one that effectively considered only minority applicants, for whom sixteen
places were set aside. Bakke was able to show that his record was superior to the records of some
of the students who had been admitted through the special program.
The Davis program was obviously not narrowly tailored. One consideration that the university
offered in the way of compelling state interest was its belief that minority M.D.s might end up
practicing in underserved communities. Powell found no evidentiary basis for this, and it was
arguably a racist assumption. The school could have investigated whether applicants had worked
with underserved communities in the past. They did not, and Powell suggested that such a
standard might be a better proxy than race. Another consideration Davis offered was the aim of
“countering the effects of societal discrimination.” But Powell, though he allowed that specific
race-conscious remedies could be justified by specific instances of discrimination, dismissed the
general invocation of discrimination as “an amorphous concept of injury that may be ageless in
its reach into the past.”
Still, Powell did think that the goal of a diversified medical-school class was constitutionally
permissible, and he played a trump card that is almost never mentioned in discussions of the
case, including Urofsky’s. Admissions programs determined by race are in violation of both the
equal-protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act,
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which outlaws racial discrimination in institutions that receive federal funding. Those rights were
largely on Bakke’s side: you couldn’t discriminate against whites simply because nonwhites had
once been discriminated against. Powell argued, however, that another right was in play: the
First Amendment; specifically, the right of academic freedom. There is no constitutional right of
academic freedom, but Powell cited a 1957 case, Sweezy v. New Hampshire, in which Felix
Frankfurter, in a concurring opinion, quoted South African jurists to the effect that the principle
of academic freedom allows a university to determine who will teach its classes and who will sit
in its classrooms.
Powell concluded that, since Davis could reasonably decide that a diverse class provides a better
learning environment, considerations of an applicant’s race—as one factor among others—can
fall within the exercise of a constitutionally protected right. (Under the Court’s ruling, Bakke was
admitted to Davis and he became a doctor; Urofsky says that he went on to work at the Mayo
Clinic, where one of his patients was Lewis Powell.)
The Michigan case, Grutter v. Bollinger, in 2003, was basically a relitigation of Bakke. As was
Fisher v. Texas, in 2013, and the second round of that case, known as Fisher II, in 2016. The Fisher
cases involved a white woman who was turned down for admission to the University of Texas at
Austin, U.T.’s flagship campus. Her lawyers argued that, even if she were rejected solely because
of her grades and not her race, she could still claim a “Constitutional injury” from being subjected
to an unfair admissions process. Each time, the Court upheld the constitutionality of using race
as a factor in admissions, but they were close calls. The vote in Fisher II was 4–3.
The current Harvard College admissions case, Students for Fair Admission v. Harvard, is the same
case one more time. The person behind both Fisher and the Harvard case is Edward Blum, a man
who for whatever reason has decided to devote his time to preventing a small number of black
and brown teen-agers from attending colleges that are desperate to have them.
Harvard won at the trial level because the judge ruled that its admissions program is consistent
with other Supreme Court decisions, such as Bakke. That’s not surprising, since Powell’s decision
cited the Harvard admissions program as a model. But, given the composition of the Supreme
Court, it is all too likely that it will decide that the country has timed out of this particular form
of remediation.

For remediation is fundamentally what affirmative action is. Affirmative action has expanded to
cover many kinds of difference, and, since Bakke, to be thought of as in service to a general social
commitment to diversity per se—so that now people say things like “What about diversity of
ideology?,” as though that somehow presented the same moral demand as a commitment to
racial diversity.

But the reason we have affirmative action is that we once had slavery and Jim Crow and redlining
and racial covenants, and that we once had all-white police forces and all-white union locals and
all-white college campuses and all-white law firms. To paraphrase George Shultz, Nixon’s
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Secretary of Labor: for hundreds of years, the United States had a racial quota. It was zero.
Affirmative action is an attempt to redress an injustice done to black people. The Fourteenth
Amendment protects white people, too, but that is not why it needed to be written.
The Court’s decision in Shelby v. Holder vacating a central provision of the Voting Rights Act has
backfired. It turns out that, when you remove enforcement mechanisms and remedial oversight,
things tend to revert to the status quo ante. The whole history of affirmative action shows, as
Urofsky somewhat reluctantly admits, that when the programs are shut down minority
representation drops. Diversity, however we define it, is politically constructed and politically
maintained. It doesn’t just happen. It’s a choice we make as a society.
It is possible to understand the opposition to affirmative action of white conservatives, like
Ronald Reagan, who regard civil-rights laws as federal overreach and affirmative action as
enshrining the un-American notion of group rights. And it is possible to understand the
opposition of black conservatives, like Clarence Thomas, who see it as patronizing to AfricanAmericans.
But it is hard to understand the opposition, often diehard, of many white liberals that has
persisted since the nineteen-seventies. Did these people really imagine that passing a law against
discrimination would reset race relations overnight? Do they really think that white Americans,
wherever they work or go to college, do not carry a lifelong advantage because of the color of
their skin? Do they really believe that there should be no sacrifice to make or price to pay for the
systematic damage done to the lives of millions of American citizens and the men and women
who are their ancestors?
Published in the print edition of the January 20, 2020, issue, with the headline “Integration by Parts.”
Link to article: https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2020/01/20/have-we-outgrown-the-need-foraffirmative-action
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Excerpts from Affirmative Action: The Price of Preference
By Shelby Steele
Segment #1
I found that supporters of affirmative
action focus on its good intentions
while detractors emphasize its negative
effects. Proponents talk about
“diversity” and “pluralism”; opponents
speak of “reverse discrimination,” the
unfairness of quotas and set-asides. It
was virtually impossible to find people
outside either camp. The closest I came
was a white male manager at a large
computer company who said, “I think it
amounts to reverse discrimination, but
I’ll put up with a little of that for a little
more diversity.” I’ll live with a little of the effect to gain a little of the intention, he seemed to be
saying. But this only makes him a halfhearted supporter of affirmative action. I think many people
who don’t really like affirmative action support it to one degree or another anyway.
I believe they do this because of what happened to white and black Americans in the crucible of
the sixties, when whites were confronted with their racial guilt and blacks tasted their first real
power. In that stormy time white absolution and black power coalesced into virtual mandates for
society. Affirmative action became a meeting ground for those mandates in the law, and in the
late sixties and early seventies it underwent a remarkable escalation of its mission from simple
anti-discrimination enforcement to social engineering by means of quotas, goals, timetables, setasides and other forms of preferential treatment.

Segment #2
What accounted for this shift, I believe, was the white mandate to achieve a new racial innocence
and the black mandate to gain power. Even though blacks had made great advances during the
sixties without quotas, these mandates, which came to a head in the very late sixties, could no
longer be satisfied by anything less than racial preferences. I don’t think these mandates in
themselves were wrong, because whites clearly needed to do better by blacks and blacks needed
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more real power in society. But, as they came together in affirmative action, their effect was to
distort our understanding of racial discrimination in a way that allowed us to offer the
remediation of preference on the basis of mere color rather than actual injury. By making black
the color of preference, these mandates have reburdened society with the very marriage of color
and preference (in reverse) that we set out to eradicate. The old sin is reaffirmed in a new guise.
But the essential problems with this form of affirmative action is the way it leaps over the hard
business of developing a formerly oppressed people to the point where they can achieve
proportionate representation on their own (given equal opportunity) and goes straight for the
proportionate representation, this may satisfy some whites of their innocence and some blacks
of their power, but it does very little to truly uplift blacks.

Segment #3
In any workplace, racial preferences will always create two-tiered populations composed of
preferred and unpreferreds. This division makes automatic a perception of enhanced
competence for the unpreferreds and of questionable competence for the preferreds—the
former earned his way, even though others were given preference, while the latter made it by
color as much as by preference. Racial preferences implicitly mark whites with an exaggerated
superiority just as they mark blacks with an exaggerated inferiority. They not only reinforce
America’s oldest racial myth but, for blacks, they have the effect of stigmatizing the already
stigmatized.

Segment #4
I think that much of the “subtle” discrimination that blacks talk about is often (not always)
discrimination against the stigma of questionable competence that affirmative action delivers to
blacks. In this sense, preferences scapegoat the very people they seek to help. And it may be that
at a certain level employer impose a glass ceiling, but this may not be against the race so much
as against the race’s reputation for having advanced by color as much as by competence.
Affirmative action makes a glass ceiling virtually necessary as a protection against the corruptions
of preferential treatment. This ceiling is the point at which corporations shift the emphasis from
color to competency and stop playing the affirmative action game. Here preference backfires for
blacks and becomes a taint that holds them back. Of course, one could argue that this taint, which
is, after all, in the minds of whites, becomes nothing more than an excuse to discriminate against
blacks. And certainly, the result is the same in either case—blacks don’t get past the glass ceiling.
But this argument does not get around the fact that racial preferences now taint this color with
a new theme of suspicion that makes blacks even more vulnerable to discrimination. In this
crucial yet gray area of perceived competence, preferences make whites look better than they
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are and blacks worse, while doing nothing whatever to stop the very real discrimination that
blacks may encounter. I don’t wish to justify the glass ceiling here, but only to suggest the very
subtle ways that affirmative action revives rather than extinguishes the old rationalizations for
racial discrimination.
In education, a revolving door; in employment, a glass ceiling.

Segment #5
I believe affirmative action is problematic in our society because it tries to function like a social
program. Rather than ask it to ensure equal opportunity we have demanded that it create parity
between the races. But preferential treatment does not teach skills, or educate, or instill
motivation. It only passes out entitlement by color, a situation that in my profession has created
an unrealistically high demand for black professors. The social engineer’s assumption is that this
high demand will inspire more blacks to earn Ph.D.’s and join the profession. In fact, the number
of blacks earning Ph.D.’s has declined in recent years. A Ph.D. must be developed from preschool
on. He requires family and community support. He must acquire an entire system of values that
enables him to work hard while delaying gratification. There are social programs, I believe, that
can (and should) help blacks develop in all these areas, but entitlement by color is not a social
program; it is a dubious reward for being black.

Segment #6
But if not preferences, then what? I think we need social policies that are committed to two goals:
the educational and economic development of disadvantaged people, regardless of race, and the
eradication from our society—through close monitoring and severe sanctions—of racial, ethnic,
or gender discrimination.

Segment #7
I believe affirmative action can make its greatest contribution by providing a rigorous vigilance in
this area. It can guard constitutional rather than racial rights, and help institutions evolve
standards of merit and selection that are appropriate to the institution’s needs yet as free of
racial bias as possible (again, with the understanding that racial imbalances are not always an
indication of racial bias). One of the more important things affirmative action can do is to define
exactly what racial discrimination is and how it might manifest itself within a specific institution.
The impulse to discriminate is subtle and cannot be ferreted out unless its guises are made clear
to people. Along with this there should be monitoring of institutions and heavy sanctions brought
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to bear when actual discrimination is found. This is the sort of affirmative action that America
owes to blacks and itself. It goes after the evil of discrimination itself, while preferences only
sidestep the evil and grant entitlement to its presumed victims.
But if not preferences, then what? I think we need social policies that are committed to race,
and the eradication from our society—through close monitoring and severe sanctions—of racial,
ethnic, or gender discrimination.

Link to full article: https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315097176-39/affirmativeaction-shelby-steele
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SESSION SIX: Talk Is Action

“Peace and Justice are two sides of the same coin.”
- Dwight D. Eisenhower

Materials Include:
1. Participant Questions
2. A Time for Action
3. A Framework for Civil Discourse About Race and Racism

DIALOGUE ON RACE LOUISIANA

ORIGINAL SERIES | Revised January 2022 | 85

Participant Questions
Session Six: Talk Is Action
Topic Question 1:
What stood out to you in the article and/or video?
Topic Question 2:
Delk quoted Cornel West saying, “We lack the political will for change.” How would
you describe the political will for the elimination of racism today?
Topic Question 3:
Delk’s guide for action offers five strategies for change. Choose one of them that
speaks to you most and describe something you see yourself doing with that
strategy.
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A Time for Action
A Five-Part Strategy to Dismantle Racism

By Yvonne V. Delk
W.E.B. DuBois said at the beginning of this century that the
problem of the next hundred years would be the color line.
He was right. We find ourselves at the edge of a new century
and racism is still a major issue.
Racism is the original sin of this nation. It functions as a
demonic force with devastating consequences. The justice
ground we claimed yesterday is slowly but surely slipping
away. What we struggled for, fought for, died for, prayed for, sang for, and preached for
yesterday must be secured today. Nothing can remain static. Unless we find a way to move
forward, it is inevitable that we will go backward.
This is a time that requires us to break with business as usual, step outside of long-established
routines, and search for the daring imagination that will lead to the dismantling of racism.
Thirty years ago, Martin Luther King Jr. wrote, "This is no time for romantic illusions and empty
philosophical debates about freedom. This is a time for action. What is needed is a strategy for
change." If we are to dismantle racism, we must establish a new, anti-racist ground. Below are
five affirmations for dismantling racism from an anti-racist perspective:
1. We must start from a historical perspective and not just an individual one.
The United States was established as a white society, founded upon the near genocide of one
race and the enslavement of another. Even though we have come a long way on our journey
together, the reality is that in 1998 America there is not a level playing field. Despite landmark
court decisions and civil rights legislation, we know that the residual effects of slavery and legal
discrimination were not easily erased.
2. The focus must be on systemic racism and not primarily on prejudice, bigotry, or bias.
Racism has to do with the power to dominate and enforce oppression, and in America that power
is in white hands. Racism in the 1990s is a systemic phenomena. It does not require individual
racists. Racism is found in the system of economic racism that we see as the gap between the
haves and the have-nots continues to increase. It is the system of racism in our political, social,
and religious institutions that produces unemployment, underemployment, and wretched
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housing and health care. It is the system of educational racism that locks many of our young into
a segregated system of learning.
The strategy for change cannot simply be "can’t we all just get along?" To dismantle racism, we
have to address the issue of systemic racism.
3. We must start from the perspective of truth-telling and stop the denial that racism exists.
White sisters and brothers in America must begin to operate on the assumption that theirs is a
racist society. To be white in America is to benefit from a system of power and privilege—
whether or not one has ever uttered a racist thought or committed a racist act. By accepting
power as a birthright, white sisters and brothers enjoy the benefits and rewards of what their
racist forefathers and foremothers left them.
4. We must be color-conscious and not colorblind.
I can’t tell you how many times I’ve heard the phrase, "When I look at you, I don’t see your color,
I simply see a human being." I think this statement is another form of denial. If you don’t see my
color, you don’t see me—my history, my culture, my pain, the injustice of racism.
I don’t want simply to be assimilated into this culture. I want to retain my cultural identity and to
be free to express it. A multicultural society cannot be based upon the ability of one culture to
overpower another or upon the principle of sameness. A colorblind posture will not move us to
new ground for building a new agenda. The road we must take is that of being color-conscious.
5. We must recognize that work for change begins in the systems we are part of, beginning
with our churches.
While I celebrate pulpit exchanges, choir exchanges, youth exchanges, and dialogue groups
between whites and people of color, these strategies alone will not dismantle racism. We must
resist the status quo and engage in a paradigm shift to re-create organizations that are
multicultural and multiracial. To accept the status quo is to accept the current system of white
power and privilege and the disempowerment of communities of color. This involves intentional
transformation and strategies for change affecting all levels of our organizational life and culture.
IN SPIRITUAL TERMS racism is a perverse sin that cuts to the core of the gospel message. Put
simply, racism negates the reason for which Christ died—the reconciling work of the cross. It
denies the purpose of the church to bring us together. Because we are dealing with a spiritual
crisis, the social transformation we are seeking will not come without a spiritual transformation.
When we open ourselves for a serious encounter with our Creator it means to change course and
head in a different direction. To embrace the freedom of Yahweh is to stand on free ground—it
is to recognize that we are not captive to the old order of the Left or the Right. Neither do we
belong to the gods of nationalism, racism, classism, or sexism. We do not belong to the gods of
DIALOGUE ON RACE LOUISIANA

ORIGINAL SERIES | Revised January 2022 | 88

enslavement, subjugation, manipulation, and control. Rather, we belong body and soul, in life
and death, to God—the one who pays no heed to any empire. This is a time for rooting ourselves
in our identity as the people of God.
As faith-based people, we are called to forge a new agenda for dismantling racism. While it is not
upon us to finish the work, neither are we free to desist from it. If we are faithful to the call of
God, then God steps in and we are able to achieve far more than what we thought possible—
knowing that if God be for us, what does it matter who stands against us?
REV. YVONNE DELK is executive director of the Community Renewal Society in Chicago. She was selected by Ebony
magazine as one of the “top 10 black women preachers in the U.S.”
Link to article: https://sojo.net/magazine/march-april-1998/time-action
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A Framework for Civil Discourse About Race and Racism
By Wornie Reed

Link to video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CHsdJ010p9Y
In “A Framework for Civil Discourse about Race and Racism,” Dr. Wornie Reed details how we’ve
been looking at the issue of racism from the wrong perspective. He asks that we focus on defining
the problem while looking at our institutions, versus focusing solely on prejudice.

Transcript:
Through the years, I've been a part of many discussions and debates about social issues and what
we should do about them, and inevitably in these discussions, I would be asked, well, what's your
solution? And I would say, let's not rush with the solutions. Let's define the problem. And then I
would say if in my lifetime we can agree on the definitions of the problems, then I'm not too
worried about solutions. Solutions would flow from the proper definition of the problem and the
common understanding of those definitions. That's the situation we have in in defining the
problem. Sometimes because we don't define problems appropriately, we can have problematic
discourses. For example, in. Recent years, there have been a lot of calls for individuals and
communities and folk around the country to get together and have discussions about race,
discussions about racism. Some dialogues on race and racism.
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But too often, these discussions become problematic because what happens when you have a
small circle of people having these discussions, what happens is that these things are approached
from an individual personal perspective such that individuals who are participating are called
upon to confess their own biases and their own prejudices.
And those can be very uncomfortable for the participants. And I would add they are also
unproductive. How do we arrive at that situation in defining the problem that way? I would say
this is a result of what's called the institutionalized thought structure. The institutional structure
is the structured way of seeing things, this social structure and of knowledge is two ways of
thinking about issues, is ways of thinking about social problems and is the ways of thinking about
race and racism.
Now, there are some assumptions that I want to go over with you that are problematic with the
ways of thinking about these issues that abound in the country today. Number one is that racism
is an issue that doesn't exist anymore, that has disappeared. Well, that's problematic because
that's not true. Another assumption, a definition about race and racism is that racism is
something that bigoted people do intentionally. That might very well be true, but racism is a lot
more than that.
Another issue is the generally held way we approach this. The assumption is that prejudice cause
racism, that individuals are prejudice. And if they are prejudice, then they are likely to commit
racism. And then the assumption is that that we want to cure racism or eliminate racism. We
have to cure or eliminate prejudice that might be helpful. But I want to suggest to you this
evening that the arrow goes the other way. From racism to prejudice, first we must understand
that individuals are not born prejudice, it has to come from somewhere. So therefore, if we start
with something that's developed later, we are starting too late, I would argue we need to look at
the area that goes from racism to prejudice. Usually, one would assume that prejudice develops
as a result of one's life experiences. Which may have something to do with being in an
environment of racism.
And.
If we assume that and if you go along with me there, many people would say, well, OK, we need
to focus on individuals, we need to focus on individual races, and we need to focus on individuals
committing racism and deal with that. Now, that's well and good. However, we can be led astray
by following the individual racism. Dimensioned. Let me give you an example, a few years ago, a
graduate student of mine conducted a study to try to determine why was it that AfricanAmericans in this major American city receive so many more traffic tickets than white? And so
what he did was establish study areas, one looking at a thoroughfare that was predominantly
used by whites and another thoroughfare that was predominantly used by blacks. He found that
the thoroughfare used by whites had many fewer traffic tickets than the one used by blacks, even
though. And he had a radar gun to prove that the speed and speed in on the predominately white
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thoroughfare was much higher than that on the predominantly black thoroughfare. He found
another thing that is that the police deployed many more cars on the black thoroughfare than
they did the so-called white thoroughfare. So it seems to be a result of the deployment of these
police cars.
So if you follow me this fall, then it would seem that we can begin to think about racism as being
an attribute of institutions. Institutions in our society. Like. Criminal justice, like education, like
health, like employment and so on. Now, if we were to go further and say, how do we remedy
this problem? Well, if you take all of the policemen who are on the black thoroughfare and put
them through months of sensitivity and diversity training, I can assure you there will be no
changes. Blacks will still be targeted for ticketing unless the policies and practices of the police
department are changed. So that's what we have to pay some attention to. We have here an
issue of problem definition, so we need to spend some time thinking about what is the nature of
the problem and also defining the problem appropriately. We have people in our history who can
suggest how we do that, John Dewey says that a problem well-defined is a problem half solved.
Einstein used to say, if you give him an hour to solve a problem, he's going to spend 55 minutes
thinking about the problem and defining the problem. And the other five minutes thinking about
solutions.
So.
What I'm suggesting is that we need to focus on institutions.
It's very simple why we need to do this. Not too many years ago. Racial discrimination. Was legal
in this country and it was practiced widely. The way it was carried out were through the
institutions in society. And if those institutions have not been changed. It is likely that they are
producing racism now.
Another reason for focusing on institutions is that the impact of racism that spews forth from
institutions is much greater than that. That comes from individuals. Yes, individual racism is
something we have to be concerned about. However, the impact of institutional racism is much,
much greater. So if we define the problem appropriately and if we focus on institutions, then we
remove individuals from the equation and so we can have civil discourse, we can have discussions
about race and racism because we can be discussing something that is much larger than the
impact of any individual.
Also. Individuals can have this civil discourse because they are not being called on to confess that
bias and so on. And finally, I would add that if we do that, then we are on the way to solving the
major problem of racial discrimination. Thank you.
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Post-Survey
One reason people participate in the Dialogue on Race is to better understand their
own thoughts and feelings about race issues. To help you with this understanding,
and to gauge any changes in that understanding resulting from your participation
in this dialogue series, we ask that you fill out this survey after your last session.
Use the following link to complete and submit the post-survey:
https://forms.gle/RqRt2Cw1RpyGT42Q6

Series Evaluation Survey
Thank you for participating in Dialogue on Race Louisiana Original Series. We hope
you found it beneficial and will continue to participate in future events. We want
to hear your feedback so we can continue to improve. Please fill out this quick
survey to let us know your thoughts.
Use the following link to complete and submit the Original Series Evaluation Survey:
https://forms.gle/SWrcNjvxBznDzUij6
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Dinner and Dialogue

“If your determination is fixed, I do not counsel you to despair. Few
things are impossible to diligence and skill. Great works are
performed not by strength, but perseverance.”
- Samuel Johnson

What is Dinner and Dialogue?
At the completion of the six-part series, participants can choose to have a Dinner
and Dialogue. Dinner and Dialogue is unlike the series sessions in that there is an
hour of dinner and conversation and then a second hour of dialogue with three
topic questions.
Virtual Format Suggestion:
In light of the virtual platform, please think of what kind of social occasion you
would like to consider. The CEO, Maxine Crump, suggests scheduling the first hour
for cultural exchange of stories and family traditions while enjoying the serving of
delights you choose. The second hour is a dialogue portion which has three topic
questions. This dialogue portion is a little more casual than the series dialogue, and
the facilitators participate in the conversation as well.
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What’s Next?
Visit our website to subscribe to the newsletter and stay in the
know!

Check out our Eventbrite page to
register for future events.

The Advanced Series enhances participants’
understanding of race, communication and intelligent
action when confronted with racial issues.

We also host an Advanced Beyond Series, Featured
Topic Dialogues, Race in Conversations, Culture Club,
Dialogue Happy Hours, and Facilitator Trainings.
These are all great opportunities to continue the
conversation!

Remember to follow us on Facebook and
Instagram.
Want to stay in touch with your fellow alumni?
Join the DORLA Alumni Facebook group to
connect.
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