
DR. FREEMAN:  I think we are going to go to the final speaker and we will have questions for both of them at the same time.


Eduardo Bonilla-Silva? 


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Can you hear me?  Yes?


DR. __________:  Yes.


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Okay.  I want to thank Dr. Freeman and the Center to Reduce Cancer Health Disparities to invite me to this conference even though when I was invited I was truly surprised.  I thought that they missed the person they really wanted to reach, which probably was my brother, who was a microbiologist, or my father, who was a chemist.  So I am like, "You have the wrong Bonilla."  And like, "No, no, it is you."  I am like, "Really?" 


(Laughter.)


DR. BONILLA-SILVA:  Okay.


I am doing a Power Point talk even though I am sort of a virgin in this technology so bear with me.


(Laughter.)


Nowadays, most Whites assert they do not see any color, just people.  But although the ugly face of discrimination is still with us, it is no longer the central factor determining minorities' life chances.  Finally, that they, like Dr. Martin Luther King, aspire to live in a society where people are judged by the content of their character and not by the color of their skin.  But regardless of Whites sincere fictions, racial considerations shade or intended almost everything that happens in this country.  Blacks and dark skinned minorities lack well behind Whites in virtually every social indicator.


For example, Blacks are three time more likely than Whites to be poor and 40 less than Whites and are significantly less wealthy than Whites or ten times less wealthy than Whites.  They also receive an inferior education than Whites even when they attend integrated schools.  Regarding housing, Blacks and dark skinned minorities pay more for similar units and because of discrimination cannot access the totality of the housing market in any locality, even in Houston.  The professor here from Baylor, yes.


In terms of social interaction they receive impolite and discriminatory treatment in stores, restaurants, attempting to hail taxi cabs, driving and a host of other social interactions.  In short, dark skinned folks are at the bottom of the well.


How is it possible to have this high level of racial inequality in a country where most people claim race is no longer a relevant social factor and that racists are a group on the brink of extinction?  More significantly, how do Whites explain the contradiction between their professed color-blindness and America's color coded inequality?  This is what I label the strange enigma of racism without racist.


Before I attempt to solve this riddle, however, I need to make a quick conceptual detour.


For most Americans, social scientists included, racism refers to White supremist organizations, the KKK, or people like Archie Bunker.  In my work I conceive racism is a marker of power.  I developed something called the Racialized Social System Framework, which I will not elaborate today because I want to move really away from theory and more into real stuff.  Yes?  Racism, more than anything else, is a dominant racial group striving to maintain its systemic advantages through a variety of strategies or practices.  Some conscious, some not.  And subordinate racial groups fighting to subvert the status quo.


America's racial engine, therefore, has always been propelled by normal, nice, good White folks following the racial script of the country.  So the problem is not the "racist," just the average people.  Yes?  Similar to what you saw yesterday.  Yes?  The well-intentioned, well-meaning folks.  Hence the problem of racism in the USA similar to the problem of class and gender is social structure.  Racism then involves all of us rather than a few ignorant, uneducated, most southern, working class White Americans as some researchers suggest.


So with this caveat out of the way, let me advance my argument.  I contend Whites as a social group have developed a new powerful racial ideology that justifies contemporary racial inequality.  I label this new ideology color-blind racism because this terms fits quite well the language Whites use to defend the racial status quo.  This new ideology emerged in the 1960s and 1970s concurrently to what I have labeled elsewhere as the new racism or the post-Civil Rights set of practices at the socioeconomic and political responsible for the reproduction of systemic White privilege.  New racism practices, unlike those typical of the Jim Crow era, tend to be slippery, institutional and apparently nonracial.  Post-Civil Rights discrimination for the most part operates in a now you see, now you do not fashion.  For instance, instead of Whites relying on housing covenants as they used to rely in the past, today realtors steer Blacks into certain neighborhoods and Whites into other neighborhoods.  Individual Whites use smiling discrimination.  Yes?  So rather than telling me, "Well, sir, I cannot rent you here because you look dark," and that would be a violation of my civil rights and I can sue them in court," they will tell me, "Sir, we do not have apartments available but please give me your card and we will call you," and I have been waiting for that call for a long time.


(Laughter.)


And in some neighborhoods the strategy of choice is sponsorship.  I am moving to a neighborhood where I was the first person of color in the neighborhood.  I am still waiting for the pie, yes?  When you move into the neighborhood you are supposed to be welcomed.  At any rate -- yes, I am still waiting for the pie.  In that neighborhood, in Bryan, Texas, it remained Whites because the units, available units, were not publicly advertised.  If someone was going to sell or rent a unit he or she had to search for someone, meaning a White person, to rent or sell so that was sort of the agreement.  That way there was no transparent case of discrimination.


Similar practices are at work in banks, restaurants and other venues.  People of color in the room, for example, know.  Let me give you one concrete example of this new kind of discrimination.  It happens to me all the time.  I go to a store and I get the "May I help you."  Polite treatment.  But you know that you get -- you will get the "May I help you" a number of times, yes?  A minute later "May I help you?" "I am just looking." And two minutes later "May I help you?"  And you know what it is, the transaction involves what?  Telling you what?  That they are checking you, yes?  We know this now because we have done studies where we matched subjects, yes, and sent people with equal characteristics except phenotypical appearances and we check if the "May I help you behavior" is peculiar to Whites or to Blacks and we find that if you are Black you will get the "May I help you."


(Laughter.)


In my own case since I do not want to get the mental outcome of experience of discrimination without fighting back, what I do is I have a rule too.  The first time I am polite, I am like, "Oh, I am just looking." The second time I am like, "Yes, you can help me.  I am trying to steal this expensive coat."  


(Laughter.)


"So can you give me some hints on how to do this," you know.  People then get like, "Well, I did not mean it that way."  "Yes, you did because I told you I am looking and a minute later you come and ask me again." 


Anyway, because the tactics for preserving systemic White privilege change, the rationalizations for explaining racial inequality change, too.  Whereas, Jim Crow racial ideology explained minority social standing as the product of their imputed (sic) biological and moral inferiority, color-blind racism explains inequality as a product of market dynamics, naturally occurring phenomenon, and the presumed cultural deficiencies.


In the remainder of my talk I will highlight the central frames of color-blind racism with interview data from two projects.  The 1997 Survey of College Students in three different universities, one in the South and in the Midwest, and one in the West Coast, as well as data from the 1998 Detroit Area Study, which I -- of which I was the principal investigator.


The four central frames of color-blind racism are abstract liberalism, naturalization, cultural racism and minimization of racism.  I will discuss each one separately so let me begin with abstract liberalism.


Today the principles of liberalism have become the main methodical weapons to rationalize racial inequality.  How is this done?  I argue, and I am not the only one, people like Laura Esbow (phonetic) at Harvard, William Ryan who wrote that book eons ago, Blaming the Victim, and Joel Carvin (phonetic) have made similar arguments, so what I argue following my research as well as the research of these other sociologists is that Whites have prearticulated this principle, meaning the principles of liberalism, in an abstract way that allows them to support the racial status quo in an apparently reasonable manner.  And the only way of getting this is by giving examples so I will do that.


The first one is Eric, a corporate auditor in his 40s, who opposed reparations by relying on an abstract notion of equal opportunities.  And Eric erupted in anger when asked if he thought reparations were due to Blacks for the injuries caused by slavery and Jim Crow.   So he said, "Oh, tell them to shut up.  Okay.  I had nothing to do with the whole situation.  The opportunity is there.  There is no reparation involved and let's not dwell on it.   I am very opinionated about that."  After suggesting that Jews and Japanese are the only groups worthy of receiving reparations, he added, "But something that happened three god damn generations ago, what do you want us to do about it now?  Give them opportunity, give them scholarships for reparations."  One beautiful thing of doing interviewing is that you can cross examine what people say at one point later on.  So when I read this, "Give them opportunity, give them scholarships for reparations," I checked, at no other point in the interview did he support the idea of giving minority scholarships or what he called opportunity.


The ideas they need to be there.  They do not need to be consistent.  They just need to be there, yes?  Useful for your political purposes.


Was Eric just a White man with a principled opposition to government intervention as some researchers have suggested?  It is possible to interpret this as he just supports government intervention across this board so this has nothing to do with race.  This does not seem to be the case since Eric, like most Whites, made a distinction between government spending on behalf of victims of child abuse, the homeless and battered women, groups he deems as legitimate candidates for assistance and government spending on behalf of minorities, whom he deems unworthy candidates for assistance.


Individualism is another tenet of liberalism that Whites employ in an abstract way to state or express their racial views.  For example, Beverly, the co-owner of a small business and a homemaker in her 40s, stated her belief that the government has a duty to see that no one is prevented from getting into a neighborhood.  Nevertheless, when asked whether the government should work to guarantee residential integration where integration becomes a reality, she said the following: 


"It, it, it just is not that important.  Where you decide to live is where you decide to live.  If you decide to live in and can afford to live in a very upscale house, great.  If you are Black and you can afford that, fantastic.  I mean, people have choices as to where they live.  If they have the economic background or the money to do this with --I can envision 97 percent of the Black people saying, 'I want to live in a White neighborhood because it will make my life better.'  And I can imagine 97 percent of the White people saying, 'I am going to move to a Black neighborhood because it will make me feel better,' you know, I -- I -- where you decide to live is your choice."  


Carol, a student at Southern University, invoked again the idea of individual choice to justify her exclusive taste for whiteness.  While reviewing her romantic life in response to a question on that subject, she said:


"Hm, there really is hardly any--" and she laughed, I cannot do the laugh -- I like being criticized.  When I do the laugh, people like, "Oh, you are inflecting something in that laugh."  I am like "whatever."  "My romantic life is kind of dry," and she laughed, "I mean, as far as the guys go, I mean, I know you are looking for White versus minority and I am interested in White guys, I mean I do not want to look like a prejudice thing or anything."  After stating her preference for White guys, Carol had to do some major work to avoid appearing racist.  Thus she interjected the following off comment to save face, she said, "If a guy comes along and he is Black and like I love him, it is not going to -- I mean, I, it is not -- I do not think that White-Black issue is going to make a difference, you know what I mean?"  Now, we already know that it is going to make a difference because she seems to have a taste for whiteness but that is part of the post-Civil Rights discord.  You have got to do this reparation, reparations to avoid the appearance of harboring some kind of prejudice in your views.


So what is wrong with these liberal principles?  I always get asked, "Are you now against Martin Luther King?"  And I am like "Absolutely not."  First of all, he died for his beliefs and I appreciate that and I am here in part because he was here.  But people who cite the "I have a dream speech" forget that he was talking about the future.  He had a dream.  He was not saying, "We are already in a situation where you have achieved equality."  


So what is wrong with this principle is this:  The problem is how we use these principles today.  For example, insisting on abstract equal opportunity in the midst of high levels of racial inequality and the reality of old and new fashion discrimination amounts just to supporting the racial order, yes?  So something like you have the equal opportunity to fail, yes?  You cannot be truly for equal opportunity unless you are willing to eliminate real inequality.


Or individualism is okay.  I have no problem with that principle but I do have a problem with the principle wherein it is used as the philosophical foundation to preserve whiteness and White privilege.  I have the right to preserve my White life, White neighborhood, White neighborhood, White friends, White family, White everything, and so that is sort of what I am criticizing here.


Let me move to a second frame of color-blind racism, which I label "naturalization."  We know that the first one is the most controversial so I am ready to fight.  Later on we can have the discussion.


The second one is this frame involves normalizing events or actions that could otherwise be interpreted as racially motivated such as residential segregation or even racist, such as having a preference, an exclusive preference for Whites as friends and partners.

When Whites use this frame they often interject the word "natural" or the phrase "that is the way it is."  For example, Mark, a student at Midwestern University, acknowledged that "most of my close friends -- I also do not have that many close Black friends." Mark reacted immediately to this potentially problematic confession of having no Black friends and added, "I do not know, I guess our circles are tight.  It is not like we exclude.  I do not feel like we exclude people.  I do not think we do, we go out of our way to include people either but it is just kind of like that.  It seems that like that is just the way it works out always."  


Detroit Whites also use this frame widely.  For instance, Bill, a manager in a manufacturing firm, explained the limited level of school integration in the U.S.A. as a natural affair.  Bill, "I do not think it is anybody's fault because people tend to group with their own people, whether it is White or Black or upper middle class or lower class or, you know, upper class, you know, Asians.  People tend to group with their own.  It does not mean if a Black person moves into your neighborhood they should not go to your school.  They should and you should mix and welcome them and everything else but you cannot force people together.  If people want to be together they should intermix more."  The interviewer followed this comment by asking, "Okay, so the lack of mixing really is just kind of an individual lack of desire?" And Bill said,"Well, yes, individuals is just the way it is.  It is just the way it is."  I would love to write a paper with that title, no?  "You know, people group together for lots of different reasons, social and religious, just as animals in the wild, you know.  Elephants group together.  Sheep group together.  You bus a sheep into an elephant herd because they should mix?  You cannot force that."  And then he laughed.


Now, by naturalizing socially produced outcomes, that is what we actually see what is out there, yes, because we know that these realities of segregation are socially produced.  They are not natural phenomenon, yes?  Anyway, by naturalizing socially produced outcomes such as segregated neighborhoods -- on this I refer you to the excellent work of Douglas Massey, American Apartheid -- and school segregation -- I refer you to the work of Professor Gary Orfin (phonetic) at Harvard -- segregated networks of friends -- I refer you to the work of Grace Carver at the U. Penn -- or even our preferences for significant others -- and I refer you to my work with my colleague Rojella-Sans (phonetic), I could not be a sociologist or a Ph.D. holder if I did not refer to myself, yes?  We have this obsession with self-reference.


(Laughter.)


Anyway, by naturalizing these social processes, Whites can maintain the fable of color-blindness because (1) what can do about something that is natural?  And, secondly, it cannot be racist because presumably minorities do it, too.  So, although, naturalization may sound as a contradiction to a large color-blind framework, it is not because of the way it is used, right?  


Okay.  Let me move to the third frame of this new idea and I label this as cultural racism.  Those of you in the social sciences have heard this from before so I am going to go light on this one.


Modern racial ideology no longer relies on the claim that minorities are biologically inferior to Whites.  That is mostly passe.  Instead, it presents their presumed cultural practices as if they were fixed features and uses that as a rationale for explaining racial inequality.  So it is not saying Blacks are inferior mentally or physically.  You know, it is that you have too many children, you know, you are poor and you have this culture of poverty, et cetera.


For instance, Karen, a student at Midwestern University, agreed with the premise that Blacks are poor because they lacked the drive to succeed and are lazy.


And said, "I think to some extent that is true."  Meaning they are lazy, yes?  "Just from like looking at the Black people that I have met in my classes and the people I knew before college that not like they are -- I do not want to say waiting for a hand out but to some extent that is kind of what I am like hinting at.  And like almost that they feel the word discriminated against 100 years ago, now what are you going to give me, you know, or maybe it is just their background that they never -- like maybe they are first generation to be in college so they feel like just that is not enough for them."  Although many White respondents use this frame as clearly as Karen, agreeing with the idea that Blacks are lazy, et cetera, most use this frame in a kinder and gentler fashion -- you see borrowing the first one, George's father, yes?  For example, Jay, a student at Western University, answered the question on why Blacks have a worse overall standing in society and Blacks have a worse overall standing than White Hispanics:


"Hmm, I think it is due to lack of education.  I think because if they grew up in a household that afford them the time to go to school and they have to go out and get jobs right away, I think it is just a cycle that perpetuates things, you know, I mean some people, I mean, I can say that Blacks can do it, too, because obviously there are many, many of them that have succeeded in getting good jobs and all of that and become doctors," yes?  I like that part.  Anyway, although Jay admitted exceptional Blacks, he immediately went back to the cultural frame to explain Blacks overall status and said, "So it is possible that the cycle--" anyone familiar with the work of Oscar Lewis will remember that cultural poverty -- that is the notion of the cycle, here you have it.  "--it is possible that the cycle seems to perpetrate itself because if -- I mean, let's say go out and get jobs and they start, they settle down much earlier than they would normally if they had gone to school and then they have kids at a younger age and they -- these kids have to go and get jobs and so on."  


The problem with this frame is, or should be, self-evident.  According to this frame, minorities are behind Whites in America not because of past and contemporary discrimination, not because of the impact of new practices in housing, banks, et cetera, not because of the tremendous negative impact of Whites post-Civil Rights segregationist practices.  Instead they are behind Whites because they are lazy, have too many children, do not have the right work ethic, and do not want to succeed.


Now, let me talk briefly about the last framework, which I label minimization of racism.  Although Whites or most minorities believe discrimination is still a problem in America, they dispute its centrality.  In general, Whites believe discrimination as all but disappeared so they can admit the situation in Jasper, Texas but they cannot admit collective practices of discrimination being central to explain the status of minorities.  Yes?  So, in general, Whites believe discrimination has all but disappeared.  Whereas, Blacks and dark skinned minorities, like myself, believe discrimination is as American as cherry pie.   For instance, Kim, a student at Southern University, believes Blacks lag behind whites because they are lazy.


"Yeah, I totally agree with that, the idea that Blacks are lazy.  I think -- hmm, I mean again I do not think, you know, they are all like that.  What I mean -- I mean -- I mean, it is just that I mean," and that is part of the post-Civil Rights discord, people get really nervous when they talk about race but they still are able to express their views.  "I mean, I mean, it is just that, I mean, if it was not that way, why would there be so many Blacks living in the projects, you know, why would there be so many poor Blacks?"  See the problem with this frame?  The problem is not -- anyway.   "If they work hard, if they just went out and went to college and just worked as hard as they could, they would, I mean, they -- they could make it just as high as anyone else." 


The adult Whites were even more likely than students to use this frame in a direct and crude manner.  Sandra, a retail sales person in her 40s, answered the question on discrimination as follows:


"I think if you are looking for discrimination, I think it is there to be found.  But if you make the best of any situation and if you do not use it as an excuse -- I think sometimes it is an excuse because people felt they deserved a job and whatever.  I think if things did not go their way, I know a lot of people have the tendency to use prejudice or racism as whatever as an excuse.  I think in some ways, yes, there is -- hmm, people who are prejudiced.  It is not only Blacks, it is also Spanish."  I guess Spanish is people like me.  She should have said "Latinos," yes?  She said, "Spanish or women.  And yet in ways there is a lot of reverse discrimination.  It is just what you want to make of it."  


The policy implications of adopting this frame are extremely problematic.  Since Whites do not believe discrimination is real, but it is central for the life chances of minorities, they view race targeted government programs as illegitimate.  For example, Henrietta, a transsexual school teacher in his 50s, answered a question on reparations as follows:


"As a person who was once reversed discriminated against, I would have to say no because the government does not need these programs if they -- if people would not be motivated to bring themselves out of the poverty level." And he coughed.  "When we talked about certain programs, when the Irish came over, when the Italians, the Polish and the Eastern European Jews, they all were immigrants who lived in terrible conditions too but they had one thing in common.  They all knew that education was the way out of that poverty and they did it.  I'm not saying that Blacks were brought over here maybe not willingly -- maybe -- but if they realize that education is the key that is it."  Those of you who do research on that must know that Blacks and Whites are similar levels of support for the importance of education.  It is not a matter of people not knowing the relevance of education, yes?  Okay.


Let me briefly conclude by saying this:  


In this talk I illustrated the four central frames of color-blind racism.  These frames are used and believed by most Whites from a variety of backgrounds.   So in the snippets that I gave you I have workers, middle class people, professors, et cetera.  These frames form an impregnable, yet elastic wall that barricades Whites off from America's racial reality.  An impregnable wall because they provide a safe way to state racial views without appearing racial.  And an elastic wall and, therefore, a strong wall because these frames do not rely on absolutes.  They do not rely on saying "all Blacks are."  Instead, color-blind racism provides room for exceptions.  Exceptional Black, yes?  So you can say it is not as though all Blacks are lazy, it is that 90 percent of them are, yes?  It also -- this ideology allows for a variety of ways of using the frames.  
So you can be angry as I gave you the third example where the guy said, "Three god damn generations," or you can use the frames in a compassionate conservative strategy.  "Poor Blacks, they live in those neighborhoods and go to those schools and have these families."  Poor Blacks, yes?


Thus, my answer to the strange enigma of racism without racist is the following:  America does not need or does not depend on Archie Bunker to defend White supremacy.  In truth, it never did.  But if there is  Puerto Rican in the house that is another 20 pesos, that is another $20, yes?  Modern racial ideology does not ride on the ugliness of the past, on the language typical of slavery and Jim Crow.  Today most Whites justify or explain minorities' plight with the language of liberalism.  "I am all for equal opportunity.  That is why I oppose affirmative action." 


Nevertheless, there are two important caveats in this large controversial claim that I have made today.  The first caveat is that as one would expect young Whites, college students, seem more adapt at using the frames as well as elements of the ideology which I did not mention today, such as the style and racial studies of ideology.  That makes sense, yes?  Younger folks are going to be more adapt at using the elements of a new ideology than older folks who may have mixed backgrounds, meaning they have grown up in the time of Jim Crow and now are in this transition so they may know the new ideology but are not as well adapt at using all the elements.


Yet, relatively young respondents, who were 20 to 30 years old, from the Detroit Area Study, who were in the labor force or work at home, used color-blind stuff in a group fashion, too.  So here we have a quandary which needs to be resolved with new data.  We need to have a longitudinal study following college students to see if as soon as they enter the housing market, the job market, et cetera, presumably whatever they have learned the college, the good things that we learn in college, they throw them out the window and then they become sort of crude color-blind racists.


The second caveat is that although these frames, as well as the style and racial studies of color-blindness are central to all Whites, there is a segment of the White community that is significantly more likely to be racially progressive and this segment is somewhat surprising to social scientists.  The social scientists have said that the most likely segment to be color-blind in any community is the educated middle class folks and that is not the segment I found to be the most tolerant.  The one I found most likely to be anti-color-blind happens to be young women from working class backgrounds.   As a social scientist, let me try to explain why this may be the case although I do not have the data to prove it but what the heck, you know, that is the way you think.  You get a hypothesis and then you test it.


I think this is the case because young working class women are the most debased Whites so they tend to develop an outlook that is more in line with that of minorities.  Second, they filter their racial views through their own experiences with gender and class-based discrimination.  So in the interviews we conducted, whenever they were talking about, for example, discrimination, they would relate that to it is like us women when men do this to us.   Finally, this segment is placed in a residential, school and social setting that is less likely to reproduce the White habit.  They are more likely to live in mixed neighborhoods, attend mixed schools, and work in environments where minorities are there.  Although, historically, poor Whites have been the group that have been demonized, particularly by us in academia, I think that they have produced the best and the worst.  They are the ones most likely to lynch us but they are also the most likely to look at us and, say, "Hey, looking good."


Okay.  So I want to conclude my remarks by suggesting a few of the necessary political conditions to fight the new racism and its accompanying ideology, color-blind racism.  First, I suggest -- I did good.  First, we need to nurture a large cohort of anti-racist Whites to begin challenging color-blindness -- color-blind nonsense from within.  So we need a few race traitors to challenge this nonsense and tell us the truth.  Yes?  


Second, researchers and activists alike need to provide counter ideological arguments to each of the frames of color-blind racism.  So whenever someone says, "I am all for equal opportunity, that is why I oppose affirmative action," we need to tell them, "But you cannot say that unless you understand the reality of the tremendous impact of what Jonathan Kozol calls 'establishing equalities in education,'" et cetera, et cetera.  So if you truly want to produce equal opportunity you have to realize the platform in which we place tilt it in favor of some and I guess others, and until we have the platform equalized we cannot truly talk about equal opportunity.


Third, we need to undress Whites' claims of color-blindness with a huge mirror reflecting contemporary facts of whiteness, such as Whites living in White neighborhoods, sending their kids to White schools, associating primarily with Whites, and having almost all of their primary relations with Whites.  So we need to be straight about that and talk about what are the consequences of that.


Those of you who are in the social sciences know that we usually focus on the problem people, yes?  So we focus on poor Blacks or poor Puerto Ricans and we never talk -- and talk about how segregation affects the culture, the language, the style of people in the ghetto but few of us turn the lens the other way and analyze the White ghettos and the suburbs and how that affects your cognitions, sense of aesthetics, et cetera, et cetera, about all people, yes?  If you never interact with people of color, will you ever develop the skills to navigate the multi-cultural world?  I do not think so.


Four, although systems of domination need to be challenge through collective action, this does not mean individuals cannot make a difference.  Thus, concerned Whites must help fight contemporary White supremacy and its manifestations wherever they surface, whether it is academia, and I know tomorrow we are going to talk about this a little bit, in your own family.  You may not be invited back for Thanksgiving but at least you will sleep tight in your neighborhood, as well as in the work place.  So wherever you see White supremacy you have to fight it.


Finally, the most important strategy for fighting contemporary White supremacy and all its manifestations is to develop a new "in your face" fight the power civil rights movement to start change.  It is time to say, "Hell no to second class citizenship in America."  Only by demanding what seems impossible now will we be able to make true equality possible in the near future.


Thank you.


(Applause.)

