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EMILYE CROSBY

Introduction

The Politics of Writing and Teaching
Movement History

y earliest exposure to civil rights movement history came informally,
through community programs and my teachers’ stories. Those early
accounts provided a crucial introduction and alternative framework that
helped offset the very different, sanitized narrative that has come to domi-
nate textbooks, the popular culture, and too many accounts by historians.
For example, I first learned about self-defense, a topic that has become par-
ticularly significant to my own scholarly work, from stories about the “Black
Hats” or “Deacons for Defense” from my tenth-grade social studies teacher,
Mr. Julius Warner. He taught world history, and a group of us would hang out
in his classroom during his “free” period. He would question us about cur-
rent events and we would pester him for his opinion and for stories about the
local movement in our hometown of Port Gibson, Mississippi. In the mid-
1960s, before he completed his college degree and began teaching, Mr. War-
ner was a factory worker and movement activist, canvassing for voter regis-
tration, supporting a boycott of white merchants, and sending his children
to the formerly whites-only public school (where, because of white flight, we
now studied in a virtually all-black environment). He was also president of
the local self-defense group, known as the Black Hats, or the Deacons.
1 was lucky to have this introduction—to the civil rights movement gen-
erally and self-defense specifically. Although I knew these stories when I first
proposed a study of my hometown community for my dissertation, I argued
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Figure 1 M. Julius Warner ( far right), former head of the Port Gibson “Black Hats” or
“Deacons;” pictured here as advisor to the Port Gibson High School Student Council
on Crazy Sock/Faded Blue Jeans Day, 1983 (the year after Emilye Crosby graduated
from high school). Coach Percy Thorton (far left), the Student Council’s other advisor,
taught Crosby her first Afro- American history class. From the collection of Sarah C.

Campbell.

its significance primarily in terms of the Port Gibson Boycott and Claiborne
Hardware, et al. v. NAACP, et al., the Supreme Court case that emerged out of
it. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled unanimously in 1982, the summer before
my senior year in high school, that protesters could use economic boycotts
for political goals. This was big news. After years of litigation, many local de-
fendants (including some of my teachers, a former bus driver, and Mr. War-
ner’s father) were exonerated from the charges that they had been part of
an illegal boycott conspiracy. Moreover, national leaders from the naacp
(National Association for the Advancement of Colored People) came to
town to celebrate and the case was covered by the news media around the
country.! National media, national leaders of a major civil rights organiza-
tion, and a Supreme Court victory—these made the Port Gibson movement
significant . . . right?

Years later when I began doing research for my dissertation, a few oral
history collections and first-hand accounts remained virtually the only pub-
lished and easily accessible sources that addressed self-defense in the move-
ment.2 And yet, when I interviewed local residents (whether active in the
movement or not) and scoured the archival records, including reports from
the Mississippi Highway Patrol, the Mississippi State Sovereignty Commis-
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sion, and the Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, it was clear
that armed self-defense and its more morally ambiguous sibling, boycott en-
forcement, were central to the local movement. I came to believe that under-
standing the role of self-defense and what it meant to African Americans and
whites was just as important as the distant Supreme Court decision. And, in
many ways, the local issues that had precipitated the litigation had been out-
paced by events on the ground as blacks and whites negotiated new ways of
interacting.’ The successful national movement and new federal laws were
an essential backdrop, but meaningful local change came through daily in-
teractions that included confrontational rhetoric and individual and collec-
tive self-defense.

Though Mr. Warner only reluctantly agreed to a formal interview and
never conceded to a follow-up, his stories got me started on the right path,
long before I had any idea I would be writing this history. When I'was dis-

- tracted by the existing framework and traditional notions of what makes
something historically significant (that is, the emphasis on the legal and po-
litical milestones of a “nonviolent” movement), he and others kept me on
track with their accounts of both dramatic events and daily life. From them, I
learned that self-defense was widely accepted and integral to the local move-
ment. For example, when Marjorie Brandon was threatened because all six of
her children were desegregating the white school, she put a gun in her purse
‘and continued to attend mass meetings. She took the older children along,

- while her husband stayed home with the younger ones. Brandon also let the

;, sheriff know that she intended to protect her family and property. When the

“children involved in school desegregation (including those of Mr. Warner

k- 'and Mrs. Brandon) were having trouble with fights and threats at school,

‘NaAcp president Rev. James Dorsey met with school leaders and explained

that if school personnel could not protect the children, the black community

- would be forced to do it themselves. School officials immediately took steps

to limit white harassment, making black intervention unnecessary. In other
sincidents, Leesco Guster stood guard all night after a Klansman threatened
iher over the phone and organizer Rudy Shields returned fire when whites

§.tried to drive him out of town by shooting at his temporary home. When

B-white lawmen walked up to First Baptist Church during the regular Tuesday

ight mass meeting on a hot August evening in 1966, a group of armed black
nenstepped out of the bushes and confronted them.*

Mr. Warner also taught me that sometimes repression backfires. He went
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from being a relatively passive bystander to a movement stalwart when white
lawmen attacked a crowd of peaceful demonstrators, including his father
(who had to be hospitalized for a week). Warner’s experience also demon-
strated that if blacks threatenéd retaliation, whites sometimes backed off.
When the mayor tried to intimidate the movement with the Klan shortly
after Warner became president of the self-defense group, he and others let the
mayor know that “if you get one of us, we gon’ get one of you all™ Because
blacks had already made clear their commitment to self-defense, the threat
carried some weight and helped keep the Klan from establishing a toehold.
The Black Hats, organized by Rudy Shields and led by Mr. Warner, were all
male, but as these stories suggest, women were quite active in protecting their
homes and families. . ,

Though many see self-defense and nonviolent protest as antithetical, in

~ Claiborne County (and elsewhere throughout the South), most blacks saw

no contradiction. Marjorie Brandon was probably typical, explaining that al-
though she carried a gun, she did not want to “do anybody any harm? At the
same time, she believed both that the movement “needed” protectors to keep
whites from “doing us harm in the church” and that the movement “was non-
violent” Rev. Eddie Walls, who became NaAcP president in 1969, asserted, “I
always preached nonviolence. . .. [T]he NaacP stood for that nonviolence,
like Dr. King always said, nonviolence. ... But yet and still people always
went prepared to take care of themselves.™

The Claiborne County movement also included psychological warfare.
Playing on white fears, in June 1966 the local self-defense group took the
name Deacons (borrowed from the Louisiana group then guarding the Mer-
edith March from Memphis to Jackson) and nmmmﬂma a fake minutes book that
inflated membership numbers, referenced imaginary weapons caches, and
detailed nonexistent plans for acquiring guns from Chicago. In another in-
stance, when a few blacks spread a false rumor that they were going to burn
the downtown, highway patrolmen flooded the community and a number of
white merchants stayed up all night, armed to the teeth, waiting for “some-
thing akin to the Watts Riot” A local leader told an informant, “One thing
about these people down here, we can put out anything, and with all that is
going on all over the state, they will believe it” Real or implied threats, espe-

cially when accompanied by action like shooting back or openly drilling and .

carrying weapons, could sometimes translate into changes in policy or prac-
tice. In this instance, the town aldermen passed an ordinance banning guns
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in public and the Claiborne County sheriff implored movement leaders to de-
escalate, pledging to enforce the law equitably.” ,

I learned all of these stories and more as I was doing the research for my
dissertation. None of them fit easily into the narrative of “the movement” as
it was presented in the existing top-down literature that focused so heavily
on Martin Luther King Jr., nonviolence, national organizations, and the legal
and legislative victories that served as movement milestones—the story of
the movernent that my students still learn, in its most simplistic and, in their
words, “sugarcoated” form.® In most of that literature, black self-defense was
invisible. If it did appear, it was Jﬂmnu:% portrayed as a momentary abérra-
tion or, even more commonly, as part of a declension model that emphasized
the “breakdown” of the “nonviolent” movement as it moved North and/or
“deteriorated” into Black Power. I say that I learned all this about self-defense,
but it is probably more accurate to say that I was gathering the evidence and
developing the analytical tools that would help me make sense of it. I got
quite a bit of help when, as I was writing my dissertation in 1994 and 1993,
John Dittmer and Charles Payne published their accounts of the movement
in Mississippi. Together with Adam Faircloughs 1995 monograph on Louisi-
ana, their books helped make self-defense visible and demonstrate how inte-
gral it was to the story.’ _

Local studies, then (by Dittmer, Payne, Fairclough, and many who have
followed their lead), have made it clear that if we look at the movement
through the experiences of local people throughout the South, we have to ac-
knowledge and understand the role of self-defense. And, like self-defense, we
must also confront and reexamine many other aspects of the movement, in-
cluding those that are dominant and those that remain invisible as long as we
are overwhelmed by King’s compelling presence or our attention is focused
primarily on Washington. In this way, self-defense is a helpful illustration of
the voﬁm:mw._ and significance of local studies both in providing details and in
forcing us to rethink assumptions and frameworks.

Although William Chafe’s groundbreaking 1980 community study of
Greensboro, North Carolina, came a decade and a half earlier, the almost si-
maultaneous publication of the local and state studies by Dittmer, Payne, and
TFairclough in the mid-1990s marked a major shift in the field.® Collectively,

E  these books called into question many of the top-down generalizations intro-
-.duced and reinforced by studies of national leaders, major events, and pivotal
- legal and political milestones. In contrast, they highlighted how acknowledg-
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ing and studying the importance of the movement’s local, indigenous base
fundamentally alters our picture of the movement and its significance. The
subsequent decade and a half has seen a proliferation of local studies that
range widely in terms of their emphases, approaches, time frames, conclu- .
sions, and location (including those focused on counties, states, and por-
tions of states, as well as communities that are urban and rural and situated
throughout the country, from the Deep South, to the Northeast, to the West
Coast and in between). Collectively this work has laid a foundation for re-
shaping movement history, for changing our understanding of many things,
including chronology, the role of women, the significance of self-defense, the
nature and persistence of white resistance, the failures of the federal govern-
ment, the differences between long-term organizing and short-term mobi-
lizing, the development of Black Power, the importance of economics and
human rights issues, and the possibilities and limitations of nonviolent tac-

 tics and ideology.

The past thirty years of southern movement-based local studies has clearly
had a meaningful impact on the field. Despite this, the insights of the field re-
main too peripheral to historiographical debates and essentially invisible or
nonexistent in popular versions. The pieces in this book literally refocus our
attention. The local studies and bottom-up history hiere, including overviews,
syntheses, and case studies, demand a rethinking of what and who we think
is important. The transcripts and pedagogical essays in the final part of the
book explore crucial questions of both interpretation and communication.
How can we make sure that our history is as accurate as possible and that we
are able to share it effectively with our students and the larger society?

Since the mid-1980s, historians have fairly consistently acknowledged the

pivotal contributions of local studies (and pointed to the importance of more .

work in this vein). Local studies have also been crucial in raising many issues
that are central to today’s most visible historiographical discussions. These
incorporate debate over chronology (including movement origins and end
point), southern distinctiveness (or the relationship between northern and
southern movements), definitions (including what we mean by “movement”
and how we understand terms like civil rights, black freedom struggle, and
Black Power), and the role partisanship or politics should play in historians’
work.! Tronically, even though local studies have been recognized in virtu-
ally all of the significant recent historiographical essays and this approach
has been embraced, even by those scholars whose own work fits more read-
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ily into the top-down category, the insights of local studies scholarship have
been strangely sidelined and are virtually invisible in the mwmnwmn.w of the cur-
rent arguments and conclusions.”? For example, although both Charles Eagles
and Jacqueline Dowd Hall give a nod to local studies in their influential his-
toriographical overviews, in different ways they each push local studies (and
the closely related bottom-up approach) to the side, reinforcing a somewhat
top-down angle.”

In his 2000 Journal of Southern History essay, Eagles argued that histori-
ans should pay more attention to white opponents of the movement and ex-
tend the chronology backward and forward (beyond the Brown to Memphis
framework), but he may be best-known for calling out movement historians
for, in his words, sharing “a sympathetic attitude toward the quest for civil
rights” and, consequently, for “telling the story . . . essentially from the per-
spective of the movement™ He insists that movement historians are not suf-
ficiently “detached,” and the result is an “imbalance” that, he suggests, grows
out of historians’ failure to be “critical of the civil rights movement” or to pro-
duce “sympathetic” accounts of segregationists. What is particularly impor-
tant here is that in pushing this critique Eagles argues that this partisanship
has resulted in an “immature” field without enough divisions or debate. He
asserts that “the writing on the movement has yet to produce a range of strik-
ingly different interpretive schools or consistently clashing interpretations.™

In making this argument, Eagles either does not see or does not acknowl-
edge the extent to which movement historians were (and are) actually omq.madm
up competing interpretations, especially related to top-down and bottom-up
approaches to the history Perhaps this has something to do with how he un-
derstands the movement and concepts of difference. For example, in praising
Charles Marsh’s God’s Long Summer for including “activists on both sides of
the freedom struggle” Eagles portrays divisions in fairly superficial ways—
white against black, segregationist against movement. This seems to suggest
that he sees the movement and its participants as largely monolithic, not ac-
knowledging that there were considerable differences within the movement,
~ not just between the movement and its opponents.” Perhaps this comes in part
. from not sufficiently recognizing or engaging in the complexity highlighted in
- local studies. It is almost as if he is looking for historians to restage something
~:akin to the battles between the Citizens’ Council and the NAACP. Short of that,
- he appears to miss or not take seriously either the differences within the move-
.ment or the well-developed debates among movement historians.
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Moreover, at least some of what he calls for in 2000 was already present in
local studies (and other movement scholarship). Sympathetic to movement
goals or not, most of the published work evaluated and critiqued aspects of
the movement, often from different angles and leading to different conclu-
sions. In addition, local studies were consistently putting the 19508 and 19608
mass movement in a context that extended well beyond the Brown to Mem-
phis time frame, often starting with World War II (or earlier) and extending
into the 1970s or 1980s. For most, this chronology was not used to argue for
a long continuous movement (something that Eagles appears to be simulta-
neously seeking and critiquing) but instead provided essential context for
exploring precise questions of movement origins and evolution and for ex-

amining and understanding the period of the mass movement against the

backdrop of long-term struggle and daily life.*

Similarly, though I certainly agree with Eagles’s call for expanding the re-
search agenda “within the 1954~68 model,” his framework for arguing this
need is so thoroughly 8@-&02:., it is hard to see how it can coexist in an
essay that acknowledges Dittmer’s and Payne’s work on Mississippi and
praises Chafé’s Civilities and Faircloughs Race & Democracy as crucial mod-
els worthy of emulation. Eagles writes, “Currently scholars typically stress the
importance of the NAACP only up through the Brown verdict and then shift
the focus to Martin Luther King and the development of nonviolent passive
resistance; beginning with Freedom Summer in the mid-1960s, sNcc {the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee] and more radical activists
gain nearly equal billing with King?” This summary could come right outof a
textbook and ignores virtually all of the complexity of the movement found
in the scholarship he surveys, even though it comes several pages after his
observation that “diverse later works further expanded coverage and broad-
ened understanding of the black freedom movement beyond the traditional
major events, individuals, and institutions.™ In this regard, Eagles appears to
establish a pattern that too many follow. He points to the value and important
innovations of local studies work but then proceeds to marginalize them in
assessing and synthesizing the field.

Perhaps some of the emerging debate around the long civil rights move-
ment, most explicitly articulated by Jacquelyn Dowd Hall in her 2005 Jour-
nal of American History essay, is more what Eagles has in mind when he calls

for scholarly differences. Hall, despite agreeing with Eagles on the need to

extend the chronology and giving considerable attention herself to white re-

The Politics of Movement History (9]

sistance (especially in the years before and after the “classical phase” of the
movement), would undoubtedly draw his ire for her forthright calls to wrest
the movement narrative from political conservatives. In Hall’s view, the key
to reestablishing the movement’s radical vision (and its related contempo-
rary potential) is tied to what she sees as the centrality of “civil rights union-
ism,” a coalition of “laborites, civil rights activists, progressive New Dealers,
and black and white radicals, some of whom were associated with the Com-
munist Party” She insists that “civil rights unionism was not just a precursor
of the modern civil rights movement. It was its decisive first phase” More-
over, Hall sees the movement fundamentally in terms of “the link between
race and class,” which, for her, is an mxm:naw interracial vision rooted in “a
national movement with a vital southern wing.”* In highlighting civil rights
unionism, the national nature of racism and civil rights struggle, the links
between race and class, and the long-term persistence and effectiveness of
white resistance, Hall addresses important points but simultaneously down-
plays what she refers to as the “classical” phase of the movement, the south-
ern struggle from the Brown decision to the Voting W_mram Act. In the pro-
cess, she _B_u:mm that the corrective to the conservative master narrative and
to, in her words, the important work of making “civil rights harder” lie out-
side this aspect of the history.2

The implications of Hall's emphasis are reinforced by her contested n_EE
that the southern movement of the 1950s and 1960s emerged “largely from

the prophetic tradition within the black church,” her assertion that the Cold ,

War “diverted the civil rights movement into new channels,” and her per-
sistent focus on, it seems, everything but the movement. (She spends ap-
proximately three pages of 9_1&?0:@ on the classical southern Bo<m5mn3
Whether intentional or not, together these contentions and oBﬁUmmmm seem
to imply that the southern movement of the 1950s and 1960s, not just the
normative portrayal of it, was fairly narrow and conservative, focused pri-
marily on pursuing the “civil rights” of political access and desegregation,
not human rights or economic issues. Aside from a few passing references,
Hall generally does not engage with community studies (or much of the lit-
erature of the 1950s and 1960s movement). As a result, she essentially fails to
explore the ways that community studies and bottom-up history themselves
offer significant critiques of the normative history and illuminate a messier,
more complex, and more radical movement centered within the timeline of
the southern classical phase.?
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While local studies are obviously not Hall’s particular interest or focus,
they do provide a critical lens for evaluating various ways of framing and un-
derstanding the movement. It is important, for example, to consider how the
six points Hall identifies as central to the long civil rights movement framing
look when we turn our attention to the Mississippi movement, as portrayed
by Dittmer, Payne, Todd Moye, Chana Kai Lee, Kay Mills, and others. How
does the long civil rights conceptualization fit with our picture of the Ala-
bama movement—in cities and in the rural—developed by Hasan Kwame
Jeffries, Cynthia Griggs Fleming, Glen Eskew, Robert Norrell, and J. Mills
Thornton? Or the movements in Georgia, Louisiana, Memphis, North Caro-
lina, Maryland, Florida, and Kentucky chronicled by Stephen Tuck, Winston
Grady-Willis, Adam Fairclough, Greta de Jong, Laurie Green, William Chafe,
Christina Greene, Timothy Tyson, Charles McKinney, Peter Levy, Glenda
Rabby, and Tracy K'Meyer?®

One of Hall's points is that a number of factors have, in her words, whit-
ened “the memory and historiography of the Left” And yet, her own priori-
tizing of civil rights unionism itself leads to a whiter, more interracial history
than you will find in virtually any southern-based local studies of the free-
dom movement.* Moreover, as any number of people have observed, one
of the important contributions local studies have made to the historiogra-
phy is to highlight some of the problems with a rigid adherence to a Brown
to Selma (or Memphis) framework that obscures earlier roots and continu-

ing struggle—the ways that the movement connects to what came before -

and after.

Consider Todd Moye’s Let the People Decide on Sunflower County, Mis-
sissippi. Moye begins his account in the early twentieth century and extends
it into the 1980s. In this instance, his chronology is useful for challenging
the master narrative and for adding to our understanding of how black or-
ganizing before Brown (both the year before and the decades before) helped
inspire white organizing after Brown, while also highlighting the distinc-
tions between the 1960s and 1980s movements in the community. Though
his work is not confined to either a Brown to Selma timeline or a narrow
definition of “civil rights;” neither Moye's longer chronology nor his conclu-
sions about Sunflower County fit easily with Hall’s framework. For example,
as Moye points out, the Sunflower movement was more about “human rights
than civil rights” and this “radicalism” mamamma from the lived experience of
southern African Americans, including Fannie Lou Hamer. Moye writes that
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Hamer’s “first priority as a public figure was to make sure that her neighbors,
many of them desperately poor and ill-educated, had clothes to wear, access
to decent health care, and enough food to eat. As she understood it, having
the bare material essentials of life was a human right that could be guaran-
teed only through political organizing in the political economy she inhab-
ited” Similarly, Hasan Kwame Jeffries’s work on Lowndes County, Alabama,
makes it clear that we must take seriously rural southern African Americans’
own traditions and conceptions of freedom as we define and analyze the ori-
gins and trajectory of movement radicalism. Though blacks in Lowndes were
exposed to the New Deal coalition of civil rights unionists through the Share-
croppers’ Union and the community’s strong ties to Detroit, the local move-
ment’s radicalism was deeply rooted in what Jeffries identifies as ““freedom
rights’—the assortment of civil and human rights that emancipated African
Americans identified as the crux of freedom?

Although they approach it from a somewhat different perspective than
Hall, Jeanne Theoharis and Komozi Woodward have also pushed to extend
our sense of the boundaries and contours of the movement. In Freedom North
and Groundwork, they highlight local studies and emphasize movements out-
side the South. Theoharis, in particular, has urged scholars to reconsider the
declension model and take the nonsouthern struggle seriously. In work pub-
lished before and after Hall’s call for a long civil rights approach, Theoharis
has drawn attention to the pervasiveness of racism, the overlapping range of
tactics and ideologies that populated black activism in the South and North
over extended periods of time, and the potential downfalls of ignoring the
state’s role in perpetuating “de facto” segregation.” , _

Sundiata Cha-Jua and Clarence Lang took up a number of the threads in
this debate in a 2007 Journal of African American History essay. Responding
primarily to Hall, Theoharis, Woodard, and Peniel Joseph (who has coined
the term “Black Power studies” and, mirroring Hall, is putting forth a vision
of a long Black Power movement), they made a compelling argument for
more careful attention to context and for the importance of time and place.
They assert that there is, in fact, something distinctive about the southern
movement during the classical phase and that historians would do well to
distinguish between the civil rights movement (with its mass activism) and
its antecedents and legacies.”

I agree with much of Hall’s compelling critique of the normative narra-
tive, share her urgency about the need to replace it with a more accurate

ot
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“harder civil rights;” and greatly appreciate the way she and others (espe-
cially Theoharis and Woodard) insist that we expand and refine our under-
standing of broad spacial and chronological context. It is indisputable that
the problems of white supremdcy were (and remain) national. This is well-
documented in our nation’s history, in the specifics of the burgeoning schol-
. arship on the North, West, and Midwest, and in what southern-based histo-
ries reveal about the vast limitations to the national commitment to racial
equality and economic _.cmanm.s But does this mean that what the public and
scholars initially saw as a southern-based mass movement is better under-
stood as one national in scope? Is there really a compelling argument for situ-
ating the mass movement's “first phase” in the 1930s, as opposed to the 1950s,
or World War II or the moment of emancipation? Is it appropriate to locate
movement radicalism in interracial “civil rights unionism” rather than in ide-
ologies developed within black southern communities? Have we addressed
sufficiently the key issues raised by considering top-down and bottom-up in-
terpretations, or sufficiently incorporated local studies into our assessments

Perhaps now, with thirty years of local studies scholarship to draw on, we
might consider revisiting and updating Steven Lawsons call for interactive
movement history. Since we now know quite a bit more about the intersec-
tions between local and national in particular places, we should do more
to develop an interactive synthesis, one that seriously engages the collective
insights of local studies, while simultaneously considering the full range of
movement-related scholarship— from top-down studies of leaders, organiza-
tions, and federal (in)action to those works addressing previously neglected
Loor distorted topics, including analyses of women/gender, religion, segrega-

* tionists, the role and impact of class, northern bases of structural inequality,
~ community-based Black Power, civil rights unionists, and much more. As we
. work on creating a meaningful synthesis, we might also'do well to consider
~ the implications of Clayborne Carsons argument, made more than twenty
 years ago, that the phrase “black freedom struggle” was more appropriate
than “civil rights movement” for accurately representing the full range of tac-
tics, ideologies, visions, and radicalism of that intense period of southern
‘mass movement activism within the 1954 to 1965 or 1968 period. While we
certainly should not confine ourselves to a narrow look at the South in this
" period, neither should we ignore the centrality of the southern movement in
- the “classical” period. It must be at the heart of an accurate and usable move-
. ment history.®
,m<n= a very brief look at William Chafe’s seminal work on Greensboro
.%tw:mr& in 1980, and Hasan Kwame Jeffries’s July 2009 monograph 9“
-Lowndes County, Alabama, illustrate the need and potential of this type
. of narrative. Both books offer compelling models for looking at events of
BNMOH national significance in the context of particular communities over an
extended period of time. In the national story, Greensboro mm»ﬂﬁ.mm, polite, |
) ell-dressed college students who, on the surface, were seeking Eﬁomnwaonw
and the right to buy a Coke and a hamburger. On the other hand, you have
"Lowndes County, home to the snarling black panther and base for launch-
ing Stokely Carmichael’s and sncc’s call for Black Power. In these superficial

: .&mumn.nmnﬁmmo:m. Greensboro and Lowndes represent very different aspects
of the normative national narrative.

and considerations?*

In fact, it seems clear that we have hardly begun to incorporate the in-
sights of local studies into the movement’s “big picture” at the popular or
scholarly level. And while the local studies angle is insufficient on its own, it
is crucial to any complex and realistic portrayal of what Clayborne Carson
described as the “black freedom struggle”™ I think the starting place for tack-
ling probléms with the master narrative and the (mis)use of that history ac-
tually comes from within the scholarship on the “classical phase,” especially
local studies that are grounded in the particulars of time and place, but also
those works that explore the full range of movement topics from the vantage
point of the bottom up. Part of the answer to Hall’s call to make “civil rights
harder(,] harder to castas a satisfying morality tale[, and] most of all, harder
to simplify, appropriate, and contain.” must come, not primarily from privi-
leging “civil rights unionism” or the Communist Party-influenced left labor
coalition that she highlights, but from greater engagement with community
studies, with works that are centered on (without being confined to) the clas-
sical phase.”> As we consider various theories and possible frameworks, I
think we need to hold them up to the light of local studies (individually and

; collectively) and, with local studies at the center, add up similarities, make
i sense of differences and change over time, evaluate the distinctions of time

“Although these two communities are different in significant ways and
jpoint to the critical role of context, both places and both stories share a good
bit; Both highlight the importance of communities and generations of re-
sistance, the persistence and adaptability of white supremacy, and the ways

L
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and place, and test out theories.
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African Americans shaped and revised tactics in response to particular con-
texts/situations. In both places, the movement was based on a foundation of
struggle that emerged in brief periods of mass movement, during and after
the typical chronology. In both instances, the local movement worked for
civil and human rights, what Jeffries calls “freedom rights.” (Lowndes County
tax assessor candidate Alice Moore campaigned on a platform of “tax the rich
to feed the poor,” while Greensboro African Americans highlighted the cen-
trality of economic issues decade after decade after decade.)* And in both
cases blacks insisted on self-determination and refused to accept white su-
Eman& whether it came cloaked in the civility of Greensboro or the vi-

olence of Bloody Lowndes. Moreover, both books add to our understand-
ing of Black Power. Chafe provides not only one of the earliest, but one of
the best explorations of community-based Black Power, taking us from the
iconic sit-in moment into the mass demonstrations of 1963 and the late 1960s
community organizing around housing, economics, and cultural autonomy.
For Jeffries, Black Power is what draws the national attention. Putting SNCC’s
often-mentioned but little understood June 1966 call for Black Power in the
context of the group’s organizing work in Lowndes County, he illustrates how
sNcC’s Black Power program drew on the organization's strong ties to indig-
enous black communities and strategic efforts to translate the Voting Rights
Act into meaningful political power in Lowndes County.* We need a synthe-
sis that can convey all of what is important about the movements in Greens-
boro and Lowndes, not just what we get in narrow and typically distorted
snapshots. The movements in Greensboro and Lowndes were national and
local, unique and typical, and (as portrayed by Chafe and Jeffries), they rep-
resent well the potential of a synthesis that seriously engages with the insights
of local studies scholarship and why it is so essential.

In fact, as Hall notes, these issues have considerable significance beyond
historical debate. While we scholars might have differences over the central-
ity of the Communist Party-inspired Left, the extent to which the struggle
in the South and North are similar and different, whether the World War I
era is a precursor or part of the movement proper, and exactly how some-
thing we call the “civil rights movement” relates to something we call the
“Black Freedom Struggle;” our students and the larger public are largely di-
vorced from any meaningful awareness of either the “classic” or the “long”
civil rights movement. In the fifteen or so years I have been teaching at SUNY
Geneseo, there has been a disturbing consistency and persistence in what my
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students believe they know about the civil rights movement. In fact, today,
in 2010, despite the explosion of scholarship that has added more and more
complexity to our understanding of the movement, my students’ perceptions
seem more, not less, wedded to a very superficial, very normative view, one
that helps set up and reinforces contemporary talk of a “post-racial America”

Like most undergraduates, my students arrive in class with a simplistic
mythology that a former student captured perfectly with this short synop-
sis. “One day a nice old lady, Rosa Parks, sat down on a bus and got arrested.
The next day, Martin Luther King Jr. stood up and the Montgomery Bus
Boycott followed. And sometime later King delivered his famous I Have a
Dream’ speech and segregation was over. This is how the story was taught to
me™* Another student extends the common story into the Black Power era:
“Martin Luther King was a wonderful leader who single-handedly changed
the course of history. Malcolm X was another leader, but a different kind of
leader who hated white citizens and whose militant perspectives were dan-.
gerous”” When my students and I analyze survey texts and movement over-
views, we see very little evidence that they are influenced v< local studies and
bottom-up history.?® Moreover, as Jeanne Theoharis’s essay on the memorial-
izations of Rosa Parks and Coretta Scott King makes clear, our students’ high
school history is amply reinforced by the popular culture (see chapter 13).
Not just students, but journalists and politicians, including U.S. presidents,
Cabinet members, and members of Congress, share (and help perpetuate) a
distorted, mythological version of the movement untouched by local studies
(or much other) scholarship.

Many of the most powerful members of our society, including policy-
makers and Supreme Court justices, act on these distortions in ways that re-
inforce and extend centuries-old inequalities. For example, a majority on the .
Supreme Court seems unable to distinguish between legally-required seg-
regation in the service of white supremacy and race-conscious policies de-

p . signed to offset the pernicious legacies of state-sponsored inequality.* More-
”.v., - over, for many, Barack Obama’s election serves as conclusive evidence that
. . America has become a post-racial society, the fitting end to the triumphant
£ _story of a heroic, interracial America responding to the moral imperative of

a King-led nonviolent movement to eliminate all vestiges of racial discrimi-

‘nation.*® This distorted history lives side-by-side with a distorted present,

allowing far too many people to ignore the extent to which statistics (and

- qualitative evidence) on race, income, wealth, education, health, health care,
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and housing point to the persistence of white advantage. Moreover, Justice
Sonia Sotomayor’s nomination illustrates that, for many, white and male is
still normative. Her perspective, as a Latina, is both visible and suspect in a
way that Justice John Robert’s white, male perspective is not. That is, the ways
her experiences have shaped her perspective are perceived by many as being
inherently political, while the experiences that have shaped her white, male
counterparts are perceived as neutral, invisible, and not so much irrelevant
as appropriate.

A recent incident at sSUNY Geneseo (which has been replicated with vari-

ation at institutions across the country), offers one small example of how
these historical and contemporary omissions and inaccuracies intersect and
impact individual and institutional actions. When black students protested

white students’ use of blackface caricatures for Halloween (in the context of .

other racist incidents and pervasive “ghetto theme” parties”), many white stu-

" dents responded with surprise and, in some cases, anger. Many in our com-

munity, ?Qc&:m some faculty, defended the white students, suggesting that
they were not responsible, as their actions came from ignorance, not mal-
ice. While it is true that many of our students, whether white, black, Asian,
Asian American, Latino/a, or multiracial, are poorly educated, even misedu-
cated, about race, it is also true that many white students (and the adults in
their lives) are deeply vested in maintaining their ignorance and preserving
the myths that smooth the way for their sense that it is.not whites, but Af-
rican Americans and other racial minorities who experience racial privilege
today. And for many, that certainty is grounded in and reinforced by the my-
thologies of the civil rights movement. As one student explained, “[W]le truly
were raised in what we were taught was a post-racial world” where “racism
is a quenched evil’®

While many college faculty, administrators, and students deplore explic-
itly racist name-calling, blackface, and offensive imagery in student parties,
far fewer understand or are willing to examine how these outward manifes-
tations are deeply connected to long-standing policies and practices, many
of which continue to privilege curriculum, admissions, and hiring priorities
that reinforce white access and a white-dominated worldview. Too many fac-
ulty, staff, and administrators, even those who are politically liberal or were
young people during the movement years, readily accept and act on versions
of the mythologies that so inform our students.** .

As scholars and teachers, it is our job to give our students the best critical
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thinking tools we can fashion as all of us confront an increasingly complex,

multiracial society and world, with challenging problems grounded in differ-

ences. in religion, race, worldview, and resources. Too often, young (white)

people mnm.”mnmg that they have no responsibility for the white supremacy

in our country’s past, while being encouraged to believe that our society has

fully addressed any problems associated with slavery or Jim Crow. This re-
" inforces white students’ sense of privilege and leaves all students ill-equipped
to understand, much less work to address, the persistent inequalities that
make a truly “post-racial” society impossible. For many students, learning
a more accurate and complex Emaaa mmwm&w:w one that looks at the civil
rights movement from a bottom-up perspective, is an essential starting point
for a more realistic approach. This history can provide the background that
is crucial for understanding contemporary issues, while exposing students to
a world beyond their immediate experience, and with it, the opportunity to
understand more fully the power of perspective. (See the conclusion for more
on teaching movement history.)

It seems imperative, then, that we take seriously the problem of convey-
ing more of what historians know about the movement to young people and
a general audience. To do this well, I think we must put local studies at the
center of our historiographical analysis and begin developing a movement
synthesis that truly engages with this scholarship. But, I believe we must also
expand the conversation beyond the confines of the Ivory Tower. It is too im-
portant, too essential to our country’s “racial literacy” and future, to be lim-
ited to academic conferences and esoteric scholarly debates. If we develop
the history (and the strategies for sharing it widely) in conversation with
movement activists, as well as teachers and students (from the earliest grades
through graduate school, including those connected to formal educational
institutions and those grounded more in community organizations and cul-
tural arts centers), we will have a better chance of getting the history right
and of making it relevant and accessible to many more people.

Of course, not everyone agrees that we should listen closely to the insights

and perspectives of movement activists. In the midst of his overall criticism
“ of movement scholars for being too sympathetic to the movement, Charles
- Eagles singled out Charles Payne. After observing that Payne reached “out
“to-include the otherwise ignored and forgotten,” Eagles asserted that Payne
g relied too uncritically on oral history, concluding, “Just repeating such sto-
- ries, however compelling they may be, makes for incomplete history.™ Alan
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Draper, in a joint review of Payne’s I've Got the h._.wrﬁ of Freedom and Dittmer’s
Local People, makes an almost identical argument, asserting, “[B]oth Dittmer
and Payne are uncritical of their sources and, consequently, of their subject.
They both use oral histories and published reminiscences by civil rights ac-
tivists extensively, so that civil rights activists effectively shape the history of
the movement they made?* Draper concludes that Dittmers is “a partisan
account;” while Payne “is so eager to offer a history that instructs, he is some-
times guilty of ignoring inconvenient facts that get in the way of the lesson
he wants to impart”®

Few would argue with Draper’s assertion that “{h]istorians need to examine
the testimony of Movement activists skeptically, test whether activists inter-
preted their experience accurately, . . . and not prejudge the evidence™ Yet
there are several somewhat interrelated issues that neither Draper nor Eagles
(or others) acknowledge. First, they see some perspectives and voices, typi-
cally those that are at odds with the normative view (which tend to be the
sncc and local voices), as more suspect than others. Like those who identify
Justice Sotomayor’s Latina perspective as problematic while not even notic-
ing Justice Robert’s white male perspective, the critiques offered by Draper
and Eagles, though framed as objective or neutral, emerge from a normative
orientation. .w.vmv\ fit easily with the larger political trends where top-down or
white or male (or whatever the elite perspective is) is considered objective. It
is essential that we recognize that all history, not just bottom-up movement
history, is political. It is political in what we center and consider important,
in the sources we use and prioritize, in the questions we ask and try to an-
swer. What these critics ignore, then, is that the decision to rely primarily or
exclusively on the traditional, written sources produced by elites is just as po-
litical as drawing heavily on and taking seriously oral history. Disregarding
or downplaying the accounts of sNcc workers and their local allies is as po-
litical as the decision to listen to them. To take seriously the stories of move-
ment participants, to engage in thoughtful discussion and exchange, does not
require suspending the standards of mn:oﬂmam.Eu.t Moreover, you can believe
in racial justice, that our history matters to contemporary issues, and still
produce rigorous and sound scholarship about the movement.

Second, it is not just that historical actors have important stories and de-

tails to share about their experiences, but they can often make insightful ana-
lytical contributions to framing the history they participated in. For example,

in a'1978 interview, Bernice Johnson Reagon, who joined the Albany, Geor-
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gia, movement as a college student and went on to work with sNcc and earna
PhD in history (among many other things), offered an early and still relevant
critique of the scholarship on the Albany Movement. She explains, “When I
read about the Albany Movement, as people have written about it, I don’t rec-
ognize it. They add up stuff that was not central to what happened?” For her,
the common emphasis on the local movement’s meaning for Martin Luther
King Jr., the tactics of white police chief Laurie Pritchett, and a short-term as-
sessment of “specific achievements” was “not central”” Instead, what mattered
to her was that the Albany Movement gave “[me] the power to challenge any
line that limits me. . . . And that is what it meant to me, just really gave me a
real chance to fight and to struggle and not respect boundaries that put me
down?*8 Here, in the late 1970s, before Chafe’s pioneering community study,
before Dittmer’s and Payne’s work on Mississippi, and when the field of civil
rights movement history was in its infancy, Reagon (speaking from the van-
tage point of a participant—albeit one who had a PhD in history), identified
many of the crucial differences in framing and mBﬁ&mmwm.Emﬁ have come to
reflect top-down versus bottom-up debates among movement scholars.

As Todd Moye’s essay on local studies (see chapter s) points out, these di-
vergent perspectives on Albany persist and Reagon probably still does not
recognize or agree with most of what has been put forward by scholars. But
let’s be clear: this is not simply a case of one (or many) activist/participant(s)
disagreeing with an “objective” historical assessment. The -dominant schol-
arly interpretation that emphasizes Albany as a failure (and learning expe-
rience) for King is one that closely follows the perspective held by King and
others in the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (scLc). And this,
of course, is the version that makes it into movement syntheses and text-
books. But what makes that framework, that perspective, the correct one?.
Can we say, without questjon, that what makes Albany most significant is
Chief Pritchett’s nonbrutality, the federal government’s inaction, and the lack
“'of immediate, tangible victories? Is it accurate or objective to decenter and
“even disregard Reagon’s view of the Albany Movement, one that focuses on
“its meaning for the many hundreds of local people who stepped up and pro-
“vided the impetus for King to come in the first place?%
And if historians prioritize the movement’s meaning for local partici-
.pants, like those hundreds of African Americans in Albany who decided to
-directly challenge institutional white supremacy (even when it almost cer-

i - tainly meant going to jail), are they to be dismissed for simply accepting or
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following an activists’ perspective? The fact that the dominant, visible por-
trait of Albany is so consistent with King’s and scLC’s view (one set of his-
torical actors) reinforces just how much diversity there was within the move-
ment. It also suggests that the issue for those critics is the bottom-up framing
itself, not that scholars’ interpretations are sometimes similar to those of ac-
tivists. The problem for these critics, then, comes when scholars’ interpre-
tations too closely match those of a particular subset of activists, the ones
who themselves have a bottom-up perspective. So it is historians who ask the
questions and seek out the evidence that puts local people (along with their
on-the-ground organizers) at the center of the story who are perceived as po-
litical and as too uncritically accepting of the accounts of activists.

In addition to pointing out that we need to be clear about what the ob-
jection really is, I think this example also illustrates that, more often than
not, the problem is not that historians’ scholarly standards are undermined
by taking the views of activists/participants seriously, but that in our failure
to hear the contributions activists have to make, our histories contribute to
distorting the movement they helped create. It is not just arbitrary, but actu-
ally counterproductive to advocate for an immutable divide between histori-
ans and activists in constructing accurate movement history. In fact, T would
¢ontend that in some instances the vision and framing of activists/historical
mwncnwmwim can help identify and counter historians’ own unacknowledged

- or unseen biases, offering analytical insights that can help us more effectively

make sense of all of the available evidence. My argument is not that either
activists or scholars are always right or always wrong or that oral history is
always the best source or the bottom-up perspective is always superior. As
Charles Payne writes in the preface to the 2007 edition of I've Got the Light of
Freedom, “[E]very way of seeing is a way of not seeing””®® What I believe is
that in working together, effectively using the fullest range of sources avail-
able, and being very aware of the consequences of our choices around fram-
ing and emphasis, we have the potential for.a richer, more meaningful history
that is both accurate and usable.*

Self-defense offers a good illustration of the importance of taking seriously
activist voices and the evolving intersection between scholarship, firsthand
perspectives, and popular culture. Even as the first generation of movement
scholars were typically ignoring, overlooking, downplaying, or misinterpret-
ing self-defense, activists were including it in their stories, their memoirs,
and their oral history accounts. Then, and even today, these activist discus-
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sions of self-defense remain among the most nuanced and accurate available.
I think my own experience in learning about self-defense is useful. It is not
just that I was exposed to self-defense through personal stories when it was
Jargely invisible in the scholarship, it is that what I learned from the stories
of people I knew, the formal oral history interviews I conducted, and reading
published oral histories and memoirs was as complex, nuanced, and accurate
as anything I have read since from scholars. .

This is not to say that scholars, led by John Dittmer, Charles Payne, Adam
Fairclough, and Timothy Tyson, have not made important contributions in
analyzing self-defense in terms of the broad patterns and important varia-
tions, all while grounding it in local, national, and international contexts.
But it is to say that both the details and the analysis in the firsthand accounts
hold up and are entirely consistent with the very best of the existing schol-
arship. Moreover, though we now have good work on self-defense, espe-
cially in biographies and community studies, the story is not simply one of
ever-improving scholarship. Perhaps in their zeal to correct egregious earlier
omissions, some of the more recent scholars who have focused explicitly on
self-defense have gone too far in oﬁRBwvwm.EE.m the centrality of a certain
kind of visible and confrontational self-defense. Some of this work tends to
valorize “armed resistance” and denigrate nonviolence.” (See my essay on the
historiography of self-defense, chapter 7.)

And yet, as angry as many moverment participants were with the ways that

. self-defense was obscured (in favor of a moralistic nonviolence) in both the

early scholarship and the popular culture, they have largely failed to embrace
this new wave of scholarship, which has its own distortions. The accounts

- of activist/participants remain consistent and point the way toward a more

perceptive and nuanced framing for addressing the full range of movement

..‘..,,, . tactics and philosophies. For example, Charles (Charlie) Cobb Jr., a sNnccC

field-worker who spent several years in Sunflower County, Mississippi, in

* the early 1960s, explains that self-defense was just a given. It was ubiquitous
.~ and local blacks felt no need to even discuss it. They had guns and they were
. going to use them to protect themselves. Period. But he also insists that “it
b wasn't the wild west” Self-defense was about “defense” and about provid-
; . ing the protection and space people needed to do the political work of voter
k- registration and building up black institutions.® While his insights are re-

flected in local studies, they are lost in top-down works that generally see
the movement either in terms of nonviolence alone or nonviolence versus
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self-defense, a framework that is misleading and inadequate, obscuring quite
a bit of movement work that does not easily fit in either category.

In my view, the best analytical framework for addressing the problems
that emerge from this dichotomy comes, not from any of the many scholars
who have studied and written about the topic, but from sNcc staffer Worth
Long. He asserts that the movement was more “un-violent” than nonviolent.
Robert (Bob) Moses, another sNcc organizer, makes a related point in in-
sisting that the voter registration work that dominated the Mississippi move-
ment did not require nonviolence and did not employ nonviolent tactics.
At the same timie, he and others sought to limit any kind of direct conflict
or confrontation that would undermine their ability to function. This is es-
sentially what Long was describing, a movement that was more un-violent
than nonviolent. And even though self-defense was pervasive, it was practi-
cal rather than provocative.** These activists have provided scholars, if we are
willing to listen, a useful blueprint and way of rethinking the intersections
between various movement approaches and philosophies (and the ways that
people understood them on the ground). These insights, this nuance, belong
at the heart of our scholarship (not because it comes from activists, but be-
cause it is effective) and must be part of any attempt at synthesis.

Meanwhile, as we work on that synthesis, how can we communicate this
complexity to our students and a popular audience? When I began teach-
ing, the popular 1988 film Mississippi Burning was one of my students’ most
important touchstones for the movement. I initially struggled to effectively
combat this egregiously normative and racist depiction of the movement, in-
cluding its caricatures of white violence and complete obliteration of black
agency. The only black character who picked up a gun was hanged for his
efforts. At the same time, I found that my students were really wedded to
the movement as nonviolent and many unquestioningly bought into a rac-
ist double standard that essentially expected African Americans to “earn’
their (Constitutional) rights by remaining nonviolent (in word, thought, and
deed). My students clung to this viewpoint no matter how much they learned
about the violence movement activists faced from the Klan, the police, and
their neighbors, and no 'matter how much they learned about the failure of
the local, state, and federal law(men) to provide protection or prosecute per-
petrators. I had little success making a dent in the views they had so thor-
oughly absorbed from the media, their social studies textbooks, and the New
York State Regents curriculum until I put together a set of oral history in-
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terviews, primarily from rural Mississippians. These firsthand accounts, far

_more than my explanations or the scholarly passages I had assigned, got my

students’ attention and convinced them to use their own analytical skills to
think critically about both the movie and the racist, “sugar-coated™ history
they had been exposed to. Through reading these firsthand accounts, my stu-
dents were able to begin using the specific details and stories to grapple ef-
fectively with the larger concepts that were at odds with so much that they
believed.

1 still remember quite clearly, though, the many students who insisted that
we had no business holding Mississippi Burning up to the light of histori-
cal analysis and, furthermore, that there was no other way to make a dra-
matic, compelling movie about the movement. Imagine how much easier my
teaching became when the TNT (sNcc) movie, Freedom Song, became avail-
able in 2000. Made at least partially in response to Mississippi Burning, Free-
dom Song draws extensively on first-hand accounts, existing and new oral
history interviews, and even community-based discussions about the his-
tory portrayed in the film. Former sncc staff were crucial in choosing and
framing the story and in connecting the writer/director with many of the
local people who are portrayed in the film.* The result is both excellent his-
tory and a compelling story. Through focusing on sNcC’s early organizing
efforts in southwest Mississippi, Freedom Song brings to life many aspects
of the movement, including—to mention just two relevant and interrelated
examples —the realities of white violence and black self-defense. While Mis- v
sissippi Burning assaults the viewer with scene after scene of hooded Klans-
men beating and burning African Americans who cringe and run, Freedom
Song shows that blacks were organizing and acting publicly, while armed and
prepared to defend themselves at home. And, following the historical truth,
it also illustrates the institutional nature of white violence. The deadliest at-
tack in southwest Mississippi did not come from the Klan under the cloak of
darkness, but from state legislator E. H. Hurst, who murdered Herbert Lee,
an NAACP activist and farmer, in broad daylight. Freedom Song, then, shows,
the reality of white violence and black self-defense, without making a cari-
cature of the one or glamorizing the other. Freedom Song also makes it clear

~that the costs of fighting for freedom were high, and in southwest Mississippi

in the early 1960s the victory came through individual and community trans-
formation, not a shoot-out at the O.K. Corral.
¢ Created through a collaboration between movement activists, scholars,
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and Hollywood stars, Freedom Song offers one model for how to present good
scholarship and a compelling story in an accessible medium. My students
love Freedom Song and they learn as much or more from it as they do from
the more traditional primary and secondary sources I assign. (They learn
best when they watch the film in conjunction with some reading.) While I
would like to see everyone in our country read a couple dozen of my favorite
movement books, I think a good start would be to use Freedom Song as the
basis for what middle and high school students learn about the movement.

Through a variety of emphases and formats, the contributors to this book
join the ongoing historiographical discussions about how best to interpret
the significance of the movement and offer possibilities for how best to effec-
tively communicate it beyond a small group of specialist scholars. This book
{lustrates that we have much more to learn about movement history and that
. local studies remain central to our still growing field. Scholarship that draws
on oral history and activist insights (along with traditional sources) and that
brings the specificity of time and place into dialogue with broad themes and
a national context is crucial as we continue to engage in scholarly debates,
evaluate newer conceptual frameworks, and do the related work of figuring
out how to replace the superficial, sugar-coated narrative that persists in the
popular imagination. : .

The ongoing significance of the movement and movement history may
have been more immediately obvious twenty-five years ago in Mississippi,
than it is today in upstate New York. But as Barack Obama’s election re-
inforces and intensifies talk about a “post-racial America;” I think my stu-
dents (and others) need this history every bit as much as my classmates and
1 did. And, based on their comments and reflections, many of them agree.
This book will help ensure that scholars’ history of the movement is as accu-
rate and complex as possible and that more of what scholars know reaches
students and the rest of our society. In bringing together syntheses and case
studies, as well as interviews and pieces that address theoretical and practical
issues, the contributors to this book illustrate the continuing importance of
bottom-up, local studies and of expanding the conversation to include schol-
ars, teachers, and activists.

Part 1 brings together case studies by John Dittmer, Amy Nathan Wright,
Charles W. McKinney Jr., and Laurie Green, illustrating some of the crucial
lessons of local studies and offering a glimpse of how much more we have to
Jearn. John Dittmer’s discussion of what the federal government did and did
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not do in relation to the Mississippi movement offers a forceful rebuttal to
the celebratory story that is so central to my students’ mythology. Amy Na-
than Wright uses a case study of the Mule Train from Marks, Mississippi,
to the nation’s capitol (part of the Poor People’s Campaign that King was
working on at his death) to explore a movement that was simultaneously
local and national. Drawing on the Wilson, North Carolina, movement,
Charles McKinney makes an argument about the connections between gen-
der and what is defined as “the movement.” He finds that in Wilson, a tradi-
tional narrative centered around male leadership and narrowly defined civil
rights—voting and desegregation—obscures the late 1960s community orga-
nizing that relied on the leadership and activism of women and that focused
on decent housing and other issues more explicitly connected to quality of
life. Laurie Green draws both on her work on Memphis and that of other
scholars to expose the ways that gender has shaped the civil rights narrative.
In addition to revisiting leadership and the complex interactions between
local and national, she offers new insight into the “politics of protection”
through an examination of the intersections between gender and racial vio-
lence, health, hunger, and poverty. At the heart of Green’s argument is the im-
portance of grappling with the complexity of gender and shifting the frame
so that women become more central to our analysis, not just fuzzy objects on
the periphery.

Part 2 brings together a series of essays that draw collectively on local
studies to offer overviews and critiques of significant topics. Todd Moye com- .

, ,Edmm a personal account of how he came to write a book on the civil rights
msm white resistance movements in Sunflower County, Mississippi, with an
- w<mn<wm<< of some of the most significant themes to come out of local stud-
g ies scholarship. Among other things, he suggests that we need to acknowl-
.mamm that the movement was probably “less incrementalist, more revolution-

ary” and “less successful than we like to tell ourselves 6 Wesley Hogan's essay

“Freedom Now: Nonviolence in the Southern Freedom Movement, 1960~64"

and mine on self-defense provide complementary reevaluations of these im-

portant aspects of the movement, how they are interrelated, and the ways his-
‘torians have addressed them.

+ Part 3 addresses methodology and theory, focusing on the ways we in-
terpret and communicate movement history. Hasan Kwame Jeffries offers
a compelling analysis of the ways that political cartoons addressing Barack
Obama’s presidential campaign reflect common distortions of movement
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history. He gives us a glimpse of what is obscured and why it matters.
Among other things, he touches briefly on the ways popular (and some his-
torical) portrayals of white resistance too often frame it as isolated, individ-
ual, and distinct from larger white communities and those whites in power.
The same is typically true of Black Power, which is too often marginalized
and caricatured as angry and counterproductive, with no attention to its
strong grounding in African American history and communities. There
are two edited interviews with sncc staffer Judy Richardson who, in ad-
dition to her movement activism, has done extensive work documenting
and teaching movement history. The first interview highlights her involve-
ment with the making of Eyes on the Prize. The second interview explores
her approach and priorities in sharing movement history with teachers and
popular audiences. Jeanne Theoharis’s analysis of the popular response to
the deaths of Rosa Parks and Coretta Scott King provides a clear illustration
of the mythology that passes for movement history. She also discusses some
of what that myth obscures, about Parks and King and the movement more
broadly. In “Telling Freedom Stories from the Inside Out: Internal Poli-
tics and Movement Cultures in sNcc and the Black Panther Party,” Wesley
Hogan and Robyn C. Spencer write in conversation with each other about
the intersections between the personal and political and about the chal-
lenges and importance of unearthing movement culture. Charles M. Payne
has contributed edited transcripts of two presentations from a Local Studies
Conference at Geneseo in March 2006. In “Sexism is a helluva thing,” he of-
fers some cautions about the questions we ask, the sources we use, and the
assumptions we make, especially as they relate to gender and radicalism.
“Why Study the Movement?” is drawn from his closing keynote, a wide-
ranging discussion that focused on teaching ».bm. learning movement his-
tory, movement values, and the movement’s relevance to contemporary is-
sues. It includes reflections from many of the conference participants. The
book closes with my essay, “Doesn’t everybody want to grow up to be
Ella Baker?” I draw on students’ reactions to the March 2006 Local Stud-
ies conference at Geneseo to reflect on some of the possibilities of teaching
bottom-up history and the importance of not just what, but how we teach.
Taken together, these pieces force a rethinking from scholars and teachers
alike. What does the scholarship tell us about the history? What is most im-
portant for us to convey in our teaching? How does our understanding of
the movement impact our actions today?
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County, Mississippi (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2005), 127, 130, 138,
183, 187, 235—7 240, 255. , .

2. Some of the early published primary sources that discuss self-defense in the move-
ment include: James Forman, The Making of Black Revolutionaries (Seattle: Open Hand,
1972, 1985); Howell Raines, My Soul Is Rested: The Story of the Civil Rights Movement in
the Deep South (New York: Penguin, 1977 1983); Rural Organizing and Cultural Center,
Minds Stayed on Freedom: The Civil Righis Struggle in the Rural South: An Oral History
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1991); John R. Salter Jr., Jackson, Mississippi: An American
Chronicle of Struggle and Schism (Hicksville, N.Y.: Exposition Press, 1979); James Farmer,
Lay Bare the Heart: An Autobiography of the Civil Rights Movement (Westminster, Md.:
Arbor House, ,Gwmh New York: Penguin, 1986); Tracy mcmmnzm? Stranger at the Gates: A
Summer in Mississippi (New York: Hill and Wang, 1966); Cleveland Sellers, The River of
No Return: The Autobiography of a Black Militant and the Life and Death of sncc (Jack-
son: University Press of Mississippi, 1990; reprint of 1973 edition); Clayborne Carson,
David J. Garrow, Gerald Gill, Vincent Harding, and Darlene Clark Hine, The Eyes on the
Prize Civil Rights Reader: Documents, Speeches, and Firsthand Accounts from the Black
Freedom Struggle, 1954-1990 (New York: Penguin, 1991). Some of the early secondary
works that contained brief references to self-defense include: David R, Colburn, Racial

Change & Community Crisis, St. Augustine, Florida, 1877-1980 (Gainesville: University
Press of Florida, 1985, 1991); Clayborne Carson, In Struggle: sNcc and the Black Awak-
ening of the 1960s (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1981); George Lipsitz, A
Life in the Struggle: Ivory Perry and the Culture of Opposition (Philadelphia: Temple Uni-
versity Press, i988); Taylor Branch, Parting the Waters: America in the King Years, 1954~
1963 (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1988); Doug McAdam, Freedom Summer (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1988).
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dition to “Freedom Then, Freedom Now”) in Steven E. Lawson, Civil Rights Crossroads:
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Press, 2005), 19-28.
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ing the Fundamentals,” History Compass 4, no. 2 (2006): 348—-67; Suridiata Keita Cha-
Jua and Clarence Lang, “The ‘Long Movement' as Vampire: Temporal and mwma& Falla-
cies in Recent Black Ereedom Struggles.” Journal of African American History 92, no. 2
(2007): 265-88. More recently, Eric Arnesen and David Chappell have responded to
Jacqueline Hall’s call for a long civil rights movement. See Eric Arnesen, “Civil Rights
Historiography: Two Perspectives;” Historically Speaking 10 (April 2009): 31-34; David
Chapell, “The Lost Decade of Civil Rights,” Historically mﬁmnw.n.zw 10 (April 2009): 37-41.

See also David Chappell, “Civil Rights: Grassroots, High Politics, or Both?,” Reviews
in American History 32 (Dec. 2004): 565-72; Peniel Joseph, “Introduction: Toward a His-
Szomammg of the Black Power Movement,” in The Black Power Movement: Rethinking
the Civil Rights-Black Power mwn‘ ed. Peniel Joseph (New York: Routledge, 2006), 1-25;
Peniel Joseph, “The Black Power Movement: A State of the Field,” Journal of American
History 96 (Dec. 2009): 751~76; Kevin Gaines, “The Historiography of the Struggie for
Black Equality Since 1945,” in A Companion to Post-1945 America, ed. Jean-Chrisophe
Agnew and Roy Rosenzweig (Malden, Mass.: Blackwell, 2002); Stephen Tuck, ““We Are
Taking Up Where the Movement of the 1960s Left Off: The Proliferation and Power of
African American Protest during the 1970s,” Journal of Contemporary History 43, no. 4
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(2008): 637~54; William Chafe, “The Gods Bring Threads to Webs Begun,” Journal of
American History 86 (March 2000): 1531-5%; Adam Fairclough, “State of the Art: His-
torians and the Civil Rights Movement,” Journal of American Studies 24, no. 3 (1990):
387-98.

12. For example, Clayborne Carson, David Garrow, and Steven Lawson all point

v

to the importance of local studies, although none have emphasized that perspective
as part of their own primary work. Carson, “Civil Rights Reform and the Black Free-
dom Struggle;” in The Civil Rights Movement in America, 19-32; Lawson, “Comment,” in
The Civil Rights Movement in America, 32-37; Lawson, “Freedom Then, Freedom Now,

456-71, esp. 456-59, 471; Lawson, “Freedom Down to Now,
Crossroads, 19-28.

> in Lawson, Civil Rights

Jeanne Theoharis and Komozi Woodard have been particularly important in high-
lighting local studies scholarship in their two influential edited collections, Freedom
North and Groundwork. The latter was conceived as a tribute to John Dittmer, acknowl-
edging the importance of Dittmer’s 1994 Local People in legitimizing local studies schol-
arship on the civil rights movement. Jeanne F. Theoharis and Komozi Woodard, eds.,
Freedom North: Black Freedom Struggles Qutside the South (New York: Palgrave, 2003);
Jeanne Theoharis and Komozi Woodard, eds., Groundwork: Local Black Freedom Move-
ments in America (New York: New York University Press, 2005). See especially, Theo-
haris, Introduction, Freedom North, 1-16; Payne, Foreword, Groundwork, ix—xv; Theo-
haris and Woodward, Introduction, Groundwork, 1-16. Charles Payne, in the preface to
the 2007 edition of I've Got the Light of Freedom, comments on the significant expansion”
of movement scholarship since 1995, especially local, bottom-up studies that challenge
normative work. He ormmdam. “The last decade has witnessed a remarkable flowering of
movement scholarship, much of it trying to dismantle the mainstream narrative, asser-
tion by assertion. . . . [T]he scholarly literature has expanded and changed in ways that
could not have been foreseen just a decade ago. Ideas which were oppositional then have

a hint of a new orthodoxy about them now” Payne, Preface, I've Got the Light of Free-

dom, 2007, xiv.

David Chappéll would undoubtedly agree, but from a somewhat more critical angle.
§-"  In a December 2004 review of Steven Lawson’s Civil Rights Crossroads, he suggests that
" local studies have supplanted top-down scholarship, writing, “While other historians
of his generation made a great show of discovering and celebrating the once unsung
folk heroes of the rural southern movement, Lawson ground on with unfashienable,
. often unappreciated, but vital work on national legislation, lobbying, and litigation. .
¢ - Though Lawson resisted the fashion of grassroots hisforiography—the main trend in
- civil rights studies for the last 25 years—he did not object to it on philosophical or meth-
. odological grounds” He goes on to criticize Lawson for not being more vigorous (in this
¢ book and other work) in challenging bottom-up scholarship. For example, Chappell
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asserts, “It does not seem to have occurred to him that he could do the grassroots histo-
rians a greater service by establishing a real debate with them than by echoing their prin-
ciples, which after all requires no special talent or perspective” Chapell, “Civil Rights:
Grassroots, High Politics, or Both?,” 565-72. Despite this attention to local studies and
Chappell’s assertion that local studies work bas “supplanted” other approaches, local
studies still remain fairly marginalized when it comes to the framing and details that
dominate recent historiographical debates and attempts at synthesis.

13. Eagles observed that the earliest community-based histories “marked a significant
departure” and observed that more community studies would be “of even greater inter-
est? including those on communities that were home to well-known events g&‘..o_..rn—.-
wise unknown centers of activities” Even as he notes the persistence of a Brown to Mem-
phis time frame, Eagles appears to give community studies credit for complicating this
chronology, noting their longer view, but concluding that “[t]he examination of events
in individual communities and among ordinary people has failed to inaugurate a dif-
ferent chronological conception of the movement” Eagles, “Toward New Histories;” 827,
mwalmw. Hall observes that “[e]arly studies of the black freedom movement often hewed
closely to the journalistic ‘rough draft of history; replicating its judgements and trajec-
tory. More recent histories, memoirs, and documentaries have struggled to loosen its
hold” She adds in a footnote that “community studies tend to blur the boundaries of the
dominant narrative” Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement,” 1236, 1236n8.

14. Eagles, “Toward New Histories;” 816.
15. Ibid., 840-41. . ,
16. Eagles ignores this debate, despite Charles Payne’s quite explicit bibliographic
essay on the shortcomings of top-down, normative history, published in 1994, as well as
his subsequent debate with Steven Lawson, first published in 1998. Payne, “Bibliographic
Essay: The Social Construction of History, in I've Got the Light of Freedom, 413-42; Ste-
ven E Lawson and Charles Payne, with introduction by James Patterson, Debating the
Civil Rights Movement, 1945-68 (Lanham, Md.: Rowman m~ Littlefield, wa. 2006). Even
earlier, Steven Lawson’s essay, “Freedom Then, Freedom Now?” includes extensive discus-
sion of historiographical debates. He notes in conclusion that “[d]ifferences of interpreta-
tions are as evident among civil rights scholars as they were among civil rights activists”
Lawson, “Freedom Then, Freedom Now;” 456-71, .m.mw. 456-9, 471, quote on 471. See also,
Carson, “Civil Rights Reform and the Black Freedom Struggle;” in The Civil Rights Move-
ment in America, 19~32; Lawson, “Comment;” in The Civil Rights Movement in America,
32-37, esp. 32; Steven E. Lawson, “Ereedom Down to Now;” in Lawson, Civil Rights Cross-
roads, 19—28; Cha-Jua and Lang, “The Long Movement' as Vampire,” 265-88, esp. 267.
17. mmm_mm., “Toward New Histories;” 830-31. Scholars are also giving attention to the
diversity among those whites committed to resistance. David Cunningham’s work on the
Klan in Mississippi offers one example. David Cunningham, presentation at the Porter
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Fortune Symposium at the University of Mississippi, February 2010. Even before Eagles’s
essay, other scholars had begun to sketch out some of the differences and debates within
the white community. See, for example, Dittmer, Local People; Payne, I've Got the Light
of Freedom; and Neil R. McMillen, The Citizens’ Council; Organized Resistance to the Sec-
ond Reconstruction, 1954~64 (Urbana: University of llinois Press, 1971).

18. Eagles writes, “Most works, however, have presented only positive interpretations
of the movement that shy away from searching criticism of its leaders, tactics, and strate-
gies, as well as its larger failure to achieve the goal of racial justice. Again, the writing on
the movement has yet to produce a range of strikingly different interpretive schools or
consistently clashing interpretations.” He goes on to use Martin Luther King Jr. as an ex-
ample. Eagles, “Toward New Histories,” 837-41, quote on 841. Steven Lawson disagrees
with Eagles’s assertion that scholars have not been critical of the movement and directly
counters Eagles’s assessment of King scholarship. Lawson, “Freedom Down to Now,” 27.
From a different political perspective, Alan Draper gives considerable attention to what
he considers the unfair critiques by Charles Payne and John Dittmer of “middle-class”
movement activists. Alan Draper, “The Mississippi Movement: A Review Essay,” Journal
of Mississippi History 60, no. 4 (1998): 355— 66, esp. 360-3.

In terms of chronology, Eagles appears to acknowledge the mmmamnp:nm of local stud-
ies work for evaluating chronology, noting that “the examination of events in individual
communities and among ordinary people has failed to inaugurate a different chronolog-
ical conception of the freedom struggle” He then asserts, however, that “whilé consid-
erable variety exists among the publications on the civil rights struggle, most conform
. to a similar chronological outline. . . . [M]ost historians have apparently accepted a pe-
i riodization that proceeds essentially from Brown to Memphis.” He then notes that “[als
d number of works have already indicated, students should at the very least be increas-
ingly dissafisfied with the standard 1954-1968 scenario. . .. Too often, however, earlier
people and events are viewed as precursors rather than parts of the actual civil rights
movement; the relationship between the 1930s and 1940s and the more conventional
1954-1968 period needs to be clarified” He continues, “To balance the growing inter-
est in the pre-1954 history, however, more attention needs to be paid to the period after
1968 and the legacies or B_Emnwno:.m of the movement” See Eagles, “Toward New His-
tories;? 837-38. Thus Eagles acknowledges and overlooks the complexity of local stud-
ies’ timelines. Moreover, Eagles’s push to have historians extend the time frame for the
movement beyond the typical end point is particularly ironic since he also argues that

movement.” Eagles, “Toward New Histories,” 848.
19.'Eagles, “Toward New Histories,” 838~39, 831.
20. Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement,” 1245.
21.Ibid,, 1235.

historians are too sympathetic because they have not yet “acknowledge[d) the end of the
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22. Ibid., 1251. Hall observes that “[e]arly studies of the black freedom movement often
hewed closely to the journalistic ‘rough draft of history; replicating its judgements and
trajectory. More recent histories, memoirs, and documentaries have struggled to loosen
its hold” This work she references is absolutely crucial, ﬁn.mrm cites only three commu-
nity studies, along with several top-down overviews, and a range. of work outside the
classic movement. In a footnote she also notes that “[c]Jommunity studies tend to blur
the boundaries of the dominant narrative” and acknowledges that the normative narra-
tive persists despite the efforts of recent scholarship. Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Move-
ment;’ 1236, 1236n8. For the three pages of text on the classical period, she references
only two works that are grounded in local communities: Charles Payne’s, I've Got the
Light of Freedom and an essay by Laurie Green, based on her study of Memphis, Ten-
nessee. Other references that might fall into the bottom-up category are Barbara Rans-
by’s biography of Ella Baker and Aldon Morris’s classic, The Origins of the Civil Rights
Movement. Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement,” 1251-54, see esp. 1251148, 12531453,
1253154.

Hall makes a number of important observations that could point in a different di-
rection. She notes, for example, that “black southerners were schooled in a quest both
for access and for self determination that dated back to emancipation,” that they uti-
lized a wide range of tactics (including intraracial and interracial), and that the move-
ment’s success “depended not just on idealism and courage, but on a keen sense of un-
derstanding and ready use of the fulcrums of power” (Emphasis in original.) She cites
Charles Payne's, I've Got the Light of Freedom several times, referring to a number of his
critical insights on the movement and the historiography, including some that highlight
different ways of seeing the movement than the one she is advocating. However, there
is little evidence that Payne’s insights influence her framing and her footnote referenc-
ing the diversity of the southern black struggle cites scholarship that focuses only on the
era before the New Deal. Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement,” 1251, 1251n49.

The Long Civil Rights Movement Conference, organized by Hall and hosted by the
University of North Carolina in April 2009, had the same general emphasis. “The Long
Civil Rights Movement: History, Politics, Memories,” a conference hosted by the South-
ern Oral History Program in the Center for the Study of the American South, Uni-
versity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, April 2-4, 2009 (program in my possession
and available online at https://lcrm.lib.unc.edu/blog/wp-content/uploads/2009/04/lcrm
-program.pdf, accessed m.mwamQ 27, 2010).

23. Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement,” 1239. Dittmer, Local People; Payne, I've
Got the Light of Freedom; ]. Todd Moye, Let the People Decide: Black Freedom and White
Resistance Movements in Sunflower County, Mississippi, 1945-1986 (Chapel Hill: Univer-
sity of North Carolina Press, 2004); Chana Kai Lee, For Freedom’s Sake: The Life of Fan-
nie Lou Hamer (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1999); Kay Mills, This Little Light m\
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Mine: The Life of Fannie Loy Hamer (New York: Penguin, 1993); Hasan Kwame Jeffries,
Bloody Lowndes: Civil Rights and Black Power in the Alabama Black Belt (New York:
New York University Press, 2009); Cynthia Griggs Fleming, In the Shadow of Selma:
The Continuing Struggle for Civil Rights in the Rural South (New York: Rowman & Lit-
tlefield, 2004); Glen T. Eskew, But for Birmingham: The Local and National Movements
in the Civil Rights Struggle (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1999); Rob-
ert ]. Norrell, Reaping the Whirlwind: The Civil Rights Movement in Tuskegee (New York:
Knopf, 198s); J. Mills Thornton, Dividing Lines: Municipal Politics and the Struggle for
Civil Rights in Montgomery, Birmingham, and Selma (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama
Press, 2006); Stephen G. N. Tuck, Beyond Atlanta: The Struggle for Racial Equality in
Georgia, 1940-1980 (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 2003); Fairclough, Race & De-
mocracy; Greta de Jong, A Different Day: African American Struggles for Justice in Rural
Louisiana, 1900-1970-(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002); Laurie B.
Green, Battling the Plantation Mentality: Memphis and the Black Freedom Struggle
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007); Winston Grady-Willis, Chal-
lenging U.S. Apartheid: Atlanta and the Black Struggles for Human Rights, 1960-77 (Dur-
ham: Duke University Press, 2006); Chafe, Civilities and Civil Rights; Christina Greene,
Our Separate Ways: Women and the Black Freedom Movement in Durham, North Caro-
lina (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2005); Timothy B, Tyson, Radio
Free Dixie: Robert E Williams ¢ the Roots of Black Power (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1999); Charles McKinney, Greater Freedom: The Evolution of the
Civil Rights Struggle in Wilson, North Carolina (Lanham, Md.: University Press of Amer-
ica, 2010); Peter B. Levy, Civil War on Race Street: The Civil Rights. Movement in Cam-
bridge, Maryland (Gainesville: University of Florida Press, 2003); and Glenda Alice
Rabby, The Pain and the Promise: The Struggle for Civil Rights in Tallahassee, Florida
(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1999); Tracy E. KMeyer, Civil Rights in the Gate-
way to the South: Louisville, Kentucky, 1945-1980 (Lexington: University of Kentucky
Press, 2009).

24. Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement,” 1253.

25. Moye, Let the People Decide; Moye, “Focusing Our Eyes on the Prize: How Com-
munity Studies Are Reframing and Rewriting the History of the Civil Rights Move-
ment,’ chapter s, this volume.

26. Moye, “Focusing Our Eyes on the Prize: How Community Studies are Reframing
and Rewriting the History of the Civil Rights Movement,” chapter s, this volume; Jeffries,

; Bloody Lowndes, 26~27, 29~31, quote on 4. In this instance, even the Communist Party-
. affiliated Sharecroppers’ Union was indigenous to Alabama.

27. With these points in mind, Theoharis insists that local studies help us rethink and

3 . reframe the dichotomies that grow out of the normative version of the history. Too often

we see, in her words, “a nonviolent movement born in the South during the 1950s that
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emerged triumphant in the early 1960s but then was derailed by the twin forces of Black
Power and white backlash when it sought to move North after 1965 Theoharis, Intro-
duction, Freedorin North, 2; Theoharis, “Black Freedom Studies: Re-imagining and Re-
mmmibm the Fundamentals,” 348—67; Theoharis and Woodward, Introduction, Ground-
work, 1-16. Unlike Hall, Theoharis explicitly draws on and emphasizes the importance
of local studies.

28. Cha-Jua and Lang explicitly point to the significance of local studies, especially in
highlighting the agency of southern African Americans. Moreover, their critique, with
its emphasis on context and precision, implicitly reinforces the rﬂwon,mb.nm oflocal stud-
ies. At the same time, their framing of a fourth wave of scholarship as part of the “long
movement” appears to obscure or subsume quite a bit of important work that does not
appear to easily fit that category. They note, for example, that scholars are particularly
attracted to the “Long Movement's focus on local movements, especially in the urban
North” While I agree with this and with their follow-up, that some of the long civil
rights movement work can go too far in “de-centering the southern-focused narrative,”
it'is not clear how they would categorize the extensive outpouring of southern-based
local studies (and other) work that counters that emphasis. For example, Cha-Jua and
Lang argue that “[p]erhaps the most important contribution of fourth-wave scholarship
has been its re-centering of African American women and gender into Civil Rights and
Black Power narratives.” Again, I agree with their assessment of the importance of the
work that has given serious attention to women and gender, but it is not at all clear to
me why Barbara Ransby’s biography of Ella Baker, to give one example, would be catego-
rized as part of the “long movement” scholarship. By framing recent scholarship, their’
“fourth wave,” primarily or exclusively in terms of the “long movement,” they appear to
disregard much of the southern-based, bottom-up, local studies work that continues to
strengthen our understanding of the southern freedom movement. Cha-Jua and Lang,
“The ‘Long Movement’ as Vampire,” 265-88, esp. 266~69.

29. For just a few examples, see Yohuru Williams, Black Politics/ White Power: Civil
Rights, Black Power, and the Black Panthers in New Haven (St. James, N.Y.: Brandywine
Press, 2000); Robert Self, American Babylon: Race and the Struggle for Postwar Oakland
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2003); Thomas J. Sugrue, Sweet Land of
Liberty: The wdwwonm: Struggle for Civil Rights in the North (New York: Random House,
2008); Thomas J. Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and Inequality in Postwar
Detroit (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996); Matthew Countryman, Up
South: Civil Rights and Black Power in Philadelphia (Philadelphia: C:?Q&Q of Pennsyl-
vania Press, 2006); Yohuru R. Williams and Jama Lazerow, Liberated Territory: Untold
Local Perspectives on the Black Panther Party (Durham: Duke University Press, 2008);

and Patrick D. Jones, The Selma of the North: Civil Rights Insurgency in Milwaukee (Cam-

bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2009).
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30. Eagles, as noted before, ignores the bottom-up versus top-down debate and
bottom-up critique, while Hall, though she does not take it up explicitly, emphasizes the
primacy of national institutions and the centrality of the government (whether for good

. or ill}. Eagles, “Toward New Histories," 815~48; Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Move-

ment,” 1233—63.

31. Carson, “Civil Rights Reform and the Black Freedom Struggle,” in The Civil Rights
Movement in America, 27-28.

32. Hall, “The Long Civil Rights Movement,” 1233—35, €sp. 1235.

33. Carson, “Civil Rights Reform and the Black Freedom Struggle,” in The Civil
Rights Movement in America, 19-32, esp. 27-28; Lawson, “Freedom Then, Freedom
Now;” 456-71, €5p. 457, 471 ’

34. Jeffries, Bloody Lowndes, 197.

35. Chafe, Civilities and Civil Rights; Jeffries, Bloody Lowndes.

" 36. Alex Waldauer, quoted in A Little Taste of Freedom, xiii.

37. Samantha Maurer reflection, Hist266, Spring 2009.

38. For just one example, see John-Mack Faragher, Mari Jo Buhle, Daniel Czitrom,
and Susan H. Armitage, Out of Many: A History of the American People, Combined Vol-
ume (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 2009). See also, John Mack Faragher, Mari
Jo Buhle, Daniel Czitrom, Susan H. Armitage, Out of Many: A History of the American
wonm.. Vol. 11 (Englewood Cliffs, N J.: Prentice Hall, 1994). A comparison of these two
editions makes it painfully obvious how little impact the local studies scholarship of the
past fifteen years has had on the textbook authors’ approach to the civil rights parrative.’

39. In a plurality opinion, the Supreme Court severely limited race-conscious school
" assignment policies, with some Justices equating them with the legally-mandated segre-

gation overturned by Brown. Opinions of Justice Roberts, Justice Thomas, Justice Ken-
nedy, Justice Breyer, Justice Stevens, Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle
School District No. 1, et al. and Crystal D. Meredith v. Jefferson County Board of Educa-
tion, et al., June 2007.

40. The following song lyrics, versions of which became popular among progressives
during and after Barack Obamds election, provide a telling example of this tendency.
“Rosa sat so Martin could walk. Martin walked so Obama could run. Obama runs so

* our children can fly? There are many variations on this. For this version, see http://www
.democraticunderground.com/discuss/ duboard.php?az=view_all&address+132x7641350
g = (accessed March 1, 2010).
‘ 41. As I write this, the University of California, San Diego, is trying to deal with a
 number of similar and highly visible racist incidents, including the so-called “Compton
,doo_noﬁn ” an off-campus party mocking black history month, and the presence ofanoose
- hanging from a campus library. In response to these incidents or, perhaps, the unwel-
come publicity surrounding them, ucsp reported that it is accepting recommendations
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from the Black Student Union that it take steps to address recruitment of faculty of color,
examine declining black student enrollment, and look for space for a Black Resource
Center. “ucsp Frat Denies Involvement in ‘Ghetto-Themed’ Party: vcsp Officials Con-
demn ‘Compton Cookout’ Held Last Weekend,” February 17, 2010, http://www.1onews
.com/news/22588063/details.html (accessed February 28, 2010); “Student Admits Hang-
ing Noose in Library, February 26, 2010, CNN, http://www.cnn.com/2010/us/02/26/
california.noose/index.html?iref=allsearch (accessed February 28, 2010). Kevin Muller,
Honr203 journal, November 25, 2008 (in author’s possession).

42. “Conflicted Histories: Geneseo and the Struggle for Fmanm,,m._ keynote presenta-
tion for Race and Campus Culture Teach-In, Spring 2008 (in author’s possession); Dan-
iel Bailey, final reflection, Hist220, Fall 2009; Kevin Muller journal, Honr203, Novem-
ber 25, 2008; Joseph Cope, teach-in reflection, Spring 2008; Ronald Herzman, teach-in

- reflection, Spring 2008; Jasmine Montgomery, teach-in reflection, Spring 2008. These

teach-in reflections (and others), along with general readings and information, can be
found at http://eres.geneseo.edu/library/cdc/race.shtml (accessed February 28, 2010).
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