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INTRODUCTION: THE BIG PICTURE

ERIC KLINENBERG

This book, which I edited with Sharon Marcus and Caitlin Zaloom of Public Books, is a collective effort to assess the presidency of Donald Trump and the effects of America’s unsettling turn toward authoritarian rule. It’s a call for us to pull back from the deluge of tweets and breaking news stories that turn each day into a political drama, to consider the big picture that’s slowly emerging from the dark places we inhabit today.

How did we get here? Decades of economic stagnation and rising inequality have rekindled support for antidemocratic political parties throughout the developed world. Nativism, ethno-nationalism, and the misogyny and homophobia that accompany them have fueled the campaigns. In recent years, European nations have harbored and succumbed to authoritarian movements. And on November 8, 2016, citizens of the world’s strongest democratic nation elected a reality-television star and real-estate tycoon with no previous governing experience to be their president. It was, by any stretch of the imagination, an extraordinary leap into the unknown for America and, by virtue of its hyperpower status, for the rest of the world.

The articles in this book, written by many of the nation’s leading social scientists and humanists, leverage the power of scholarly knowledge to explore the causes, consequences, and meanings of this dark turn. They also point to ways forward. But the essays—including this one, which Sharon and Caitlin contributed to and shaped—are motivated by a set of recent events that are worth cataloguing so that we can establish the context for our inquiry.

Donald Trump launched his political career by questioning the citizenship of the nation’s first African American president, Barack Obama. He campaigned for office by promising to enact policies antithetical to open societies: curbing civil rights and liberties, including free speech; building a massive southern border wall; limiting the franchise; imprisoning reporters; reducing oversight of police violence and the criminal-justice system; and allying with dictators and thugs. He was aggressively nativist, impugning the character of Mexicans and Arabs and denigrating Jews and blacks. He was unapologetically misogynist, for gun rights, and against reproductive rights. He led rallies where he encouraged supporters to physically injure his political opponents. Trump’s supporters chanted: “Build a wall!” and “Lock her up!”

Trump demeaned government and the professional public servants who work for it. He pledged to blow up the system: terminating trade agreements and climate treaties, pulling back from international diplomacy, putting “America first.” He denied the validity of established science, particularly on climate change. He said he’d revive the moribund coal industry, return factories to the rust belt, let oil companies drill in the oceans, and rebuild a massive fossil-fuel pipeline that his predecessor had rejected. He promised to protect—even expand—the rights of gun owners and to roll back the rights of women to control their own bodies and lives.

Like Bernie Sanders, the surprisingly popular socialist candidate who nearly won the Democratic nomination, Trump claimed to champion those left behind by globalization, deindustrialization, and the financial economy. Unlike Sanders, though, Trump welded his populist message to an exclusionary, racist one, galvanizing the alt-right and other openly bigoted forces previously on the fringe of American life. What’s more, he did it dishonestly, by promising to restore a past that can never return—not least because it never existed in the first place.

We went for it. Not all of us. Not even most of us. But you don’t get into the White House by winning the popular vote. You get there by winning the Electoral College, and Trump did, by a commanding margin. In January 2017, he became the nation’s forty-fifth president. Americans, including many who voted for him, braced for the storm Trump would bring.

In office, as in the electoral campaign, President Trump has repeatedly attacked sacred Enlightenment projects, including science, journalism, and the relentless pursuit of truth. He has propagated misinformation. He has complimented and cozied up to despots across the planet, including Vladmir Putin and Recep Tayyip Erdogan, and has insulted leaders of open democratic societies with whom the United States has long been allied. Trump has advocated slashing public support for medical research, climate science, laboratory science, social science, the humanities, and the arts. He has ordered that vital research on health, the environment, and security be halted or revised. He has demanded that important public data be discarded and erased.

Trump is opposed to public knowledge and intellectual freedom. He demands strict loyalty and is against transparency. He has fired intelligence officials who have investigated his administration and his businesses. He has threatened media companies that dig for information that he’d prefer to keep buried, labeled journalists “the lowest form of life” and “enemies of the people,” and—in true authoritarian fashion—called for the termination of a reporter (one of many, but the most prominent female African American) who called him a “white supremacist.”

He has established himself, his cabinet, and the government he leads as adversaries of reason.

Trump failed to take a strong moral stand against the extreme right as it has marched across the country, even after Charlottesville, when a white supremacist committed homicidal terrorism. He began dismantling Obamacare and made health insurance less affordable for millions of people. He neglected to mobilize national resources that could have helped nearly two million American citizens who’d lost access to drinking water and electricity after Hurricane Maria, and he insulted Puerto Rican political leaders who called for help as thousands of their neighbors were suffering and dying out of most Americans’ sight.

Trump’s malign neglect of vulnerable American citizens in postdisaster situations has been less visible than his ruthless acts of violence against those who come to the United States seeking refuge or opportunity, particularly those without official documentation. His administration has detained and then separated immigrant families, effectively kidnapping thousands of infants and children, hundreds of whom may never see their families again. Amnesty International and legal scholars around the world have called this cruel policy “nothing short of torture.” In some cases, the policy has resulted in child deaths.

At the time of this writing, in early 2019, the government is shut down because of Trump’s insistence that Congress fund a multi-billion-dollar wall along the southern border. The nation is bracing for Trump’s reaction to Special Counsel Robert Mueller’s report, as well as the possibility that Trump will demand Mueller’s termination. It’s not yet clear where the moral bottom is nor how adversarial to reason, repressive of dissent, and vindictive against those he despises the president will ultimately manage to be.

There are some who claim that strong laws and institutions will sustain American civil society and uphold our democratic system no matter how aggressively the Trump administration tries to upend them. It’s possible, but Western history suggests that important social institutions, including religious organizations, journalism, the academy, and even the courts, can quickly fold beneath the pressure of a vindictive autocrat and his henchmen—particularly if the nation is at war with a foreign power or if a minority group is proclaimed an “enemy within.”

Today, at least, the demise of our major civic and legal institutions may seem unlikely. Most Americans disapprove of the president’s performance. The special counsel is methodically examining the recent behavior of Trump’s family, business, administration, and campaign staff. The Department of Justice has already indicted several former members of the Trump campaign team and a number of Russian agents. Prominent Trump associates, including his attorney, Michael Cohen, and his campaign chairman, Paul Manafort, have been convicted of crimes and sentenced to prison. Social movements are resurgent. There are protests everywhere.

Yet it’s hard to be confident that this organized resistance can combat the assault on our democratic institutions. The Republican Party has become an instrument of the Trump administration, and an overwhelming majority of Republicans in Congress has supported even the most extreme of Trump’s policy ideas. A war may be imminent, potentially one involving nuclear weapons that could reach America’s shores and cities. Mass deportation of undocumented immigrants, as well as the hundreds of thousands granted “temporary protected status” and living here legally over the past decades, remains possible.

No one knows which people and institutions will become Trump’s next targets, or whether his party and cabinet will support his brazen acts. Trump is vain, thin-skinned, and unforgiving. He invents history. He fabricates social facts. His list of enemies is long and growing. And, as Americans learned while watching him boast about grabbing pussies, evade tax payments, fleece students, and refuse to pay his contractors: Trump is ruthless. Whatever he can get away with, he will.

Why do we need a scholarly perspective on a current situation that already grips so many of us? What value do academic researchers from the social sciences and humanities bring to our daily conversations and debates?

As scholars, we are obligated to challenge deceptions and distortions. We are obligated to defend knowledge, facts, and reason. We are compelled to stand up for science, for humanistic values, and for the institutions that we’ve built to support them. All are under attack.

Trump may well be an idiosyncratic and extreme figure, but he reached the highest office in the land by riding deep and powerful currents of American political culture. The sources of his authority and of his enduring popular support come from his frequent appeals to race, to religion, and to free-market capitalism. They are strengthened by his role as a celebrity provocateur in a national media system that, by comparative standards, is organized around competition for advertising revenue and audience size above all else.

This book places Trump’s ascendance in the context of these formidable structural forces. Taken together, the essays gathered here identify and explain the conditions that allow someone like Trump to be taken seriously and even to win a national election. They help make sense of the current moment but also anticipate future situations. Though Trump will not be president forever, the issues his victory raises will not go away when he leaves office. We want this book to be a toolkit whose utility outlasts any one person’s political career.

The sources of authority that the contributors to this book draw upon are quite different from those that helped legitimate Donald Trump to his supporters. Some of those who come from the social sciences appeal to knowledge that was introduced, tested, and verified in universities and make claims that, like all scientific findings, will be subjected to ongoing examination until the next advance. Those trained in the humanities and interpretive social sciences root their observations in meticulous parsing of the historical record and methodical examination of social worlds. They value precise, careful language, in contrast to Trump’s word salads. Their conclusions are subject to shared lineages of logic, reason, and ethics.

The humanists and interpretive social scientists whose work is featured here have been strong champions of the values that Trump seeks to overthrow when he says he wants to “make America great again”: feminism, anti-imperialism, multiculturalism, anti-homophobia, environmentalism, and a commitment to amplifying voices that have been muffled for most of this country’s history. They’ve advanced an egalitarian agenda that is antithetical to those of Trump and his staunchest supporters.

Whether scientific or humanistic, the scholarly traditions that lie at the root of this book threaten Trump’s authority. It’s not surprising, then, that Trump has threatened to curtail support for science, social science, and the humanities and to all higher education institutions that support them. As Trump sees it, he alone decides what truth will be and how it will guide power. We reject this vision, and in the pages that follow we offer an alternative approach.

The authors here come from different academic fields and bring diverse perspectives. They cover a wide range of topics: race relations, civil rights and liberties, international law, religion, protest and dissent, crime, inequality, immigration, sexuality and gender, climate change, capitalism, education, science policy, diplomacy, nuclear conflict, national security, gun control and violence, class and culture, reproductive rights, health care, and the media, among others.

Our hope is that each contribution sparks deeply informed, carefully reasoned debate about what President Trump and the radical political project he is advancing mean for America’s democratic experiment. Together, we want to examine the threat of antidemocracy in America because everything is at stake. [image: ]
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The Crisis

Where We Are





 

RESOURCE EXTRACTION

MICHELLE WILDE ANDERSON

Trump has a range of cons going, but one of the most outrageous is this: he is about to fleece his working-class supporters in the Rust Belt, coal country, and the rural Pacific Northwest. When he does, we will all suffer the losses.

These are the most land-rich, cash-poor regions of our country. They are places where many people feel that their birthright is in the soil itself: the coal seams, old-growth forests, shale gas, and even gold ore. Such resources may be scarce in the world, but they look plentiful if you live in their midst. It is easy to understand the enraged sense of stolen prosperity that follows—a suspicion that distant cities teeming with people in suits have locked local families away from their patrimony. What if you were very poor but looked around and thought your surroundings could have made you very rich?

Trump has told these communities that he will turn regional land into cash. What he will not tell them is that the cash would not be for them. Today’s dramatic inequality and the ownership structure of our extractive industries mean that a small number of multinational corporations are poised to confiscate America’s patrimony of forests and fuels, paying for the right to do so with just a few crumbs for a few years. Families in these areas will lose, and because burning fossil fuels and clear-cutting mature forests accelerate climate change, everyone else will lose with them.

Along with his EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt, Trump is pursuing structural reforms that reflect the principle that getting regulation out of the way of resource extraction will build our wealth as a nation. Their claim reminds me of an early American legal doctrine called the “rule of capture,” which governed mobile natural resources like oil, gas, foxes, and fish. When it came to wild things, you were free to take whatever you could, as fast as you could. That’s what made it yours. If you could afford the biggest ocean nets or oil wells, more power (property) to you. Leaving resources fallow was prosperity squandered. This was before most environmental science or the labor movement, so it didn’t matter if you left water in a nearby stream undrinkable, paid your workers too little to live on, or risked their safety on the job. It didn’t matter if you depleted the supply in ways that hurt future generations.

Many of us who teach this rule in law school play a scene from the film There Will Be Blood to explain how it worked, and the scene is a useful metaphor here as well. The character Daniel Plainview, an early 1900s oil baron, is thundering at a whimpering man named Eli Sunday. Sunday has come to offer Plainview a lease to draw oil from under Sunday’s property, but he’s too late. Plainview’s leases to surrounding wells had already allowed him to empty Sunday’s oil deposit. “That land has been had,” Plainview says, “Nothing you can do about it.” Staggering drunk in his private bowling alley, Plainview spits violently as he explains: “Drainage! Drainage. Eli … you boy. Drained dry. I’m so sorry. Here, if you have a milkshake, and I have a milkshake, and I have a straw.… Now, my straw reaches acrooooooooooss the room and starts to drink your milkshake. I drink your milkshake! I drink it up!”

Trump wants a government that only works for the likes of Daniel Plainview—not for Plainview’s employees, neighbors, or smaller competitors and certainly not for the public. The key to selling this agenda is the illusion that anyone can be Plainview. This is the president who brought us books like Trump: How to Get Rich (yes, his name is in the title) and Why We Want You to Be Rich. A Twitter message from an account in “the Mountains, West Virginia” schooled me on how much people want to believe this. “Don’t fall for the Marxist propaganda,” it said. “The movement should be to make poor people wealthy.”

The heist, though, is that we are all still Eli Sunday, and the big mouth about to drain our milkshake is no longer a regional, individual powerhouse like Plainview. Returning to a winner-take-all system for natural resources in 2017 benefits a small group of global industrial giants and their few owners. Take Peabody Energy, for instance, the world’s largest coal company, whose 2016 bankruptcy filing allowed it to restructure its obligations to bondholders, pensioners, and government agencies. That bankruptcy reaped a $15 million stock bonus for its chief executive, and hundreds of millions of dollars for six hedge funds that are all based in New York City or Connecticut. Or consider some of the big timber stands and mills in Northern California, which were drawn together in 1891 by lumber titan C. R. Johnson and his family company, Union Lumber. In 1969, Union Lumber was sold to the Boise Cascade Corporation, which was sold to Georgia-Pacific in 1973, one of the largest paper-products companies in the world. In 2005, the Koch Industries—one of the biggest companies of any kind in the country—rolled the Georgia-Pacific conglomerate into their even bigger empire.

With their power and $3.1 million to lobby lawmakers early this year, the Koch brothers helped write a wave of deregulation measures and confirm Scott Pruitt, who is poised to deliver our land wealth to them for a song. Pruitt is using every tool he can find to transform the EPA into a concierge service for the largest oil and gas, chemical-manufacturing, and coal companies. He is likely courting them as donors for his own political future.

Applying the rule of capture to today’s world means crossing the wires of big capital with rural poverty, amid powerful extractive technologies that minimize job creation. There is money to be made for sure, but it will flow to the biggest corporations and their C-Suites. Beyond them is just a bit of trickle down here and there. As in other industries, wages for jobs in the coal industry are not keeping pace with the economy, even as executive pay soars. Unionized miners still make a good living, but only 2.5 percent of coal miners were covered by a union as of 2016. This leaves most coal miners competing for short-term jobs that lack health benefits and pull in less than twenty dollars per hour while they last.

Meanwhile, Trump’s proposed 2018 budget eliminates funding for the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) and the U.S. Economic Development Administration, which have long supported downsized coal miners and new businesses in Appalachia. While Congress acted in May to find taxpayer funding to cover health benefits for 22,000 retired coal miners whose employers had gone bankrupt, there is as yet no fix to address those miners’ unfunded pensions. So far, Trump’s ideas for rebuilding infrastructure would only work for projects that can pay down debt with high usage fees over time (like bridge tolls, airport taxes, and rising water rates). This will mean little to no infrastructure work on the urgent projects needed in older areas where residents cannot afford to pay more for what they need.

Pruitt holds up his home state of Oklahoma as a promise: look how a state rich in fossil fuels becomes rich in money. But it really should be a warning. For more than twenty-five years, incomes for poor and middle-class families in Oklahoma have fallen or stagnated, despite dramatic growth among the state’s wealthiest households. Posing in a hardhat, as Pruitt so often does these days, does not a working man make.

This would all be hard enough to fix if a rule of capture for America only mattered in terms of monopolistic power and rising income inequality. Even that would require a better model for sharing the prosperity of our land: whether through tax and labor reforms or regional royalty systems like the one in Alaska, where oil and gas extraction yields checks for every single resident.

Unfortunately, it is even more than wealth and poverty at stake. When it comes to natural resources, our wealth is subject to contamination, waste, and depletion. It matters how things are done—whether a shale-gas well or a coal mine is operated so as to protect area water supplies, whether the land left behind is safe and usable for other purposes. It matters if we choose methods of harvesting fish and timber that permit regeneration, especially because sustainable practices maintain more jobs.

The finitude of finite resources means that at some point fossil fuels are gone for good, even as the greenhouse gases they leave are here to stay. Even trees are stubbornly slow to regrow, such that clearing the remaining stands of federal old-growth forests in the Pacific Northwest would only offer a short burst of logging before starting a seventy-five-year waiting game on lower value farm trees.

And, of course, in the age of climate change, our stewardship of fossil fuels and forests has global implications. Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria provide a reminder that the raging storms and rising seas of climate change will be cruel to rich and poor alike, but those who are most economically vulnerable may be least able to rebuild. The recent years of catastrophic wildfires and droughts in the West make clear that it is in our vital personal interest not to let the fossil-fuel industry grow at the expense of us all.

I think the road out of here is to return the way we came. Here is what I mean: For decades, people in our land-rich, cash-poor regions have looked for answers to the puzzle of natural wealth and pervasive poverty in their communities. Too few of our environmental regulations or other policies included large-scale government efforts (in education, economic development, and land reclamation) to ensure a just transition beyond an economy based on logging and mining. America has yet to see a major national investment in rural education to answer the hardships of the machine age in mills and mines, which has cost these regions so many jobs. Other than some protesters in Seattle, few tried to make a social movement fighting for fairness in the global markets for building materials like steel and lumber that were driving down the value of our domestic supplies.

In the absence of alternative ways to make a living, in the absence of honesty about the ways that automation and globalization were replacing and offshoring jobs, people looked for answers. Major industries provided them: environmental regulation alone was to blame. This has always been the winning move for extractive industries and consolidated agriculture.

We’ve seen this in California for ages. Most recently, during our devastating drought amplified by climate change, the agribusiness giants of the Westlands Water District funded a $1.1 million “astroturf” campaign to convey that what was good for Westlands was good for California’s impoverished, drought-stricken farmworkers. (Now that Trump has installed a Westlands lobbyist as the deputy secretary of the Department of the Interior, they may not need such campaigns.) But the truth is that the Westlands businesses keep down those same farmworkers’ wage and labor protections, and their thirsty cash crops undermine the water supply for farmworker homes. The political reality is that when a paycheck from agribusiness is all you’ve got (even if it’s less than subsistence wages), and no one else in the state seems to acknowledge you exist, you begin to believe the boss’s needs are your needs.

Just as environmental groups can’t show up at the eleventh hour of a terrible drought causing job losses and say they care about farmworkers, so too the American Left can’t keep ignoring our land-rich, cash-poor regions. No one can afford for Trump and Pruitt to be the only people who show up holding a plan. “Drill, baby, drill” starts looking pretty good if there is no other prospect of making rent—even if Exxon wrote the plan and everyone knows that drilling, baby, requires more machines than men.

To show up with a plan, I think, means this: blue voters and politicians in the cities, state governments, and federal delegations of purple, resource-rich states like West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and Colorado have to seize the political moment to issue a vocal, organized demand for three things: (1) ambitious, transformative investments (including for tuition relief) in community colleges and universities in declining urban and rural areas; (2) capital investments in small businesses as a foundation for economic development; and (3) a jobs program (expanded from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act model) that meets urgent needs in these regions, such as rebuilding decaying water and wastewater infrastructure, thinning the overstocked western forests that threaten rural counties with wildfires, decontaminating waterways and land sullied by fossil-fuel extraction, and treating the opioid-addiction crisis.

This demand is for Trump as well as all the Democrats in Congress—that is, the two groups whose immediate political future most depends on a serious campaign for the stabilization and reinvention of declining regions. If big business is the only hope in town, it will always divide households’ urgent, short-term economic interests from collective environmental safety interests.

Sooner or later, the Left is going to have to adopt a platform that ties environmental justice and economic justice together in a single movement. That platform must be rooted in reinvestment, not just regulation.

I am very sympathetic to the argument that our land rich, cash-poor areas have had their patrimony locked down. But they are no better off if instead, after a few years of a few low-wage jobs, it has been consumed by the industrial behemoths of the Second Gilded Age. A future climate that is safe for all of us is my patrimony, too, and I will stand with the Rust Belt, coal country, and our timberlands to make sure that their poverty doesn’t drive them to sell the riches of their land for just the hourly wages they need. That means guarding our shared interests and providing ambitious alternatives so that the Daniel Plainviews of our times can never say to us, as Plainview said to Eli Sunday, “You’re just the afterbirth.”





 

CONFRONTING MANHOOD AFTER TRUMP

LISA WADE

If it were fiction, it would have been dismissed as preposterous. America elected a grotesque, slobbering id to the highest office of the most powerful country in the world: a thundering narcissist who, without irony, describes himself as “the world’s greatest person.”1 And central to his persona is a vulgar and vindictive masculinity, not cold and calculating, as is his vice president’s, but hot and festering, like an open wound.

Presidential campaigns are always referendums on what “good” and “real” men are like, but Trump’s unabashed sexism and incapacity for mortification is like nothing anyone alive has seen before.2 On the campaign trail, he threw emasculating barbs at supposedly lesser men, spewed sexist insults at uppity women, sexually objectified underage girls, and coveted the totalitarian power of dictators.3 He bragged about pussies and penis size and how he’d never rape an ugly woman. Instead of cratering, his campaign soared.

There’s a substantial proportion of men—and women, too—who are willing to tolerate this vile enactment of masculinity, mixed (as it usually is) with racism, homophobia, religious hatred, and nationalism. There are also those who have long been waiting, yearning, lusting for someone like him. To those on Breitbart, 4Chan, and /r/The_Donald; to those high on toxic right-wing radio; to those hiding in plain sight throughout our society, Trump emerged from the Republican presidential primary not just a candidate but a champion: a hero to those mostly white men who bristle at the idea of sharing America’s prosperity with those whom they see as inferior.4 Trump was perhaps not wrong to believe that he could “stand in the middle of Fifth Avenue and shoot somebody” and not lose voters, so long as that somebody was female, black or brown, Muslim, or a migrant.5

As president, Trump has assembled the most male-dominated staff in decades and appointed known white nationalists to senior positions. With the help of a group of (mostly) men in Congress, he is attacking antidiscrimination and equal-pay laws; health, contraceptive, and prenatal care; foreign aid for women’s advancement; national guidelines to address sexual assault on college campuses; and any chance that the highest court will act to protect civil rights. Thanks to the craven complicity of the Republican Party, Trump is undermining participatory, broad-based democracy before our very eyes. Indeed, there is nothing about his constitution—barring, perhaps, his laziness—that suggests that he will voluntarily cede power when his term (or terms) are up.

This is a historical schism, a realignment of reality that requires a rethinking of who we are, what we do, and why.6 Accordingly, Trump’s rise demands that feminists and their allies learn to think and fight differently. And we must learn fast.

The first thing that must go is the belief among progressives that we are on some fateful journey to a better place.7 We know that America’s grand democratic vision of “all men are created equal” didn’t initially include all men or any women and that we have never granted the promised equality. Yet many of us still hold fast to the idea that America is a great nation, managing the cognitive dissonance by envisioning the country as on a journey toward perfection. As Martin Luther King Jr. famously said, echoing the abolitionist Theodore Parker, “The arc of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice.”

Among feminists, the reigning metaphor reflecting this optimism is the “stalled revolution,” a phrase introduced by the sociologist Arlie Hochschild in 1989.8 Her intent was to draw attention to both the progress that had been made (women’s enthusiastic embrace of the traits and activities previously restricted to men) and the progress yet to be made (men’s embrace of those previously restricted to women). Implicit in the metaphor is the idea that we will have reached gender equality when men and women alike embrace both halves of their humanity: masculinity and femininity. As a nation, Hochschild argued, we are halfway there. To fully revolutionize gender relations, we just need to get moving again.

Thirty years is a long life for a metaphor, and it’s still here because it’s been useful and descriptive, reflecting a lived reality. But we are in Trump’s America now. The metaphor of the stalled revolution, however useful it has been, posits a linear past and future. It assumes that stall is equivalent to stasis: that we are still in the driver’s seat, the path is still there, and we’re still aiming at something good. The metaphor doesn’t allow for the possibility that the world has shifted around us, setting us on a path that we may no longer want to be on. It certainly doesn’t contain the prospect that we are—that we have been—moving toward something terrible.

In fact, Trump’s masculinity is what we call a toxic masculinity. In the pre-Trump era, the modifier was used to differentiate bad masculine ideals from good ones. Toxic masculinities, some claimed, were behind sexual assault, mass shootings, and the weird thing where men refuse to wear sunscreen, but they didn’t reflect masculinity generally, so one had to leave that idea alone. But we can only give masculinity so many modifiers for so long before we have to confront the possibility that it is masculinity itself that has become the problem.

Feminist critiques of projects like Sheryl Sandberg’s Lean In (2013), for example—those that exhort women to compete with men in male-dominated workplaces—suggest that women’s embrace of masculinity may be good for individual women but actually quite bad for society.9 Relishing competition over cooperation, taking pleasure in beating opponents, and showing no remorse for hoarding wealth and exploiting power are features of a masculine “politics of domination.”10 Is it really a better world if half of the winners of this game are women?

Meanwhile, sociologists have argued that men are perfectly capable of mixing femininity into their gender performances in ways that uphold men’s dominance.11 Anti-rape campaigns like “My Strength Is Not for Hurting” and pro-family ones like the Promise Keepers, for example, both involve men invoking a feminine ethic of care that, nonetheless, positions their control of women and other men as good and right.12 This is a benevolent sexism instead of a hostile one, but it is sexism nonetheless.13

As the sociologist Raewyn Connell once observed, men becoming more feminine and women becoming more masculine may produce gender equality, but it “may do just the reverse.”14 Indeed, such an outcome likely wouldn’t even be good for most men. An ideology that equates masculinity with “winning” is one in which only a handful of men come out on top.15 Poor and working-class men, old men, queer men, trans men, men of color, immigrant men, and men with disabilities disproportionately lose. So do men who find no pleasure in domination. Ironically, this is often why men who are failing in this macho competition—the economically struggling, the unmanly nerds, and even sometimes gay men—are among the most obviously sexist. They may be at the bottom of a hierarchy of men, they reason, but at least they’re not women.

Applying these ideas to Trump’s presidency, it’s hard to argue that the high-profile, high-status, and highly paid positions of Kellyanne Conway and Sarah Huckabee Sanders, not to mention the presence in the White House of his daughter, Ivanka, are doing anything to undermine gender inequality in the United States. Quite the opposite. Meanwhile, Trump’s claim to be the sole person capable of saving America—captured in his appalling comment about the Middle East: “I alone can fix it”—positions him as an omnipotent patriarch.16 He says he is protecting Americans when he bans Muslims from the United States, calls for a wall on the Mexican border, and threatens nuclear war with North Korea, often specifically invoking women’s sexual vulnerability when he does so.17 If Trump has his way, most men will suffer, too. His policies—from his tax breaks to the deregulation of industry—hurt everyone except those at the very top.

Is this where the stalled revolution is now headed?

The quaint balance of masculinity and femininity that the metaphor promised is no longer desirable, if it ever was. Instead of advocating that women compete with men on masculine terms and men mix in just enough femininity to distance themselves from the most toxic versions of masculinity, we need to start being honest about what being a man has come to mean. Trump’s rise has made it terrifyingly clear that his toxic version is not at all peripheral to twenty-first-century modern masculinity. It is central. It is authoritarian. And it is lethal.

If we’re going to survive both President Trump and the kind of people he has emboldened, we need to attack masculinity directly. I don’t mean that we should recuperate masculinity—that is, press men to identify with a kinder, gentler version of it—I mean that we should reject the idea that men have a psychic need to distinguish themselves from women in order to feel good about themselves. This idea is sexist on its face and it’s unsettling that we so rarely think of it that way.

In fact, we should be as suspicious of males who strongly identify as men as we are of white people who strongly identify as white. We should understand, in hindsight, that one of the reasons women were so keen to embrace masculinity in the first place was because it feels good to feel superior. And we should recognize, as well, that it is men’s belief that they should be superior to women and other men that is the cause of so much of their rage, self-hatred, and suffering.

We are here in Trump’s America in part because we have been too delicate in our treatment of dangerous ideas. The problem is not toxic masculinity; it’s that masculinity is toxic. Its appeal is its alluring promise that if we obey it, we can all bask in a sense of superiority over someone. It’s simply not compatible with liberty and justice for all.

If we are going to finish the gender revolution, then, we need to call masculinity out as a hazardous ideology and denounce anyone who chooses to identify with it. We need to stop talking about what it means to be a “real man” or an “empowered woman” and begin talking, instead, about what it means to be a good person and a good citizen. Our nation’s future depends upon it.

NOTES

Revised May 24, 2018.

  1.  Greg Miller, Julie Vitkovsaya, and Reuben Fischer-Baum, “ ‘This Deal Will Make Me Look Terrible’: Full Transcripts of Trump’s Calls with Mexico and Australia,” Washington Post, August 3, 2017, https://www.washingtonpost.com/graphics/2017/politics/australia-mexico-transcripts.

  2.  Jackson Katz, Man Enough? Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, and the Politics of Presidential Masculinity (Northampton, MA: Interlink, 2016).

  3.  Kristen Barber, “Satire as Protest in the Women’s March,” Gender and Society, April 12, 2017, https://gendersociety.wordpress.com/2017/04/12/satire-as-protest-in-the-womens-march/; James W. Messerschmidt and Tristan Bridges, “Trump and the Politics of Fluid Masculinities,” Gender and Society, July 21, 2017, https://gendersociety.wordpress.com/2017/07/21/trump-and-the-politics-of-fluid-masculinities/; C. J. Pascoe, “Who Is a Real Man? The Gender of Trumpism,” Masculinities and Social Change 6, no. 2 (2017), http://hipatiapress.com/hpjournals/index.php/mcs/article/view/2745/pdf.

  4.  Michael Kimmel, Angry White Men: American Masculinity at the End of an Era (New York: Nation Books, 2015).

  5.  Jeremy Diamond, “Trump: I Could ‘Shoot Somebody and I Wouldn’t Lose Voters,’ ” CNN, January 24, 2016, http://www.cnn.com/2016/01/23/politics/donald-trump-shoot-somebody-support/index.html.

  6.  Ann Swidler, “Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies,” American Sociological Review 51, no. 2 (1986), https://www.jstor.org/stable/2095521.

  7.  For a discussion of the role of optimism in discourses of modernity, see Anthony Giddens, The Consequences of Modernity (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1990).

  8.  Arlie Russell Hochschild, with Anne Machung, The Second Shift: Working Parents and the Revolution at Home (New York: Viking Penguin, 1989).

  9.  Linda Burnham, “Lean In and One Percent Feminism,” Portside, March 26, 2013, http://portside.org/2013-03-26/lean-and-one-percent-feminism.

10.  bell hooks, Talking Back: Thinking Feminist, Thinking Black (Boston: South End Press, 1989).

11.  Tristan Bridges and C. J. Pascoe, “Hybrid Masculinities: New Directions in the Sociology of Men and Masculinities,” Sociology Compass 3, no. 3 (2014), http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/soc4.12134/abstract.

12.  Melanie Heath, “Soft-Boiled Masculinity: Renegotiating Gender and Racial Ideologies in the Promise Keepers Movement,” Gender and Society 17, no. 3 (2003), http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0891243203017003008; N. Tatiana Masters, “ ‘My Strength Is Not for Hurting’: Men’s Anti-Rape Websites and Their Construction of Masculinity and Male Sexuality,” Sexualities 13, no. 1 (2010), http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1363460709346115?journalCode=sexa; Michael Murphy, “Can ‘Men’ Stop Rape? Visualizing Gender in the ‘My Strength Is Not for Hurting’ Rape Prevention Campaign,” Men and Masculinities 12, no. 1 (2009), http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1097184X09331752.

13.

OEBPS/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Series Statement



		Title Page



		Copyright



		Contents



		Introduction: The Big Picture



		Part I. The Crisis: Where We Are



		Resource Extraction



		Confronting Manhood After Trump











































Guide





		Cover



		Table of Contents



		Title Page











Pagebreaks of the print version





		Cover Page



		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26

































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































OEBPS/images/9780231548724.jpg
ANTIDEMOGRACY
IN AMERIGA

TRUTH, POWER, AND THE REPUBLIG AT RISK

LA TR Fe
.v --x.‘;“‘ ‘a o Bilm el 5
i «_ e

/R \1\?

Public
Books





OEBPS/images/publicbooks_tab_no_txt.png





OEBPS/images/newlogo_final.png





