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The famed 1619 Project of the New York Times is as interesting
for the second half of its title as it is for the first. What is
the project of this vast undertaking; what are its main findings
and messages, as well as its underlying methodologies and
objectives? There is an elusiveness, almost a malleability,
pervading a piece of journalism—or history, or perhaps anything in
between—founded on the specificity of a particular date. Part of
the difficulty in evaluating it stems from the variety of ways in
which the project has been presented: There's the Aug. 18, 2019,
print and online edition of the New York Times Magazine special
issue; a broadsheet edition that same day; a podcast spinoff; a
new, lengthy book version; an illustrated children's book; and the
many responses, updates, and essays published by the Times
defending, enhancing, or otherwise explaining the project. 

   



    These themes combine to create an ongoing
and robust work that sparked a national seismic discussion about
the legacy of slavery and persistent racial injustice in American
society. It's also a work with many opposing impulses, which may be
confusing and conflicting at times. This is apparent in "
The 1619 Project: A New Origin Story," a book that softens
some of the previous magazine collection's edges while also
transcending its...
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The famed 1619 Project of the New York Times is
as interesting for the second half of its title as it is for the
first. What is the project of this vast undertaking; what are its
main findings and messages, as well as its underlying methodologies
and objectives? There is an elusiveness, almost a malleability,
pervading a piece of journalism—or history, or perhaps anything in
between—founded on the specificity of a particular date. Part of
the difficulty in evaluating it stems from the variety of ways in
which the project has been presented: There's the Aug. 18, 2019,
print and online edition of the New York Times Magazine special
issue; a broadsheet edition that same day; a podcast spinoff; a
new, lengthy book version; an illustrated children's book; and the
many responses, updates, and essays published by the Times
defending, enhancing, or otherwise explaining the project. 

        

  
  


        
These themes combine to create an ongoing and
robust work that sparked a national seismic discussion about the
legacy of slavery and persistent racial injustice in American
society. It's also a work with many opposing impulses, which may be
confusing and conflicting at times. This is apparent in "
The 1619 Project: A New Origin Story," a
book that softens some of the previous magazine collection's edges
while also transcending its original mission as a historical
corrective, informing readers what they must now do or risk
personal involvement in the hurtful story in which they have just
been told. 

        

  
  


        
The enigma begins where the project started: in
1619, with the first ship transporting enslaved Africans to arrive
in the English American colonies and that moment's fitting place in
American history. In his introduction to the special edition, New
York Times Magazine editor Jake Silverstein first portrays the
project as a thought experiment, a counterfactual to the commonly
held belief that 1776 is the year of the nation's founding. "What
if we told you, although, that this reality, which is taught in our
schools and universally celebrated every Fourth of July, is
incorrect, and that the country's genuine birthday, the moment when
its defining contradictions first entered the world, was in late
August of 1619?" Three sentences later, the question mark has
vanished, and the tone has become more definitive. The brutal
system of slavery established that month is not just the United
States' "original sin," but also "the country's fundamental birth,"
according to Silverstein. The broadsheet supplement to the project
broadens that perspective, stating that "the 1619 Project aims to
reinterpret American history, making plain that slavery is the
basis on which this country is formed." On the same day, from
what-if to no-matter-what.

        
This doesn't exactly put things to rest. More
than a year later, Silverstein wrote in an article titled "On
Recent Criticism of The 1619 Project" that the idea of 1619 as the
country's founding year should be viewed as a "metaphor" rather
than taken literally. This is why, he claimed, the New York Times
had removed from the project's web presence a description of 1619
as our "real origin." However, Silverstein stated last month in an
essay titled "The 1619 Project and the Long Battle Over U.S.
History" that the date "may be regarded" the "inception" of the
United States. 

        

  
  


        
Nikole Hannah-Jones, the Times writer who
conceived the whole project and authored the main magazine column,
provides a few perspectives in the new book edition. She warns in
the foreword that this is "not the sole creation myth of our
country—there must be several." Then, in the first chapter,
Hannah-Jones replicates the content of her original magazine piece,
referring to African-Americans as the country's "real founding
fathers," deserving of the title "as those men cast in alabaster in
the nation’s capital." She claims that the genesis narrative in the
1619 Project is "truer" than the one we've known 400 pages later,
in a final chapter. 

        

  
  


        
What would an astute reader draw from all of
this? That 1619 is a thought experiment, a metaphor, or the
nation's genuine beginning, but not its foundation, but perhaps its
conception, or simply one of many origin stories—but the truer one?
Despite all of the argument surrounding the project, the squabble
about the beginning point is a debate that the 1619 Project is
having with itself. 

        

  
  


        
These distinctions are essential since framing
is everything when it comes to this topic. In her latest book,
Hannah-Jones argues that history is much more than merely
understanding what happened. "It's also how we think about what
happened," says the author. If this initiative had been dubbed "The
Slavery Project" and made comparable claims about the long-term
effects of Black servitude and racism in American life, it would
have been impactful but not as widely heard. Reframing America's
beginning from July 1776 to August 1619—from the "wrong" date to
the "right" one—and putting those markers in conversation with one
another is what makes you stop and ponder, to gaze into opposing
frames. 

        

  
  


        
In his most recent Times column, Silverstein
reinforced this sentiment. He emphasized the "dynamic, contentious,
and really fairly fascinating process" by which historical
understanding is reshaped, rather than history being "a fixed
entity." He was discussing historiography, which is the study of
how history is written and evolved — history's own history, he
added. 

        

  
  


        
From magazine to book and all in between, the
1619 Project has its own dynamic and contentious historiography. As
it works out what it wants to convey, it is sometimes direct,
sometimes subtle, and sometimes grudging.
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Recognizing a watershed moment in history, The
1619 Project, spearheaded by Nikole Hannah-Jones, was launched in
August 2019 by The New York Times Magazine. 

        
The project, which looked at the history of
slavery in the United States, was released on the anniversary of
the first ship delivering enslaved Africans to the English
colonies. 

        
The legacy of enslavement.

        
Slavery's experience is inextricably linked to
American history, according to the initiative. 

        
It elicited praise, criticism, and discussion.


        
The project's repercussions.

        
The project sparked in-depth discussions about
how American history is taught and written by examining how
slavery's legacy continues to impact life in the United States.


        
Awards and squabbles. 

        
Conservative groups have criticized Ms.
Hannah-Jones' work, which garnered her a Pulitzer Prize in 2020 for
the project's introductory article. 

        
Because of her involvement with the 1619
Project, several board members at the University of North Carolina
reportedly opposed her appointment to a tenure-track position in
2021. 

        
Extending the reach of the initiative.

        
Since its inception, the 1619 Project has grown
to include a podcast on how slavery has shaped America, as well as
two books set to be released on November 16th. 

        
In some ways, this was exactly what President
Bush and Lynne Cheney had requested: a new set of educational
principles based on the most recent research. 

        
As Wilcox points out in her 2002 book, 
Whose History? The Struggle for National
Standards in American Classrooms, the issue was that "the
standards were the result of modern historical scholarship that
challenged established ideas of the nation's history." 

        
The most recent research had shifted its focus
to the "formerly excluded," whose "anonymous lives" "could not
easily be incorporated into the traditional patriotic narrative of
a shared and glorious past whose onward march had been determined
solely by the actions of great leaders and generals," once
recovered. 

        
Cheney—who had resigned from her role as head of
the N.E.H. by then—published a commentary in The Wall Street
Journal headlined "The End of History" in October 1994, just a week
before the guidelines were set to be revealed to the public. 

        
Many of her criticisms were based on
misrepresentations, such as her claim that the standards barely
mentioned the Constitution (which was mentioned frequently in the
chapters explaining the relevant standards and in the sample
activities for teachers); others expressed skepticism toward the
increased inclusivity that characterized previous decades'
scholarship, such as her complaint that Harriet Tubman was
mentioned more times than Ulysses S. Grant. 

        
It would be difficult to obstruct this
objective, she said, since "Those who seek to do so will face an
academic establishment that delights in the kind of politicized
history that characterizes most of the country's history. 

        
However, the fight is worthwhile. 

        
Our children deserve to know that we are better
individuals than the national standards suggest." 

        
Crabtree, with whom she had worked closely for
years, was taken aback by Cheney's writing. (This ended their
friendship, according to Ross E. Dunn, a professor emeritus of
history at San Diego State University and associate director of the
N.C.H.S.) 

        
Rush Limbaugh followed Cheney's lead,
criticizing the standards as a "bastardization of American history"
and claiming that the US "does not deserve the reputation it's
getting in multicultural classrooms" just days after her letter.


        
The "Plan to Teach U.S. History Is Said to
Slight White Males," according to a headline in The New York
Times.

        
"History Hijacked," a Washington Post column by
Charles Krauthammer, criticized the standards for attempting to
"promote the achievements and highlight the victimization of the
country's preferred minorities, while straining equally to degrade
the achievements and highlight the flaws of the white males who ran
the country for its first two centuries." 

        
Cheney had effectively "dictated the script that
others would follow," as Wilcox put it, notwithstanding the fact
that she had twisted the standards. 

        
In response to her column, a letter to the
editor praised Cheney for revealing that Nash's and others' work
was "nothing more than a cynical ploy to indoctrinate children with
their own hatred of America; to steal the American birthright from
our country's children; to teach our children to feel guilt over
their own heritage." 

        
"Are we prepared to allow America's detractors
to define how American history will be taught to our children?" it
continued. 

        
By the mid-1990s, there was no longer much
debate among academic historians about the importance of social
history; Black history and Black studies had established a foothold
in many American universities' history departments, which had
changed dramatically—many now included female and African American
professors for the first time. 

        
Politicians, commentators, and lay historians
sparked the debate over the criteria, not academics. 

        
"There had been a number of debates concerning
the teaching and writing of history in the past, but they had
primarily taken place within the historical profession," historian
Eric Foner told me. "The direct politicization of history during
the standards discussion, on the other hand, was unprecedented.


        
When history became a political football,
demagoguery and misinformation took over the debate." 

        
Timing was crucial. 

        
Just weeks before the 1994 midterm elections, a
dispute emerged. 

        
Republican congressional candidates throughout
the country were rallying behind Newt Gingrich's Contract With
America in the final weeks of a campaign that would see their party
retake control of Congress for the first time in 40 years. 

        
Attacking the norms was a method to reassert
commitment to a romanticized version of the past that was portrayed
as under siege by "political correctness" and "multiculturalism."


        
This viewpoint is possibly best expressed in the
first chapter of Newt Gingrich's 1995 book, "To Renew America":
There was one continuous civilization developed around a set of
universally recognized legal and cultural ideas from the arrival of
English-speaking colonists in 1607 until 1965. 

        
There was a strong notion of what it meant to be
an American from the Jamestown colony and the Pilgrims to
Tocqueville's "Democracy in America" and Norman Rockwell's
paintings of the 1940s and 1950s. 

        
Our culture is built on a foundation of
spiritual and moral values. 

        
It promotes individual rights as well as
personal responsibility. 

        
However, since 1965, cultural elites have made a
concerted attempt to undermine this culture. 

        
Gingrich and the other members of his Republican
Revolution had been sworn in by the time his book was published,
the first time the G.O.P. had controlled both chambers of Congress
since 1954. 

        
One of the Senate's first acts was to pass a
nonbinding resolution denouncing the national history standards and
affirming that anyone receiving federal funds to develop standards
"should have a decent respect for the contributions of Western
civilization, as well as United States history, ideas, and
institutions, to the increase of freedom and prosperity around the
world." 

        
In the last 25 years, much has changed as new
research has reshaped and enlarged the study of American history
once more. 

        
The position of Black women in the nation's
history has become a hot topic, among other things. 

        
The Library of Congress first established a new
heading in its categorization system for "women slaves" in the
1980s, when it was trying to classify Deborah Gray White's "Ar'n't
I a Woman: Female Slaves in the Plantation South." 

        
Since then, a vast amount of literature has been
written regarding the experience of enslaved women, including
ground-breaking work like Annette Gordon-study Reed's of Thomas
Jefferson's relationship with Sally Hemings, a woman who was one of
the hundreds of people enslaved by the third president. 

        
Some historians denied for years that Jefferson
had a sexual relationship with Hemings or that she was the mother
of some of his children. 

        
Gordon-work, Reed's together with DNA testing
that confirmed Jefferson's fatherhood in 1998, proved the
relationship beyond a shadow of a doubt. 

        
And yet, here we are, once again, in the thick
of a fight over the teaching of American history. 

        
Though the debate over national history
standards differs in some ways, the two episodes have enough in
common that Nash and Crabtree's conclusions in their 1997 book 
History on Trial: Culture Wars and the Teaching
of the Past, co-authored with Ross E. Dunn, provide some
insight into our current struggles. 

        
For them, the 1990s culture war was inextricably
linked to changes in American historiography. 

        
"History that concentrates on undesirable or
even tragic occurrences in our past is unpatriotic and likely to
alienate young children from their own country," the standards'
opponents argued. 

        
"Exposure of kids to sad chapters of our past is
crucial to the growth of informed, responsible citizens," they
said. 

        
This disagreement about the use and potential
misuse of history, it seemed to me, has raged for the previous two
years. (In fact, Dunn told me that Nash recommended an updated
edition of 
History on Trial about a month before his
death, in July 2021, to confront the surge of "divisive
conceptions" legislation.) 

        
It's there in Trump's warning that the 1619
Project would "dissolve the civic bonds that bind us together";
it's there in State Representative Danny Crawford of Alabama's
explanation for a bill he sponsored to prohibit the teaching of
critical race theory: "To start teaching something like that just
inflames and throws salt on the wound"; and it's there in Virginia
Governor-elect Glenn Youngkin's comment to a radio host in June
that "Slavery was about to unfold. 

        
It also appears in a more scientific form in a
review of Alan Taylor's 2016 book, "American Revolutions: A
Continental History, 1750-1804," by Gordon Wood, one of the five
historians who signed the 1619 Project letter to the editor. 

        
Taylor's depiction of the revolution is rowdy,
convoluted, unheroic, and based on extraordinarily rigorous
scholarship. He holds the Thomas Jefferson Foundation Chair in
American History at the University of Virginia and has twice won
the Pulitzer Prize. 

        
It also claims that one of the reasons for the
colonists' breakaway from Britain was to maintain slavery:
"Patriots battled for the preservation of both slavery and white
liberty in the southern mainland colonies. 

        
Indeed, they saw slave labor as a necessary
economic foundation for white men's freedom to survive." 

        
The similarities between this statement and the
sentence in Nikole's essay that was at the heart of the five
historians' objections will be obvious to astute readers. 

        
"The challenge addressed by Taylor's book is
this: Can a revolution envisioned primarily as sordid, racist, and
divided be the inspiration for a nation?" Wood writes in his
review, without directly objecting to this interpretation. 

        
Of course, one of the goals of national history
has always been to instill civic pride. 

        
The political intentions of Bancroft's
narrative, like those of George Washington Williams' 
History of the Negro Race, are
self-evident. 

        
But it has only been in the last several
decades, when the 1960s historiographical paradigm shift finally
made its way into the public consciousness that we have had to
grapple with how to reconcile this goal with an increasingly
problematic narrative.
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Mary Grabar's latest book, 
Debunking the 1619 Project: Exposing the Plan
to Divide America, exposes just that—and more. It is more than
just a rebuttal of an ill-conceived and historically incorrect
publication; it is an onslaught of knowledge gathered from history,
some of it little-known or misunderstood. 

        
The tremendous popularity and widespread
acceptance of the 1619 Project by millions of readers, as well as
its spread into thousands of public schools, demonstrates that many
Americans enjoy politically motivated historical tales as long as
they are well-written. Its remarkable how a swarm of articles by
authors whose specialties aren't matched to the subject they're
writing about can allow a 180-degree turn in a country's history
and a "reframing" to meet an apparently deliberate misunderstanding
of historical knowledge. This is the period we live in, and this is
the continuous preference for current cultural trends above
traditional roots. 

        
Grabar emphasizes early on that the 34
contributors to the 1619 Project, whose goal was to "reframe the
country's history, recognizing 1619 as its actual founding," were
mostly "journalists (mainly connected with The New York Times) and
artistic types, poets, writers, painters, and photographers." Only
four were historians, and none were "regarded as a prominent
specialist in the history of slavery." She points out that the
founders, particularly New York Times journalist Nikole
Hannah-Jones, whose idea was the 1619 Project, are ideologically
left-wing. 

        
Grabar, wisely, not only provides relevant
information about the contributors' politics, but also highlights
how absurd it is to rely on artists and journalists to "correct"
the narrative of American history—a historical background that has
been explored and analyzed for centuries by some of the brightest
historians. Those who advocate for a "reframing" of American
history "through the prism of slavery," as Hannah-Jones wishes,
will be unafraid to try to fit their square peg into this round
hole. Those concerned with historical truth, on the other hand,
will discover Grabar's work meticulously draws from historians,
both liberal and conservative. 

        
The author does not try to stay away from the
highly contentious topics covered by the 1619 Project
collaborators, such as attempts to cancel Thomas Jefferson and
Abraham Lincoln, the argument that the American Revolution was
fought solely to protect slavery, and also that slavery in America,
and particularly at Jefferson's Monticello, was "unlike anything
that had existed in history," as Hannah-Jones stated. 

        
Grabar examines each allegation using historical
facts, opinions from other historians, and comments from
contemporaries or prominent figures such as Jefferson and Lincoln.
Her work is objective, unemotional, and free of animosity against
Hannah-Jones or the other contributors. She approaches the most
egregious allegations from several perspectives in order to expose
them. 

        

  
As she points out, it's no surprise that
Hannah-Jones has yet to accept an offer to defend her position on
the debate stage. Even when historians from both the left and right
voiced their concerns, the New York Times Magazine declined to
publish any revisions. (It also overlooked Leslie M. Harris, a
Northwestern University history professor who assisted in
fact-checking the project and had serious misgivings about it.)  



        
The 1619 Project, - a new book, has extended
versions of the original 2019 pieces, as well as extra short
fiction and poetry to round out each chapter. New contributors,
many of whom are historians, have also been added. (This is a
significant advance from the earlier special issue, which attempted
to recast history but did not include many historians.) As a
result, the new book has an almost unbroken sense of unity. Many of
the authors start with a narrative of violence, racism, or
inequality, claim that such injustices have their roots in colonial
times or the post-Reconstruction era, and then spend the rest of
the essay tracing the connections between those periods and our
own. The technique is a little predictable, but it doesn't make it
any less successful. 

        

  
  


        
"Our legal and political architecture has
prioritized the safety and self-defense of white people above that
of black people from the nation's beginning," argues historian
Carol Anderson in her article "Self-Defense," one of the finest new
contributions. Anderson unearths the history of the Second
Amendment, emphasizing how it did not grant Black Americans the
right to bear arms because "the enslaved were not considered
citizens," and how it was widely understood that one of the
amendment's "well-regulated militia's" purposes was to suppress
Black uprisings. This chapter refers to another by historian Leslie
Alexander and legal scholar Michelle Alexander, titled "Fear." They
highlight how, following Reconstruction, local police units across
the South "were frequently made up of former slave scouts and
members of the Ku Klux Klan" who targeted Black individuals for
"daring to behave as if they were free." The co-authors claim that
the "kindling" for the enormous protests that the country
experienced in 2020 had been set long before the police killing of
George Floyd. "Nothing has proven to be more dangerous to our
democracy, or to Black communities, than white dread of Black
liberation fantasies." 

        

  
  


        
Some essayists from the original magazine
version have extended or otherwise revised their material for the
new book. As a result, the outcomes are informative and uneven,
widening or qualifying their claims. 

        

  
  


        
Consider the chapter "Capitalism" by sociologist
Matthew Desmond. Desmond stated in his original magazine piece that
many contemporary American capitalism's labor-management and
record-keeping procedures began on plantations, with long-term
ramifications for the country's growth and industry. He claimed,
for example, that the tremendous advances in the productivity of
America's cotton fields—an average enslaved field worker picked 400
percent more cotton in 1862 than in 1801, for example—resulted from
systematic attempts to regulate every element and instant of those
employees' life. Desmond described the "uncompromising pursuit of
measuring and scientific accounting demonstrated in slave farms" in
the article, writing, "Bodies and duties were linked with strict
exactitude." 

        

  
  


        
According to critics of the article, some
financial and administrative systems mentioned by Desmond, like
double-entry accounting, predate the slave-plantation era. More
importantly, they said that Desmond's focus on cotton production
obscured the true cause of the increase. Desmond addresses this in
the new novel, but only to a point. Instead, he highlights the
increase in productivity after a lengthy argument of the
administration of enslaved labor. "Historians and economists have
traced back this surge in productivity to a variety of factors—for
instance, Alan Olmstead and Paul Rhode discovered that enhanced
cotton varieties aided hands to pick lots of cotton daily—but
sophisticated methods that improved ways to manage land and labor
undoubtedly played a part as well," he adds. 

        

  
  


        
Take note of what's going on: A new explanation
is offered for a key fact, but the overall story remains the
same—since "surely" it still holds. Readers should ever be open to
new historical interpretations, but "certainly" does not reassure
when modifying history. When facts complicate a tale, they should
not be ignored but embraced as part of Silverstein's celebrated
dynamic and contentious process of discovery. 

        

  
  


        
Other additions to the book enhance the original
contributions in different ways. The chapter "Punishment," written
by civil rights lawyer Bryan Stevenson, convincingly argues that
mass incarceration and police brutality against Black Americans can
be traced back to slavery's legacy and a loophole in the 13th
Amendment, that prohibited involuntary servitude "except as a
penalty for crime of what the party shall have been rightly
convicted" His approach expands here to include a study of current
Supreme Court juvenile-justice cases, including one in which
Stevenson himself argued, and he more completely illustrates the
"unbroken ties" between slavery, Black Codes, convict leasing,
White lynch mobs and contemporary injustices. Nevertheless, he
says, "Black people still face the burden of assumed guilt." 

        

  
  


        
Journalist Trymaine Lee tells the bitter tragedy
of Elmore Bolling, a Black businessman in Alabama who was slain
(six pistol bullets and one shotgun blast to the back) by two White
men in December 1947 in "Inheritance," possibly the most remembered
of the chapters. His crime: achieving success despite being black.
Bolling rented land on which he built a huge house, a general
store, a petrol station, and a delivery and catering business. His
assailants were "jealous of a Negro's commercial success,"
according to the Chicago Defender at the time. Bolling had
emphasized the importance of education and business savvy to his
children, but his two oldest, who were 14 and 15 at the time of his
murder, struggled through menial jobs for the rest of their lives,
while his 12-year-old son, who witnessed his father's body lying in
a ditch, spent part of his adulthood in a psychiatric facility. One
of Elmore's daughters, Josephine Bolling McCall, reveals to Lee
that the children received no inheritance; "it was all taken away."
This family's narrative is set against the backdrop of the federal
government's post-Reconstruction stripping of rights and assistance
for newly liberated Black Americans. 

        

  
  


        
One of the sharpest contributions to the
original 1619 project collection was times critic Wesley Morris'
magazine article on the contribution of black-musicians on culture
of America, and the inhuman legacy of blackface minstrelsy on the
soul of black America and his rendition in part 3 of the "1619"
podcast is well deserved the 34 minutes. He states in the book,
"Decades of jams conceived, produced, and performed by Black
musicians sustain gatherings in locations where there are no actual
Black people." Yet, because white people won't stop placing it
there, Black art's creativity and intuition form American society's
"very foundation." He laments that something about White Americans'
longing for cultural Blackness "warps and perverts its source,
lampoons and cheapens it even in adulation." "Loving Black culture
has never necessitated the same level of love for Black people."
And appreciating Black culture has a way of making you want to love
the life out of it." 

        

  
  


        
The last paragraph in both the magazine and the
book is nearly similar, yet something surprising happens in the
next lines of the book chapter. Morris notes, "But not always." He
detours uncharted areas, making an argument that is far too long
and nuanced to be dismissed as a hesitant caution. "The continual
squabbles over whose material is whose obscures a more crucial
irony: music has given birth to this country's sole real
integration," Morris argues. He notes that "work done by white
people alongside Black people effervesces throughout American
musical history," with White musicians performing "in Black
traditions with regard and respect." Morris similarly emphasizes
the "crucial contrast between what's appreciating and what's
appropriative" in his book chapter. Still, his magazine column
denounced a form of cultural gentrification in which "black
individuals have frequently been rendered redundant to try
blackness." 

        

  
  


        
In the discussions about creative and cultural
appropriation, this is fertile ground. And the updated version of
Morris's argument retains all of its force by conceding that the
link between Black and White artists and creativity might be more
nuanced—and less black and white—than previously assumed. Morris
isn't just asking readers to reassess their world; he is
questioning it himself. 
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Section Two

        
The Mary Grabar vs.
Hannah-Jones Debate

        

  
  


        
With her 258-page refutation of the 1619
Project, Grabar has definitely pushed the argument to the stage
(along with nearly 60 pages of bibliography notes in a font much
smaller than the galley text). 

        
We don't receive much of Grabar's own opinions
on the issue, which is exactly the purpose. When covering 400 years
of history, less narrative and more historical background,
particularly from contemporaries and prior historians, is
essential. It is, however, concerning that so many people accept
current tales devoid of historical study as gospel. 

        
Mary Grabar not only gives in-depth
counterarguments to the 1619 Project's assertions via the writings
of famous slave historians like as John Hope Franklin, Eugene D.
Genovese, and Dumas Malone, but she also provides in-depth insights
into Hannah-Jones herself, largely via the journalist's own
writings. 

        
There have been articles and letters published
in response to the 1619 Project, and they are frequently
well-written and well-intended. However, the problem with those
pieces from around two years ago was that they were reactive, even
if erudite. These articles do not cover enough ground since there
is only so much room in a column or letter to the editor; they also
appear more subjective than factual. 

        

Debunking the 1619 Project: Exposing the Plan
to Divide America fills a void by providing a thorough,
in-depth, and academic study that exposes the most heinous parts of
the project. 

        
This book is not a justification of slavery,
which is an allegation I fully expect to be leveled. It's also not
an attempt to defuse the slavery debate. If anything, it helps to
situate the debate in its right and important perspective. Grabar's
work is a defense of the nation's real origin in 1776 and its basic
ideals, rather than an attempt to "reframe" everything we believe
to be true. 

        
Nikole Hannah-Jones' first magazine piece, "The
Idea of America," won the Pulitzer Prize for Commentary in 2019. (I
am a part of the Pulitzer Prize Board, but due to a competing entry
from The Washington Post, I was removed from the debate of that
category.) One of the most emotional passages in the essay, when a
teacher requests a little Hannah-Jones to sketch the flag of her
ancestral home, and she hesitates because she has no idea what it
is, has been turned into a wonderful children's book, "Born on the
Water." Hannah-Jones describes how her father's insistence on
flying the American flag outside their Iowa house humiliated her at
the time and how she only came to understand the desire years
later. According to her, "no people has a better claim to that flag
than us," since black Americans' battles for freedom and equality
have forced this country to live up to its values. She understood
the Stars and Stripes was the flag she should have sketched as a
youngster. 

        

  
  


        
The piece drew much criticism, including a
letter from a group of historians asking for revisions published in
the New York Times and a lengthy response by Silverstein defending
the work. Hannah-Jones portrays the historians' assessment in the
book's prologue, although her representation does not necessarily
match their letter published by the Times. ("They didn't agree with
our framing," she adds, "which viewed slavery and anti-Blackness as
essential to America." Instead, the scholars had written, "We
commend any attempts to recognize the persistent significance of
slavery and racism to our history." Their main criticisms focused
on two statements made by Hannah-Jones in the original essay:
first, that "one of the main reasons the colonists decided to
declare their independence from Britain was to protect the
organization of slavery," and second, that "for the most part,
black Americans fought back alone" in the long struggle for equal
rights. 

        

  
  


        
In the book, Hannah-Jones responds to both
critiques, in part by recasting the debates. For example, she
argues in the prologue that the remark "had never been meant to
suggest that every single colonist shared this objective" when
asked if protecting slavery was a key motivator for the revolt. As
a consequence, she explains, the online version of her article was
changed to refer to "some of the colonists," and the passage is
also included in the book that way. (This "clarification" was
presented in identical words in an editor's note by Silverstein,
issued more than six months after the initial magazine package.)


        

  
  


        
I won't pretend to speak for the average Times
reader, but I never took the original text to mean that every
colonist shared this purpose; instead, I assumed it referred to a
majority or a significant minority. The Times' two-word "update" to
the project ("some of" the colonists) skirted around the main
point: what was the variety of causes that drove the revolt, and
how intense was the desire to preserve slavery among them? This was
a clarification that didn't add anything to the conversation. 

        

  
  


        
Hannah-Jones provides two reasons for her view
of colonial objectives in the first chapter, titled "Democracy."
One is the November 1775 Dunmore Proclamation, in which the royal
governor of Virginia offered enslaved people freedom in exchange
for joining the British side in the war. (The proclamation was not
included in Hannah-Jones' original piece and was not included in
the magazine's chronology of significant matters in
African-American history; it is now included in the enlarged
timeline in the book.) The proclamation "would change the
trajectory of the Movement," she adds, which is an apt phrase
considering that the revolution was already well underway at the
time of the proclamation. 

        

  
  


        
What impact did this episode have on the cause
for independence? Hannah-Jones narrows the scope of the story here.
She emphasizes that the declaration "infuriated white Virginians"
and that the revolution was, after all, primarily a Virginia
affair. "Schoolchildren learn that the Boston Tea Party began the
Revolution and that the Continental Congress was held in
Philadelphia, where brave patriots produced the Declaration and
Constitution," she adds. "However, while Virginians in Philadelphia
mostly authored our nation's founding papers, no area affected the
Revolution and the country it spawned more than Virginia." It's a
little, but significant change: Hannah-Jones narrows the universe
of important colonists rather than broadening history to include
all colonists' rationales. Virginia is now a true colonial America.


        

  
  


        
Hannah-Jones was mentioned in an Atlantic piece
published in late 2019, supporting her original essay's claim that
Black Americans fought for independence mostly on their own. "This
isn't to mean that black people battled alone," she said. "It's
saying that we did most of the time." She portrays the historians'
critique as a question of taste, or possibly pique, in the book's
preface: She says, "They didn't appreciate our statement that Black
Americans... have fought their battles primarily alone." "For the
most part, Black Americans fought hard alone, never getting a
majority of white Americans to join and support their freedom
struggles," Hannah-Jones writes in the book's first chapter, adding
a telling phrase: "For the most part, Black Americans fought hard
alone, never getting lots of white majority to join and support
their freedom struggles." 

        

  
  


        
"Alone" now denotes "without the backing of the
majority." Instead, the term isn't removed or replaced; it's
reinterpreted, preserving the original phrase and frame. Is this
change an acknowledgment that the historians' critique was valid?
No such rethinking is suggested by Hannah-Jones' description of
their correspondence in the book's prologue. Shouldn't a frame
flex, quiver, or fracture sometimes if the terrain within it
shifts? 
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Despite this, it is only in the last chapter
that Grabar begins to land some much-needed blows. After going
through Hannah-Jones' jumble of historical facts and fallacious
logic, she concludes in her concluding pages that "it would be
impossible to find someone more ill-qualified and ill-suited to
create a curriculum for students" and "The 1619 Project is not
actually history." It is propaganda that portrays white America as
historically and consistently racist across four centuries. " 

        
Although Grabar's approach to let the facts do
its work before dismissing The 1619 Project makes sense from an
academic viewpoint, it undermines her case from a rhetorical
standpoint. Unless the reader has a genuine interest in history and
American principles, he may not want to devote the time and effort
required to read the entire book. Although it is disheartening to
consider, the truth is that some liberally oriented or ignorant
readers may just prefer The 1619 Project writings because they are
simpler to read and understand. 

        
Grabar, on the other hand, is not a polemicist.
She is a historian who performs an excellent job. She is able to
weave together so many strands of information and convey the
aspects and quandaries in simple, understandable language. She is
an excellent researcher and teacher, and unlike her opponents, she
will leave her audience more educated and grateful about their
country's history. 

        
This might have been Grabar's intention—not
necessarily to retaliate directly against the authors of the 1619
Project, but to give fodder for those who do participate in such
discussions. They will be able to expose the charlatans who incite
racial tensions and peddle false narratives in order to profit and
claim moral superiority, armed with the 
Debunking of The 1619 
Project. 

        
In the end, this will be the labor of many
individuals who care about their nation, not just one expert like
Grabar. They just need to read Grabar's book and get back to work
on re-educating Americans about their past. 

        
The "
1619 Project" has gone to great lengths to
emphasize its intellectual rigor. Silverstein expressed gratitude
for the input received on the initial magazine issue, which helped
"deepen and enrich" the project in a recent article, and added that
the new book "was submitted to a peer-review process." "In
compiling this book, we solicited the guidance of several
historians as peer reviewers," the acknowledgments portion of the
book says. Scholars with subject-area knowledge examined all of the
articles in their entirety." It then expresses gratitude to more
than two dozen academics by name. Without question, the list is
impressive, but asking for input on your work from individuals
you've chosen isn't exactly the same as going through an impartial
peer review process, despite the use of academic terminology. 

        

  
  


        
The book is, by essential, more scholarly in
exposition than the initial magazine version, with 50 pages of
footnotes. "
The 1619 
Project," on the other hand, shows its most
significant growth in its closing portions, moving away from its
strictly historical examination. Ibram X. Kendi, a historian, says
in a chapter titled "Progress" that the conventional image of
America making steady if sluggish progress toward more racial
fairness is "ahistorical, mythological, and incomplete." The
incremental progress "mantra" might sabotage efforts to achieve
true equality. Kendi cites Chief Justice John Roberts' majority
opinion in Shelby County v. Holder (2013), which concluded that
because of the country's progress against discrimination, certain
states and counties no longer needed federal approval to modify
their voting rules, as the Voting Rights Act required. (The
judgment sparked a slew of state-level efforts aimed at making
voting more difficult.) "Saying the country has improved racially
is generally an ideological assertion," Kendi says, "and one that
has been employed all too frequently to disguise the opposite
reality of racist advancement." The shortcomings of the
Reconstruction era led to the 20th-century civil rights movement's
"Second Reconstruction," a cause and effect that Kendi believes are
"too often left out of the tale." 

        

  
  


        
Kendi then introduces something else he claims
is missing from the story: America needs a "Third Reconstruction"
to meet the second's unmet promise. The project of 
The 1619 Project becomes openly political
at this point. In the book's last chapter, "Justice," Hannah-Jones
fills in the facts, identifying the racial wealth divide as the
most severe concern facing Black Americans. "The centuries-long
economic advantage enjoyed by white Americans," she argues, "is
what most successfully preserves racial caste now." To close the
gap, the government has to embark on "a massive social revolution
fueled by ambitious national initiatives." 

        

  
  


        
Hannah-Jones lists a number of goals, including
"a decent income; universal healthcare, daycare, and college; and
student loan debt relief." They also contain economic reparations
for African-Americans—particularly for individuals who can
demonstrate that they have identified as Black for at least 10
years prior to any reparations procedure and can "track to some
extent one ancestor back to American slavery." A promise to uphold
civil rights legislation in the areas of housing, education, and
employment, as well as "targeted investments" in Black communities
around the country, is also urged. 

        

  
  


        
As a result, the 1619 Project of the New York
Times has been enlisted in the service of a policy goal and
political vision. The book's final chapter emphasizes this
connection. "It is one thing to declare you don't support
reparations due to the fact that you don't know the history,"
Hannah-Jones writes. "It's another to say you don't support
reparations because you don't comprehend how actions are taken
decades ago contributed to the conditions in which millions of
Black Americans live now." "However, you've finally reached the
conclusion of this book, and nationalized amnesia can no longer be
used as an excuse." No one of us can be held accountable for the
mistakes of our forefathers. But if we choose not to do the correct
and necessary thing today, we bear that load." 
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It would be reassuring if history came with a
policy road map, a specific agenda that put us on the correct track
straight away. Nonetheless, the 1619 Project's political bent does
not have to alter one's perception of the American origin tale it
depicts. "Origin tales serve, to a degree, as myths meant to
generate a shared sense of history and purpose," Hannah-Jones
writes in the first sentence of the book's last chapter. The 1619
Project explains both its background and its goal in this book
vividly. 

        
 


                    
                

                
            

            
        

    
        
            
                
                
                    
                        
                    

                    
                    
                        
                    

                    
                

                
                
                    
                    
Thank You, and
more…

        
 

        
 

        
Thank you for spending your time to read this
book, I hope now you hold a greater knowledge about 
The 1619 Project.

        
 

        

  
     Before you go, would you mind leaving
us a review on where you purchased your book? 


        
 

        

  
    It will mean a lot to us and help us
continue making more summaries for you and for others. 


        
 

        
Thank you once again!

        
 

        
Yours warmly,
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