“UNDOCUMENTED, UNAFRAID,
AND UNAPOLOGETIC”

DREAM ACTIVISTS, IMMIGRANT
POLITICS, AND THE QUEERING
OF DEMOCRACY

Jointhe system or burn it down: Scholars of political participation generally
characterize young people’s activities in terms of either citizenship or pro-
test. Discussions of citizenship, focusing on questions of civic engagement
and leadership, tend to look at how subjects learn the value of participa-
tion in the existing political system, with an emphasis on how youths enact
democratic citizenship through institutional politics: joining and forming
organizations, volunteerism, public service, and voting. By contrast, dis-
cussions of protest generally represent young people as subjects who seek
to transform (rather than simply join) the current political system, seeking
social change rather than mere membership in the status quo.

Yet within both types of discussions, citizenship itself is a given. The
assumption is that the young people participating are legible and accepted
members of the pplity. But what if the question of citizenship is itself the
subject of protest?

This essay is about such subjects: undocumented youth whose political
activism demands a rethinking of the very category (citizenship) they both
claim and seek to inhabit. Calling themselves DREAMers (based on their
support for the DREAM Act),! this group of undocumented and often also
LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender) youth has appropriated strat-
egies of visibility developed during the gay rights movement and has chosen
to “come out” and openly declare their undocumented status. This chapter
argues that the politics of coming out, and linkages between sexuality and
migration, now serve as a cultural touchstone for DREAM activists. Social
media, which allow DREAM activists to speak to an imagined public of both
allies and adversaries, have been critical to this development. Posting their
stories online and announcing their status at rallies, marches, and confer-
ences, DREAMers show how such acts of self-disclosure and risk taking are
powerful enactments of political freedom. New forms of social media such
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as YouTube, Twitter, Tumblr, and Facebook, the rise of open-source sites,
and the increasing ease of generating original content have allowed DREAM
activists to create an alternative public sphere. Beyond its creative compo-
nent, social media’s interactive and peer-based features allow DREAMers
to circumvent traditional political elites and mainstream immigrant rights
organizations. Finally, online communication channels such as e-mail and
Skype have expanded the space of appearance for undocumented youth,
whose ability to travel freely is limited, thus allowing them to participate
in multiple publics in ways that were inconceivable prior to the Internet.

The creation of such publics and counterpublics has allowed DREAMers
to challenge older forms of authority and representative speech, creating
new spaces in which the undocumented are not objectified members of
a criminalized population who are simply spoken about but instead are
speaking subjects and agents of change. This proliferation of voices reveals
heterogeneous views regarding the politics of incorporation and inclusion.
While some DREAMers express familiar claims regarding nationalism, in-
tegration, and liberal recognition, the more radical are putting forward
critiques of US policies regarding immigi‘ation, globalization, civic mem-
bership, and political engagement; these critiques are irreverent, auda-
cious, and unapologetic. Such acts of humor, impudence, and invention
share similarities with the online ethos of Chinese activists, as is discussed
by Zuckerman in this volume. DREAM activism also shares many similar-
ities to what Shelby defines in this volume as “politically impure dissent” —
performative acts that assert a lack of respect for state and societal rules
that marginalized youth of color deem unjust.

Emphasizing peer-to-peer forms of communication that mix newer
technologies with older forms of mobilization, the use of new social media
has facilitated what I want to characterize as DREAMers’ “queer” vision of
democracy—a participatory politics that rejects secrecy and criminaliza-
tion in favor of more aggressive forms of nonconformist visibility, voice,
and protest. Radical DREAMers have used new social media to queer the
movement, expressing more complex and sophisticated conceptions of
loyalty, legality, migration, sexuality, and patriotism than those typically
offered by politicians, pundits, and other political elites. Yet alongside their
defiant attitude toward state power, DREAM activism also humanizes the
victims of a neoliberal political system that seeks to create “a borderless
economy and a barricaded border.”

This ability to “queer” the politics of immigration—to operate success-
fully at the intersection of liberal inclusion and radical possibility—is so




82 CHAPTER FOUR

far best epitomized by the DREAMers’ successful pressuring of President
Barack Obama to sign an executive order granting undocumented youth
“deferred action.” The implementation of Deferred Action for Childhood
Arrivals (DACA) has thus far been one of few policy victories for unau-
thorized individuals to have occurred in recent years—and its existence is
due primarily to the activism of DREAMers. In getting this order passed,
DREAMers not only confronted the president during his reelection cam-
paign but took on traditional immigrant rights organizations that preferred
a much more accommodationist approach. Activists used new social me-
dia to circumvent traditional gatekeepers on immigration policy, making
diréct demands on President Obama through a strategy of “participatory
politics,” or “interactive, peer-based acts through which individuals and
groups seek to exert both voice and influence on issues of public concern”
(defined and discussed by Kahne, Middaugh, and Allen in this volume).?
The interactive, peer-based acts that Kahne et al. identify as being at the

center of participatory politics include just what DREAMers have been do-

ing: “starting or joining a political group on a social network site; forward-

ing or posting someone else’s political commentary; contributing their own

article, opinion piece, picture, or video; commenting on a news story or
blog read online; or participating in an event where young people express
their political views.”

Their approach challenged the political assumptions of both liberals

and conservatives and shqwed DREAMers to be engaged in a politics not
of voice alone, but also of influence. Thanks to Obama’s June 2012 order
and his reelection that following November, not only is the DREAM Act
closer to passing, but the question of comprehensive immigration reform
isnow back on the table. Equally important, for those undocumented youth
who qualify, the passage of DACA provides work authorizations as well as
meaningful (though temporary) relief from the daily threat of deportation.
DREAMers’ success in getting the president to grant deferred action shows
how participatory online practices can promote success in traditional po-
litical domains.

Of course, DREAMers’ use of new social media and their appearance on
the public stage are risky. Using social media to name themselves publicly
as undocumented makes activists vulnerable to an increased risk of de-
tention or even deportation for themselves and their families, Yet, given
the ongoing violence of our current immigration policy, DREAMers per-
suasively argue that the liberal language of privacy offers little haven for
noncitizens. For these subjects, resisting publicity guarantees neither se-
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curity nor freedom from interference; to be silent and faceless only e‘n.ables
conditions of exploitation and violence. Voice, for them, isa precondltlon.of
influence. The topic of how exactly they have come to cultivate influential
voices will lead us to see that they also offer a radical, new “gothic” vision

of democratic citizenship.

PROTECTION THROUGH COLLECTIVE
ACTION: THE MARCHES OF 2006

Unauthorized immigrants have long engaged in widespread I.)rotest?.
Throughout the twentieth century, fights for worker rights ar}d against anti-
immigrant legislation produced forms of undocumented res1stance. and 'ac,:-
tivism; consider the mass protests in 1994 against the passage of California’s
Proposition 187.° But it was the immigrant rights protests of 2006 ir? xfer}i.ch
we saw a nationwide movement of undocumented subjects claiming visibility
and giving voice to their dreams and frustrations. Across the country, the
undocumented engaged in a wide array of mass actions, ranging from school
walkouts to marches, street demonstrations, and work stoppages. Dressed
in white and carrying multilingual signs with statements reading, “I Am.a
Worker, Not a Criminal,” “Justice for All,” and “Let Us Be a Part of the Ameri-
can Dream,” immigrants sang the national anthem in both English and Span-
ish and waved the flags of their home countries alongside American ﬂagsﬁ‘
The immigrant rights marches in 2006 “were historic because of their
size and because they took place in cities across the United States. A.n 'es-
timated 3 to 5 million people participated, with approximately 1.5 'm1ll1on
people marching in 108 locations around the country between April 8 and
Aprilioalone. . . . In some cities, the immigration reform marches were the
largest street demonstrations ever recorded.” o
These massive marches of 2006 marked an important shift in immigrant
rights politics and organizing. By refusing to obey the strictures ojf illegal-
ity, with its demands of silence and secrecy, the undocument?d r.es1st?d. t}'1e
state’s injunction that they remain unknown and faceless. Risking visibil-
ity and deportation in order to make their voices heard, they ref.used to p.ar-
ticipate in the economic and political logics that supported their exclusw'n
and exploitation. Instead, protesters created an immigrant counterpul?hc
where they enacted the very rights and standing they were demanding
from the government. Moreover, by creating a space of appearance whe‘re
new forms of action could occur, noncitizens were engaging in acts of polit-
ical freedom—what Hannah Arendt has described as the capacity for new
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beginnings. Arendt’s focus on action as the uniquely human capacity to do
the unexpected, helps to foreground what I take to be one of the demonstra-
tions’ most significant aspects: its power as a moment of initiation and an
inaugural performance of the political. By taking to the streets and claim-
ing space and rights, immigrants and their allies created spaces of political
freedom and common appearance where none existed before.

The 2006 protests saw little discussion of social media as a mobilizing
force. With YouTube still a fledgling site and Facebook not yet available
to the general public, efforts to mobilize the undocumented stressed more
traditional organizations and media outlets. The organizations and media
outlets most responsible for mobilizing immigrants (including the undocu-
mented) included Spanish-language media, including television and (more
particularly) talk radio, community-based organizations, Chicano/Latino
student and community organizations, labor unions, the Catholic Church,
immigrant hometown associations, and immigrant sports leagues.® In
terms of the technology used to mobilize immigrant populations, organiz-
ers for the 2006 demonstrations were characterized as relying on “mass
distribution of flyers, door-knocking, phone banking, and word of mouth.”
And while some encouraged the use of “web sites, e-mail, and faxes,” ac-
tivists used social media primarily to coordinate with those who were
already members of community-based organizations. In general, when
trying to spread information about the rallies and mobilize a mass base of
participants, activists used social media less than more traditional forms
of outreach such as ethnic media, “press conferences, radio, television, and
newspapers.”*

In entering the public realm and engaging in street protest, the undocu-
mented faced significant risk; given this, protesters often sought to reduce
the perils of publicity by mobilizing the power of the democratic crowd.
Through large-scale mass actions, undocumented protesters found ways
to be politically visible while also remaining obscure and hard to identify.
For example, by gathering and intermingling their bodies in public acts of
protest, mass demonstrations made it difficult to distinguish citizen from
noncitizen. In this way, the marches were able to sustain forms of visibility
that also protected unauthorized immigrants choosing to enter the public
realm. William Flores has characterized this sort of activism as “protec-
tion through collective action.”® Similarly, while various undocumented
individuals spoke onstage at the 2006 rallies (or spoke to journalists at the
events), the views and voices of the vast majority of the undocumented
were mostly articulated through signs and chants.

“UNDOCUMENTED, UNAFRAID, AND UNAPOLOGETIC” 85

As other scholars have noted, the 2006 marches displayed considerable
ideological heterogeneity. Along51de signs statmg, “Let Us Be Part of the
American Dream,” other marchers carried signs stating, “This is Stolen
Land” and “Who’s The Real Illegal Alien? . . . Pilgrim!”* Alongside chants
such a, “Today we march, tomorrow we vote,” other marchers chanted,
“iAqui Estamos, y No Nos Vamos!” (Here we are, and we're not leaving!)
and its rejoinder, “;Y Si Nos Sacan, Nos Regresamos!” (And if they throw us
out, we'll come right back!).® Some marchers and organizers resisted the
more insurgent political claims of the movement, emphasizing the march-
ers’ peaceful, patriotic, and nonthreatening character. During the 2006
marches, for example, immigrants’ symbolic performances were often po-
liced; for instance, leaders of various immigrant rights organizations asked
marchers to stop waving the flags of their home countries at rallies and
instead wave only the American flag.¢

Such simultaneous acts of policing and protection were understandable,
considering the ongoing hostility aimed toward the undocumented, but
they also limited the possibilities for the undocumented to articulate more
potentially complex forms of belonging that exceed the nationalist logic of
the US nation-state. The marches often reflected a “predominantly defen-
sive-character,” visible in signs stating, “We Are Not Terrorists” and “We
Are Not Criminals.”” Such beleaguered assertions reflected the dangers of
responding in kind to nativist suspicions of immigrants. Both the waving
of American flags and the assertions of noncriminality placed marchers
within political logics that are “inherently compromised.”

While the 2006 marches involved powerful acts of political critique and
resistance, they also made arguments that could be used to support more
conservative ends. For example, a number of liberal immigrant rights or-
ganizations emphasized immigrants’ “strong work ethic, deep religious
faith, and commitment to family as proof that noncitizens sought to join
and strengthen the United States rather than subvert its identity and insti-
tutions.”” By this logic, not only do immigrants pose no threat to America’s
identity and institutions, but they actually shore up the traditional values
that the country increasingly lacks. Such depictions seek to reassure an
anxious and xenophobic public that immigrants (particularly Latino im-
migrants) are a nonthreatening, inherently conservative civic presence.

Historically, portraying immigrants who aspire to citizenship as tra-
ditional, conservative, and nonthreatening has often been used to make
immigrants appear civically valuable and worthy of membership. Yet this
play of xenophobia and xenophilia actually helps to sustain the dynamic of
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the foreigner as outsider: “Liberal xenophilic deployment of the foreigner
as the truest citizen . . . actually feeds the xenophobic backlash against the
nonconsenting immigrant.”® In other words, the very attributions used to
make immigrants attractive (they work hard; they value family and tra-
dition) can easily become the same qualities that make them threatening
(they take our jobs; their patriarchal and homophobic traditions threaten
our capacity for progress). Rendering immigrants forever foreign, the logic
of xenophilia feeds into the xenophobia that pro-immigrant advocates are
trying to overcome. Regardless of whether they are portrayed as “giving”
or “taking” from the polity, immigrants remain “other,” outside the bound-
aries of membership.

UNDOCUNMENTED AND UNAFRAID:
DREAMERS AND THE POLITICS OF
COMING OUT

The fact that xenophilic strategies of praise fail to overcome nativist hostility
can be seen in America’s immigration politics since 2008. Under President
Obama, a Democrat who engaged in xenophilic rhetoric in both his cam-
paign and in office, the number of deportations actually increased: Since
2009, there have been more deportations than during the two full presiden-
tial terms of George W. Bush. For most of its first term, the Obama admin-
istration pursued comprehensive immigration reform far less aggressively
than an enforcement-driven immigration policy characterized by increased
ICE (immigration and customs enforcement) raids and deportations.”
With comprehensive reform increasingly unlikely, immigration rights
activism has focused on passage of the Development, Relief, and Education
for Alien Minors Act. Introduced in 2001, the DREAM Act would extend a
six-year conditional legal status to undocumented youth who meet several
criteria. As a discrete piece of legislation that applies to a particular seg-
ment of the immigrant population, the DREAM Act hardly represents com-
prehensive reform. Yet with its emphasis on children who did not “choose”
to immigrate illegally and whose opportunities are limited through no fault
of their own, the DREAM Act is a deeply xenophilic piece of legislation. The
act embodies liberalism’s frequent deployment of the figure of the foreigner
as “the truest citizen.”? Patriotic, hardworking, and academically success-
ful, DREAMers represent a population that is “innocent,” upstanding, and
assimilated. Stories of young people who would qualify for the DREAM Act
often emphasize their academic success, involvement in community and
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volunteer activities, and desire to engage in military service. Moreover, having
come of age in the United States, these young people speak English (indeed, a
number of DREAMers are English-dominant and are therefore characterized
as less “foreign” than other segments of the unauthorized populations). Still,
despite the many ways in which this population fits into liberal and xenophilic
conceptions of the “good,” assimilated immigrant whose success “gives” to the
nation, anti-immigrant sentiment and rhetoric have only risen. Not only has
Congress failed to pass the DREAM Act after more than a decade of activism
and debate, but anti-immigrant legislation at the statelevel has actually grown
more virulent.? This combination of increased animosity toward immigrants
at the state and local level, impatience with the inability to get the DREAM Act
passed, and widespread congressional inaction are among the probable causes
of the increasingly oppositional nature of DREAM activism.

Despite a legislative logic that seeks to frame undocumented youth in
terms of nonthreatening innocence, actual DREAM activism is recogniz-
able by its increasingly confrontational and creative character. Indeed, one
of the most exciting and unanticipated aspects of DREAM activism has been
the appropriation of strategies of visibility developed during the gay rights
movement. The 2010 and 2011 “Coming Out of the Shadows” campaigns, for
example, included a series of speeches by unauthorized youth who openly
declared their undocumented status. Organized in an effort to build sup-
port for the DREAM Act, this campaign was explicitly modeled on National
Coming Out Day, which was initiated in 1988 to promote LGBT rights.?
During these rallies, DREAMers declared themselves “undocumented and
unafraid” (expanding the slogan in 2011 to “undocumented, unafraid, and
unapologetic”). Since then, more and more unauthorized youth have cho-
sen to reject secrecy in favor of claiming membership through a more ag-
gressive politics of visibility and protest that includes cross-state pilgrim-
ages, hunger strikes, bus tours, rallies, sit-ins, and other forms of direct
action. Often LGBT youth themselves, many DREAM activists emphasize
the linkages that exist between coming out as queer and coming out as un-
documented.

For undocumented youth, coming out is an effort to become civically
legible and politically speakable.? Not surprisingly, the practice of coming
out as undocumented quickly became a staple of immigrant youth politics.
Equally significant, unauthorized youth began posting videos online tell-
ing their stories and openly naming themselves as undocumented. Openly
proclaiming their status, DREAMers queer the politics of migration in ways
that resonate with Michael Warner’s definition of “queer” as the rejection
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of “a minoritizing logic of toleration or simple political-interest represen-
tation in favor of a more thorough resistance to regimes of the normal.”?*
Understood in the context of traditional logics of sovereignty and kinship,
queering the politics of immigration means opening up new possibilities
to imagine political membership and political claim making, By refusing
the politics of innocence, questioning the state-centered logics of citizen-
ship, and reconfiguring the criteria for political membership, DREAMers
are queering the movement in ways that can’t be “delimited in advance.”
In characterizing DREAMers as queering the politics of migration, my

analysis aligns with the work of Nicholas De Genova and his claim that
the more militant elements of the 2006 marches reflect a “radically open-
ended politics of migrant presence” that displays parallels with the “desta-
bilizing politics of queer presence.”? At the same time, however, my read-
ing of DREAM activism does not presume that queerness is always and only
productively transgressive, or that queer politics inevitably “exceeds the
normative confinements of citizenship.”? Instead, my reading is indebted
to Jasbir Puar’s work on how normativities proliferate amid the complex
and contradictory ways in which queer subjects relate to nation-states. The

very concept of “being out” as undocumented is capable of challenging the

logic of sovereignty while shoring up notions of American exceptionalism,
producing what Puar calls “homonationalism” — “the emergence of national
homosexuality . . . that corresponds with the coming out of the exception-

alism of American empire.” By considering the unexpectedly “convivial re-
lations between queerness and militarism,” the logic 6f homonationalism
serves to mark “the distance between barbarism and civilization.”?’

The importance DREAM activists place on undocumented youth “com-
ing out” and telling their own stories is connected to a larger politics that
insists that immigrant-rights organizing must be part of a “migrant youth-
led” movement. Previously, in the context of American politics, immigrant-
rights organizing was defined primarily by advocates speaking on behalf of
the undocumented. In the context of congressional hearings or other sites
of advocacy, it was often academics, advocates, and activists—not the un-
documented themselves—who testified about the populatibn’s conditions
and concerns. The danger of deportation and language barriers combined
to render visibility and voice as unworkable strategies. And when the un-
documented did speak out regarding their experiences, it was often in a
representational capacity: organizations engaged in a process of selection
in order to single out subjects who organizers thought would be good at
representing this controversial category. Today, while the need for exper-
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tise, advocates, and allies continue to exist, immigrant rights politics is
much more engaged in political actions in which the undocumented speak
for themselves. This is even truer in the case of DREAM activists, a group
whose sense of belonging and familiarity with American popular and po-
litical culture has led them to believe that it is they who should be deter-
mining this movement’s direction and focus.

This emphasis on the political necessity of speaking for themselves and
telling their own stories was clear during the “Coming Out of the Shadows”
campaign in Chicago. Seeking to call attention and support to the DREAM
Act, the 2010-11 campaign included a march concluding with a rally featur-
ing a group of students publicly proclaiming their undocumented status.?®
Modeled on the National Coming Out Day initiated in 1988, “Coming Out
of the Shadows” was inspired by the struggle for LGBT rights and the idea
of “coming out” as a political strategy.?® The movement was also inspired
by the civil rights movement and its use of sit-ins, hunger strikes, freedom
rides, and other forms of nonviolent civil disobedience. Using the slogan
“Undocumented and unafraid” and chanting, “No papers, no fear! Immi-
grants are marching here!” Chicago participants made it clear that this new
phase of the movement would center on speaking out and publicly defying
the rhetoric of criminalization. In claiming an oppositional stance of fear-
lessness, DREAMers push back against the logic of “guilty” parents and “in-
nocent” children, putting forward a more agonistic account of membership
that argues that it is the law, not the undocumented, that is illegitimate.

DREAMERS ONLINE: MULTIPLE VOICES
AND NEW AFFECTIVE TERRAIN

Much of the DREAMers’ newfound visibility relies on forms of new so-
cial media such as YouTube and Facebook. This use of new social media
might seem surprising, given that the undocumented are a predominantly
minority community of low-income youth—precisely the population that
experts have often worried are victims of a “digital divide.” Yet empirical
research has recently shown that the question of online access is becoming
less of an issue for youth in the United States: “With the advances in tech-
nology and the resulting proliferation of both computers and mobile de-
vices able to access the Internet, it is now rare that a young person does not
own some device that can access the Internet”; “Data indicate that nearly all
young people have access to a computer that connects to the internet. Strik-

ingly, nearly 95 percent of all youth across racial and ethnic groups report
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having access to a computer that connects to the internet.”* Utilizing a wide
array of social media sites, DREAMers have been creating online content
that speaks to an imagined public of both allies and adversaries: Web series
such as “Undocumented and Awkward” and “UndocuCribs” and Facebook
groups such as UndocuQueer show the many ways in which social media
operates as a space of confrontation, contemplation, and self-assertion as
well as education, creative self-expression, and mass mobilization.

One of the most significant political effects of social media has been its
capacity to pluralize the stories of DREAMers. Sites such as DreamActivist
.org seek to “compile as many stories as possible to show the circumstances
and factors that led us to this point in our lives, to share our immigrant ex-
periences, stories of struggles and stories of success.” Describing itself as
a “multicultural, migrant youth-led, social media hub,” DreamActivist.org
claims to have collected “the biggest archive of undocumented youth sto-
ries on the web.” Chronicling the stories and struggles of undocumented
youth from Brazil, Mexico, Colombia, Ecuador, South Korea, Taiwan, Chile,
Croatia, Fiji, Israel, Peru, France, Pakistan, Venezuela, Nigeria, Mali, Gua-
temala, Argentina, Haiti, Ghana, Costa Rica, Indonesia, Thailand, Bangla-
desh, Senegal, Lebanon, and the Philippines, DreamActivist.org and other
organizations that solicit submissions seek to create an online community
in which the undocumented speak for themselves.

By using the Internet to post first-person accounts of their political ac-
tions and life stories, immigrant youth are creating “cyber-testimonios”—a
form of speech they hope will allow them to articulate political alterna-
tives that can be shared across time and space. Testimonio can be defined
as “a nonfictional, popular-democratic form of epic narrative . . . told in
the first person by a narrator who is also the real protagonist or witness
of the events he or she recounts, and whose unit of narration is usually a
life’ or a significant life experience.”” In describing the quotidian experi-

ences of a singular life, individuals are creating narratives that draw on
this combination of the epic and the democratic. Moreover, such acts of
speech share testimonio’s “sense of urgency. . . . It must above all be a story
that needs to be told, that involves some pressing and immediate problem
of communication.”*

Open-content projects created by a multitude of users (such as Wikipe-
dia) “eschew authority: its information is not authoritative and there are no
authors.” In this context, “knowledge is not a zero-sum game because it is
easily accessible to all: knowledge is not information but rather the ability
to do creating things with information.”¢ And while online testimonials
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are not exactly akin to open-content projects such as Wikipedia, they are
projects in which there is no single author—a multitude of users can post
their individual stories. Proliferating in ways that resist being screened or
controlled, the Internet is not simply a space of education and mass mobi-
lization, but a space where both positive and negative affect can flourish.
Not only patriotic and inspiring, the voices of the undocumented online are
also sarcastic, angry, funny, ironic, enraged, and brash.

This profusion of cyber-testimonios, their voices and perspectives, re-
flects the political range of DREAM activism. For example, many activists
have posted their stories online prior to committing acts of civil disobedi-
ence. The videos often open with a DREAMer stating his or her name and
state of residence. A significant aspect of this sort of “coming out” online
has been the practice of giving one’s full name and naming one’s “taboo”
status (as undocumented, queer, or both). Some state, “If you are watching
this, it's because I've been arrested.” The videos are typically built around
first-person narratives regarding the speaker’s status, why he or she feels
that coming out is important, and urging others to come out and join the
movement. Georgina Perez, a member of the Georgia DREAMers, posted a
video online in April 2013; in it, she states in full:

My name is Georgina Perez, 'm undocumented, and I am unafraid.
I was brought to the US when I was three years old. Currently I'm
twenty-one years old. I'm ready to stand up and fight back for my com-
munity. Throughout the last five years, as undocumented youth, we
have done everything in order to get open dialogue with elected offi-
cials and politicians. In good faith, we’ve waited and waited, and in-
stead we’ve been given the runaround. We've done the petitions, we've
done the flyering, the lobbying, the protests, the rallies, and instead of
our voices being heard, we’re just not seeing any change. We're see-
ing that our communities are being criminalized; we're seeing racist
legislation; we're seeing family separation. And that’s why today I'm
coming out as undocumented and unafraid. I will no longer stand and
wait for someone to come and save me. I will no longer wait for some-
one to come dictate and tell me what to do while I'm being denied the
access to higher education. I'm tired of politicians always using us as
a scapegoat, always criminalizing us, in order for them to win a seat.
I'm tired of that. I'm not going to apologize for my mother bringing me
here. I'm not going to apologize for speaking my native language. 'ma
proud Georgian; I'm a proud Mexicana.
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I was brought to this country by a very, very courageous woman.
She’s my hero, my mother. And she left everyone and everything she
knew behind in order for her to give me a better life. So I'm not going to
let anyone or anything stop me from getting my higher education; I'm
not going to let her sacrifices be in vain. I'm not, ‘cause she’s my hero.
And I'm not going to blame her—1I thank her for bringing me here.

I'm tired of students like Jessica [Colot], then a Kennesaw State Uni-
versity senior facing deportation] being persecuted for trying to get a
basic education. When Jessica’s case went public here in Georgia, a lot
of us, alot of us went deeper into the shadows. And we became scared.
Many allies told us to be quiet, to take a step back, you know, because
the environment is not good—just be quiet. But I've come to the reali-
zation that in order for us to beat this, we have to show them that we’re
more unafraid than ever before. I want to stand up and ask these leg-
islators, Do you really, really want to be on the wrong side of history?

Iwantto...Istand here.Iask theselegislators to stop criminalizing
our communities, because the more you do this, we're not going to stay
quiet anymore. We're tired of that. We’re not going to stand back. We're
not going to be silent. We’re not going to be in the shadows. We’re not
going to let this happen any longer. We’re going to step up and fight for
our communities.

So I'm asking you—my ally, my friend, my fellow undocumented
student, youth—are you going to be on our side? Or which side ate you
going to be on? Because me, as an undocumented youth, I know where
I stand; I know on which side of history I'm going to be on. l{/Iy name is
Georgina Perez, 'm undocumented, and I am no longer afraid.”’

North Carolina DREAM Team member Viridiana Martinez posted an-
other video on the same April 2011 day; it states in full:

My name is Viridiana Martinez; I am undocumented. If you're
watching this video, I've been arrested. I grew up in the small town of
Sanford, Narth Carolina. I'm a proud North Carolinian. I'm a taxpayer.
But most importantly, I am a human being whose dreams have been
denied. Why did I take part in an act of civil disobedience, putting my
freedom on the line? Why would I willingly face deportation, risking
my future in my own home? Because I've had enough. My people are
being criminalized for crossing borders to seek a better life while the
industries that drove us here are not being held accountable. My com-
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munity is under attack by legislation that strips people of their human-
ity. Our human right to an education is under attack and has been for
years because our own senator, Kay Hagan, has denied the dreams of
51,000 North Carolinian youth. Remaining in the shadows is no lon-
ger acceptable. Protesting, rallying, and lobbying is no longer enough.
If you're watching this and have not spoken out, it’s time you come
out and declare yourself undocumented and unafraid. If you tirelessly
pushed for the DREAM Act last year and feel like giving up, don't. It’s
time to escalate. So which side are you on? There is no neutral ground.
Will you speak out with me or silently join our oppressors?*®

The videos are powerful in their complex and audacious claims to mem-
bership and rights. Martinez claims rights as a “taxpayer” even as she also
names herself a “proud North Carolinian,” while Perez states that she is
“not going to apologize for speaking my native language” and that she is a
“proud Georgian” as well as “a proud Mexicana.” In a similar vein, Martinez
describes Kay Hagan as “our own senator” while Perez claims that elected
officials and politicians have given petitioners “the runaround.” Both of
these DREAMers claim themselves as Southerners who have the authority
to criticize and make demands on elected representatives. In this way, their
affective ties to the South also represent acts of resistance—both women are
asserting their rights as deserving members of a polity that refuses to claim
them. In their refusal to “apologize” for their actions, both fight any charac-
terization of the undocumented as unlawful subjects who have committed
an offense. Instead, they name immigration policies, the US political pro-
cess, and the misdeeds of politicians as the sites of wrongdoing and offense.

Even more significantly, both Perez and Martinez refuse to accept the
criminalizing logic of unauthorized border crossings. For Perez, this re-
fusalis tied to her identity as a daughter and her relationship to her mother.
Rather than blaming her mother for her own status as undocumented,
Perez tearfully expresses love, respect, and gratitude for her mother’s
choices, saying, “I'm not going to blame her for bringing me here” and call-
ing her “a very, very courageous woman” and “my hero.” In a more struc-
tural vein, Martinez situates unauthorized migration within a critique of
the neoliberal policies of globalization. As she states, “my people are being
criminalized for crossing borders to seek a better life while the industries
that drove us here are not being held accountable.” Refusing to ignore the
economic factors that integrate economies but segregate populations, Mar-
tinez boldly rejects the logic of guilt and criminalization, offering instead
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a call to mass protest that is both angry and determined (“which side are
you on? There is no neutral ground”). Perez and Martinez’s speech regard-
ing the structural and the affective dynamics of immigration explodes the
simplistic logic of “legal/illegal” and puts a human face on the complex dy-
namics of migration as the space of economic arrangements, human desire,
and community building.

Refusing to abide by nationalist scripts that demand that immigrants ex-
press only love and gratitude toward the United States, both young women
express anger and frustration with the US political system, calling for an
intensification of mass actions (Perez: “In order to beat this, we have to
show them that we're more unafraid than ever before”; Martinez: “It’s time
to escalate”). Such actions reflect a new spirit of freedom on the part of
DREAMers that is collective but not representative. Refusing allies’ advice
to “be quiet,” Perez refuses to “wait for someone to come dictate and tell
me what to do,” stating that “I will no longer stand and wait for someone to
come and save me.” Calling on her fellow DREAMers and allies to join her,
she argues that “in order for us to beat this, we have to show them thatwe’re
more unafraid than ever before.”

Inrecording themselves prior to potential arrest and deportation, DREAM
activists such as Perez and Martinez hope to turn the politics of surveil-
lance upside down. “Surveillance is a discourse. . . . The various techniques
of surveillance—identification, monitoring, analysis and response—are
routinized, regulated, and institutionalized practices that produce and cir-
culate knowledge.”* By creating cyber-testimonios that give their names
and status, undocumented youth seek to turn the surveillance state\against
itself, producing forms of visibility that are not a trap but instead serve asa
form of protection. Moreover, by going online and proclaiming themselves
undocumented, activists expose the limits of liberal notions of privacy. As
an antidote to surveillance, “privacy has proved an insufficient response,
intellectually, rhetorically, and legally. . .. Privacy protects the autono-
mous individual,” but practices of surveillance “are fundamentally about
the creation of social knowledge, social positions, and social order.” Be-
cause of DREAMers'’ social position as “undocumented,” the private realm
serves as the site of a social order characterized by secrecy, exploitation,
and fear. In this way, DREAM activists’ use of the Internet highlights priva-
cy’s failure as a form of protection. At the same time, however, engaging the
politics of surveillance is a dangerous and uncertain game. Publicly naming
oneself online could easily lead to arrest, deportation, and other forms of
state violence. Moreover, vulnerability and visibility is reenacted on the
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Internet: One’s visibility now has a kind of permanence, as your online
presence retains a life beyond the initial post.

As noted earlier, new social media allow for the proliferation of expres-
sive practices and critiques produced by a diverse group of undocumented
youth. Given this, the Internet shows not only the agonistic critiques of
women like Perez and Martinez but more liberal depictions of DREAM
activism. Consider the website We Are America: Stories of Today’s Immi-
grants, which presents posts drawing on more liberal narratives of service
and membership. An example:

My name is Carlos Roa, and I am America. My family and myself
came to the United States back in 1989. I was only two years old. My
grandfather came to this country in 1948, a US citizen since 1958. And
he had the opportunity to realize his American dream. My dad tried
year after year to get us legalized and spent tens of thousands of dollars
for lawyers, and still, nothing, It’s been twenty years. People think it’s
as easy as getting behind a line; it’s not like that . . .

Igraduated in 2005 from high school, and I wanted to get into college;
I wanted to join the military. And those options weren’t—I couldn’t do
any of that. And so it’s frustrating—the fact that I wanna give back and
I'm willing to serve this country in military service, and I don’t even
have the option to do so. When you're shooting down people’s dreams,
that’s bad. It’s bad for everyone. . ..

If you work hard and if you try and you strive and you can realize
your potential and you can be a contributing member to society —that’s
something that this country has prided itself on. And we’ve seen
that—at the turn of the century, we saw how immigrants changed this
nation for the better. Of Irish, of Polish, of Italian descent—how they
were able to shape . . . very much change this nation for the better and
make this country better. We are no different than the immigrants of
the past.*

Roa, a student studying architecture at Miami Dade College, isa DREAM
activist—he was one of four students who in 2010 walked 1,500 miles to
Washington, DC, as part of the “Trail of Dreams.” Yet alongside his activ-
ism, Roa’s testimonial hews to a xenophilic narrative of the good and “giv-
ing” foreigner. Unlike Perez and Martinez, who criticize American policies
and name themselves “undocumented and unafraid,” Roa states that “I am
America” and characterizes himself as a patriotic subject willing to serve in
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the military during wartime.*? Here we can see an example of the homona-
tionalism Puar discusses. While risking deportation in order to “come out”
as undocumented, Roa’s act of visibility is premised on his willingness to
serve as an exceptional patriot, a “tolerable ethnic” willing to serve in the
military and protect Americans from various “intolerable ethnics” such as
terrorists.** In a similar vein, in speaking of the United States as a land of
hard work and opportunity, Roa tries to locate his own family’s story within
the larger story of European immigration in America (“We are no different
than the immigrants of the past”). While such efforts are understandable,
they also work to sustain the binary of “good immigrants” versus “bad
immigrants”—those who are worthy of “being folded (back) into life” and
those whose lives are understood to be of less value.*

In contrast to the homonationalist logic of Roa’s more liberal narrative,
the group DREAMers Adrift has pursued on a more agonistic approach
that uses humor and irony to critique US immigration policy. As an online
media project “by undocumented youth and for undocumented youth,”
DREAMers Adrift features a series of skits entitled “Undocumented and
Awkward,” highlighting the many ways in which being young and undoc-
umented can be humiliating and/or frustrating. The skits also often take
on the issue of being queer as yet another way in which one’s marginal
status renders one a second-class subject. In using skits, blogs, and raps,
DREAMers Adrift posts stories that are more oppositional, angry, and
funny than traditional, familiar forms of immigrant testimony.

For example, Jesus Ifliguez, a cofounder of DREAMers Adrift, uses rap
to offer critique and create political community. Recorded while driving
in his car, his March 2011 rap “To All My DREAMheads” addresses allies
and aims to create community among fellow activists across the state and
nation:

ESL in the flesh comin’ through

With another fresh DREAM Act sesh for my cats and ladies
Allies, undocumented folks, anchor and terror babies

Like that senator from Texas said

Too many conspiracy theories get into his head, y’all

And he’s in a position where he could be votin’

On some pretty cool decisions

Affecting our communities

Acting without impunity

But he ain't foolin’ me
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"Cause I grew to be

Skeptical of politicians

’Cause lately they be actin’ vicious and brainless and shameless
The type of shit they be pullin’ in Congress is heinous

No taxation without representation

They don’t even know the type of shit that we be facin’ on the day to day
Livin’ on a daily basis

Havin' to deal with these elephant nutcases

Makin’ us out to be one of the main rivals

Feelin’ entitled 'cause they be skimmin’ through the Bible
But that’s not what Jestis would do

I gotta make a move "cause I'm through payin’ dues

And I'm through being used and abused and refused

This is the true here: Fuck Fox News

1 got nothin’ to lose

That’s why I'm politickin’

You're trippin’ if you're thinkin’ that I'm gonna shut my mouth
Undocumented and proud and unafraid

On a legal crusade to get paid

Don’t hate

I'm tryin’ to get my paperwork straight

And get all my documents in order

I'm only gettin’ older

And I'm tryin’ to kick it on this side of the border

’Cause life expectancy on the other side is shorter

It’s a sad reality but shit is crazy

But the threat of goin’ back don’t faze me

It makes me wanna organize

You best to recognize right propaganda lies

So I hope it opens your eyes and we can stick together

This endeavor bonded us forever

Remember: If we can stick together then we've already won
DREAM Act now two-zero-one-one

This goes out to DREAM Team L.A. and the 0.C. DREAM Team, FUEL from Long Beach,
and all the other DREAM Act organizations around this nation organizing around this
legislation.®

In contrast to Roa’s effort to create a narrative of immigration that links

the undocumented to earlier waves of “good” immigration, Ifiiguez uses
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phrases such as “anchor and terror babies” to mock those who would ac-
cuse the undocumented of being takers and terrorists. Using humor, anger,
and irony, Ifliguez’s rap aggressively criticizes politicians (who are charac-
terized as vicious, brainless, and shameless). Ifiguez is particularly harsh
toward right-wing media and politicians, referring to “those elephant nut-
cases” and telling his listeners to “fuck Fox News.” Yet despite its agonis-
tic words, the rap maintains a playful and hopeful tone, telling Ifiiguez’s
fellow DREAMers that “this endeavor bonded us forever” and that “if we
can stick together then we’ve already won.” Moreover, with its conclud-
ing shout-out to various Southern California DREAM organizations, the
rap is clearly aimed not at skeptical citizens, but at undocumented youths
themselves—those who see themselves as part of the fight for immigrant
rights. And finally, the fact that Ifiiguez is rapping while driving is politi-
cally significant: Because California does not grant the undocumented driv-
er’s licenses, the act of driving in the video is a quotidian and unspoken act
of defiance that frames the rap as a whole.

UNDOCUQUEER: SOCIAL MEDIA
AND DIRECT ACTION

Drawing on the precedent of the gay rights movement, DREAMers have
queered the politics of migration by seeking transformation of existing so-
cial structures rather than merely accommodation within them. Demand-
ing an intersectional politics of migration and sexuality has been critical to
this development. Just as with immigration activism, “there has been a pro-
liferation of queer communication, community, and activism online since
the emergence of the commercial web.”* LGBT youth have been particularly
active online. According to one of the largest online surveys of LGBT youth,
two-thirds of the respondents said that being online helped them accept
their sexual orientation; 35 percent said that being online was crucial to
this acceptance. Many of the respondents said they came out online before
doing so in “real life”; this was especially true for men (57 percent) but also
for many women as well (38 percent).#” Not surprisingly, then, for queer
youth, who “often feel isolated and rarely have access to a supportive queer
community in their vicinity. . . . going online offers many folks an opportu-
nity to shed the mask they wear in their ‘real lives’—at home, at school, and
at work.”® These issues of isolation and lack of support can be even more
intense for undocumented youth, whose status makes it even more difficult
to seek out a supportive community of similarly situated youth.
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The National Immigrant Youth Alliance (NIYA) established an Undocu-
Queer website on which queer undocumented youth can post their stories
online. In doing this, these youth draw on their lived experience to build
“visibility and explore the intersections between mainstream immigrant
rights and queer rights organizing spaces.” The emergence of such sub-
jects was unexpected—particularly since, as Eithne Luibhéid argues, the
very presence of queer undocumented youth challenges the longstand-
ing tendency “to presume either that all queers are legal citizens or that
all immigrants are heterosexual.”* In contesting this assumption, queer
undocumented youth often frame their activism in terms of the intersec-
tions between a politics of migration and a politics of sexuality. Describing
this dynamic on the NIYA website, activists identifying themselves as
UndocuQueer wrote:

We are queer undocumented youth. We cannot afford to be in ei-
ther the queer or undocumented closet. We cannot and will not hide;
we cannot and will not let those who haven’t been in our shoes de-
cide and tell us how to act, how to feel and that this isn’t our home.
We have the right to be whoever we want to be and love whoever we
want to love. It is a shame that the only path we have to legalization
is to lead a heterosexual lifestyle. We shouldn’t and won’t conform to
such ideas. We have a right to live and love to the full extent of our
capacity.

We urge you to come out! Now is the time to come and proclaim that
you're UndocuQueer, Unafraid and Unashamed!*

In stating that they “shouldn’t and won’t conform” to the idea that “the only
path to legalization is to lead a heterosexual lifestyle,” queer DREAMers
force the immigrant-rights movement to consider how sexuality has served
as grounds for controlling what sorts of newcomers are allowed to enter
the country. As scholars of migration and sexuality have noted, because
until 2013 the US government did not recognize lesbian and gay relationships
as alegitimate basis for acquiring permanent resident status, lesbian/gay cou-
ples were long denied access to one of the most common ways to become a le-
gal permanent resident: through direct family ties.” Moreover, 1965 revisions
to immigration law “not only reaffirmed lesbian and gay exclusion but also
further codified heterosexual, nuclear family relations as the primary basis
for admission to the United States by reserving nearly three-quarters of all
permanent immigration visas for people with those ties.”*2 By denaturaliz-
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ing the limited and heteronormative logic of family defining immigration
policy, queer critiques of immigration exposed how the US immigration-
control apparatus “significantly regulates sexuality and reproduces op-
pressive sexual norms that are gendered, racialized, and classed.” * In do-

ing this, queer DREAMers made explicit the connections between various
forms of being “unauthorized.”>*

NO DEFERENCE: CONFRONTING
OBAMA AND THE FIGHT FOR
ADMINISTRATIVE RELIEF

If we define queer as the space of transformation rather than accommo-
dation and build on Michael Warner’s earlier claim that a “queer” poli-
tics draws on a “dissatisfaction with the regime of the normal in general,”
we can make sense of how DREAM activists have worked to challenge the
“normal business” of immigration advocacy in Washington, DC.** When
the DREAM Act failed to pass Congress yet again in December 2010, and
anti-immigrant efforts continued to increase at the state level, acts of civil
disobedience grew in size and intensity. The practice of “coming out” as
undocumented was also gaining momentum, most notably in‘June 2011,
when Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist Jose Antonio Vargas came out as
undocumented in a New York Times Magazine essay. Headlined “My Life as
an Undocumented Immigrant,” the Filipino’s story of coming out as both
gay and undocumented reflected the democratic desires and frustration of
immigrants and their alljes.%

Immigration activists and advocates were also becoming increasingly
alarmed over the Obama administration’s extraordinarily high rates of
deportation—a record that includes about 1.1 million deportations, more
than those under any president since the 1950s.5” In 2011, DREAMers be-
gan calling on Obama to issue an executive order to stop deportations and
allow undocumented youth the opportunity to obtain work permits, driv-
er’s licenses, and other forms of documentation. This increasingly con-
frontational approach can be seen in a DREAMers Adrift video uploaded
to YouTube on Oct. 1, 2011, in which DREAM activists take turns aggres-
sively confronting the president. Accusing Obama of showing “no leader-
ship . . . in the protection of our civil liberties,” DREAMers accuse him of
standing on the sidelines while millions of undocumented are criminal-
ized and deported. ** Claiming that it is their “duty” to confront the pres-
ident, DREAMers state that “presidents in the past have signed executive
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orders,” and demand that Obama “grant administrative relief to all DREAM
Act-eligible youth.” %

Mainstream immigrant-advocacy groups did not embrace this confron-
tational approach. “Worried about the effect of pushing Obama publicly on
the contentious issue in the midst of his re-election campaign,” traditional
organizations were “angry at Obama but terrified of Mitt Romney.” Many
advocates were afraid to lean on the White House publicly for fear of hurt-
ing the president’s electoral chances and electing a Republican who had
already publicly stated that he would “veto any DREAM Act that reached
his desk.”® In the face of such electoral anxiety, it fell on DREAMers to take
the lead on making demands on the White House. DREAMers were the first
group to ask the president to take administrative action—a request that
leaders of the Congressional Hispanic Caucus made only after DREAMers
had made a similar request to Obama senior adviser Valerie Jarrett earlier
that year.®

Ultimately, it was DREAM activists outside Washington who developed
their own plan to pressure Obama. In early June, Veronica Gomez and
Javier Hernandez, undocumented immigrant activists with the National
Immigrant Youth Alliance, occupied the president’s Denver campaign of-
fice, staging a six-day hunger strike while camped inside the Obama for
America offices.s2 The action effectively closed the campaign’s office to visi-
tors and volunteers. Following the Denver action, DREAM activists pledged
to carry out acts of civil disobedience in Democratic campaign offices across
the country. If Obama refused to pass administrative relief, his campaign
would face a summer of direct-action protests just as he was working to se-

cure the Latino vote in swing states such as Colorado, N evada, and Florida.
DREAMers put out statements saying that unless Obama took major action,
mass protests would continue until the November election.

Frustrated, angry, and savvy, DREAM activists echoed the political logic
of groups, such as ACT UP and Queer Nation, that challenged the govern-
ment’s decision to view AIDS as not “an emergency” but “merely a perma-
nent disaster.”®® Let down by both parties, undocumented youth refused to
behave like typical Washington-based advocacy groups and wait until after
the election t6 make their voices heard. Unwilling to engage in business as
usual, DREAMers sought to queer the “normal business” of immigration
politics, with its criminalization of families and its daily politics of state
violence and mass deportation. Instead, in the summer of 2012, DREAMers
approached the ongoing attacks on the undocumented as an emergency
rather than as a permanent disaster.
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DESIRE AND AVERSION: GOTHIC
MEMBERSHIP IN A XENOPHOBIC AGE

On August 14, 2012, San Antonio Mayor Julian Castro became the first Latino
to deliver a keynote address at the Democratic National Convention. That
same day, a group of undocumented immigrants arrived at the DNCin Char-
lotte, North Carolina. Part of the “No Papers, No Fear” Ride for Justice, these
activists had been on a cross-country tour since July, traveling on what they
called the UndocuBus. Dissatisfied by the deferred-deportation order, the
riders continued to criticize the Obama administration and draw attention
to what they characterized as the president’s “flawed and unjust immigra-
tion record.” Gathering on a main route leading to the Time Warner Ca-
ble Arena, the activists entered the center of the intersection, where they
knelt on a colorful banner that read “Sin papeles, sin miedo” (“No papers,
no fear”) and held signs above their heads reading “Undocumented.” After
ignoring a bilingual dispersal order, ten protesters were handcuffed one at
a time and placed into police vans, where they continued to chant, “Un-
documented, unafraid!” When all ten arrestees were released the following
morning without having been processed by Immigration and Customs En-
forcement, UndocuBus riders celebrated their release while tweeting, “We
know this is not the norm, that every day [they] separate families.” ¢ This
same day, the DNC made history by inviting an undocumented immigrant
(Benita Veliz) to address the delegates.

These contemporaneous inaugural acts are striking: Within a two-day
period, the first Latino gave the keynote address inside the DNC while out-
side the hall, undocumented activists protested the president’s immigra-
tion record. The next day, these same DREAMers used Twitter to publicize
their arrest and release, while a fellow DREAMer gave a speech praising
Obama at the DNC. Such acts vividly illustrate how DREAMers’ engage-
ment with media both confirm and challenge traditional expressions of
loyalty and membership. Putting a human face on neoliberal approaches
tostate power, DREAMers are neither solely grateful nor perpetually disaf-
fected. Instead, undocumented youth are more akin to what Bonnie Honig
refers to in Democracy and the Foreigner as “gothic subjects.” In these final
pages, Iwant to suggest that by queering immigration activism, DREAMers
demonstrate a productively democratic and gothic definition of political
membership.

Asking, “Through what genre should we read texts of democratic theory?”
Honig argues that most democratic theorists read democracy “through the
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mode of romance. . . . Obstacles are met and overcome, eventually the right
match is made and the newlywed couple is sent on its way to try to live hap-
pily ever after.” ® But what if we read democracy through a different genre?
For Honig, the most apt genre would be gothic romance, which “trades on
the reader’s uncertainty as to whether that apparently rescuing foreigner is
really a hero or villain.”* Reading democracy through “a gothiclens” enables
us to cultivate forms of civic passion and involvement that also allow us to
“nurture some ambivalence”® regarding leaders, ideals, and institutions:

Often in gothics, it turns out that . . . the nice guy and the scary one
are often the same person. The president who introduces vast new social
welfare programs is the same one who escalates the warin Vietnam. . . .%

Gothic readers know that we may passionately support certain he-
roes (or principles or institutions) in political life while also knowing
that we ought not take our eyes off them for fear of what they might
do to us if we did. They know that one can be passionately attached
to something—a nation, a people, a principle—and be deeply and jus-
tifiably (and even therefore!) afraid at the same time . . . democratic
subjects related ambivalently, gothically, and, yes, passionately, to
their leaders, their nations, their state institutions, and all their sites

of belonging.**

DREAMers’ relationship to both President Obama and the United States
reflects this sort of ambivalent and affectively complex passion. Rather
than seeing immigration as a xenophilic celebration of patriotism, think-
ing about it through a gothic lens helps us develop a richer and more com-
plex approach to membership. As gothic subjects, for example, DREAMers
“do not expect power to be granted to them by nice authorities . . . with
their best interests at heart.” Instead, such subjects “know that if they want
power they must take it. . . . [and] know that such takings are always ille-
gitimate from the perspective of the order in place at the time.” For Honig,
gothic subjects “experience the law . . . as a horizon of promise but also as
an alien and impositional thing.””
Since Obama’s re-election, such gothic voices have grown even louder.
In December 2012, DREAMers have moved their focus beyond the DREAM
Act, calling for comprehensive immigration reform. In late November,
more than six hundred representatives of America’s two million undoc-
umented youth gathered for the United We Dream (UWD) 2012 National
Congress in Kansas City, Missouri. The congress also included a large na-
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tional representation of queer and undocumented, or UndocuQueer, im-
migrant youth.” On the last day of the conference, six immigrant parents
joined a “coming out” ceremony in which they proclaimed their undocu-
mented status and spoke in public for the first time.”

The ongoing struggle for comprehensive immigration reform is far from
over. Whether Congress and the Obama administration will be able to pass
immigration reform anytime soon is far from certain.” And even if legisla-
tion passes, the results are likely to be less just and fair than these commu-
nities deserve. Yet despite these setbacks, we have reason for cheer because
this time around, unauthorized activists are a significant presence in the
debate. As their voices proliferate on the Internet, in the streets, and in
the halls of power, today’s challenge lies in creating a civic culture capable
of recognizing the power and value of such complex civic attachments.
Demanding membership in the context of desire and skepticism, such
gothic subjects deepen our conceptions of citizenship, reminding us that
democratic membership is a fraught and spirited enterprise. And as the
struggle for a just form of political community continues, immigrants and
their allies will be drawing on both grassroots organizing and new digital
technologies to cultivate queer democratic sensibilities that are unrepen-
tant, audacious, and fearless.

Wendy Chun

THE DANGERS OF TRANSPARENT FRIENDS

CROSSING THE PUBLIC AND
INTIMATE SPHERES

What is the role of “friending” in negotiating online publics? What is the
role of transparency? What if having lots of transparent friends, identified
by their names, and creating enclosed, seemingly private spaces akin to
gated communities have made us more vulnerable, not safer?

For some, in particular corporations, transparency and friending have
been crucial to building a safe and secure Internet by transforming it from a
public anonymous “cyberspace” into one more tightly tied to offline spaces
and identities. Randi Zuckerberg, marketing director of Facebook.com, ar-
gued in 2011 that, for the sake of safety, “anonymity on the Internet has to
go away.” Eric Schmidt, CEO of Google, made a similar argument in 2010
stating, “In a world of asynchronous threats, it is too dangerous for there
not to be some way to identify you.” These arguments were not new or
specific to web 2.0: Ever since the Internet emerged as a mass medium in
the mid-1990s, corporations have argued that securing identity is crucial to
securing trust.! Two simple assumptions drive this argument: that account-
ability breeds responsibility (in Zuckerberg’s words, “People behave a lot
better when they have their real names down”), and that the worst dangers
stem from strangers rather than friends. But are these assumptions true?

This linking of trust and security has been challenged by many scholars,
in particular by Helen Nissenbaum. who noted in 2001 that although security
is central to activities such as ecommerce and banking, it “no more achieves
trust and trustworthiness online—in their full-blown senses—than prison
bars, surveillance cameras, airport X-ray conveyor belts, body frisks, and
padlocks, could achieve offline. This is so because the very ends envisioned
by the proponents of security and e-commerce are contrary to core mean-
ings and mechanisms of trust.” Trust, she insists, is a far richer concept that
entails a willingness to be vulnerable. As she also points out, the reduction
of trust to security assumes that danger stems from outsiders rather than
from “sanctioned, established, powerful individuals and organizations.™

This article expands upon the concerns outlined by Nissenbaum by focus-
ing on the work that friends and friending do. Although introduced as a way
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careers, large numbers of young people who gained exposure to media production
Fhrough experiments with new media went on to professional media work. This
included media careers in the realm of art and literature, as well as in politics.

CHAPRPTER TWO

1. Forahistory of the development of this meme, as well as a collection of images, see
http://knowyourmeme.com/memes/ casually-pepper-spray-everything-cop.

2. Hartley (2010) argues that citizen disillusionment with broadcast media cov-
erage of the political sphere due to perceived influence of political elites in con-
trolling the narrative has led to a shift towards DIY/DWO (do-it-yourself/do-it-
with-others) models of citizenship in which citizens are relying more frequently
on communications to shape narratives than on elite guided action. Jones (2013)
suggests that within such a context, satire becomes a more desirable form of
“truth creation” as it allows citizens to construct critical narratives and encour-
age circulation of information. Jones argues that thisisa particularly important
form of expression in a context where “serious” political talk is viewed with
skepticism and is therefore less likely to be attended to and circulated.
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