
 

 

 

 

 

Feminist Sub-Counterpublics in Digital White Power Discourses 

 

 

 

by Briana Wojcik 

 

 

 

B.A. in International Studies, May 2018, Loyola University Chicago 

B.A. in French, May 2018, Loyola University Chicago 

 

 

A Thesis submitted to 

 

 

 

The Faculty of  

The Columbian College of Arts and Sciences 

of The George Washington University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of Master of Arts 

 

 

 

May 16, 2021  

 

 

 

Thesis directed by 

 

Alexander S. Dent 

Professor of Anthropology  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
ii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© Copyright 2021 by Briana Wojcik 

All rights reserved 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
iii 

 

 

 

Dedication 

 

 

This work is dedicated to my late grandparents, Adolph and Dolores Wojcik. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
iv 

 

 

 

Acknowledgments 

 

 

I want to thank specifically: my parents, John and Michele Wojcik, for being 

endless wells of all kinds of support. They are and always will be my #1 fans. My sister, 

Mackenzie Wojcik, for checking up on me and always having a joke or hilarious story 

handy. My best friend Alexa Haynes, who no matter how far away, always feels close. 

Austin Coleman and Cedric Gilliam, for always putting things into perspective for me. 

Joseph Pearson-Green, for always pushing me to do and be better. Abraham Cain for 

reminding me that self care sometimes looks like brunch, too many mimosas, and adult 

cartoons. My god children Za’Nyliha Tucker, Antonio Tucker, and Clifton Coleman. 

These kids have brought me immeasurable joy and it’s been a pleasure watching them 

grow up.  

I owe my greatest thanks to my George Washington graduate student family. I’ve 

never felt so much genuine love and support from any one group of people before. From 

group chats to Zoom meetings to socially distanced picnics in DC parks, I’m grateful for 

these people who will remain some of my greatest friends forever. It’s truly been an 

honor learning, thinking, and growing with them. Special thanks to Marianna Fotakos, 

Ruth Flynn, Danielle Reardon, Jowel Choufani, Srishti Sood, Sylvia Ngo, Kai River 

Blevins, and Geoffrey Horvath. 

Lastly, a huge thank you to Dr. Alexander Dent for his mentorship, and both 

emotional and academic support these past two years. He is a professor who truly cares 

about his students and the field of anthropology, and his compassion and humor have left 

a lasting impact on all he encounters. 

 



 

 
v 

 

 

 

Table of Contents 

 

 

Dedication ......................................................................................................................... iii 

Acknowledgments ............................................................................................................ iv 

List of Figures ................................................................................................................... vi 

Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 1 

Chapter 1: Publics, Counterpublics, and the Sub-Counterpublic ..................................... 12 

Chapter 2: Dirt .................................................................................................................. 18 

Chapter 3: Chronotopes of Witnessing and Becoming ..................................................... 30 

Conclusion and Next Steps ............................................................................................... 42 

Bibliography ..................................................................................................................... 47 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
vi 

 

 

 

List of Figures 

 

 

Figure 1. User, Roo, responds to another SF member's post on an open forum ................. 4 

Figure 2. Stormfront.org Logo ............................................................................................ 7 

Figure 3. From Latour (1987) ........................................................................................... 11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

file://///Users/brianawojcik/Desktop/Final.docx%23_Toc71306638
file://///Users/brianawojcik/Desktop/Final.docx%23_Toc71306639
file://///Users/brianawojcik/Desktop/Final.docx%23_Toc71306640


 

 
1 

 

 

 

Introduction 

 

The slogan of Stormfront.org, a white nationalist blog forum, reads: The truth is 

“hate” to those who hate the truth! This website, among its scores of sub forums, houses 

“The Women’s Forum”, a delineated online space home to over 55,000 posts at the time 

of writing1. Self-described as a “Haven for womenfolk”, white women engage in 

conversation with one another here — without the interference of men, who are expressly 

prohibited — about topics ranging from childcare to homeschooling techniques, recipes 

to speculations about feminism. These women and the other users on Stormfront (SF) 

constitute a counterpublic, a unique space where texts devalued by mainstream publics 

are allowed to be attended to and circulated (Fraser 1990; Warner 2002). The public of 

SF validates discourses of white supremacy, white power activism, conspiracy theories, 

and revisionist histories, distancing itself from what has been called the “politically 

correct” discourses of the political mainstream (Daniels 2018). In general, white power 

movements and their media remain counterpublics of their own choosing, as opposed to 

those of women in First Wave Feminist movements, for example. Though SF desires to 

see a world based on the built on the continued supremacy of European white people, 

discourse shared on The Women’s Forum shows that it would come at a great cost for 

white women. Many of the freedoms white women enjoy at present would become 

obsolete in a patriarchal white ethnostate. What The Women’s Forum demonstrates is 

that women are not willing to conform to that kind of traditionalism despite its alignment 

with white power ideology, and confirms their belief that in some instances, it has gone 

too far. This text focuses on the distinct double-embedding of The Women’s Forum as a 
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counterpublic within a counterpublic, what I call the sub-counterpublic. What I will argue 

is that the discourses of women and of the feminine are suppressed anew in multi-

gendered, white power counterpublics and effectively pushed to create a new place for 

talk: the sub-counterpublic. Partly due to the perceived volatility of white women, the 

possibility of white women participating in racially treasonous behavior, as determined 

by white men, is decidedly high and considered a categorical threat to white masculinity 

and the white family within their communities (Blee 2002; Daniels 1997; Belew 2018). 

Sub-counterpublics are therefore spaces that are surveilled and, in the The Women’s 

Forum, ineffectively censored.   

 It would be misleading to imply that white women participating in The Women’s 

Forum are being forcibly confined to their corner of SF. On the contrary, these women 

use the constraints and obscurity between SF and The Women’s Forum to help negotiate 

and fashion themselves into an appropriate yet contemporary white power woman. 

Women are privy to the discourses they are entangled in with their fictive kinspeople on 

SF, even if they are not directly attached to or participating in every discursive event. The 

Women’s Forum demonstrates how sub-counterpublics attend to different modalities of 

attention placing and recontextualize information accrued as witnesses in other publics 

(counter and otherwise) as evidence supporting their testimony of their own experiences. 

Stories accumulated are cast as a meaningful contribution to a white power feminist 

canon. Stories of “proper” white womanhood are assumed to have the power to lead 

young white women into white nationalism, a path many wished they had the opportunity 

to pursue earlier in their lives if only they had access similar narratives (Arendt 1963, 

231). Threads provide a platform for women to write positively about white nationalism 



 

 
3 

 

 

 

to an audience that is receptive and/or attentive to this topic. Outwardly supporting other 

women is encouraged, with the knowledge that many sets of eyes could be on the forum 

at any time; eyes of men or prospective female members, for example: 

Definite_Article: @Lady Celtic Your [sic] right this might well enough encourage some 

women to come out of the woodwork because it won’t be cut throat and shows a gentler 

side. 

 

Assumptions about what it means to be a white woman are deposited, performed, 

and criticized in conversation with other white women in The Women’s Forum as sub-

counterpublic primarily through the narrativizing of personal epics. When a white woman 

posts her story, an unmistakable pattern emerges: an arduous beginning, a middle where 

she finds community within white power, and a future where the possibilities are 

interminable (though within the circumscribed potentialities of white womanhood). 

Thinking with these narratives and Mikhail Bakhtin’s concept of narrative chronotopes 

(Bakhtin 1994; Keunen 2000), I will argue that within the incubation of The Women’s 

Forum, narrative chronotopes are structured so that the sub-counterpublic becomes an 

empowering space where white women find sisterhood in their genealogies of whiteness 

(Weinbaum 2001). What each woman acknowledges is that coming to terms with the 

wrongness of the world and joining white power lead them out of the Aristotelian cave 

and into the politics of their own existence. The chronotopes of The Women’s Forum 

imply that white women on SF came to white power because they had no other morally 

justifiable option. By situating themselves at one end of a societal moral compass, white 

women effectively inhabit a relatively secluded space to then construct those who are 

perceived to occupy and embody a lower level of morality. Doing so allows white 
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women on SF to justify unfair allocations of power and/or hatred and distrust towards 

another group of non-white people. 

 It is clear that through the anti-feminist rhetoric of The Women’s Forum there is 

some ideological disagreement on SF regarding the role of white women within white 

power movements. This could be for a variety of reasons, most of which hinge on the 

inconsistency of what feminism means and looks like. Though third and fourth wave 

intersectional feminism is beginning to nuance a one-size-fits-all approach to feminism, 

arguments in the Forum itself stem directly from this inability to accept multiple possible 

expressions of feminism, and therefore it remains one of few ideologically divisive and 

taboo topics on SF. White power movements claim that feminism’s main tenets (often 

phrased as pro-“race mixing”, “anti-family”, “kill white men” etc.) are ideological threats 

to the strengthening and maintenance of the white race, however when these ideas are 

expressed within the permeable bounds of The Women’s Forum, not all SF users see 

feminism in the same way. On The Women’s Forum, women constantly denounce 

instances of “women bashing” on other forums of SF. Observable discrepancies between 

who is moderated and who is a reminder of their expected social positioning within white 

Figure 1. User, Roo, responds to another SF member's post on an open forum 
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power communities. On occasion they engage in passionate exchanges with men on other 

forums who are situated on the ideological opposite of them: 

That being said, it is customary to contain criticism to within the perimeter of The 

Women’s Forum, where women then engage with stereotyped images of themselves in 

order to discredit and diffuse men’s harmful remarks. How could they not believe in 

feminism when they practice, and are continuously shaped by, feminism? Thinking with 

Saba Mahmood, Lila Abu-Lughod, Mary Douglas, and their scholarship on multiple 

feminisms/dirt, I try and understand the complexities of these questions and their 

implications for white power as well as feminist scholarship going forward. For this 

reason, I will not be adopting an all-encompassing definition of feminism, but rather 

interrogate assumptions about what feminism can look like while engaging with the sub-

counterpublic of The Women’s Forum. 

Caught in a devastating global pandemic, plagued by police and gun violence 

against Black and brown bodies, and facing widespread environmental insecurity, why 

should anyone shift their attention towards the actions of women in white power 

movements? On SF, I was confronted with startingly human women. They spent most of 

their time talking about their children, trading healthy recipes, and debating appropriate 

fashion trends. There were pages and pages of conversations about the work of 

philosophers such as Aristotle and Plato, often incorporated into posts about their own 

research completed in higher education. I saw women who were proud mothers, 

daughters, cousins, and sisters; and among all the hate I continued to witness, I wondered 

if I was starting to sympathize with them.  
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 This is the point that I believe a lot of individuals, especially white folx who are 

not part of white power, start to disengage. From my own experience, it is much easier to 

ignore what is wrong than to involve oneself imperfectly with good intentions. Perhaps a 

result of white fragility and defensiveness, distancing oneself allows white people to 

believe they are “not racist”. Thinking through this, I found it important to locate myself 

within the structures of white power that I wanted to study. My life as a white, cis-

gendered, heterosexual, able-bodied, middle-class, educated woman has been enabled by 

institutional remnants of chattel slavery, colonialism, and imperialism. Many of my 

neighbors and family members in Wisconsin have supported the former president from 

2016-2020. It feels irresponsible to turn away from a topic that feels uncomfortable for 

me, but is life threatening for my non-white kin.  

 This research leans into white power and thinks about what it means to humanize 

the individuals being studied in a way that also allows space for recognizing and holding 

them accountable for the irreparable damage they have done with their words online, and 

most certainly in their communities. Where I would like to begin, however, is with the 

understanding that white power does not begin and end on the internet. Eliminating 

websites that host white power organizations or activists will not get rid of white 

supremacy. Disruption of white power involves a comprehensive understanding of every 

level of institutionalized white supremacy, no matter how seemingly insignificant. 

 

Stormfront was created in 1995 by Don Black. Black, not to be confused with the 

musician of the same name, became involved with white power movements in the early 
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70s when he volunteered with J.B. Stoner’s unsuccessful campaign for Georgia governor. 

After a failed attempt on his life by the brother of Martin Luther King Jr.’s assassin, 

Black joined the Knights of the Ku Klux Klan under the 

leadership of David Duke. He took over the group after 

scandal forced Duke to resign. In 1981 Black, along with 

nine other white supremacists, were arrested after boarding a 

yacht with the intention of invading the island of Dominica 

and transforming it into a white ethnostate. Black served three years in a federal prison 

where he learned computer programming, ultimately giving him the foundational 

knowledge he needed to create Stormfront. He launched the website from his West Palm 

Beach, Florida home after an unsuccessful campaign for U.S. senate in March of 1995. 

Black recognized the utility of the internet, which was just emerging as an accessible 

technology in the 90s, for white supremacists who might “finally bypass the mainstream 

media and political apparatus, getting their message out to people who otherwise would 

never hear it,” (SPLC 2021).  

It is impossible to talk about modern day renderings of white supremacist 

movements without considering the delicate string figure games (Haraway 2018) being 

played between white power activists and the internet. The two entities are entangled, 

yes, but the extent of their entanglement can be understood as being formed through 

sympoiesis, or co-constitution (5). White power changed as new modes of social 

interaction and organization became possible, and private, through the world wide web. 

Meanwhile, the internet has changed in response to the desire to both eradicate and 

permit the proliferation of white power organizations and other hate groups:  

Figure 2. Stormfront.org Logo 
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“The same technologies that were meant to level the political playing field have 

brought troll farms and Russian bots to corrupt our elections. The same platforms of self-

expression that we thought would let us empathize with one another and build a more 

harmonious society have been co-opted [...] to turn white supremacy into a topic of 

dinner-table conversation. And the same networked methods of organizing that so many 

thought would bring down malevolent states have not only failed to do so [...] but have 

instead empowered autocrats to more closely monitor protest and dissent,” (Turner 2019, 

26). 

 

Turner describes this as the effect of a decades long effort to decentralize control and 

power of the internet and other mass media. Starting with the rise of fascism in Nazi 

Germany, parallel movements started to spring up all over the United States. Influenced 

by cultural relativity work by anthropologist Franz Boas, the United States government 

thought that the only logical way to fortify the “democratic personality” was to encourage 

its “individualistic, expressive, collaborative, and tolerant” (27) values by decentralizing 

mass media through the creation of natural history, cultural, and art museums. Though 

long before the internet, the decision at the time that individualism and free expression 

were foundations of the American spirit influenced how computers and the internet 

evolved. In the early days of the internet, Daniels (2015) notes, some believed the 

internet would become a place where virtual environments and fantasy worlds would 

erase the boundaries of race. Mathematician Norbert Wiener believed that the solution to 

totalitarianism was to redistribute information out of the hands of politicians and into 

those of engineers. To the “New Communalists” of the 60s, a successful counter-culture 

disposed of politics entirely and valued a world where everyone was able to realize their 

own social order without the influence of top-down government systems (Turner 2019, 

29-30). The internet was to change the way the world operated and how people interacted 

with one another in unknowable ways, which is exactly what happened.  
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Dr. Wendy Hui Kyong Chun (2012) asks us to consider race “and/as” technology; 

drawing attention to the coevolution of humans and technology, as well as the role of race 

in mediating discourses of biology and culture (Chun 2012, 39; Haraway 2018). While a 

vast amount of information exists on this subject across disciplines (see Benjamin 2016, 

Banks 2006, Coleman 2009), the focus of race as/and technology in this paper will be 

fixated on how race and racism, as with white power, has shaped and been shaped by the 

internet. White power activists continue to believe that the outward appearance of an 

individual points to their biological essence, which is then supported by outdated and 

discarded understandings of the past, monologically recirculated on the internet. Dr. 

Stephan Palmié asserts, for example, that these ideas “take on an almost magical quality 

when they’re freshly rewritten in the language of modern genetics,” (Saini 2019). Modern 

genetics often takes on the form of “blood politics”, where the semiotics of blood serve as 

a placeholder for the complexities of biomedicine and biotechnologies (TallBear 2013). 

These types of studies and metaphoric representations, published in online journals, 

popularized in the news and circulated widely, are quickly absorbed by white power 

groups and distributed within their ranks. The scarce amount of scientific evidence 

published in peer-reviewed journals that points to a possibility of ranking groups based 

on genetic features is frequently cited on Stormfront forums and threads. Increased access 

to the internet also means increased access to the highly specialized knowledges 

contained and circulated there. “Doing science”, for some, has become making concepts 

of science more accessible to non-scientists, especially within counterpublics of white 

power. 
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Other technologies have bolstered, as well as obstructed, the spread of white 

power ideologies in the United States. Religion, namely Christianity, remains at the heart 

of Klan social politics. John L. Jackson reminds us that it is the Klan’s commitment to a 

racialized reading of the Christian Bible that “provided moral weight for their holy 

crusade” against racial desegregation and Black enfranchisement (Jackson 2008, 58). 

Physical violence has always been a means to achieving these ends in white power 

history, highly correlated with the “protection” of white female purity from Black men. 

White power propaganda often portrays white women as representing innocence and 

potential racial victimization. Blee (2002) argues that this stance enables the fortification 

of white masculinity by casting white men as the protectors of women, and therefore 

justifying the necessity of racial violence against non-white persons (115). Nearing the 

end of the 20th century, race relations in the United States began to change drastically. 

Jackson (2008) attributes this change as the result of what he calls racial paranoia, a 

direct consequence of the Civil Rights Movement of the 60s and political correctness. 

Legally codified after the Civil Rights Movement, overt instances of racism, such as 

police dog attacks and public fire hosings, were largely abandoned for covert acts of 

racism. Jackson states, “[...] many people are still using pre-civil rights sensibilities and 

understandings of race to talk about it today,” (10), though how, where, and with whom 

has shifted.  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?0PEGce
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Technology in its many forms will not be explicitly mentioned in the rest of this 

paper, however, the ways in which white 

women talk amongst themselves and the 

topics they choose to focus their attention 

on are saturated with sociohistorical 

context. Thinking with Baumann and 

Briggs, their digital utterances are “tied to a number of speech events that precede and 

succeed it (past performances, readings of texts, negotiations, rehearsals, gossip, reports, 

critiques, challenges, subsequent performances, and the like),” (Baumann and Briggs 

1990, 60-61). Therefore such technologies of structural violence remain embedded in 

even the most innocuous of subjects. In the forthcoming chapters, violence is inherent 

though not expressly vocalized. Chapter one will focus on the delineating the sub-

counterpublic and how it theoretically diverges from that of the public and counterpublic. 

This chapter will summarize the key attributes of the sub-counterpublic, some of which 

will be elaborated in chapters two and three, some not. Chapter two engages with 

ideologies of the sacred and the profane, that which is clean and that which is dirt. This 

will clarify the gendered component of the sub-counterpublic and explore the lasting 

legacy of women’s bodies being surveilled. Chapter three describes what happens in the 

sub-counterpublic of The Women’s Forum through a chronotopic analysis of white 

women’s storytelling. 

 

 

 

Figure 3. From Latour (1987) 
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Chapter 1: Publics, Counterpublics, and the Sub-Counterpublic 

Michael Warner (2002) begins his essay “Publics and Counterpublics” by saying, 

“This essay has a public. If you are reading (or hearing) this, you are part of its public. So 

first let me say, Welcome,” (49). Differentiating his sense of public from what he 

delineates as a public or the public, Warner goes on to detail seven key identifiers of 

publics, of which this paper will focus on three: self-organized (50), both personal and 

impersonal (57), and involved in poetic world-making (82). Fraser (1990) argued about 

12 years earlier for a similar definition to be applied to the public sphere, saying that, “It 

designates a theater in modern societies in which political participation is enacted through 

the medium of talk. It is the space in which citizens deliberate about their common 

affairs, hence, an institutionalized arena of discursive interaction,” (57).  

 Counterpublics are the result of the competition of publics or public spheres. 

Fraser notes that counterpublics expose and challenge the inherently discriminatory 

nature of publics, “elaborating alternative styles of political behavior and alternative 

norms of public speech,” (61). The tension between publics and counterpublics rests in 

the constant struggle of counterpublics to have their discourses recognized, and the 

actions mainstream publics take to block a more inclusive representation. Warner thinks 

about counterpublics as, “a scene in which a dominated group aspires to re-create itself as 

a public and, in doing so, finds itself in conflict not only with the dominant social group, 

but also with the norms that constitute the dominant culture as a public,” (Warner 2002, 

80). The difference, then, between publics and counterpublics becomes that of access to 

linguistic capital that allows for a level of circulation only accessible at the mainstream; 

therefore, counterpublics still maintain many of the seven listed criteria described by 
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Warner. Linguistic capital easily translates into access to other forms of capital that 

create, perpetuate, and fortify institutions of structural violence that continue to 

marginalize women, people of color, the LGBTQI+ community, and indigenous folx. 

Publics and counterpublics “[address] the question of politics not in a substantive way, 

but by defining rights of participation and inclusion,” (Papadopoulos 2010, 181), with 

those having the ability to choose being those not with the most influential ideas, but 

those with the largest pool of resources. 

 This paper focuses on the public and counterpublic’s role in creating the social 

world of white power activists on SF, which makes it necessary to explain what a public 

and counterpublic are. SF neatly meets all seven criteria of a public: it is organized by 

white power activists, participants are strangers, topics are personal yet identities retain a 

sense of anonymity, attention is drawn towards not just the number of posts but also those 

who are actively viewing the site, discourse is stored via digital inscripts and frequently 

referred back to, and the discourse has a specific pragmatic style that gives it a unique 

character. At the same time, SF is actively censored from the acceptable discourses of the 

mainstream, and therefore is relegated to the counterpublic sphere. The white power 

counterpublic remains such because it is an undesirable representation of what Warner 

calls “the universal discussion of the people,” (84). Within the white power community 

there is little expressed desire to become the representative public, rather they believe 

themselves to be constructing a parallel discursive arena that allows them to engage in 

their own world-making practices. Though Fraser classifies this subaltern counterpublic 

as the result of social subordination (1990), Warner thinks rather that members of 

counterpublics are aware of and sometimes complicit in their subordinated status (2002). 
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In the case of white power activists, their status as a subordinated group is imagined and 

reified within their ranks through their continued engagement with discourses of 

violence. Therefore, I will continue to refer to SF as simply a counterpublic.  

 Publics and counterpublics are the cornerstone to this piece because of their use as 

scaffolds in the world-making practices used to shape the subjectivities of those attentive 

to white power texts. Their boundaries maintain varying degrees of permeability, 

ensuring that some texts remain part of the public’s canon, while others have an arduous 

time finding their way inside and out. People are allowed to marinate in certain texts 

longer than others, specifically those related to white power ideological beliefs 

introduced by male contributors. Meanwhile, The Women’s Forum is contained within a 

micro-sphere of discursive circulation. Within the subset of the white power 

counterpublic, they are a group of people attentive to other types of texts that result in a 

branching off from the mainstream white power activist’s subjectivity. White women, 

occupying a subordinate and often subservient position relative to white men within 

white power organizations (Daniels 1997; Blee 2002) are intended to be the sole audience 

members of The Women’s Forum. Topics discussed within this section of SF are those 

that are intended to be the primary concern of women: childbirth, breastfeeding, cooking 

recipes, homeschooling materials, etc. Women share their stories of coming into white 

power, what they think about aspects of white power ideologies, their experiences with 

people of other races, types of political activism they are familiar with, what they think of 

feminism, etc. Looking at these topics, it may appear on the surface to make sense that a 

space was created to pool these kind of conversations, just as there are other subforums 

dedicated to precise topics on SF (for example, there is a forum called “History & 
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Revisionism” that hosts scores of threads). However, the porousness of The Women’s 

Forum is like that of a one-way mirror; white women are invited to talk about certain 

topics within the digital walls of this space, which others are then free to consume. There 

are texts and topics only appropriate to The Women’s Forum, where their circulation is 

permitted to be free and they are attended to legitimately. White men are not officially 

allowed to be part of that space, though on several occasions The Women’s Forum has 

been surveilled and censored by white men when they have decided the boundaries of 

appropriate topics had been crossed. 

 Various threads on The Women’s Forum point to a general sense of 

discontentment with the off-balance relationship and treatment of white women on SF, 

sharing stories of times when white men were “women bashing”, promoting race mixing, 

advocating for removing the ability for women to vote, over-moderating their forum but 

not following the same procedures on theirs. The uneasiness materializes in the dialogue 

on the Forum while debating what it means to be a white woman in a globalized 21st 

century, how they fit in to a new type of white power activism, and ideologies of 

traditionalism at the core of the white power heteropatriarchy. They report feeling as 

though they have found their place of belonging in white power and use The Women’s 

Forum to recontextualize their disdain they feel towards Black, Hispanic, Asian, Pacific 

Islander, Jewish, and Muslim men, women, and children. Active participants in other 

parts of the blog forum, white women contextualize other aspects of white power 

ideology into what is useful for them in their intertextual experience of their lives as 

women, daughters, variously educated and socioeconomically situated people. 
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 I suggest using a new designation of sub-counterpublic to refer to this nuanced 

embedding of one counterpublic into another. Without trying to entirely subvert, 

overcome, or run parallel to SF, white women are instead using The Women’s Forum to 

organize the information they receive inside white power, on SF, and in their physical 

worlds into an increasingly unified understanding of the modern white woman’s role in 

advancing, protecting, and reproducing the white race. The sub-counterpublic, through 

the employment of other modes of discursive world-making, is first and foremost a space 

where gender identity and sociopolitical power is reckoned with through reflexive, epic-

style, storytelling. It is also where intra- and interpersonal relationships between white 

women and white men are negotiated through the recapitulation of white power 

ideological tenets, philosophical and scientific arguments, and the introduction of first-

hand experience as credible evidence/testimony.  

 The sub-counterpublic becomes an essential branch off of counterpublics that 

creates the mechanisms to more accurately analyze the work that is being done in The 

Women’s Forum as well as the complex relationships that exist between this Forum, 

other sections of SF, and accessible mainstream publics. What the sub-counterpublic 

describes are the publics that exist as part of and also in conversation with a hegemonic 

counterpublic; ruled in part by the constraints their boundaries impose while 

simultaneously exercising a level of their own autonomy and practices of counter-

discourse. As will be discussed later in the paper, the autonomy of women on SF is 

employed in ways that are both in line with the expectations of them as white women in 

the roles they traditionally occupy in white power as well as influenced by women’s 

movements of the 20-21st centuries. Embedding the sub-counterpublic within the 
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counterpublic that is SF better exposes the types of agency that women in white power 

act on, as well as the moments when they decide it is out of their purview to take the lead. 

The sub-counterpublic and the world-making taking place within helps us understand the 

nuances of white supremacism by legitimizing the expression of multiple feminisms and 

thinking towards the possibility and consequences of a white power feminism. 

 In my analysis of the sub-counterpublic of The Women’s Forum, I will look at the 

use of several discursive mechanisms that I believe will be common features of sub-

counterpublics inside as well as outside of The Women’s Forum. These include 

chronotopic self-shaping, boundary-making and reaffirming through the subversion of 

idioms of marginalization, as well as the application of traditional ideas of purity, the 

profane, and dirt. While I will be focusing this project on the white power sub-

counterpublic of The Women’s Forum, I take time to detail other environments where I 

have found sub-counterpublics in my research. 
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Chapter 2: Dirt 

 

Figurative language in the white power sphere relies on several configurations of 

the idea of “purity”. There is the convolution of blood lines with genetic “purity” (or 

impurity) (see TallBear 2013), the potential pureness that resides in white women (if they 

act a certain way), and the essentializing supremacy of whiteness, to name a few. Purity 

and its comrades -- “cleanliness”, “safety”, and “risk” -- have worked for centuries to 

solidify arbitrary distinctions between groups of people that reinforce classist, ableist, 

gendered, and racial assumptions. The desire for cleanliness and mitigated risk has led to 

massive gentrification efforts in cities like New York, Chicago, and Washington D.C., at 

the expense of marginalized, often Black, communities ascribed those labels. Not just 

gentrification, but the mass migration of white folx to the suburbs, which has 

subsequently shifted the focus of investors to those primarily white neighborhoods 

outside of large cities (Howson 2013). Cleanliness and purity manifest themselves in the 

socially enforced expectation for individuals to be responsible for their health and 

aesthetic upkeep. Rather than a prerequisite to good health, many tacit aspects of an 

individuals’ care routine are used as a means of class distinction. This is part of a 

“civilizing process” that is maintained through generations of socialization practices 

located at the familial level. Howson notes that this socialization process often falls to 

mothers and day carers (who are typically women). “Mothers and day carers spend a 

great deal of their time in the early years of a child’s life encouraging them to become 

aware of their own bodies and sensitive to those of others,” (Howson 2013, 91). Not only 

do children then learn to surveille their own bodies at the micro-scale, but they extend 
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these socialized judgments outwards towards the bodies of others. Howson explains the 

implications of such experiences: 

“A second aspect of the civilizing process is a change in consciousness such that people 

have become much more aware over time of themselves as individuals...Concomitantly, 

people become more aware of both their own and other bodies as separate, demarcated 

entities. Consequently, the boundaries between my/your body and ways of maintaining 

them become increasingly important.” (2013, 91) 

 

Though new trends of what bodies should look, smell, and feel like are constantly in flux, 

the point of departure from the quotidian grotesque into a purer embodiment of self 

remains at the forefront of the collective consciousness and is used to impose value 

judgements. The medieval period, for example, is this dark, disavowed place, 

representative of volatile conduct, lack of self-discipline, restraint, and cleanliness 

(Howson 2013, 87). Conversely, being “civilized” makes one representative of the 

opposite of those characteristics, someone who can attain and maintain a reflexive 

relationship with themselves.  

 The attachments this kind of thinking has between cleanliness, self-discipline, 

purity, and the white women make themselves clear on SF. Women often distinguish 

themselves from non-white women by describing their physical appearance in racially 

typified ways, and always with a hostile tone. Rather than stop at one’s outward 

appearance, white women also spend time critiquing and criticizing the comportment of 

non-white women, specifically Black women. Through these discourses of 

representation, white women systematically form the objects they speak of while 

simultaneously forming an image of themselves that is meant to stand in contrast 

(Foucault 1980, 48): 

Wild Rose: Yes, I believe this, I have a horrible negroe [sic] boss at work (I work as a 

cashier [sic]) and she always finds some small thing to pick at...She’s in her 30s, had a 
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bunch of kids out of wedlock, and is on food stamps (I ring her up sometimes so I can 

tell)...In anycase, I am not going to apologize for being young (23), White & Lovely [sic], 

hard working, not having kids I can’t afford or take care of. 

 

… 

 

Roo: ...and that was when I saw her. She came around the corner like a purring Godzilla 

- literally can't think of any other description: the Korean weave dyed blonde, the 4-inch 

fingernails at the end of each silver-ringed fat finger, the bright drapey, gauzy dresses 

and scarfs, the 10 bangle bracelets on each wrist, the gapped teeth, the whole nine yards. 

She recognized me because he had family photos in his office, and the purring 

immediately stopped. Her eyes got big and wide, then she rolled her eyes and stuck her 

nose up in the air and mumbled something about "limp spaghetti hair". Still don't 

understand what the heck she was really talking about, my hair isn't limp nor does it look 

like pasta, but okay. 

 

Winterqueen: Re: Roo Shebeasts have no room to talk about other people's hair when 

underneath their cheap wayyves, they have nappy pube-like hair or a little nap of hair 

that can be compared to matted cat or dog fur. 

 

 

Other users seem to sympathize with Black women, claiming that way of being acts as a 

survival mechanism. While still attributing it to a biological imperative, user SophieH 

challenges stereotypes of Black femininity on the one hand, then continues to make a 

hard contrast of Black and white women as a concluding statement: 

SophieH: I think Black women experience life very differently and they grow up under 

circumstances that require them to be loud and aggressive in order to be heard/survive 

so I wouldn't be surprised if they hate white women(among many other things in life). 

They also are biologically short tempered and hot headed and would take any chance to 

pick up a fight and make a scene while white women would just try and ignore them and 

not get involved with them. 

 

Others prefer to user SophieH’s post as a springboard for more racialized and essentialist 

remarks, claiming that these stories point to the natural inferiority of Black people and 

their genetic closeness to primates. What most women agree on is that non-white women 

are envious of white women and that is why they are met with open hostility. It is within 

the tropes of what there is to be envious of that an ideal white woman is formed, to the 
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detriment of non-white women. White women, and on a larger scale, whiteness, cannot 

exist without the existence of non-white “Others”: 

Roo: They're jealous of everything. Its not just our hair, eyes, skin, lack of high 

testosterone levels that make us more feminine than them, etc., its everything about us. It 

goes back for dozens of generations, they've been jealous since they were freed from 

slavery. Maybe even before. Ever since they discovered that the odd infusion of white 

DNA here and there produced children of better looks, higher intellect, and more docile 

temperaments. 

 

Winterqueen: I see the nasty glare in their eyes when I catch one staring at my hair or my 

eyes. Women don't give other women nasty stare downs unless they are jealous. I have 

read about other white women getting nasty jealousy stares from sheboons as well. 

 

 Interacting with non-white women (either directly, passively, or discursively 

online or in private) is therefore pertinent to white womanhood. Encountering the 

“profane”, as will be discussed in regard to Mary Douglas’s work on dirt, clarifies the 

threshold of whiteness and beneficial white behaviors. This is important to understand 

when thinking with the apparent contradictions and hypocrisy of certain attitudes, 

comments, and ideologies that white women speak about on SF. Though polarizing 

online, in practice, white women show that they are far more flexible in their application 

of white power ideology than is discursively documented on the website. Mary Douglas 

thinks with this practice while studying conceptions of the sacred and the profane. 

Challenging the work of sociologists Emilé Durkheim and Robert Smith, Douglas looks 

to the roots of the word sacred itself, pointing to the well documented fact that sacred has 

always been employed to mean to separate or set apart and has only recently developed 

to mean something used to primarily refer to objects or practices in a religious context 

(Douglas 2003, 8). What is sacred and what is profane, she argues, are not stable 

categories, but exist relationally. She notes that the semantics of sacredness are positional 

and symbolic, “capable of very fine degrees of differentiation,” (9). Similar to the work 
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of parish ethnologists and missionaries, Douglas illustrates how the “lively pictures of 

savage customs” (12) were used to detail the inherent degeneracy of individuals who 

were not “saved”. However, though the religion of Native folx was the target of such 

rhetoric in this example, history has shown that religions of the “civilized” world were 

often at the mercy of such hair-splitting differentiation practices, though relativized in a 

much different, yet equally meaningful, way. This same logic, recontextualized within 

The Women’s Forum, underscores the apparition of disagreements and paradoxical 

behaviors and beliefs. The sense of agreement around the general belief that behaviors 

exist that are racially traitorous and racially pure is accentuated by the subjectivity of 

their divisions. For example, one woman shared an experience and decision she made 

when taking her children to the park. She was faced with a choice: let her children play 

with non-white kids at the park or take them home to not play at all. Ultimately, she 

decided to allow her children to remain at the park and play with the non-white kids. This 

could be seen as racially traitorous behavior, yet the mother argued that not allowing her 

children to participate in outdoor activity that would make them stronger seemed to be 

relatively more detrimental to the white race. 

 Dana Berthold (2010) connects what we understand as racial purity to practices 

and rituals of hygiene. She notes that, “...contrived and repressive notions of racial purity 

have been central to the social identity of whiteness in the US,” (2) for as long as the 

country’s history, and far before its recognition as an independent nation. Additionally, 

she notes that similar notions of sexual purity arise out of similar circumstances and help 

to construct the socially circulated picture of femininity. Though these hygiene rituals 

may have first been performed by the upper classes as a means of exclusion and social 



 

 23 

stratification, the historical acknowledgment of colonial, racist, and misogynistic roots of 

hyper-cleanliness practices do not address the harmful ways in which these narratives 

continue to be perpetuated today. Berthold says, “Purity ideals flourish because of their 

exceptional ability to masquerade as the most healthy and innocent of ideas, even while 

they conjure up and revitalize our racist [and sexist] heritage,” (3). Douglas, Berthold, 

and Durkheim describe purity ideals as organizing principles of social order. On The 

Women’s Forum, defining practices of femininity and bounds of white womanhood are 

typically carried out by women, though moments of gender policing occur infrequently 

when men infiltrate the group: 

Saturnia 

 
Re: LADIES, PLEASE!! 

Quote: 

 
MEN: REPORT ANY AND ALL ANTI MALE, PRO FEMINIST, PRO LESBIAN, 

PRO MURDER, OR OTHER RACIALLY TREASONOUS POSTS IN THE WOMENS 

FORUM USING THE REPORT POST FEATURE. TOGETHER WE CAN DRIVE 

OUT THE COMMIES!  

This is a matter of duty! we cannot sit idly by while they advocate violence against 

males on what used to be a WN forum! 

 
Oh gees, I’m about to piss my pants :rofl: 

Okay, who’s a lesbian? Come out of the closet, wherever you are! 

Also, who’s raising this secret army against males? 

 

Dixie Girl 

 
Re: LADIES, PLEASE!! 

Quote: 

 
Oh gees, I’m about to piss my pants :rofl: 

Okay, who’s a lesbian? Come out of the closet, wherever you are! 

Also, who’s raising this secret army against males? 

 
Who the heck posted that originally?! 

Oh my gosh, the women are OUT of the kitchen and actually speaking their minds! Call 

in the troops! Round up your ammo! We can’t let females have opinions! :rofl: 
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What a joke, seriously. That guy has some security or self-esteem issues. 

 

These are some of the first posts in a thread titled “LADIES, PLEASE!” in The Women’s 

Forum on Stormfront. Moderator, Lycia, created the thread to remind users to heed the 

forum’s rules and instead of engaging with individuals who are trying to provoke trouble, 

to report them instead. The thread, since removed from the site, revolved around the 

heated topic of prostitution and race-mixing, and from the comments on this post, it is 

clear that it was coopted by men at some point in time. The comment quoted above by an 

unnamed user became the centerpiece of discussion for the rest of this thread, where 

white women criticized and made fun of the ways in which they were being surveilled by 

white men on Stormfront. At the same time, what these women did was reinscribe the 

bounds of their identity through white power. Their satirical and often sarcastic 

comments in response to the OP show a familiarity with gendered stereotypes and idioms 

of marginalization that lose their traditional validity through their subversion within this 

thread. In many ways, they come into conflict with what is expected of a woman within 

the white heteropatriarchal structure of white power. Within the counterpublic that is SF, 

threads like these bring into better focus the sub-counterpublic status of The Women’s 

Forum: a marginalized public within SF that is subject to the surveilling gaze of white 

men. This section will sharpen the understanding of the intersections of white 

womanhood and feminism, as already introduced in the previous section. The boundaries 

of what is considered polluting and its historical relationship to treason and state 

surveillance will be analyzed, as well as the shifts that the white women involved in this 

thread make in their considerations of their chronotopic trajectory. 
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 Interactions such as these suggest that the place of white women in white power 

movements is contentious. In the most basic sense, white women in white power are 

often heralded as symbols of attractiveness and white motherhood (Daniels 1997, 56), 

though prototyping the white woman in this way eliminates the complex politics of their 

becoming. As showcased in some of the posts in The Women’s Forum, a picture of what 

a white woman is depends on the delineation of a white woman’s opposite, which 

clusters around multiple nexus’ of race, gender, sexuality, and socioeconomic status. For 

example, images of white women as mothers are often positioned in opposition to non-

white, primarily Black, women. “This dialectic is based on the fact that Black women 

have historically been defined as workers in a world in which femininity is defined in 

terms of idleness,” Daniels writes (56), describing that in fact, “...it was only possible for 

white women to be defined in terms of idleness because Black women were defined in 

terms of work.” This applies as well to other aspects of white womanhood, such as 

fertility and pureness. Historically, white women have always been constructed to 

represent a purity that needs to be protected from the threats of non-white men. This 

system enables white nationalist heteropatriarchal behavior that is the foundation of white 

power ideology, though white men’s relationship with white women is tremendously 

more nuanced. Blee (2003, 113) suggests that white power movements have made white 

women and non-white people the imminent threat to white men’s social, political, and 

economic supremacy. “To protect their long-standing racial and sexual privileges, racist 

groups declare, white men must support movements fostering racism, xenophobia, and 

sexual conservatism,” Blee writes (113), which helps to explain the subjugated place of 

white women within organized white power movements. Women are rarely allowed into 
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the higher ranks of white power political structures, and when they are, they typically 

populate roles that support men (Daniels 1997, 57; Blee 2003, 114). Women on 

Stormfront often air out their grievances about men they encounter on and offline. A 

common topic of conversation orbits around the double standard that seems to exist 

between what is acceptable conduct for a man in white power as opposed to that of a 

woman. User gorenko was the OP in the thread, “The Bashing of White Women”, where 

they detailed “a paradoxical portray [sic] of white women in the discourse of some men, 

one side as an over-idealized, nostalgic idea of beauty and purity...confronted by a totally 

corrupted real woman, the symbol of decadence and degeneracy.” Others agreed that if it 

had been women who were engaging in such conversations about men, they would have 

been more extremely moderated.  

 The policing of women’s discourse occurs in other social domains outside of the 

white power world. Independent scholar Kristina Busse (2013) writes about the exclusion 

of women in geek, comic-con culture and the scrutiny they face from men over whether 

or not they are “good enough” fans. She notes that “at every level of dismissal gender 

plays a central part,” (74) beginning with the unworthiness of the fan object (for example, 

Twilight fans attending comic-cons are criticized for the singularity of their fan object) 

and the highly gendered adjectives used to condemn women’s fan behavior, at the same 

time attributing negative characteristics to their fan object. Continuing to examine 

Twilight fans, it is the connection of the popular series with the fanatic, dangerous, and 

unsuccessful fan girl that results in the treatment of the series as generally too feminine 

for male consumption (75). The “good fan” at comic-con is thus described as someone 

who likes the right things and “limes” them in the correct ways (74). These behaviors are 
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almost always highly hypocritical, as Busse describes in the cases of overt sexual 

expression for male and female stars in geek culture: “In the case of overt sexual 

expression, for example, male desire for female stars is accepted as healthy virile 

sexuality, whereas female desire often gets redefined as overinvested and hysterical -- a 

term that in its etymology, of course, already shows its genderedness,” (74). The 

dismissal of women as fans in geek culture consequently dismisses their interests, 

discursive spaces, and primary forms of communal engagement with their fan object. 

Similarly, white women on Stormfront can be considered the “not good enough” fan of 

white power, reinforced through narratives coproduced through historical anecdotes of 

female frailty and the present-day threat of “anti-white family” social movements like 

feminism.  

 What the “not good enough” fan status of white women does on a website like 

Stormfront is emphasize the status of women as an object incapable of knowing what 

their best interests are, and in turn is a threat to the mission of white power as a whole. 

Looking to other, technically gender-inclusive, forums on Stormfront one sees the 

ideological rupture between men and women on the basic capabilities of women. The 

lack of certain natural “senses” of white women, and women generally, they argue, 

necessitates that women constantly have a guardian. White women are not depicted as 

intelligent enough to understand the difference between feminism and women’s rights, 

and therefore any talk of it threatens to turn them into race-mixing, anti-family, 

communist, lesbians. The thread in question, housed within the Philosophy and Ideology 

Forum, is titled, “Feminism and Women’s Rights Movement Not the Same Thing.” The 

OP, Cool Water, makes it clear that their intention in starting the thread was to point out 
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that women should not, “[...] react to feminism being attacked as if it's an attack on 

women. It's no such thing. It's an attack on a communist front movement, not on women's 

rights.” They argue that it is possible to support women’s rights, while at the same time 

opposing feminism. Others vehemently disagree: 

TheHH: Like it or not, the term 'women's rights' is indelibly and directly associated with 

Feminism, and is frankly considered Feminism's 'AKA'. 

 

You need to understand that the term 'women's rights' as you expostulate it, requires 

further definition. 'Rights' in relation to what? The right to exterminate an unborn baby 

without the father's consent? The right to financial inheritance? 

 

Without an understanding of the historical role of women in healthy Aryan societies of 

the past, this question cannot be answered accurately. 

 

Women are women and men are men, and in every successful Aryan society of the past 

there was a clear delineation of the societal role of each sex. But, crucially - and unlike 

our ignorant and pathologically dogmatic modern age, there was a very clear and easily 

communicable understanding of the key differences between the sexes and why, for 

example the man was absolute ruler of the home, the woman was never to inherit money, 

why it was more important for the man to spend lots of time with his boys but not his 

girls, or why - in a more recent time, it was important to have separate schools for boys 

and girls. 

 

When one studies and begins to understand these two things, the answer to the question, 

"what is the rightful role of women in our societies?" becomes clear. You are not quite 

there yet old boy. 

 

In this response, TheHH makes it very clear that it is the changing social and cultural 

norms between white men and white women that have caused the decline of the white 

race. Another man elaborates on the obvious conspiracy being planned by racially 

treasonous white women: 

Gregcyber: Makes one wonder why so many white looking woman support and breed 

with Africans, as they seem to be in line with the over throwing the white male. 
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In the remainder of his comment, Gregcyber implies that women’s plans to get rid of men 

are publicly available in books. In this instance, the very ability of white women to read 

becomes a reason to be eternally suspicious of the content they are exposed to: 

I seen [sic ]books on how to train your husbands. I wont go in to details and it is the most 

sickest of thoughts. 

Some men die soon after retirement, Are there books on how to kill your husbands after 

he retires and it come up as cancer or natural causes? 

Books on how to train male kids to be gay and denounce man hood? 

Does your mother or wife bring home GM or GMO Food? 

 

Women who are dangerous to the white race are those that do not conform to the gender 

roles of the healthy Aryan past which, for TheHH, cordons off a category of women who 

are educated, have some financial control over their lives, and have a career. This 

“modern woman” is framed as not just the symbol of the decline of the white race, but 

also serves as a harrowing example of what happens when women enter into the public 

sphere in roles traditionally held by men and therefore, pollutes them. Women are 

acknowledged as essential to the continuation of the white race, on one hand, as well as 

its biggest threat. Only when the “dirt” of femininity is contained by white men can 

women be rendered productive and non-threatening. These containment practices 

manifest themselves as the surveillance of The Women’s Forum on SF, and influences 

the white power subjectivities cultivated amongst women. 
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Chapter 3: Chronotopes of Witnessing and Becoming 

By employing Bakhtin’s concept of the chronotope, I engage in a cartographic 

exercise of the world making practices women in white power take part in on The 

Women’s Forum (Thakkar 2013). Here, storytelling serves as an exercise in identity 

mapping and ideologic legitimization, validating the personal experiences of women over 

the course of their lives as proof for the degeneracy of mainstream publics and non-white 

peoples. Proof-making through personal witnessing is used formulaically, conclusively 

positing that white power is the only logical ending result of their experiences. Through 

space and time, they are transformed.  Looking at the interactions between two threads -- 

“Why did you join WN? and “Feminism - what are your thoughts on it?” – I detail 

precise instances of witnessing, dissect what they do in the chronotope, and end with a 

discussion on what the structure of this chronotope does for the storytelling of the future 

for white women in white power. Gendered experiences within white nationalism itself 

come to the fore in these narratives. 

The process of witnessing acts as the foundation of their anecdotes. This process 

has been discussed at length by numerous scholars grappling with how memory becomes 

recontextualized in the present. Hannah Arendt, in her book Eichmann in Jerusalem: A 

Report on the Banality of Evil (1963), spends an entire chapter exposing the 

bureaucracies of witnessing in a court of law, complicated further by the international 

infamy of Eichmann’s trial. Arendt highlights the massive amounts of witnesses brought 

not to testify against Eichmann directly, but as “background witnesses” (225) setting the 

scene. Arendt explains; “[...] a single thought stood out clearly, irrefutably, beyond 

question -- how utterly different everything would be today in this courtroom, in Israel, in 
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Germany, in all of Europe, and perhaps in all countries of the world, if only more such 

stories could have been told,” (231). Women on Stormfront sharing their own 

experiences believe that their stories are similarly useful in shaping the outcome of the 

future; expressing the belief that their narratives have the power to lead young white 

women to white nationalism. Many express the wish that they had found this community 

sooner because they believe it has the power to improve and/or correct women’s life 

trajectories. Just as Arendt pointed out the historical fatalism of Eichmann’s trial that 

made present-day story telling so important, so too do the users in these threads. 

Dedicated to improving the future, they too believe that a meaningful contribution can be 

sharing their stories. The thread on the Women’s Forum titled “Ladies, What Have You 

Done to Contribute the [sic] White Race?” contains over 40 pages of replies2 to a topic 

that encourages women to talk about themselves. They have the opportunity to write 

positively about white nationalism and share to a receptive audience, making them 

exceptionally popular and some of the most engaged with portions of The Women’s 

Forum. The threads to hold space indefinitely, meaning white women will always have 

room to speak and share, no matter how many choose to be attentive to the threads and at 

what period of time. Inscripts of conversations in The Women’s Forum are created and 

referred back to, again, enabled by the affordances of the internet. In this way, white 

women and their words are immortalized through the continuous practice of 

recontextualization. 

Donna Haraway details the existence of a different kind of witness in a book 

chapter she authored, “MODEST_WITNESS@SECOND_MILLENNIUM” (2018). She 

 
2 As of 2/15/2021 
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examines the notion of the scientific, “modest” witness, one that simultaneously 

constructs and is constructed by experimental practice. Considering the effect that the 

development of contemporary scientific practice had on gendered ways of life, Haraway 

argues that “the experimental way of life built the exclusion of actual women, as well as 

of cultural practices and symbols deemed feminine, into what could count as the truth in 

science [...]” (28). Contrary to the image of the “gentleman-scientist” (30), women were 

often deemed too emotional to embody the type of neutrality required for legitimate 

knowledge production in white power. Women’s own experience was seen as that which 

delegitimizes the integrity of the movement and are seen as incapable of achieving the 

ideal type of rational detachedness that solely resides in the male body (Daniels 1997). It 

is in this climate that The Women’s Forum was forged in 2007, disentangling itself from 

the politics of SF as a counterpublic to become its own entity dedicated to topics of 

concern to white women: 

BlackAggie: I’ve had numerous women on SF tell me I’d be really nice to have a 

women’s chat “lounge”. Any chance of that?  

 

… 

 

Lycia: Well, we have it now. Our own area for chat or serious discussion.  

Keep in mind that this is a haven for our Womenfolk, not a place to bash our men. Let us 

use this area for constructive purposes and some good old fashioned "Girl 

Talk."  :cheers: 

 

 The chronotopes represented in The Women’s Forum show a growth of 

potentialities in white women’s lives once they reach white power; meaning they believe 

they are able to participate more agentively in their own lives. Personal experiences 

contribute to a collective pool of knowledge, subverting the long-held distinction between 

embodied experience as unscientific or unauthoritative versus knowledge resulting from 
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scientific experiment. The diversity and acceptance of various modes of witnessing and 

their legitimacy in The Women’s Forum, unique amongst the counterpublic of Stormfront 

as a whole, is one constitutive factor contributing to its sub-counterpublic status. In the 

first post published on The Women’s Forum in November of 2011, women share their 

excitement of finally being able to share ideas and get to know one another as white 

women: 

FU88: This is a wonderful idea! I look foward [sic] to sharing ideas with you wonderful 

ladies! :cheers:  

 

Tristania: I think the name of this forum should be changed to "No Boys Allowed".  

… 

And maybe this forum should a be [sic] restricted forum like Theology so no boys can 

even try to post in here. Because I saw one do that already! It’s very disturbing. It’s like 

having peeping toms hanging around or something. :P 

 

Keelan: I've pondered the idea of having it set like the Theology forum or even like the 

mod forum is set up as a private forum. Actually, I think it's rather a good idea for men to 

read the forum, gives them an "insight" of the workings of the female mind and possibly 

may help them in their own relationship / marriage in understanding their female 

counterpart. 

 

I am also thinking about the women who are lurkers and want to read the forum, but are 

not just ready to post yet. Having them read the forum and get to know the ladies, 

familiarizes them and possibly prompts them to join Stormfront or even start posting. I 

am looking at the bigger picture and longer term with this forum and the maximum 

benefits that it can produce. 

 

The men will learn in time, eventually, that there are consequences to posting in this 

forum.  

 

If you see a male post, report it as a bad post and action will be taken. 

 

How does one come to find themselves involved in white power movements? In the 

thread, “Why did you join WN [White Nationalism]?” 15 women shared their stories. 14 

out of the 15 posts referenced the users’ dislike of Black people as their reason. What 
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brings white women to white nationalism is, according to their own accounts, racism, 

informed by social conditioning and negative experience(s) with people of color, 

radically essentialized to blanket the entirety of that group of people. Multiple women 

cited instances where they were bullied by Black girls during their primary school years, 

narrating an event from the past into the present as a formative moment in their identity 

development: 

NorskeFashGirl: [...] I was actually bullied a bit by a group of black girls in “high” (or 

secondary) school so that really made me not like foreigners very much. Any none [sic] 

white person in europe [sic] is a foreigners [sic]. 

 

HeraVestia: [...] As a child, I attempted to live up to my mom’s hippie-dippie views that 

all humans are equal. Every black female “friend” I had used my gullibility to bully me, 

take my things, or just hit me for no reason whatsoever. If I dared to stand up for myself I 

was hit or threatened with violence. For a while, I thought the men were somehow better. 

Each time, they wanted to mate with me and got angry when I wasn't up for that. I’ve 

been called a racist for not wanting to date black men, among pretty much every other 

choice I’ve made that didn’t work to black favor. 

 

The time leading up to joining white nationalism (or subscribing to whatever form 

of white power ideology they chose) is chronicled as though traversing down a 

downward slope that gets steeper over time. Within this chronotopic narrative of identity 

formation, there are two distinct events in space that serve as catalysts through time, 

pushing the individual closer to white power ideologies. These events, described by 

Isabelle Stengers (2010) and interpreted in this context as meaning a moment in time 

where one’s embodied knowledge of themselves and/or society creates a “before” and 

“after” in their personal history, always begin when one starts to become racially aware 

(“I became a white nationalist, when I started consciously noticing that race usually 

tended to dictate other things, such as culture, morality, behavior, and the like.”). Some 

believed they were being denied their identity as well as being forced to embrace a 
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multiculturalism they didn’t agree with. This awakening of consciousness is followed by 

the second major event, one where the white woman became the personal subject of 

victimization by someone or a group of people they had already started to become 

prejudiced against. Rather than an upward slope representative of conscious work to get 

into white nationalism, these women narrate a natural fall into white nationalism after 

being pushed non-white folx, specificially Black women. 

Such personal moments of witnessing are the foundation not just for each 

woman’s understanding of themselves from that moment forward, but also continue to 

shape the appropriateness of certain behaviors of white women. Disagreements occur on 

The Women’s Forum, especially in threads covering contentious topics. White women 

hardly agree on whether or not they should support feminism, much less what the specific 

tenets of feminism are, so when one user on Stormfront posed a question soliciting 

feedback on whether or not women on the forum supported feminism, the range of 

answers drummed up a multiplicity of responses, and many arguments. When there are 

instances of women getting into disagreements with one another on the forum, this type 

of behavior is often contrasted with that of folx (primarily women) of other races, 

distancing themselves from the nature of their actions by asserting that white women do 

not act in that way. Following Malmgren’s (2017) “politics of negation”, white women’s 

experience of negative witnessing has informed them of the ways in which they should 

not act, rather than confirm the expectations of white womanhood. 

Their journey to white womanhood cumulates in a preliminary understanding of 

what it could mean to be a white woman based on the perception that in the past, white 

women and white people in general lived much better lives (Frankenberg 1993; Ware 
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2015). The arrival at the door of white power is better represented metaphorically as a 

plunge into shark infested waters: what each woman acknowledges is that coming to 

terms with the wrongness of the world and joining white power aroused them to the 

politics of their very existence. Their lives and embodied experiences opened up first the 

option to join white power, a group of people that seemed ideologically aligned with their 

natural inclinations, and then to the multiplicity of potentialities of serving the white race. 

Women on Stormfront report they came to white power because they felt that they had no 

other morally justifiable option. Feminism is one of the few contentious topics talked 

about on Stormfront in The Women’s Forum. The general consensus in white power 

movements is that feminism is anti-family, anti-heterosexuality, pro-multiculturalism: all 

ideological threats to the strengthening and maintenance of the white race. However 

frequently these ideas are expressed within the permeable bounds of The Women’s 

Forum, not all women see feminism in the same way. Stories of one’s disillusionment 

with or attachment to feminism populate the “Feminism - what are your thoughts on it?” 

thread. Just as the stories narrating each woman’s coming-to white nationalism posts, 

these stories follow almost the exact same chronotopic movement through space and 

time. However, personal stories of witnessing here are not limited to those that reject 

feminism. On the contrary, there are several users who use their personal stories to 

narrate how they came to feminism, how being a feminist and white nationalist does not 

have to be mutually exclusive, and describe how it has contributed to their present-day 

identities as a white, feminist, white nationalist. 

Isadora: Back when I was a teen, during the grunge age, I discovered feminism. Grunge 

feminism was about being equal to meL the Gen x of the 60s feminist [...] Then about 8 

years ago, I started to notice that liberalism was going to [sic] far. It was no longer “We 



 

 37 

should be treated as equal and we’ll respect all” to “Die cishet scum! Obese and proud! 

Don’t shave your legs!” Suddenly my eyes opened…[...] 

 

Ruthless: I used to think like that. Even donated to the National Organization for Women 

from ages 18-19. Then I got a letter to renew my membership for the 3rd year and it was 

full of pro-faggot male propaganda. Why is my money that I donate in order to secure 

equal pay for women being used to promote faggotry and give faggots free STD checks? 

That’s when I realized it was all bull****.[...] 

 

greengoddess: I used to be for NOW (National Organization for Women) until I found out 

their stance on Parental Alienation; they say it doesn’t exist and is just something made 

up by abusive fathers :rolleyes: 

 

Jelennuie: I wrote my Senior History thesis on a subject that I still find interesting and 

that is about women who during the “Age of Sail” chose to go to sea with their husbands 

[...] What is the point in my posting this? It’s to point out that these were strong women, 

comfortable in their own minds and bodies. And they certainly were not the weak and 

semi-educated women that Feminist movement like to point of the past. They were among 

the women that built the United States as surely as did the men. 

 

The bounds of biological essentialism are tested in this thread as well, starting with the 

universally accepted idea that “men and women are not equal”. Though women are not 

asserting that they believe men are better than them, they are saying that it is biologically 

evident that men and women have irreconcilable physical and psychological differences 

that are ontologically essential: 

PureIntensity: Back in history, I did my honours thesis (fourth year uni) in feminism. I 

created in 20 thousand words, my belief that mind/body dualism was not a good idea. I 

explored the idea that corporeality was essential to ontology.  

 

Posts such as these become springboards to deeper discussions of the essence of gender, 

and how this essence is in conflict with modern discussions and conceptions of feminism. 

The thread becomes a space of lively debate, one where users cite academic texts, 

regurgitate their own work done in university courses or for senior theses. The source of 

evidence ceases to be a result of a user's direct testimony, and instead is being formulated 

in real-time by the conversations between the white women. This does not erase the 
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chronotope, but instead expands the chronotope to the thread itself: women’s 

understanding of their position on feminism is changing through time (minutes, hours, 

days) and space (as each post is added and the thread becomes pages long, accumulating 

more metadata in cyberspace). Working towards a collective identity is not a unique 

experience in The Women’s Forum, nor on Stormfront, nor in online social movement 

communities in general (Caren et al. 2016, 165). In fact, testing and renegotiating the 

boundaries of true membership in a social movement is a time-consuming endeavor.  

 For example, Proctor (2018) narrates the “constant positioning between the poles 

of experience and knowledge, metaphysics and physical science, the spiritual and the 

neurological, ontology and epistemology” (491) that the Otherkin community experience 

in their construction and legitimization of their individual and collective identities. 

Though the internet did not create Otherkinnness, it has been an irreplaceable tool for the 

connection and growth of the Otherkin community. That being said, Otherkin are 

frequently subject to cyberbullying, harassment, and trolling. Therefore, individuals are 

carefully scrutinized if their form of Otherkinness does not coincide with what the 

Community believes can or cannot be scientific truths. The debates continue to function 

as a way to reaffirm the foundational aspects of this collective identity and protect from 

anti-Otherkin troll factions (494). White women in The Women’s Forum use boundary-

making techniques in similar ways as the Otherkin. Though Stormfront is a catch-all for 

consumers of all categories of white power ideologies, there are certain beliefs that are 

foundational to any sect and subsect: 1) white European ancestry is naturally superior, 2) 

the white family is under attack by non-white people, and 3) men and women have 

different roles in advancing the white race (Blee 2002, Belew 2018, Daniels 1997, 
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Weinbaum 2001). In the feminism thread, women stick loyally by these values, citing the 

violation of one or more of them along their chronotopic timeline as the moment of their 

disenchantment from feminism: 

Alista: When I was in my early twenties I used to work at a retail drug store that was next 

door to a used book store, and the owners would come in and let me read gratis on my 

lunch and gave me a respectable discount [...] Perhaps what’s missing in modern 

feminism is an understanding that the original feminists weren’t asking to be thought 

of AS men, but simply not to be chattel. They still understood that being a woman is 

something special for women, and that still must be protected and made a space for. 

[...] They can keep their affirmative action programs. We struggle, we climb, we face 

competitors and detractors, and we WIN. I prefer to keep that win clear. (Emphasis my 

own) 

 

When the integrity of white men are challenged, a ruthless boundary re-affirming process 

takes shape, beginning first with labeling the dissenting individual(s) as a “troll” or as the 

pervasive “Jew”. In the thread, “The Bashing of White Women”, users are quick to 

assure the original poster (OP) that real white men would never bash a white woman 

and/or promote race mixing: 

Roo: Oh yeah. Yeah, those posts are highly suspect. On social media, posts like that are 

almost always made by...you know… (((fellow whites))). :rolleyes: Which makes sense 

because Jews race-mix more than anyone, holy smokes. 

 

PorkchopsandApplesauce: I suspect White women bashing is either the result of 

frustrated ignorance or it is intentionally done by covert enemies to divide White men and 

White women. Either way, it benefits the evil jew/nwo cultural marxist agenda of 

destroying the White race. 

 

Elcyrus: That stupid excuse for race-mixing is something an evil jew/nwo cultural 

marxist enemy would promote. There are plenty of wolves in sheep’s clothing on the 

internet who promote such anti-White abominations. 

 

Further in the conversation, some women decide to share their experiences of being 

“bashed” by white men on Stormfront. Again, this is met with stiff resilience by one 

member, who is then backed up by other women. Since it has already been affirmed that 
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white men would never bash white women, some users claim that it then becomes a 

reflection of a white woman’s own actions if she is offended by what the men are saying: 

InterestedGirl: Some of you have been putting up with this for a long time. 

Roo: Except there’s nothing to put up with. Referring to my first post in this thread which 

was a response to the OP, many women in this movement aren’t degenerate women to 

begin with, so we’re not really bothered by our men criticizing women who are 

degenerate. Obviously they are not talking about us, so there is nothing to put up with. 

 

There are moments in The Women’s Forum when conversations have devolved into 

volatile arguments, so much so that there is evidence to suggest that threads in the past 

have been removed because of the unproductive paths conversations have taken. The 

remnants of these since-deleted threads manifests themselves as new threads, posted by 

moderators, reminding the participants in the Forum of its basic rules and boundaries. 

These become important discursive spaces where white women reify their white power 

identities and reclaim the characteristic behavior of white womanhood. In the anti-

feminist chronotope, these boundary-fortifying threads serve to remind the white woman 

who they are supposed to be, and what potentialities are available for them to pursue. 

Many women recall certain stereotypes reminiscent of those from their “origin” stories 

and contrast those behaviors with a generalized “class” and “ladylike” comportment 

white women are supposed to exude: 

pagan22: Social class. White people are naturally superior therefore we need to make 

sure we don’t start behaving in non-white ways such as fighting with each other and 

getting publicly nasty. 

 

Kitty1: Exactly: Although it is natural for us to get into our little tizzies, We should never 

alow [sic] ourselves to degenerate to the level of dumb beasts… Thats why blacks are 

masters at fighting with each other over petty nonsence [sic]. 

 

In these two posts, both women refer to the naturalness of white supremacy and of 

people to get into “tizzies”; a word heavily gendered to describe and demean the types of 
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conflicts women engage in amongst themselves. These responses do not necessarily 

overtly bring in a gendered perspective to the conflict in question, just stating that white 

people are supposed to behave better than was exhibited, and that white women 

especially must act as “ladies”, implying that this behavior is perhaps one of the only 

things that separates them from the “beasts” of other non-white races. Many women echo 

eachother’s sentiments, focusing on the need for white women to support each other 

rather than tear each other down. Newer members share that one of the reasons they 

started to engage with Stormfront was to interact with women who were not “catty”: 

blueyescrying: [...] I see where the moderator deleted a string that became in her eyes 

destructive. Good for her, as being “catty” isn’t why I chose to participate in 

stormfront’s website. I’ve never been one to take pleasure out of other people’s pain and 

though I’ve been in some disagreements in my life, it never degenerated into vulgar or 

destructive behavior or language, until recently, where I’ve been dealing with an 

incredibly manipulative, dishonest, calculating mexican female [...] 

 

Rena Ryuuguu: I’m new here also, and (fortunately, I think!) I didn’t see this particular 

‘cat fight’. But what pleases me is to see many of you fellow Stormfront women agree that 

we should act with class. I am so tired of seeing so many women add to list [sic] of 

reasons as to why men or people in general lose so much respect for us as females, and 

what saddens me the most is seeing other white women acting in such a way. But as I 

said I’m pleased to find on here so many disagree with such behavior! [...] 

 

 White women have some capacity to moderate themselves on The Women’s 

Forum, and specific moderators (such as Lycia or Keelan) frequently show up in a thread 

of posts to enforce the boundaries of engagement in the forum. Rather than involve 

themselves personally or advocate other women, they remain gatekeeping sentries. 
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Conclusion and Next Steps 

 

This project details discursive elements of white power communities that have 

existed far before the advent of the internet. Scholarship from across the United States 

has shown how white women have taken organizing for white power into their own 

hands; creating their own propaganda, sharing resources amongst one another and serving 

as recruitment agents for mixed-gender groups like the Klan or Skinheads. Organized 

white power groups exclusively for white women have coexisted alongside men’s groups 

for decades. Just like The Women’s Forum on SF, these groups are marketed towards a 

white power directed at the needs of white women specifically. Though the purview of 

this project was not that to understand how the sub-counterpublic of women in white 

power operates outside of SF and The Women’s Forum, it is reasonable to infer that 

similar channels exist for women outside of this specific blog forum as well as off the 

internet. 

 Chronotopes that marinate in The Women’s Forum culminate in a set of 

understandings or potentialities of white women in white power. The results of these 

meditations on the Forum outside of the internet can only be speculated until interviews 

are done with women who participate on these sites. However, what I argue is that the 

sub-counterpublic space of The Women’s Forum inspires, discourages, and rationalizes 

certain forms of action offline. Future research on this subject would require interviews 

with members involved in SF’s Women’s Forum to further our understanding of if and 

how the narratives of coming into white power translate into certain types of action.  

Scholars and organizers working directly with white power activists have had to 

navigate the difficulties of engaging with and learning from groups of people who choose 
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to engage with hate and terror. Daniels (1997) and Blee (2002) acknowledge that the 

traditional role of the social scientist as an impartial observer is fraught with ethical and 

moral dilemmas. “Such a representation lay at the heart of my ethical conundrum because 

I am not ‘impartial’ when it comes to white supremacy; thus holding myself out as 

disinterested would require a deception of the respondents which I consider unethical,” 

Daniels writes, highlighting the intractable undertaking of what seems to be an 

impassable subject. Former Neo-Nazi turned anti-extremism activist, Christian Picciolini, 

started the Free Radicals Project which focuses on extremism intervention, prevention, 

and disengagement. In his book, Breaking Hate: Confronting the New Culture of 

Extremism, he details his approach to engaging with white power activists who are not 

quite yet ready to leave the throngs of the movement. He avoids discussing ideology, 

focuses his questions on the intent of their work, and pays the person respect, not their 

views (Picciolini 2020, 68-71). Some of these ethical and moral dilemmas are avoidable 

in my research because my data is accessible without having to personally interact with 

white power activists. Therefore, in the spirit of Picciolini’s methodology, my intention 

was to focus not on the specific ideology being expounded in the posts, but that which is 

surrounding the ideology and why. 

From the work of journalists that I’ve read and those I’ve had the pleasure of 

talking to, compartmentalization appears to be the primary tactic used to maintain one’s 

mental well-being while covering topics such as this one. Designating certain times to 

work, making sure that other time is spent with family members, friends, loved ones, 

pets, outside, etc. When starting this project I believed that the compartmentalization I 

thought necessary to complete a work like this would make it better, perhaps less biased 
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and more objective. What I was ultimately concerned about was what the difference 

between compartmentalizing and sympathizing would look like, and if I would be able to 

maintain that distance in the appropriate way. It ebbed and flowed. Through the 

thousands of posts that I read, there are moments when the women I studied talked about 

mundane happenings in their lives that I could relate to. They talked about recipes 

they’ve tried, how dumb men were, and about their jobs; all conversations that I have had 

myself with similar magnitudes of passion. Outside of specific threads, it could be 

possible to miss blatant white power content entirely. But on those that dealt with the 

complicated entanglements between and within human social, political, and economic 

lives, it was impossible to miss content that was disgustingly racist, homophobic, 

xenophobic, and anti-semitic. Over the past nine months I have had countless 

conversations with my advisor on how to proceed ethically with this kind of research. I 

found that compartmentalization was and will remain an insufficient way to engage with 

these topics from the subject position that I occupy. I am a white, cis-gender, 

heterosexual woman who grew up in the Midwest. My hometown was small, a little 

under 50,000 people. Many of my friends and neighbors had never visited Chicago -- 

which was only two and a half hours away by car – and still more had never left the state. 

I grew up surrounded by large first and second generation Mexican and Hmong 

immigrant families; I had undocumented friends who I played middle and high school 

sports with. Most of my friends’ parents worked in one of the three large factories in the 

city: Johnsonville, Vollrath, or Kohler. It is a working-class city on the lake where folx 

have worked hard to get what they have, and with that being said, it is a town that is 

politically conservative both in the older and younger generations. I’ve grown up 
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surrounded by white supremacist ideologies and institutions, and most likely contributed 

to their maintenance. Including this part of my background in this project is not meant to 

explain away and make excuses for past or present ignorance. Rather, it is to point out 

that because of the life I have lived and still could live, because of the unearned 

privileges I carry, the contributions I have made to upholding white supremacy and my 

current dedication to doing better, it is my responsibility to hold my discomfort and rather 

than pack it away for another time, I need to sit with it. This past summer, with the 

protests surrounding the murder of George Floyd, and now as his murderer stands trial, I 

am reminded of how I felt sitting in my home in Wisconsin: helpless, angry, sad, and 

confused. Sitting with those feelings was uncomfortable. I was tired. My friends of color 

have felt like this more times than they could count, but they could not just turn off the 

TV and think about something else. They couldn’t decide to just simply sit with the 

feelings and violence that accompanied racism, xenophobia, or homophobia. The work 

that white people must do to dismantle white supremacy, in whatever field they choose to 

do it, must also entail at least sitting with the discomfort that these topics evoke. And 

when you want to quit sitting with them, then lean. It is truly the very least that can be 

done. 

Another conversation that needs to be had, perhaps not in this paper but in 

subsequent work related to this topic, is that of the possibility of a white power feminism. 

Mahmood and Abu-Lughod have written at length about embracing multiple feminisms 

and the need to acknowledge the diverse experiences of women around the world must 

translate into nuanced ways of centering them in our theory. Is it possible or even ethical 

to conceive and study a white power feminism? Does labeling it as such bring it into 
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being where it might previously not exist? Is a white power feminism what women in 

white power would call themselves? Throughout this project, it would appear that within 

The Women’s Forum there is an understanding amongst women that men and women 

should, in an ideal world, inhabit certain roles, but a resistance in saying that one gender 

is, for lack of a better term, better or more deserving of life and rights than the other. 

There are conversations being had and actions put in place to combat sexism on SF. I’ve 

read posts that express complete disbelief that white men could be as misogynistic as 

other races of men. How do we account for the criss-crossing strings of meaning passing 

from one hand to the next that we cannot seem to untangle or make sense of yet? Can it 

really be feminism by definition if other ethnic groups and gender identities are not 

included? Like I said, I do not have the answer to these questions, just the questions 

themselves to mull over. 

Much of this work is left to be questions unanswered. My hope is that by 

understanding the innerworkings of women in white supremacist networks and seeing 

white women as powerful, agential beings, we will be that much closer to dismantling the 

very structures that support white supremacy. With understanding, however, comes a 

contained empathy. A disciplined relativism that does not excuse or aid but that sees in 

order to destroy. That is all we can try to do. 
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